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ABSTRACT

ThiS'dissertatidn is e study of Nige}fan—American
bilatera]‘relations during the late 1970s and eap]y 1980s .
Its theoreticalrobjective is(to exptein Nigerian-American
relations and to discover the immediate impetus for those
‘relations. Its practical objective is to eontribdte to the
analysis of U.S. fdreign policy by examining the po]icy“
objectives and actual policies of the Carter and Reagan
‘ admimistratipns. The hypothests put forward holds that the .
| innediate'impetus for Nﬁﬁérian-Amer?can relations is not the
character of their leadership, the neture pf their:
“respective societies, or.the states’ economtc needs, gut”the

nature of- 1nternat10na1 system (st1|l often character1zed as
”Ja bipolar East- West Struggle) and the problems«1nherent
the pol1t1cs of the Afr1can]sup system of that struggle "

The study begins with an‘ana1y31s of 1nte11ectua1

‘approaches to the study of Nigerian- Amer1can relat1ons.

These approaches fall into three main perspectives,.notably,.

the state, system1c and- dependency perspectives Each

jperspect1ve provrdes a set of assumptlons and conclus1ons

that can be tested aga1nst var1ous d1mens1ons of .
N1ger1an-Amer1can relat1ons dur1ng the late-19705 and early

1980s. Thus, the question as to which perspective is most

&



relevant to understanding this relationship becomes bart of
the intellectual sgarch for tne determinants of biﬁate(al
relations between f%e two countrles <, |

L)

The data shows l1tt1e support for the dependency

" sinterpretation which stresses Nigeria’'s position as the

subordinate partner in.a dominance-dependence relationship.

with the Unite States.‘Tne state perspecfive sees a steady
strengtheni of Nigerian-American relations, ehphasizing :

the significance of the political, economic and military
relations. But,rlike the dependency perspective, it is
_ eq&a]ly lacKing‘in its portrayal of relations between the
"~ two countries. The state inlerpretation is largely static'
becauase it 4o¢uses solely"on'the internal variables and
ignores the impact of the external environment on
' ngerlan American relations. |

A more comprehensive interpretation is proferred by the
systemic perspective, and one that the author f1nds_most '
useful in undersfanding the subtleties of Nigerian-American
| b1latera] ties. Following the aSsunptions associated_with
'the system1c perspectlve. the study contends that |
_N1ger1anvgmgr1can relatﬁons are best understood through

" sound apprec1at\\h;of the\bb+4iﬁcs of the Afr}can sub- system

-and, ‘more 1mportantly, Amerwcan\\?ew of nggr1a srrole in
" East- West stnuggle on the cont1nent ’ : /\/\'

1; The author contends that the 1ncreased impor tance of -

'N1ger1a in America s African policy under Carter s\gna]led a

‘trend towards American perceptlon of N1ger1a-as'a potential

vi :.-
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ally in the struggle againstqéommunism in. the African
subth-system. The Reagan admié@gfration has also conducted
American relations with Nigeria in the context of the
) East-West struggls. During the late 19705 and ear{§ 39805:
poli€y~maker$ in ' Lagos and Washingfbn were becsming
‘inéreégingly aware of the affinities between Ehe two
countries, as well as their.role as key players in African
politics. AltHough policy differences were evident during

the Carter and Reagan administrations, some parallels in

Nigerian and American positions were beginning to emerge on A

several African.issues such as Angola, Zimbabwe, and South

Africa. Overall, fhe study contends that the_maintenance of

reg%onalvpeace and security has been the basic disposition
of both countries towards the poliitics of the African

sub-system.

vii
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Introduct ion:Perspectives on Nigerian-American Relations

.

The principal oEjectiQe of this work is to analyze the
relationship betwéen the United States and Nigeria in the
]ate 1970s and early 1380s. While there is considerable
',secondary l1terature in th1s area (to be looked at below)
such 11terature normally. assumes certain cond1t1ons as
existing in that relationship, a:a only fills in the
necessary factual blanks. The dependency literature is a
good example of this problem. A further purpose, therefore,
is to discover those factors that explain Nigerian-Amebicaﬁ
bilateral relations during the Carter and Reagan |
administrations. The study is 11m1ted to this period becguse
of apparent differences between the two adm1nlstrat1éns in
dealing with‘the>politics of the,Afr1can_sub-system in the
face of So&iétrAmerican‘competﬁtion on the continent - an

. ,/ 1 i



issue of major concern to Nigerian leaders. Whereas the
Carter administration is claimed to have adopted populist

" methods such as concern for human rights and majority rule
in Southern Africa:_the Reagan administration supposedly;
concentrates on congtructive engagement or the ppeservatibn
of the status quo as a method of checking the peréeived
Soviet threat. Yet, such differences could be misleading
because it owes more to contrasts in what the two
“administrations and their respective offic%als saig than
what they actually did.{ Finally, evaluatihé the Carter and
Reagan administrations will allow the use of a cbmparative
perspective that will provide the answers to the issues
raised above.

It will be argued that the exptanation of
Nigerian-American relatiéns is not to be found in the
character of their leadership, the nature of their
Eéspective societies, or the states’ economic needs, but the
nature of international sygtem (still often characterized as
a bipolae East-Wegi struggle) and the problems inherent ia
the politics of the African sub-system of that larger
Strugg]e. As Géorge Bush stated in 1980 "Afrigé is ignored
at our peril."z.To the éoliéy-makers in Washihgton,>that
f étatement~is as true today as it was in 1980. In the
ﬁ;sbecifﬁc case of Nigérian-American bilateral ties, there has
’been iﬁcreased trade, investment, top level exchanges in the

X T
.................. 2
£

*For this line of reasoning see Coral Bell, “From Carter to
‘Reagan", Foreign Affairs, vol. 63, no. 3, 1985, PP. 490-510.
2pfrica Report, vol. 25, no. 3, May-dJune 1980, PP. 39-41.




form of official visits, and technical assistance to

Nigeria’s agricultural sector. In turn, Nigeria has
cautioﬁsly suppor ted Reagan’s peace plan for Namib{;, while
at the same time eﬁpgéséfhg concern about the U.S.
Presideﬁt’s policy of “constructive engagement"” wiib South
Africa. In order to understand this rappfochement between
Lagos and Washington, one must take full cognizance of the

Nigerian and American foreign policy positions on selecfed'

African issues such as Angola, Zimbabwe, and South African
crisis.
~ N :

The Carter administration realized as much as Reagan
and his advisers that African, and Nigerian, resources.ébch-\
‘as oil as well as strategic mingrals are vital to American
and Western economies, that Southern African in the course
of the next decade, could well be the focal point'of
East-West confrontation. The fault of the.Cafter ; ‘
administratibn’s foreign policy, according to Nigeria, was
not in its lack of attention to Africa, it was the gap
between rheforic and performancé. And under the Reagan
administration éhe gap is perceived to be as lafge as (if
not larger than) it'yas during the Carter administration.

: But‘Nigeria expects more than East-West ansideratith“éhd ,
diplomatic rhetoric in its relations with the United States.
For example, in the face of cbntinuous violence in South
Africa, most Nigerian leaders@befiéVe a greater U.s.

anti-apartheid commitment is in the interests of

Nigerian-American relations, as well as regional and



. foreign policies (usually taking t

ultlmate]y 1nternat1onal stability.
. The var1ous interpretatipns of N1ger1an1Xmer1can
Jré]ations in the existing literature raise the question of
the appropriate_iével of analysis in explaining that
relationship. Even before Rosenau made his fgﬁst attempt at
*”systemat1z1ng foreign policy analysis, studénté offspecific
hi form of case studles)
have been concerned with the internal and external sources
of state behavior:3 These conterns h@yéfoffen‘been explained
as the search for syétemic, state or ideosyhéfétic factors
. affecting foreign policy. Some thought and effort have gone?v
into determ1n1ng what Rosenau refers to as relat1ve
potency"” of systemic variable versus soc1etaly governméntal,
role, and individual va:iablesvfor different Kinds of\stateg
in various situations, However, surveys bf comparativé
foreign policy !iterature‘by McGowan and Shapiro clearlyri
show that despite the great deal of attention that has been
devoted to internal/sociefal factors, little progress has
Ibeen»made in thinking about the ekternal/systemic inf luences
on foreign policy.* Research on Nigérian- Amerlcan relatlons
reflects this general tendency to emphas1ze the state level
of analys1s ‘

- e -

“3James N. Rosenau, "Pre-theories and Theories of Foreign
Policy", in R.B. Farrell (ed.) Approaches to Comparative

) Internat1onal Politics (Evanston: Northwestern University
Press,~1966), PP. 27-92.

4Patrick McGowan and Charles W. Kegley, Jr. "Introduction:
External Influences on Foreign Policy Behavior", in Patrick
McGowan and Charles W. Kegley,;: dr.>(eds. )" Fo:g_gn Policy and
Modern Wor1d-System, Sage International Yearbook of Foreign
<Pol1?y Stud;es, Vol. ?Beverly ‘Hills: Sage Publications,

- 1983 34. , )




,
In his influential book Thgony of Internatlonal
Politics, Waltz conceptua11zes the 1nternat1ona1 political
- system at two levels: at ope level, a 'system consists of a
structure; at another level the system consists of -
interacting units.% According to this view, the appr*opr%ate
concerns of systems analysis in international po]itics are '
two-fold: (1) to trace the expected "careers" of different
international systems by "indicating their likely durability
and peacefulness", and (2) "to show how the structufe oﬂgthe

system affects the interacting units and how they in turn
affect the strdéfbré".s Hof fman, on the other hand, defines
the international system as a "pattern of relations among
the the basic units of worid politiés"; he sees the
structure of the international political system as the
systemic‘level component. In Hoffman’'s view, the |
international system is both an analyfﬁc’séhéme and aJ
postulate. As an analytic scheme on;an intellectual
‘construct, the systemic approach is a Qay,of organizing
plentiful‘and complex data. As a postulate, "system is an

P

hat there are "distinguished patteﬁns of

adsertion”

relations/and Key variables that can be discerhéd‘without

"artificiality or afbjtrariness“;7 In both Waltz and Hoffman,

there is a recognition that the system has an impact-on'the

‘SKenneth N. Waltz, The Theory of International Politics
£¥gad1ng Massachussetts, Add1son Wesley, '1979), PP. 38-58.

‘ id

7Ibid. P. 43. See also Stanley Hoffman, The State of War:
Essays on the Theory and Practice of International Politics
(Néw York: Praeger, 1965), PP. 90 92 Gulliver's Troubles

- (New YorK: McGraw Hill, 1968) 11-12. o _




units and that their interactidnﬁ are the building blocks of
the system.?®

Parsons, in contrast; discusseé the existence of a
basic unit which is the entire social syftem defined as a
complete spc{ety whose main function ig survival or
self-maintenance.‘The social system in Parsons’'s analysis
consists of three sub-systems: (1) the per'sonality
sub-system, (23“the social sub-system, (3) the cultdﬁal
sub-system. )These sub-systems are interconnected within what
Parsons descr1bed as an "action system"“where all actions
occur so that each sub-system affects the other. A change 1n
one sub- system is thought. to affect the other sub-systems
and the th]e action system. But when the distinction is .
made between society and social structure, syéfem and -
sub-system are treated és two different Kinds of systems,9
The variousl]eYels of analysis'identified here have been
employed in explaining Nigerian-Ahérican re]ationsa and 1
" now turn to a discussion of the three main approachés to:
that explanation: state, systemic and dependence
perspectives. |

&

R T I

: :{or the view that units of the systemkare of the same "set"
by which is meant they have features in common that enable a

~particular relationship, see J.W. Burton, Systems, States,

Dégé?macy and Rules (Cambr1dge Cambridge University Press,

1 P. 6. ’

- 8James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr. =

~ Contending Theories of International Relations: A

- Comprehensive Survey (New . York: Harper and Row, 1981),

‘ 1405142; Peter Nettl, "The Concept of System in Polltlcal
Science", Political Stud1es vol. XIV, no. 3, 1966 L

YPP 305- 338 S , - ‘ ' g
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Interpretations of Nigerian-American Relations

The various dimensions of Nigerian-American relations,
notably the economic, political and military, have given
rise to interpretations which can be divided into three
broadly defined.analytical‘perspectives: the systemic,
state, and dependehce perspectives. The thrée main
perspecfives. which this thesis sets out to‘é&plore, consist
of statements, or propositions, that attempt to explain
Nigerian-American bilateral ties. From the state
perspective, such statements focus on the characteristics of
both states ;nd on their ]eaders, emphasizing the role 6?
internal factors in the explanation of bilateral relations
between them.-Conseqqgntly, states are nqt ?levfhé prime
actors, they are units of analysis in international
relations.

State interpretations of the Nigerian-American
relations stress such indicators-as internal ecohomic needs
and type of leadership as essentié] in explaining the
interact%oh between the two c6untries. The exact role of.
feadershfp is difficuit to ascertain precisely. .lé~-
Nevertheless, under Prime Minister Balewa, Nigeria was said
‘to have become a basfion of pEo-Americanism, especiaﬁly in.
the early 1960s.'° It was during Balewa's conservative_ruie,
it is érgued;»thét Nigeria took the American line on several
cold war issues and'becamé’one of Washington’s "most

D I A I e N

1901ajide Aluko, Essaxs in: nger1an Fore1gn Policy (L¢ndon
George Allen & Unwin, 1981) PP. 99-111.




reliable satellites” in black Afrtca.“ During the Balewa
.years,‘October 1960 to January 1966, tHe general orientation
of Nigerian foreign policy was characterized by a passive ®
. approach to fofeign affairs and rapidly strengthening ties
with the United States.'? This development is attributed to

 the personal%tyfof Prime Minister Balewa, which was greatly

influenced by the traditionalism of his Nigerian culture,

and his brand of Islamic faith.!'3 ) LR

Others argue that while leadership is not unimpqﬁ}ant,
its influence on policy is limited by internal factoﬁg, as
well as the politics of foreign policy decision-making. The
influence of these factors on the Balewa government of the
early 1960s is well summar ized by Aluko: among othersvthese
include (1) the domestlc sxtuat10n'Wh1ch leaders had to cope
with, (2) the soelal 1nstab111ty and difficult federal

structure of the éountry, and (3) military weakness *4ﬁ;

The late 19605 saw a near reversal in Nigerian- $m3rrtan
Q‘”q : ¥ o

‘ id from 'the United States was no lqnger eagdrly ~
t1]bid. o i ' ' s ﬁ'.
12OlaJ1de Aluko, “Nigeria and the.Super-powers” Millenium’

vol. 5, no. 2, Autumn 1976, P. 132. He suggests that ‘during
- the Balewa era, "Nigeria’'s poli¢y of non- alignment exhibited"
.a great deal of partiality in favour of the United States
and against the Soviet Union.
'3See A. B. Akinyemi, Foreign Pol1cy and Federal1sm The
. Nigerian Experience (lbandan: Ibadan University Press,
'1874), PP. 200-201; Mark W.  Delancey, "Nigeria: Foreign
'Po]ic Alternattves in Timothy M. Shaw and Olajide Aluko
(eds.) Nigerian Foreign Policy: Alternative Perceptions and
Projections (London: Macmillan, 1983), PP. 164- ~203. ‘
T40lajide Aluko, Ghana and nger1a 1957 -70: A Study;1n
~Int§r Afr1can,Dlscord {London: Rex Collins, 1976}, PP.
20-21 o :

e

relations as the Gowon leadership adopted a more nongal1gner?
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sought and very little was accepted 3uring this period. But
General Gowon had‘no intention of undérmining |
Nig;i?gn-Amefican bilateral ties: These ties were remarkéb]y
improved after the civil war in 1970, as both countries .
1noved to strengthen their commercial, financial, and’ (&
technical relations. Yet as suspicion of American intentions
éurfaced again in the early 1970s, the Nigerian-American B
relationship deteriorated. The new strain in politiéa] ties
between the two c0unfries climaxed in the 'exchange of harsh
words and insUlts over Angoia. as well as the refusal of a

- visit to Nigeria by Secretary of State Kissinger.'5 Most
.accounts of dédglopment in Nigerian-American relations iq
the mid-1970s have attributed a great deal to the
personaiityvand leaderéhip of eminent Nigerian 1eader$ such
as Generals Mohammed and Obasanjo, as well as the

fundamental changes in both style and contént of Nigerian
foreign policy during their admjnistrati-ons.’6 From the
American side, the leadership factor also come into play in
the interpretation of Nigerian-American relatiéns. Analysts
have ‘contended that as long as President -Ford was in ‘the
_Whife House and‘Henry Kissinger'fn the State 6epértment,
rapprochement between the two countries was out of the
question; that relaxat1on of ten510n between N1ger1a and the
U.s. came only when d1mmy Carter was e]ected Pre51dent of

15Sandy. Feustel "Leadershlp in Afr1ca Afr1ca,Report

May-June 1977, PP. 48- 50. :

. 16Bolaji Aklnyem1, "Mohammed/ObasanJo Fore1gn Policy” in
ye Oyediran (ed.) Nigerian Government and Politics

‘Under Mititary Rule 1966- 79 (London: Macm111an, 1979), PP.

150- 168.
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the Un1ted States According to this view, President Carter

1nsp1red greater confidence in NJger1an American re]at1ons
than Nixon, Ford and K1551nger through public statements and’
shrewd choice of staff, notably, Andrew Young.'? How much
President Carterﬂs personal initiatiue counted may be
debatable.

On the other hand, the-main thrust of the systemic

perspective focuses on externa] factors emphasizing the

- impact of the Systemic environment. 1t focuses on the

~the African continent in

U.S.-Nigerian joint concern For peaceful resolution of
confdict in Southern Africa, and East-West competition. It
pays particular attgntion to the importance the United -

ach to the configuration of forces on

States and_Nigerja a
neral. Bach’'s analysis of
N1ger1an American relations makes an 1mportant point about
u.s. support for the development of N1ger1an influence,
argu1ng that}th1s support in the late 1970s was based on
AmeriCan'acKnowledgement of the "stabiligﬁng character" of

Nigeria's African policy.'® Since this policy was primarily

"concerned with the preservation of'the territorial status

- .
quo, the United States,'according to this view..extended

support to the N1ger1an government s attempt to assert

itself as the "status quo med1ator” on the African

"cont1nent Washington, it is argued, saw Nigeria in-

- 35-55.

- e - m - .- —— -

171bid, ' o
18Daniel C. Bach “Nigerian-American Relations: Convergwng
Interests and Power Relations”, in Timothy M. Shaw and

0Olajide Aluko (eds. ) Nigerian Fore1 n Policy: Alternat1ve

Perceptions and_ and Projections (London. Macm111an 1983),
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strategic terms: a bulw&rk against Soviet expansion in
Africa, and as a possible regional manager much 1ike Brazil
in Latin Amerlca Thus as the fxrst Shaba crisis erupted in
- March 1977, wh1ch started as a border conflict between Zaire
and Angola, various senior American officials in the Carter
administration, including Andrew Young, and then u.s.
ambassador to Nigeria, Doneld Easum, requested Nigerian
Foreign Minister Garba to find an African solution to the
conflict.'® With Americah-support, Garba also offered to
help in the settiement of the dispute between Kenya and
Uganda. This wasefollowed‘by the Nigerian decision to
intervene in}the Somali-Ethiopia conflict. In the latter

_ conf]ict, Nigerian and_American positions were similar, to
the extent that the Carter edministration adopted the same

" position as that of the 0.A.U. Ad Hoc commission chaired by
Nigeria. The commission advacated the restoration of peace
between Somalia and Ethiopia on‘the basis of reepect'for the
estab]ished eolonial boUhdaries. The U.S. and Nigeria
accordingty refpsed to accept Somalia’s annexation qf the
Ogaden despite theffact that\Somalia was fighting aéainst
"the Soviet backed Marxist reglme in Eth1op1a 20 The N1ger1ah
.dec1s1on to act as a med1ator 1n these var ious Afr1can°

‘conf11cts is seen.as be1ng responSIble for rapprochement in

N1ger1an Amer1can relat1ons 21 nger1an leaders admit that
181bid. S :

20Feustal, "Leadersh1p Leadersh1p in Afr1ca PP. 48450:
Bach, "N1ger1an Amer1can Relations: Converg1ng Interests and
Power Relations", PP. 35-55. T
'21Bach, "N1ger1an American Relat1ons Converging Interests
and Power Relatlons PP. 39- 43 j - : -



12

the rolpwthat the United States expécted them to pltay in the ¢
African sub-system sgmewhat‘coincides with‘Nigeria/s own |
"interest based on é ccmmitmént tq a free and stable Africa.
Finally, the interpretations of Nigerian-American
relations associated with the dependence perspective can be
éla§$ified as a hybrid of the state and'systemic
persp:ctives.‘The dependence perspective draws from diverse
sets of assumptions which give emphasis to ‘the nature of
"power" distribution ‘in the international system, and
Nigeria's politicé], economic, and cultural»?epenqeqce on
the dominant actors in the international arena. Ifs
interpretation of Nigeriaﬁ—Ameeran relétjons emphasizes the
fact pﬁat in internatiohal relations dominant poweré
“manipulate and use weaker states for-their,jzniébjectiVes
énd benefits; or tHat state "power" has alw?ys been
expressed through the ab}ngy to inf luence éther nations in
desired directions. But since the dependence perspéctive is
treateq;here as a hybfid of the ideas inherent in the state
-and systemic perspectives; it is pertinent to examine the
cqncépt‘of system and étate{leVe1é in the context of
‘Nigerian-Americah relations, before makiﬁg.any.further
statements about}interpsetations frbﬁ'thé.dependehce_,‘

perspective.

5

“_The"State PehspedtiVé - o  _[  ,,> o e

. f . - e

  The_state’pérspective.pértakes of a number of

aliernativeﬁexplanations_ofsNigerianfuhited\étates“

-



£ t
?!'relationS‘ For example, one explanat1on empha51zes the fact
gsihgt despite occastonal m111tary coups and counter coups in
nger1a, N1§er1an:Amer1can relations are character1zed by a-
§hsteady strengthenlng.oﬁ the economic, %poltitical, -and
2 Military relations between the two countrtes Other state
sL\;“:lnterpr;tat\ons focus on the interaction between economic
and pol1t1c%1 d1mens1ons of the nger1an American
relatiqgship“r;ther than the military.

The principal’assumptions governindﬁexplanations from
the staté perspeft1ve po1nt to the fact-that at the time of
Nigeria’ s 1ndependence in 1960 ‘the United States had.

| ‘impor tant ‘economic, polﬂt1cgl and cu]tural reasons for'

l’ma1nta1n1ng good relat1ons with N1ger1a .[ﬁjkﬁe Aluko, a
‘prom1nent N1ger1an scholar has suggested‘that the presence :

‘'of a ]arge black cdmmun1ty in the U.S. has been an important
afactor in the N1ger1an-Amer1can b1lateral relat1ons.22 But
the extent to which the black Anericans‘affect American
pol1cy may be difficult to estab11sh 23 |

“In a. s1m11ar vein, Robert B. Sheparii(ggpested that

,from 1860 to 1965 Amer1can policy- makers,ﬂgﬁﬂuenced

strongly by l1bera1 pr1nc1ples made largest

e - e m e _c e, .-, - —--o

2201ajide Aluko,'Nigeria and Superp wers®, Millennium, vol
5, no. 2, Autumn 1876, PP. 127-129.
‘23The1r lack of clout in foreign- po]1cy is evident in the
fact that black congressmen, with few exceptions, represent
districts comprised 6ften of improverished inner-city areas
with an overwhelming majority of black voters. In such
~consituencies, foreign policy issues take second place to
the debate about economic issués and social welfare
-programs. Arch’ Puddlngton, "Jesse dJackson, the Blacks and-
_American’Foreign Pol1cy ‘ Commentarx vol. 77, no. 4, April
1984 PP’ 19-27. . A ‘ _ ‘ ' '

Al
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Afrfcan recipient of American forejgn aid, in the hope tﬁat
‘Nigeria would become a model of liberal, capitalist and
democratic development .24 As Aluko contended, "It was not
unusual for American leaders to feel that their government
could make Nigeria modify her position by the threat of
cutting off aid".25% Prior to the Nigerian civil war,
Américan Congressman, Mr. Joseph Y. Resnick, is 6n record as
saying that if the crisis‘in Nigeria deteriorated into armed
conflict, the American government would stop its aid to the
country. 26 ) ’ |
A o

A study by M. Bassey Eyo Ate attempts toﬁshow how
bilateral ties with thé United States in economic and
politiéal fields, migﬁt have conditioned the decolonization
policy of the Nigerian decision-making élites. His basic
premise is that to understand properly the'existipg patterﬁ
of relationship between the two countries, it‘is necessary
to examine the interconnection between economics and
politics. Consequeﬁtly, Ate' s work focuses on the
interrelated role bf Amer ican capital aid projects,
technical assistance, personnel, and priyate investment
ihitiatives in the Nig?rian economy, identifying Nigeria's =«
first Natibnai Deyelophent plan as the institutional channel
for U,S. involvemént in Nigefia. The conclusion of Aie’s

]
study points to the diminishing features of
24Robert Benjamin Shepard, "Superpower and Regional .Power:
The United &tates and Nigeria 1960-1978", Ph.D.
Dissertation, The Johns Hopkins University, 1984.
25A1uko, "Nigeria and the Superpowers”, P, 138.
26 ]pid. Resnick issued this warning in March 1867 in Ibadan,
Nigeria. In July the civil war broke out. _
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Nigerian-American relations: (a) the structure of bilateral
economic relations with the U.S. was greatly altered in the
1970s because of the changing economic fortunes of Nigeria,
and (b) aid for economic development purposes was eliminated
as Nigeria emenged:as the second largest supplier of crude
oil to the United States.?’

The arguments emphesizing Amer ican economic interest in
Nigeria are often based on the fact that in 1967, on the eve
of the d{§il war, total U.S. pr1vate 1nvestment was given at
US$200 million. In April 1869, prlvate 1nvestment in oil
ventures reached a substantial velue of $400 million. 28
These figures indicate that despite the civil war, America
was becoming increasingly aware of Nigeria’s oil potential
and the financial stakes of the American oil‘companies in
the Nigerian eConOmyh.Gulf‘Oil, one of the most important
o0il producing companies in Nigeria, had expanded rapidly
during the war. Its pre-war output of 57,000 barrels per day
had reached the 200,000 bafrel mark by April 1969, when its
investheht in Nigeria rose to $168 million.29 In 1977, the
" U.S. had some $1500 million invested in the Nigerian oil
industry. Import of oil from Nigeria stood at around ’
one-eight of total Americaﬁeimported 511. This fact of

Nigerian- Amer1can relat1ons shows in a brief historical

. context the extent to wh1ch both countrles have fostered

o

27M. Bassey Eyo Ate, "Effects of N1ger1an Un1ted States
Bilateral Ties on Nigeria's Decolonization Policies,
1960-1966", Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 13980.
28Cronje, The Wor ld. and nger1a PP. 246- 247 :

291bid. P. 250. .
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o

economic and political contact since the 1960s,
démonstrating that Amerijca’s vested interest in the country
cannot be denied. Ir addition, it ‘is argued that in the
1970s Aherican companhies and institutions were genuinely
invblved in the development of Nigeria’s vast resources and
the country’s search for saolutioBs to the problems of
urbanization, inflation; port congéstion. shortages of
trained ménpower, communications, transportation, housing
and power. . |

From the point of view of'Nigeriaﬁs needs during the
Ford-Kissinger admfnistration, there was a belief that the
U.S. would be able to make a highly effective contribution
to the resource transfers Nigeria badly needed for the
imp]emenfatiﬁn of its amb;tious national deveiopment
p}ogram. This emphasis on close bilateral relations between
fhe two countries is closely followed by a'recognition that
"Nigeria's ﬁndepéndence in foreign policy has groﬁn with- the
ébuntryzs economic”strength, that in spite of America’s
growing trade deficit with Nigeria both countries need eaéh
other for political and ecohbmic reasons. Fubthermore, it is
argued;that-at iﬁdependence fn 1960, the Nigerian ‘economy \
was-heavily’depehdenfth‘thé export of primary_products ;nd
the:import of.manuf;ctufed goods. The écohomic prop]emsl
created by the,declining pﬁiceslpf primary prodﬁcts,in thé
wor 1d market,‘andvtheldesine fdr.eCOnomicfdeveiephéﬁt by the
emergent elites in Nigeria had fueled the need for greater
access to the Amehféah‘ﬁarket and technical assistance. The

@



17

consequence of this was the desire to maintain good
relations with the United States. The central strand in this
state level arbument is that although Nigeria no longer
needs American financial™aid, it will continue for the
foreseeable future to use teéhn1cal a551stance especially
in the oil sector, iron and steel 1ndustry, heavy industry,
petro-chemical and communications 1ndustr1es. Hence the need
for closer bilateral ties with the United States. 30

Furtner evidence of the signi&icance of the economic
factor is based on the prominent péﬁitibn of the American
oil companies in the‘Nigerian oil industry; the principal
ones being Mobil, Gulf; Texaco, Philips, Occidental, and
Ashtand. In other sectors Americankeompanies 1ike Reymond
Internaticnal, TAMS, C.E. Tec, Pfi;er, 3M, Johnson and
Johnson, and many others work together with Nigerians in
joint ventures that have led to alsignificant degree of
American economic penetration of Nigeria. For former U.S.
Ambassador to yigeria, Donald Easum, there is a partieular]y
important potentialffor u.s. enterprise in Nigeria that is
Aperhaps notﬁevident in many other countries. He expressed‘
‘the hope that whatever the differences on’pOlitical issues,

£
the strength of economic ties between the two countr’ies can

be maintained and even strengthened 31

Daniel C. Bach argues ‘that the close re]atlonshlp

“between Nigeria and the United States is based on the ™
30A1uko, "Nigeria and ‘the Superpowers p. 130. = !
3‘Donald B. Easum, *"Nigerian-American Relations” Africa
Report, July-August, 1981, PP. 52-54; "Why N1ger1a 1s
;1mportant to the u. S " West Africa, dJune 15, 1981 . 1345.
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convergence of inter?ﬁts between the two countries. The main

thrust of Bach's arguhent is that the political and legal
& :
guarantees offered to private American investors by the

‘Nigerian-American agreement of September 1980, constituted

the most innovative feature in this relationship. But ’
¢

according to thjs view, while the U.S. was interested in
cbunter—balancing the reliance on Nigerian:oil with
Nigeria's technological (and agricu]turalrlreliance on the
Uu.s., the Nigerians perceived their rapport with thé Uu.Ss. in
terms of increased foreign investment.32
Commenting on the political dimensién of
" Nigerian-American relations during hjs testimony before the

U.S. Senate Sub-committee on African Affairs, Dbnald Easum °

-

contended that despite the differences on certain issues,
Nigeria and the United States share similar goals of

political self-determination.?3 The emphasis on political"

a

similarities between the two Countrfeé‘also figured

prominently in the U.S. President’s speech during the \,\\\

Dctoberj11,'1977 visit to:Washington by the former Nigerian
-Head of state, Olusegun Obasanjo. The'President reminded his.
‘honourable guest that Nigeria, with its growing political l

\ - ‘ S
_jeadershﬁp;and a federal form. of government is a country of

P T e

32Daniel C. Bach.“Nigerian-American‘Rélatiohs :~-Converging
Interests and Power Relations”",in Timothy M. Shaw and

Olajide Aluko (eds.)Nigerian Foreign Policy: Alternative
Percggtggns and Projections, (London: MacMillan Pregs, 1983}, .-
PP. -55. ’ : ' o .
33U.S. Congress, Senate, "United States-Nigeria éi%attpns",

in US Policy Toward Africa, Hearings, before the - o
Subcommittee on African Affairs, Committee op Foreign
‘Relations, 94th Congress, 2nd Session, 1976, PP. 163-179.

AY
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great 1mg?rtance to the United States:
N1geria7ls a nat1on making great social and
pol1t1cal progress. A new constitution has already"
been drafted for this great country, substantially
similar to our own, providing for a Président, a
bicameral - legislature, and the continuation of a
completely independent judiciary, which has always
been a part of the political life of Nigeria.?3*

The President assured the Nigerian leader that his
administratioﬁ would co-operate with Nigeria "in seeking
ways to tie our countries even closer together in a mutual
partnership involving politics and econohics";15 On the
Nigerian side Obasanjo reflected on the common p?1itical
experiences shared by Nigeria and the Unitey States: (1) a
history of colonial rule and po]iticat struggle for
tndependence, (2) the fact that both countries have
prdgreésive, dynamic.;and resourceful peopies deeply
committed to'polittcal freedom, equality, and social
Justlce, as well as the pursuit of peace and secur1ty 36 But
while the political and economic factors have ‘long played a
exgn1f1capt role in the state interpretation of the
NiQerian-Amerﬁcan relations, the mi 11 tafy factor has only
just started to make its mark. Its ifportance, from the
state standpo1nt lies in the fact that Nigeria represents a
large potential market for pr1vate u.s. arms‘
-4manUfacturers.?7 Although the U.S. dbes-not provide any

/

34.S. President, Publlc Papers of the Pres1dent of the
United States (Wash1ngton D.Cs:: Government Printing Offlce,_
1978) , d1mmy Carter, 1978, PP. 12§2~1809

351bid.

_361b1d . : ’

(37U.8. Congress, Senate,‘"Un1ted States nger1a Relat1ons

P. 176.
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security assistance to Nigebié, the\cbuntry is, however, a
very large purchaser of services such’ as military training
under thé American foreign military sales program. As of
.1980, there were about 1,000 Nigerian/military personnel
undergoing training in the United States, with the entire
cost of $12-million per yeér being absorbed by the Nigerian

government .38 The purchase of military equipment has been
’ EN
limited to such items as C-130 aircraft, military trucks,

1

carbines, military clothing and boots. Nigeria was also

considering the purchase of American CH-47 helicopters, an

\

air defense system, fighter aircz@ft, and artillery from the
United States.39

The role of the United States in the Nigerian civil war
is still open to debate. Some observers speak of the hidden
rift in Nigerian-American relations caused by the U.S.
policy of formal neutrality during the war; while others
st?es;'the_hﬁmanitanién concerns of the Amer icans througﬁout

the war years.4° Other observers from the state standpoint
38y.S. Congress, ‘House, Report of the Delegation to Africa,
nggitteeSQn Armed Services, 96th Congress, ist Session,

1 , P. 5. '
39]bid. Nigeria already has an arsenal of Soviet-made MIG
17, MIG 21, and lluyshin 28 war planes bought during the
civil war. It is purchasing U.S. military supplies in order,
to diversify its sources. Nigeria is also looking-to Western
Europe for ‘further diversification. See Aluko, "Nigeria and
the Superpowers", PP.130-131; and The Military '
Balance:1974-75 (London: 11SS, 1974), P. 43.

40See John Stremlau,The International Politics of the
Nigerian Civil War, 1967-70 (Princeton, New dJersey:
Princeton University Press, 1977}, PP. 288-297; dJohn de St.

Jorre, The Nigerian Civil War, (London: Hodder and
Stoughton, 1972), PP. 181, 358; Olajide Aluko, "The Civil

- War and Nigerian Foreign Policy", The Political Quarterly;
vol. 42, no.2, April-Jdune 1971, PP. 177-190.
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e

emphasize -the American diplomatic approval of the federal
government of Nigeria thnoughout the civil war, despite

public declaf%f on of a formal arms embargo. What worried

vWashington, as?Suzanne Cnenje asserts, was that the
disintegration of the‘Nigerian state might threaten the very
conditions inside Nigeria which made the federation so
attractive.to the American interest in the first place.*!
Cronje’s contention is based on the assumption that (1)
Washington was fully aware of the extent to which Lagos
depended on American aid, investment and goodwill, (2) the
Americans were in the ptcture ear ly enough to contain any
dangerous idéas“wnich might have posed a threat to American
interests, and finarly (3) Washington would have used every
possible pressure to reverse the trend the moment American
economic and political interests were at stake. Thus she
concluded, that whatever President Nixon's real intentions
might have been during the.therian civil war, American
interest was at stake; that "it was against American
interests to put any obstacles in Nigeria’s road to
' victbry". Henge the American-assumed “neutrality” was a
farce.42? Based on the state perspectlve, it would thus

~appear that the United States and N1ger1a have estab11shed a

number of pol1cy objectives in the1r relationship. These |

obJect1ves can be subsumed into three categories: political,

economic and m1l1tary

o-----------------

41Suzanne CronJe. The World and Nigeria: The Diplomatic
History of the Biafran War 1967 197¢ (London S1dgw1ck and
" Jackson, 19 P 6.

42]bid. PP. '
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1. In its relations with Nigeria, American objective is to
foster the establishment of -a durable democracy in that
country.

2. The U.S. seeks ways of improving bilateral relations L\
witﬁ-Nﬁgeria because of the common historical experience
shared by both countries, and the great constitutional
progress made by Nigeria in the 1970s

3. On the Nigerian side, fr1endsh1p w1th the United states
is based on-deep admiration of the American form of
government, institutions, and American devotion to
freedom and equality. Since the Nigerian constitution or
its federal system of government is subsfantial]y
similar to that of the United States, Nigeria’'s
objective is to build upon the existing political
affihify between the two countries.*3

4. The United States needs closer bilateral ties with

R Nigeria because ofeits dependence on Nigerian oil.
‘5. The Nigerian economy offers fremendous opportdnifies to
American pfivate invesfors, - | 1 .

6. On the Nigerian side, the ever-increasing need for
capital, teéhnology, and greater access to the Amg%zéan
‘market has led to the desire to maintain'gobd'relations
with the Un1ted States. ) ’

7. The U S. needs N1ger1a to the extent that the country
represente a large potential market for pr1vate Amer ican

arms sales, and a large purchaser of American military

——————————————————

431.8S. Pres1dent, Publ1c Papers of the Pres1dent of the
United States, Jimmy Carter, 1978, PP. 1762-1776.
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training services.
8. Nigeria needs American military equipment in its effort

to diversify the sources of its military supplies.

The Systemic Pérspective

To the extent” that the systemic pérspective focuses on
the external variables, it emphasizes American fdreign
policy behavior in Africa as a majSP’determinant of
bifateral re]ati0n§ between Nigeria and the United States.
TheQdifferences (aﬁd similarities) between the two ,
perspectives can be stated as follows: while the staie view
foéuses on internal factors, emphasizing{the significance of
the political, economic, and military aspécts of |
Nigerian-American relations, the systemic interpretation
reéognizes the relevance of the external factors, especially
American and Nigerian\policy in Africa and East-West '
‘relations. _ |

From the‘systeﬁic perspective, then, the pr1n01pa]
exp]anat1on of Nigerian-American relations-is that Nigeria
is a countpy with a good record of effective inter-African
di@lomacy; and to the Amehicans, the Nigerians view of
Qpeace, stability{ se]f;detgrhination,-and'racial equality
throughout the whole pontiﬁént‘of>Africa i§"of“great
importance to them.*44

, Th1s ‘'view had a lot of support dur1ng the late 13ips

N1ger1a s stand agalnst the aparthe1d reg1me in South

s

44U.95 Congress, Senate,‘“Un1ted States-Nigerian relations”,
PP. 169-170.
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B

Africa, its support for liberation struggle, and its rule in
regional economic institutions such as . the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS) were seen as
factors which helped to enhance the diplomatic and political
leverage of the country in global affairs.‘5 éach argues
that the close relationship between Nigeria and the United
States after Carter’'s election as president was in mahy
respects a réflection of a more comprehensive evolution,of
Nigeria’s status in the international system. Thus, at the
systemic level, Bach’s analysis is focusea);;.the process of
convergence in’Nigerian-American relations baséd on, first,
a joint concern for Southern Africa’'s future stability; and
second, the American wager with resbect to the inauguration.
of a "pax Nigeriana” on.the African continent.*% The

American perception of the role Nigeria could play jgfthe'
Carter admininstration’s foreign policy towards Africa was

well summed up by Easum:

#5Amadu Sesay, "Comparative Study of Foreign Policies: A
Critique", International Studies, vol. 19, no. 1,
January-March 1980,_PP.221-§41.; Sandy Feustal, "Nigeriar
Leadership in Africa”, Africa Report, May-June 1877,
PP.48-50.; Ibrahim A. Gambari, "Nigeria and the World: A
Growing Internal Stability, Wealth and External Influence”,
- Journal of International Affairs, vol. 29, no. 2, Fall,
1975, PP. 155-169.; Jean Herskovits, "Nigeria: Africa’s New
Power", Foreign Affairs, vol. 53, no. 2, January 1875, PP.
314-333.; "Dateline Nigeria: A Black Power", Foreign Policy, -
no. 29, Winter 1977-78, PP. 167-188.; "Nigeria: Africa’'s
Emerging New Power®, Saturday Review, February 13974, PP.
14-17.; Jean-Pierre Langellier, "The Rise of Nigeria", PP.
21-23.; Okon Udokang, “"Nigeria and ECOWAS: Economic and
Political Implications of *Regional Integration”, in A,
" Bolaji Akinyemi (ed.) Nigeria and the World: Readings in

Nigerian Foreign Poliéy (Ibadan: Oxford University Press,

'1978), PP, 57-81. ' : : : S
s6Daniel C. Bach, "Nigerian-American Relations: Converging
Interests and Power Relations", PP. 35-55. : :
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We take Nigerian views seriously, and not *just on

African issues but on issues of global concern. We . ,

consult and discuss together such problems as the

Nor th-South economi¢ relationship, or the law of the

sea or Zimbabwe and Namibia, or the question of

political rights and equad opportunity within South

Africa itself. Nigerian views on these issues are an
“increasingly important factor in the formulation of

U.S. policies.*7.

| Viewing both countries_as increasingly important to
each other, the systemic perspective‘maintains that Nigeria
and the United States are involved in a secured relationship
.of mutual dependence or interdependence.48 For Ali Mazrui,
this interdependence is taking a fascinating form as "the
piant of Africa, Nigeria,»and the giant of'the,West,4the
United States, have entered into a Strange social contratt
without fully realizing it.4® Mazrui’s position supports the
content1on that U.S. pol1cy is based, first, on a
recognltlon that Nigeria is 1ndeed eVQIVing_into a great
power ; ahd second, on the growing interdependence between'
the two countries. | | |

- To most observers, the U S. had deliberately chosen
Nigeria as its principal African a]ly, and Nig s .
spectacular rapprochement w1th the u. S durgngsgbasanJo s
v151t to Wash1ngton was seen as fac111tat1ng a common
language wh1ch could be looked upon‘as a,threat to -
‘Nigeria’s non-aligned status, dean—Pierre'Langeilier,

L R

47Cited in Dye OgunbadeJo, 'A New Turn in U.S. N1ger1an

Relations”, The World Today , March 1979, PP. 117-125,
48West AfriCa July 27, 19871, 1688-1689.
48ATi Mazrui, “Nigeria and the Un1ted States: The Need for

Civility, the Dangers of Int1macy", 0rb1s, vol 25, no.4, \
W1nter 1982, PP. 858- 864 S S &ﬁ
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writing in the French newspaper[‘suggested that\”the u.s.,
sensing how much Nigeria wants to be understood, consulted,
and respected, has responded to the aspirations of its
leaders with friendly deeds and honeyed words."5°
Langellier failed to mention one of the most 1mportant
factors in N1ger1an Amer1can relations: the role Nigeria \
could p]ay in East-West relations. In the 1970s, conflict \ss\
between the two super- powers was ‘becoming a poss1b1l1ty in
Eth1op1a, Angola, and Mozamb1que where the Soviet Union was
“seeking to consolidate its legitimacy as trusted political
_ally, an effective trading partner, and alstrong sUpporter
of African nationalist sentiments.S' Since maintaining close
ties'with African countries, whose strategic raw materia]s—
were considered 1mportant for U S. secur1ty and the
political stab111ty oF Western 1ndustr1al democrac1es, had
become - one of principal items on the American pol1t1ca] ‘
agenda in the 1970s, the pr1mary 1nterest of the U.s. in
Afr1ca dur1ng the Carter adm1n1strat1on was to see to 1t
Athat these countr1es did not fall into the Sov1ét sphere of
31nfluence espec1a1ly after the Ford adm1n1strat1on was
forced to watch w1th 1mpotent frustration Th the face of
vSov1et Cuban 1ntervent1on in Angola. There was a clear
recogn1t1ona1n the Carter adm1n1strat1on that by support1ng'3
Afr1can nat1onal1sm and work1ng 1n close co’laborat1on (and A'

_——-p-----.-— ------

50 Jean-Pierre Langelller. "The Rise of N1ger1a r Atlas Wor 1d

- Press Revdew,~June 1978, PP 21-23; first publlshed 1n Le

- Monde, March 1-4, 1978.

$1lindsay Barret, "Superpower Spheres The. Roots of Sov;et

and U.S. Interests in Africa", Atlas WOrld Press Rev1ew,
October 1978, P. 41. R B o '
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consultation) with an tnfluentia] and moderate country Iike
yigeria, the U.S. could enhance its position, influence |
~African opinion.-and perhaps turn the ttde against the
Soviet Union and its allies.52 In this.contexf}tAmerican
perception of Nigeria’s role was operationalized when-
President-carter‘sent a letter to the Nﬁgerian dead-of
State, General Obasanjo, desCribing his cencerns about the
Soviet-Cubam involvement in;Ethioptan affairs, and urging
Obasanjo in turn to warn Moscow and Havana of the negative
.consequences for East-West relations of continued outside
lnterference in the internal affairs of Eth1op1a 53 Suffice
it to say that although the administration had prom1sed to
address African problems 1n4the1r own terms rather than =
.through East-West prism, the strategy was to forge close
relations with Nigeria‘in'order to counteract Sovtet-Cubqn‘
inVolvement in Afrita. | \ e

It should be ‘noted that the administration’s poltcy of
develop1ng close t1es w1th Nigeria was perfectly con51stent
‘with the Carter doctrtne of rel1ance on frtend]nﬁréﬁ onal
powers whose v1s1on of their secur1ty 1nterest§ presumably
. converged with that of the United States - a doctr1ne whose
origin is traceable to the{N1xon doctr1ne of

J“V1etnamtzatton ' As Feinberg suggested the fact that the

5§hyrus Vance, Hard Cho1ces Cr1t1ca] Years in Amer1ca S-
goge; g Polic (New’ York Simon &. Schuster ¥1983) ,

1 X .
~%3Similar letters were sent to Gtscard Tito, CarJo ndres
Perez of Venezuela, and MorarJ1 Desai of Indta ee. Zb1 iew

Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of tbe ational —

Security Adviser 1977 1981 PP. 180-181. .

S~

-~
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inadequacies of the Nixon doctrine as a foreign policy

~—

strategy had become apparent in the post-Vietnam period did
not preveh% the Carter administration from adopting and
considerably broadening the doctrine ingo.the slogan of
"integrating the upper-tier developind nations into the
global system.%4 In a similar vein, Carter’'s principal
foreign policy adviser, Zbigniew Brzezjnski; could ;Egak of
more co-operation with "the richer and mofe successful’.
Third Worid Eountries.55 Such powers included Nigeria,
Bbazil, Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, Indonesia, Iran, and
India.56 John Gaddis has contended thét this attempt to
rally the‘support.of Third WOrld powers came at a time when
the Soviet Union was launching a new series of challenges in
Africa and elsewhere by relying largely on Cubaﬁ proxies, or,
through the direct use of Soviet troops as duringlthe
Décember 1979 invasion of Afghanistan. He concluded that the
U.S. was facing unﬁsual constrainfs in trying to counter the
’Soviet'challenges.§7 In the'Specific'case of |
Nigerian-American'ties, there was a belief that co-Operat%bn
between both'countries wou td heip the U.S. in overcoming

s4Richard E. Feinberg, The Intemperate Zone: The Third
Challenge to U.S. Foreign Policy (New York: W.W. Norton,
1983), PP. 43-44. - -

'S5Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the National
Security Adviser 1977-1981, P. 7. ~ o

56]bid. PP.53-54. / ‘ .

/57The Carter doctrine stated that "any attempt by any
outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region
will be regardéd as an assualt on the vital interests of the
United States of America, and such an assualt will pe
repelled by any means necessary including military force";
see John Lewis Gaddis, Strategies of Containment: A Critical
Appraisal of Postwar American National Security Policy (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1982), PP, 345-352.
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some of these constraints. However, from the dependeﬁce
perspective, Nigerian-American links have made Nigeria
dependent on the United States. But from the systemic
perspective, American relations with Nigeria are based on
the recognition of Nigeria as a_regional leader, and the
East“West cons%derations of the United States. The systemic
explanations of Nigerian-American relations suggest the
following objectives:
1. The United States has deliberateMy chosen Nigeria as a
principal African ally because of a joint concern for
Africa’s future stability, and the fact that Nigeria is

a'c&ﬁhtry with a good record of effective inter-African

diplomacy.

2. The United §tetes consults more closely with Nigeria on
Key African issues,sinee chh eonsultatiqn could result
in U.S. policies that better reflect African
sensitivities. |

3. The United States maintains good relations with Nigeria

in that the Nigerians' view of peace, stability, |

self-determination and racial equality in the Africah
sub-system is of great importance to the Unlted States
since (a) Afr1ca has become an arena of East- West
rivalry, (b) Nigeria is the largest country in the
region, and (e)?Nigeria assqmee importance es the

.;egional ally of the United States to preteet Western

~interests in Africa. - |

4. On the N1ger1an side, good b11atera1rt1es w1th the

o= P
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United States ere besed on the desire to be recognized,
understood. consulted, and reepected as an emerging
African power. ~

5. There is a genuine desire within Nigeria to strengthen
Nigerian-American relations because of a growing' fear in
Lagos about the poseibility of a Washington-Pretoria
alliance.

6. The U.S. needs Nigeria because of the growing
interdependence between the fwo countries and Nigefia’s

emerging status as a great power.

The Dependence Perspective

| Preoccdpied with structures of dominance and
dependence, dependency'writefs see Nigeria, first, as a weak
penetrated power within\tﬁe international system dominated
by the UnitedaStates.‘Second,,Nigeria’s historical
eXberiencez siﬁce'ihdependenoevin’1960, is viewed in terms
'of‘e steady dri%t from economic poiitical'and cultural
forms of dependence on Great Britain into 1ncrea31ng
dependence upon the United States.- Third, Nigeria's
dependence is seen\as a dra1n on the country s resouroes.
and as 1nh]b1t1ng_the”eb111ty of Nigerian decision-makers to
influence events in\yhe external envfronment. Fourth, while
the~sub—systemfc perépective still regards Nigeria as an
autonomous nationaiuadtor in intefnational politios, the
rad1cal genre of. llterature in the’ dependepcy.ﬁerspect1ve

.concentrates on (a) Nigerxa s continued reliance on external

. S

IS
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trade. technology and finance; and (b) Nigeria’s emergence
as a newly lndustrtallzlng country (NIC) at the

semi - periphery of the wor]d system. In their explanat1on and
prOJect1ons of N1ger1an fore1gn policy, Shaw and Fasehun 4
~suggest that while Nigeria has enjoyed continuous growth and
avoided the problems of natiomal impoverishment so common in
Africa, the country has.continued to confront "a variety of
significant structural conditions that cannot be readily or
incrementally al]ev1ated "58 These structural- cond1t1ons are
thought to be underdevelopment and dependence. Stephen
Wright has pinpointed two central strands in Nigerian
foreign policy, i.e. dominance and dependence, suggesting
that the dependent natore of the Nigerian economy has
brought limitations to Nigeria’'s potential to play a .
dominant role in international polittce; he concludes that

dependence has led to the country’s failure to achieve its.
! A v

foreign policy goals.S®

Using some of the aSSUmptions of dependency theories,
many analysts from .the dependence,perspecttvé emphasize tne
degree of incorporation of Nigeria'into the capitalist world
economy, and the. cont1nued penetration or distortion of 1ts

nat1onal development patterns as some of the factors which’
58Timothy M. Shaw and Orobola Fasehun, "N1ger1a in the WOrld
System: Alternativée Approaches, Explanations and ~
Projections” in Shaw and Olajide Aluko, (eds.) Nigerian
Foreign Policy: Alternative Perceptions and: Projict1ons
{London: Macmillan, 1983), PP. 205-235. -

58Stephen Wright, 1ngerian Foreign Policy: a case of
Dominance or Dependence’". in Timothy M. Shaw and OlaJ1de
Aluko (eds.) Nigerian Foreign Policy: Alternative
ggrdgpt1ons and Projections (London MacM1llan. 1983), PP

~ .
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inhibit its ability to avoid dependence. However, the

historical incorporation of Nigeria into.the world system is

probably net a sufficient reason for continued dependence.
For exampte, Usoro ‘has stated that Nigeria's economic
dependence on the 1ndustr1al1zed countries in the 1960s was
a function of the‘absence of an effective and acceptable
leadership committed to iﬁterna] reforms capable of
amelierating the impact gf foreign control;6° that'in'fhe
1970§. the principal objective of the Federal Mi]i{ar}
Government of Nigeria was to reduce the increasing
‘dependence’of the economy on foreign capitai. foreign
ownership, control and manaéement.e‘ However, Segun Osobe
hae suggested that the reasons underdevelopment and
dependence heve'survived in Nigeria can be found'in an
analysis of the |

objective and subjective factors operating within -
the. Niger'ian society and on the global scene to _
inhibit positive and decisive action by successive"
bourgeois regimes in Nigeria. These factors can be
subsumed under four main categories: (1) the

- structure of world imperialist economy into which
Nigeria has been effectively coopted; (2) the
profitability of the Nigerian bourgeoisie’s role as
-commission agents; (3) contradictions within the
ranks of the national bourgeoisie; (4)
contradictions between the natlonal bourgeo1s1e and -
the masses. &2 5 -1 _ _

6°Eno J. Usoro.'"Econ0m1c Trans1t1on from Colon1al
Dependency to National Development: The Nigerian Case", The
- Nigerian Journal of Economic and Social Stud1es, vo] 24
no. 2, duly, 1982, PP. 209 231. . :
bﬁ'Ibrd P.216.

625egun Osoba, "The Deepe 1ng Crisis of the N1ger1an
National Bourgeoisie", Re¥view of African Pol1t1ca1 Economy
13, May August, 1978, PP. 65-66.

L
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Osoba’s view is shared by a critical minority of
scholars who stress the,dependent nature of the Nigerian
position in the'international'system,‘andpwho wonder whether
the country’s reliance on the’importation of food and '
technology is just a new source of external,dependence and
new dilemmes.‘

Regearch on dependency based on the investigations of
the intennal and external conditions is elso“evidenced in
the writings of Fernandc'Hendrique Cardoso, who examines,the
structural processes of dependency in Latin Americazin terms
~of class relations, stnessing'the internal structure and
emphasizing "internal contradictions" in the light of
’internaticna1‘politics and economics. He concluded- that
dependent cepitalist development has become a new form of
monopolistic expansion in the Third Woer} thet dependency
and capitalist development can. be compatible - a Qiew'which
_diffene‘markedly from those of;Frank Rodney énd Samir Amin.
Indeed, Cardoso’s assoc1ated dependent deve lopment " mode]

. deserves some attent1on because -of its innovative attempt to
clarify tWO'apparently contradictory notions 1nherent in the
dependency debate development and dependence ‘As Cardoso
exp]1c1tly-$tated. the phrase assoc1ated dependent
.‘develcpment" wae deliberately chosen to combine: the-two
‘ndtions His contr1but1on to the dependency debate is that
(1) the 1nvestment by the mu1t1natlonal corpora51ons in_the

per1pheral economies. has led to a new.1nternat1onal d1y1s1on

~-of Tlabour, and has introduced a dynamic eiemen;.ihto the
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operation of the domestic market of the host countries, and
(2) the interests of the foreign corporations have, to some
extent, become cpmpatib]e with internal prosperity of the
dependent countries. "In tnis sense, they help promote |
develppment'-f.63 But a]thougn Cardoso’ s model departs from
the orthodoX dependency model’s emphasis on stagnation in
the periphery, it, however, leaves unanswered the basic
question pf whether the term "dependent” has any real
meaning.64

" However, because of the inherent flexibility of their
terminologies, dependency theories have been popularized, in
the African context, by such writebs as Semir Amin and

Walter ney.%5 In partlcular Rodney presented an overview

of Afr1c n underdevelopment in which, the achievements of the
"Assoc1ate Dependent Development: Theoretical

1, Implications” / PP. 142-176. It should be
stated/that-the dependency formulations have their
inte}lectual antecedents in the approach to the analysis of
Latin American economic experiences adopted by Andre Gunder
Frank. The radical structuralism of early Frankian
dependency theory, though nationalist in ideology,. attempted
to shqw how critical cap1tal1st penetration of the Third

underd velopment - suggesting that the 1nternat1ona1 system .
is chafacterized, .or polarized, by the extremes of developed
and un‘erdevelopedﬁcmuntr1es Andre Gunder Frank, "The '
*derdevelopment Monthly Review, vol. 18,

. pp7 17-31; Capita ism and Underdeve lopment in
Latin Amer1ca.'H1stor1cal Studies of Chile and d Brazil, (New
YorK: Monthly Review Press, 1967).

§4Hendr ique Fernando Cardoso, “Dependent Development in

Lat1n America", New. Left Reviéw, vol. 74, July-August, 1972,
83-85; "Assoc1ated Dependent Development ‘Theoretical

and Practical Implications” in Alfred Stepan .(ed.) ‘

" Authoritarian Brazil: Origins, Policies and Future (New

Haven: Yale University Press, 1973), PP. 142-176.

- 65Samir -Amin, Accummulation on a World Scale: A Critique of

‘the_Theory of Underdevelopment (New York: Monthly Review -

Press, 1974); Walter Rodney, How Europe Underdeveloped

Africa (Dar-es-Salaam: Tanzania Publishing House, 1973).
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pre-colonial empires such as Egypt, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe, and
Ghana are highlighted; he amassed historical data. in support
of his thesis that Europe underdeve loped Africa,'perceiving
underdeve lopment to be related to exploitation. Rodney’s
work also tends to support the thesis that contemporary
African states are creatures of imperialism in a world
system characterized by three main zones of economic
activity.‘the core, semi-periphefy, and periphery,/with
unequal exchange and persistent merchandiée trade imbalances
between them, as well as a multiplicity of state structures
whfgg/a{; strong in the core, and weak in the periphery.66
According to this view, undérdeveloped countries are the
products of capjtalist;‘imperialist and colonialist
~exploitation; they are underdeve loped because they are
incapable ofwescéping from their backward conditions.
Nigeria is increasingly seen as approaching a new alliance
of state, local and.traﬁsnatfonal capital along the 15ne5'of
thé'B(éziliah model:in an attempt to promote what Peter
Evans[calls fdependént‘development". The triple alliance of
state, local and transnational Capital is in Evans view a
special 1nstance of dependency, characterized by the
association of international and local capital. The

state also joins the alliance as an active partner
and the resulting all1ance is a fundamental factor
$6Rodney’ s schema is somewhat aK1n to Wallerste1n s model of
the capitalys rid system characterized by inherently
~exploitatiye international hierarchy of dominating and’
dominated states: core-semiperiphery-periphery. In
Wallerstein’s view, Nigeria belongs to the semiperiphery.
.See Immanuel Wallerstein, The Modern World-System:
Capitalist Agrlculture and the Origins of the European -
Wor1d-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (New YorK & London:
Academy Press, 1974), PP. 1-36, 18-21, 61 159 291 :

-
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| C ,
in the emergence of dependent development. €7

Several observers admit that the new alliance is taking
place throughéﬁf Africa.5® However, the extension of the-
theories of depéndency f}om Latin America to Africa and
elsewhere‘assumes a homogeneity in the Third World, tﬁereby
making generalizations about conditions and prospects of oH
states as diverse as Brazil, Argen{ina, Taiwan, and Niger15 
on the one hand and‘Bangladesh, Mali, Niger, Chadf'Botswané
an the other, without ﬁaying any serious attenfion‘to thé
gdignificant differences between states, or the empifical and
theoretical prob]ehs of such generélizations.

anqe the mature of dependence may vary from country to
country, generalizations tHat dominant groups in the Third
Wor 1d ‘are subservient to the international system of
inequality, conformity and underdeve lopment may not be true
in all cases. In what appéars to be a revifion of the
dependency argument in the Nigerian case, Sullivan has
contended that due to the oil wealth, the nationalist elite
can act in the nétional interegt"and against the interest.of
monopo 1y capitél and wor 1d imperialism. 69 He adm%fted that
Nigeria can fafford to disengage its economy from-thev

§7Ppeter Evans, Dependent Development: The Alliance of
Multinational, State and Local Capital in Brazil {Princeton,
New JeFsey: Princeton University Press, 1978), P. 32.. .
68Aaron T. Gana, “The State in Africa: Yesterday, Today, ‘and -
Tomorrow", International Political Science Review, Vol. 6, -
‘No. 1, 1985, PP, 115-132; Claude Ake, A Political Economy Of
Africa (Essex: Longman, 1981). '

68Sege Victor C. Uchendu, "Dependency and the Development
Process: An Introduction", PP. 10-13; B. C. Sullivan,
"Structural Dependency: The Nigerian economy as a Case
Study", Journal of Asian and African Studies, vol. .14, 1-2,
January and April 1979, PP. 45-53. -
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burdens of the colonial past"” and build an economic system
which is geared to fair income distribution, while providing
'incentives to its entrepreneurs.’? John P. Renninger goes
further than Sullivan to argue that (1)Nigeria is one of the
new "middle powers” that aré assuming an increasing '
importance in world affairs; (2) in ?eofhhctional ierms the
" role of the "core" has been filled Siengeria given its role
as an instigator in securing the agreement of its West
African neighbors to sign the ECOWAS Treaty, and its
activist sfance‘in negotiating the protocols as wellAas
maintaining tme momentum'for regional integrationj and,

| finally, (3) Nf‘}‘la is becoming a diplomatic, financial,

and administrative centre for the entire West African

- area.’?

Major schqlars of dependency differ in anaiytical»
approach, degree of emphaeis, policy recommendation and
. perspectives for political actien. Most emphasize the
structural analysis of socie%y, drawing on neo-Marxiit
insights into capitalism and imperialism. Howewver, some

- 'dependency theories do not fit all aspects of MarXist

- e e - — - - - -

70]bid. j . | |
71John P-. Renninger, "4 Future of Economic Cooperation

Schemes in Africa With Special Reference to ECOWAS" in
Timothy M. Shaw (ed.) Alternative Futures For Afri

- (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1882) . -177. For-
_ arguments relating to Nigeria s rise to prominence, see
Ibrahim Agboola Gambari, "Nigeria and the Wor)d: A Growing
Internal Stability, Wealth and External Inflyénce", Journal
of International Affairs, vol. 29, No:.2, Fall 1975, PP. -
155-169; Jean HerKovits, “Nigeria: Africa’s New Power .
Foreign Affairs, Vol. 52, No. 2, January 1975, PP. 314-333;

‘ Timothy M. Shaw, ”Discontinu1t1es and Inequalities in
‘Africa’s International Politics", International Journal,
Vol. 30 No 3, Summer f975 PP\ '360- -390.




= 38
LN

interpretations, given the emphasis they place on the
international economic a§pects of exploitation, as opposed
to focusing on the internal conditions, namely, the nature
of class and its relationship to the means of production.’?
Nevertheless, some of the claims of dependency theories are
relevant fo systemic formulations.’?3

But analysts do not ailways agree on the exact nature of
Nigerian-American relationsﬁar.even on Nigeria's place in
the world system. While some argﬁe that Nigeria is, indeed,
a dependent nation, others incTUding S.J.S. Cookey |
grudgingly admit that the country’s prospects for
development have brightened éonsiderably since the oil boom

years of the early 1970s.7* Stil] others contend that by

720ne can speak of dependency theories rather . than -
dependency theory because, as Harding argues, "there is no
such thing as a single unified body of thought called
dependency theory". He probably overstates his case when he
asserted that "any common ground between those who share the
terminology of dependency tends to dissolve as the ,
importance of differences between them become greater”. See 5
Timothy F. Harding, “Dependency, Nationalism and the State
in Latin America", Latin American Perspectives, Vol. 3, No.
4, Fall 1976, P. 3. S - -
73These claims can be grouped under six main propositions:
(1)underdeve lopment results from dependence, o
 (2)underdevelopment results mainly from the exploitation of
the weak by the strong, (3)development and underdeve lopment
are dialectically linked, the former impoverishes the latter
while the latter enriches the the former, | N
(4)underdevelopment is not just the product of national
history; it is the product of a global, imperial history,
(5)underdevelopment is not caused by archaic social
structure and traditional institutional arrangements but by
‘advance capitalism. and (6)there is one cure for -
underdevelopment: de-satellization and socialigm. See
Uchendu, "Dependency and the development PréceSs: An
Introduction". PP, 3-15, o . :
745.4.5. Cookey, "Colonialism and Process of
Underdevelopment. in Nigeria", dJournal of Asian and African
Studies , vol. 14, '1-2, January and April 1979, PP. 19-31.

~
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acting as an 1nter“drary, Nigeria is indirectly enhancing
its position by support1ng Amer ican forelgn policy in Africa
and in the existing structure of power relations in
contemporary internatichaleystem. By contrast, the systemic
perspect1ve discussed earl1er sees a growing
interdependence between the two countries, and PL]]GS on the
following factors to support its case: (1) an increasing
independent role for Nigeria in world affairs, (2) the
increasing American economicxdependence on Nigeria as
Nigeria refused to join the Arah oifisnbargo of 1973, (3)

¢ the trade deficit between tkhe twb countries, exceeding $10
billion in 1982, which has been 1n\nger1a s favour (4) the
fact that United States sells far less to N1ger1a than it

\ .
é%uys or that what the U.S. buys is much more\fundamental to

‘x

the U.S. economy than what N1ger1a buys\gs fundamental to
. N A
'nger1a s economic well- being.75 (\g

The econom1c fortunes of Nigeria in thé 19763*had~‘~*
profound consequences for N1ger1an Amer1can re]at1on§ in
that they served to exacerbate the deba(e about the correct
way of explaining this relationship. From the dependence -
perpect1ve exp]anat1ons of Nigerian- Amerwcan relations
suggests that S _ | $%3 | o :;\

1. N1ger1a is a client, or favourlte country, of "the Un1tedv
States. | o _ v

2. _Nigerian-Aherican relatjbns aré asymmetrical;ones of
‘explo1tat1on and penetrat1on mainly po]1t1cally, .

------------------

"5Al1 Mazrui, “N1ger1a and the United States: The Need for
C1v1l1ty, the Dangers of Int1macy", PP. 858- 864.
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: . ' -
economically, culturally and in céﬁ@bnicatién, which

means th the U.S. is the imperial%st power, a patron
that is using‘Nigeria as an intermediary in its . |
relations with Africa as as a whole.76

3. Nigeria’s relatively superfor economic, pélitical and

mi]itary‘étatds'in black Affica could not have been
achieved without the recognition and encouragement‘by.
the United States. .

4. America needs a strong and pdﬁerfu] Nigeria Qﬁich dan
~ support local forces in e&ércising control séfés to
“maintain the gtatUquuo,'or a law-and-orderhpatiern'

compatible with the libeéal ideology and capitalist

types of deveiopmeﬁt;”

76Johan, Galtung, “Conflict on a Global Scale: Social = "
Imperialism and sub-imperialism - Continuities in the
Structural Theory of Imperialism", World Development, Vol.
4, No. 3, March 1976, PP. 153-165; Lindsay = Lo
Barret, "Superpower. Spheres: the Roots of:- Soviet and u.s. -
“Interests in Africa”, Atlas World Press Review, October .
1878, PP. 41-42; for more on this discussion see Raimo " .

Vayrynen and Luis Herrera, "Subimperialism: From Dependence .

to Subordination", Instant Research on.Peace and Violence,:
Vol.-5, No. 3, 1975, PP, 165 177; Vayrynen, 'Economic and.

‘Military Position of Regional Power Centres"”, Journal of .~
Peace Research, No. 3, Vol.5161:1929,"PP._349~36,L Sy
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Research Design

?Kll,research designs used in political research.have
et:‘jor?goal: to provide plausible answers‘to research
prob{em§.7Z'The purposechere is to discover the sources of
forewgn poltcy ‘or immediate impetus for Nigerian- Amer1can‘

'b11ateral relatlons dur1ng the Carter and Reagan era in
‘order to e§p1a1n those«relat1ons. Both U.S. and Nigerian
:cbjectives and policies will be,constde;eddpver the period
of the fwo'ULS; administrations since that périod represents
;internai political.shifts bcth in the United States and
iN1ger1a. and w1ll therefore serve to test the system1c
.aga1nst the state and dependency perspect1ves Each
'1ntellectu51 approach (state systemic and dependency)

P I e L L L

77David C. Leege and Wayne L. Francis, Po]1t1¢al Research:

‘Design Measurement. and Analysrs (New York “Basic BooKs.
1974; PP 55 95 s .
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provides a set of assumptions and conclusions that can be
tested against the per%ormance of Nigerian-American
relations during the Carter and Reagan administratidns. More
specifically, I will look at the similarities and/or
d1fferences.between the United States and N1ger1a on such
critical issues as Angola, Z imbabwe, and South Afr]ca, the
voting behaviour of both United States and Nigeria at the
Uniteleatiens; the result and signifi?ance of top level.
visits; the.patterns of foreign aid; the extent and change
in the pattern of trade relationships; and the significance
‘of United States investment in Nigeria. |
One of the ways of testing actua] U.S. and Nigerian
.policies is, through examination of voting behavior at the
United Nations. The U.N. resolutions (although .directed
against South Africat are chosen for this analysis becadse
they not only toucned on Key issues in American and Njgerianv
foreign.pOIicy, they are directly related to some of the
issues affecting Nigerian-American bilateral relations;
Furthermore by exam1n1ng the N1ger1an and American |
pos1t1ons on Angola, Zimbabwe, -and %outh Afmca,I systemic
influences on Nigerian-American b]]ateral t1es could be.
) demonstrated In a similar vein, data on'bi1aterai aid,
trade, investment and top level exchange (visits) are meant
to show the strengths and weaknesses of the state level
var1ab1es~or the extent to which. they affect relat1ons

.between the two countries.
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This analysis will allow the examination of the stated
objectives of both the United States and Nigeria and allow"
these objectives to be compared to po]icy‘performance. Haas
defines the term "objective" as a goal that may be achieved
by actions.’® For Hopkins and Mansbach, an objective "may
.always'be stated as an intention” to move from the present
etate of affairs to a predicted future state of affairs. Aﬁ
~ objective ie a mental cons@ruct.79 For the purpose of ihis

analysis, it is obviously convenient to focus onlthe'Carter

adnﬁ%ﬁstratign first, fellowed‘by the Reagan era. Once, their
policy objectives and actual policies arg discussed then
comparisons will be made.between the two administrations as

they relate to Nigeria.

This study is based on ﬁnformation and data obtained
from publfshed sources, especially statements by both United
States and Nigerian government officials concerning their ‘
respective foreign policies. By necessity, on{y those .
materials available at the'University of Alberta and such
materials as could be obtained througﬁ inter-library loan
‘were used. Wh1le this, at f1rst ‘glance, would aepear to
bring the va11d1ty of this study into quest1on, the problems
represented by a potent1a1 lack of source material are 1n‘
fact m1n1mal. First, the study is- looKing at recent (late
1970s and_early 1980s) foreign policy for which lJttIe
additional material is available outside of any library

78Haas, Internat1ona] Conflict, P. 501. ’
7%Raymond F. HopKins and 3 Richard W. Mansbach, Structure and
Process in International Politics (New York: Harper er and Row,

9735 PP. 60-61.
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-

holdings. Second, 1 have attempted to draw the research
questions in such broad terms that in-depth analyses of
certain aspects of the various administrations is not
necessary. For example, I have avoided, for the most part,
an intens%ve study of the personalities of the various
leaders and how these may have affected their respective
foreign poliéies. Focusing along the broad factors (state

and systemic) influencing Nigerian-American relations will,

allow this researcher to ask the question: to what extent is
Amefican foreign policy towards Nigeria designed to support
the East-West sﬁbuggle on the African sub-continent, and to
~what extent is the Nigerian response based on similarly
berceiVed objectives? And, more importantly,  to what extent'
is the subsequent Nigerian-American relatignship a;éaptive

of these objectives?

y “
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The Carter Administration: The Objectives

\

Dur1ng the U. S presidential electlon campaign of 1876,
Mr. Carter s campaign rhetor1c on Amer1can African relations
focused on the need for a reformulat1on of U.S. policy
towards Africa. He argued that Amertcan foreign policy must
- be ' reformulated towards unequ1vocal and concrete support of'
maJor1ty ru1e in Southern Afr1ca Efforts should be made to
normallze relat1ons with Angola."8?© Although Mr. Carter
certa1nly was not an expert on African affairs, his choice
of peréonnel<and Knowledgevof the issues‘did'help to
etrengthen his ooncern for the human‘rigﬁts ettUatton in .
'S uth”Atrica{ a concern which infosed histspeechee
tHroughout the campaign. In an interview_publiehed-in

~

;;ggis1ng s Contemgorarv Arch1ves, October 8, 1976, P.
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November 1976, Carter revealed that he had consi‘reg
abandoning his political career to lead a crusade for black
majority rule in South Africa and Rhodesia (Zimbabwe).e‘ The
“crusade for black mejority rule” was a catchy phrase, for
although Carter wae virtually unknown to the Nigerian
leaders, his campaign message Qas closely watched in Lagos;
even his election had raised hopes for a new chapter in
Amer1can Afr1can relations. 2 Government officials and
editorial wr1ters in N1gerla, and elsewhere in Africa, had
made it clear that the Carter administration would be Judged
by one standard only, its policy ' on the problem of Southern

Africa. 83

" When President Carter assumed office in January 1877,
the question that immediately haunted the new administration
was whether the U.S.‘was merely interested in containing

Sov1et 1nfluence or’ whether there was a strong commitment

3‘“P1ayboy Interview: Jimmy Carter - Candid Corversation",

Playboy, vol. 23, no. 11, November . 1976, P. 70.

82John Darnton, “Carter’s Election is. Rals1ng Hopes in Black

Africa", New YorKk Times, December 25, 1976, P.14.

83Thé term "Southern Africa" can be broadly defined to

include the Republic of South Africa, Namibia, and the nine
member-states of the Southern Africa Coordination Conference

~ (SADCC): Zimbabwe, Botswana, Lesotho, Swaziland, Angola,

- Mozambique, Malaw1, Zambia and Tanzania. Geograph1ca11y

“though, the -last two - Zambia and Tanzania - belong more
properly in Central and East Africa respectively. Here they

are classified as Southern African states because both have

acted in concert with other states on political, economic =

“and security matters in the sub-region. See Robert S. .
Jaster, Southern Africa in Conflict: Imgl1cat1ons for U.S.
Policies.in_the 1980s, AEl Special Analysis (Washington:
MAmer1can Enterprise Inst1tute for Public Policy Research,
1982), 1-42; Colin Legum, The Western Crisis Over .
Southern Afr1ca (New York: Africana Publishing, 1978), PP.
3-32; Gwendolen M. Carter and Patrick 0'Meara (ed.},
-1nternat10na1 politics in. Southgg Afr1ca (Bloom]ngton

- Indiana Un1vers1ty Press, 1982) iX-Xv, .
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to justice and development in Southehn Africa. Faced with
the possibility of dealing with the situation in Angola,
Zimbabwe, and South Africa, the administration set out to
establish an agenda of U.S. foreign policy ih Africa that
has as its principal éoal. the fmplementation of human
rights. Although the emphasis on human rights was not a new

" ppenomenon in American diplomacy (it was akin to the |
‘priorities of Woodrow Wilson), its application to Africa was
first percieved by some observers as a revoﬁution‘in
American foreign policy.?4 In an attempt to formulate a neh‘
policy towards Africa, the administration undertook two
important, albeit largely symbolic, 'steps aimed at alleying
the fears of Nigeria and other African leaders cencerning
the real intentions of U.S. foreign policy behavior. The
first step was the appointment of Andrew Young as the U.S.
Ambaseador.to the‘United Nations. Young accepted the post
and claimed responsibility for U.S. policy in Africa as
~well. The symbolism'was cieer:.the U.S. had a black man in -
‘charge of its palicy in Africa. HOwever, Ambassador Young’eh
‘pred1cament was how to deal not only w1th the black leaders.
but also w1th the whlte minority goverments in South Afr1ca
and Rhode31a (Z1mbabwe) in that for any talk of pol1t1cal
-reform to- succeed he needed the co- operat1on of wh1te and
‘black leaders. The second symbol1cvstep~was the repeal of
_the Byrd Amendment. In its original form,the,Amendmenf

- s - .- --

‘s4Richard E. Bissell, “United States Policy in Africa”
?ggregt History, vol 73, no. 432, December 1977, PP.
| 195, e | ., o

) »':.‘.i o



( | e

sponSored by Senator Harry Byrd,dr. (Democrat - Virginia) in
1971, from which the bill took its name, legally allowed for
exceptionat imports of chromium from Rhodesia (Zimbabwe)
thereby contravening the United Nations sanctions against
that ceuntry.

When the Byrd Amendment was passed it wae arguedﬁthat
for strategic end economic reasons the United Stateg needed
continued access to Rhodesian chrome. In the early:monthéfof
1977; however,vthe Carter administration could downplay the
importance of that mineral by arguing that eccess‘to
Rhodesian chromium‘and other minerals was not an important
element ian.S. security orlits overall economic poticy
since the U.S. maintained a huge supply of chromium in its
strategic etockpile and that the Defense Department’s
requirement for metallurgical-grade chromite was‘relatively
'small.85 Several other aréuments were %ade in(favour of the
repeal F}rst the administration contended that the nepeal,
of the Byrd Amendment would strengthen the hand of the

'Un1ted States and others who were working to find a peaceful
solution to the Rhodesian problem. Second, the exbectatidn #
was that the repeal onld'return the United Statee to

. conform1ty w1th its obligations under the Un1ted Nat1ons
Charter Third, to the extent that the Amer1can 1ndustry was

not dependent on the Rhodes1an chromium because of 1mports ‘

‘from other countrles such as the Soviet Un1on, the

Phllxpp1nes; Ind1a. Findland, ‘Brazil, Turkey ahd A]ban1a,
B;Degartment of State Bullet1n vol 76, February-1977, PP.
170-171 ' I o
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the administration stressed the f&Et that repeal of the Byrd
Amendment -would not be harmful to the U.S. economy. These
were convincing arguments. On Mareh 18, 1977, President

el

Carter signed the bill - H.R. 1746,'(Public Law 95-12) -

which repealed the Byrd Amendment and restored the executive'

authority to enforce sanetions against the importatjg; of
‘Rhodesian chromium, as well as steelmill product containing
Rhodesian chromium. The implication of the repeal of the
Byrd Amendment on U.S. foreigh policy was clear: the
Pﬁesident saw the measure as an.appropriate and positiye
‘step towards his administration’s commitment to the concept
of rapid transition to majority rule in Rhodesia under% |
non-violent conditions. 86 | ’

Taking a look at.the Carter administration’s Afhicen
pelicy as formulated during the first‘fe&)months of 1977,
the following broad outlines as’ put foﬁwand by the Secretary
of State Cyrus Vance defined the general nature of the
‘obJect1ves adopted by the administration.

1. The effective policies towards Africa ahefaffihmative"
- polieies Applied to specific cases such es Angola{'
- Rhodesia(Zimbabwe), and South Afr1ca, the follow1ng _
=scenarlos emerge |
"a. In Angola the adm1n1strat1on will work towards .
| norma11zatwon of American- Ango]an relat1ons by

extending full d1plomat1c recognition to the Marxist

oriented‘government‘of the Popular MoVement for the

®sDepartment of State Bulletin, vol. 76, April 1977, PP.

333~ 334
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Liberation of Angola (MPLAi.

b. AIn Zimbabwe the administration wanted to help -
achieve méjorityﬂrule by (a).participating in the
mechanism of transfer of power in 1977-1978, (b)

’ -~ helping to convene a COnstié;tional conference by
‘mid-1977, and (c) seeing the new black majority
.governmént installed by 1978.87

c. In South Africa the administration had the intention

of setting in motion a progressive and peaceful

transformation of the country towards a multi-racial
demo?racy by'(a) forging a coalition of moderate
black leaders in order to sfem the tide of.
continental radicalization énd eliminate the

Soviet-Cuban presence from the éontinent; and (b)

Kéeping up pressure : so that by 1980 there would be

marked progress in dismantling apartheid in South

‘Africa itself" .88

2. American foreign policy objective in Africa will foster

a peacéful, prosperous and strong Africa.

3. American policiés will recognizé and encourage African

nationalism. |

. 4. - American policies towards Africa will reflect American

national values. ’

5. Americah ties with ' Africa will cover a wide spectrum of

1 3 .
activities - cultural and economic as well as political.
87Zbigniew Brzezinski, Power and Principle: Memoirs of the
National Security Adviser 1977-1981 (New York: Farrar,
Straus, Giroux, 1983), P. 55. .
88]bid. S - e
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6. The Carter administration will seek openness in dealings
with African states. .

The first objective responds to tﬁé/inadequacies of
past U.S. policies which were basically reactive to the
activities of other powers such as the Soviet Union and
Cuba. It was not quite clear how the curious mixture of
économic praghatism evident in the decision not to aép]y ’
econmic sanctions against South Africa and human r1ghts
moralism would function. Howevep//fﬁrough subsequent
statements of Carter, Vance, and Young, as well as those of
the Uﬁaef-Secretary of State for African affairs, Mr.
Richard Moose, the central:istrands of the administration’s
policy can be found. The administration belteved it could
effectively influence South Africa on the Rhodesian ’
(Zimbabwean) and Namibiae issues while expreséing its
concerns about apartheid.8® The linkage between 'the three
issues stood in contradistinction tQ the Kissinger appreach
which sought to sepérate the problem of: Rhodesia (Zimbabwe)
and Nam1b1a from the aparthe1d s1tuat1on in South. Africa.

- Inan attempt to prOJect a new 1mageg¢¢ an act1v1ste
qungn policy orientation, the Pres1dentvand his policy
advisers came to the conclusion thet_a hegatiVe reactive
policy that sought only to oppose the Soviet-Cuban ‘
inVOivement tn Africa would be both dahgerous and futile.
Consequently,‘the best policy fprhAmericavwee seen as that

of helping to Fesoive the problems which create the

- e e - .- —-——-—-—e-

89West Afrtca. May 1877, P. 1571.

Y
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opportunities for external intervention in the first
place.®° indeed, the admiﬁs@ration’s apparent attempt to
eliminate superpower conflict from black Africa was
perce{ved‘as an innovative stanéep'since it came about soon
after the American policy failure in Angola. Although it is
difficult to say how much of the administration’s policy
positions .can be attributed to the President himself,
Russell W. Howe Has suggested that'the/administbation’s
initiatives were conditioned by many factors such as (1) the
President’s religiously motivated concerns about human
rights and the racial situation in South Africa, (2) his
political re]ations"with Andrew Young, (3) his appo{ntmentb
of several .pragmatic liberals with good knowledge of Africa,
notably, Anthony Lake as‘headnof the State Department’'s
Policy-Planning Staff and Richard Moose as Assistant
Secretary of State for African affairs; and (4) the fact
that the President was elected with massive black American
support. The ]atter.factorvdeserves a&ditibnal attention, to“ 
the exfent that the ianUenée of black Americans in U.S.
foreign poljcy.is“imp]ied.' |
The b]ack Americanfcomﬁunity gave Qaspeb cent of its
"vote in the Presidential election to Mr. Carter. Given its
tﬁgghhhelming nature, - some anaiysts have cohtended that had
fifhe‘black vqte for Mr. Carter been even a few;pércentagé
:dpoint less‘than it waé, President Ford, not Carterjlwould‘

80Cyrus Vance,l“Thé United State§ and Africa: Building
Positive Relations", Department of State Bulletin, vol. 77,
August 1977, PP. 165-170. I T _
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have won the election.®! Seyom Brown has suggested that as
black Americans have deve]oped’éreater consciousness of
. their Afrioan_"roots"‘and have‘translated this into an
attentiveness to U.S. policies affecting Africa, it is no
longeﬁ&éimply the geographical significance of particu]ar’
coontries that‘defines the "national interest” of the United
States but also the anger ,on the part of.the politically ‘
influentia] blacks about tne'apartheid regime in South
Africa, and the'reluctance of South Africa to grant‘fUII
independence to Namibia.®2 During the 1977-1978 period, the
Congressional Black Caucus, an actiQe lobby of Black
American Iegis]ators,venunciated certain steps which they
fe]t'tﬁ: u.s. government‘should take against South
Africa.®3 These steps were spelled out as follows: (1)
recall the U.S. Ambassador in Pretor1a for consultat1on (2)
down- grade the U.S. Mission to South Afrtoa, (3) withdraw
the U.S. commercial defense, and agricultural attaches, and
end all co-operative agency.agneements,‘such as:thoseiwith"
the Treasury and the. Department of Defense, (4) deny tax
credits to any Amer1can company wh1ch 1nvests and pays taxes
1n South Afr1ca, (5) support’ the el1m1nat1on of -
Export Inport Bank guarantees fore loans to those u. S
compantes wh1ch-tradeland 1nvest_1n South Africa, especially

--------------'----

s‘Chrwshan Science Mon1tor, September 8, 1977, p. 3;
Christian Science Monitor, September 6, 1977, P. 30. - _
92Seyom Brown, On the Front . Burner: Issues in U.S. Foreign
~Policy - (Boston Little Brown, 1984), PP. 8-9.

“3Davidson Nicol, "Africa and U.S.A in the United Nations"
dournal of Modern Afrjcan Stud1es, vol. 16, no. 3, 1978, PR
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stop the flow of high technology, (6) end U.S. co-operative '
agreements on nuclear energy and research as well as the
export of nuclear materials to South Africa, (7) stop the
Depertment of Commerce from licensing so-called
"non-military” weapohs for,exports to South Africa, (8)
support immediate congressional action to introduce economic
and diplomatic sanctions ageinst South Africé; and (9)-
strong]y affirm a UtS. policy that calls for .
"one-man-one-vote" in South Africa.®* Some anelysts have
suggested'that these steps were under "active consideration”
by the Carter admim‘stratioh.95 ' _
However,‘the fact that they were not adopted .probably
means that some ‘of the recommendations by the Black CaucusA
'-e1ther ran counter to . the administration’s percept1on of
threats and oppor{hn1t1es in the pol1t1cs of the Afr1can
. sub system of the late 19705 or were not cons1dered
1mportant enough to bevadopted since there were other,
competing 1nterests both in Congress and with1n the ,
" administration itself. The demand for Jponom1cfand, P
'diplomatic sénctions‘midht_have been interpreted as againétb“—
U'S 1nterests More importantly, given‘the increasihg
Sov1et act1v1t1es 1n Africa, South Afr1ca s percept1on of ;
: 1tself as a bastlon aga1nst commun1sm and part1cu1arly the o

soO- called "Soviet threat" to the v1tal sh1pp1ng routes-

' between the Atlant1c and Ind1an oceans, was powerful enough

'

| emiem e e e e om e we e e e . L s

s4lbid. e e
85Clyde: Ferguson and" W1ll1am R. Cotter,,"South Africa: What~‘
Is. To Be Done” Forg_gn Affa1rs vol 56 no. 2, danuﬁry
- 1978, PP. 253- 274 o R

]
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©

to‘produce a pésitiVe response in the minds of many policy
imaKers ih Washington.®6 Additional substantial constraints
on U.S. policy, and the adoption‘of.the steps suggested by
" the CongressiOnaI Black Caucus, centred on what Ferguson and
Cotter,ébhrpctlx identified as ‘the domestic imperative of
U.S. society. Ascording-to this view, U.S. policy has always
been shaped-by doméstic.concerns, the least of which is the
opinion of the black American community.®? To the extent
that American policy towards South Africa emanates from the
_hature of American sogiety, South African-American relations
.are viewed as analogous to American black-white relations,
the constraining .fot‘ce on ;‘cy options is that imposed by
racism;95 . ‘ E o | o -
The second objective of the administratjon”s‘polioy'
recognized ‘that the long term success‘of American foreign
policy in Africa wtll depend more on actual‘assistance to
AfrICan gevelopment and the ability to help Afr1cans resolve
the1r d1sputes than on maneuvers for short term d1plomat1c

s advantage 89 On the pract1ca1 side, U.S. econom1c ass1stance

%7? David Nicol, “Africa and the U.S.A. in the Un1ted
a

tions", PP. 388-389. .
97Ferguson and Cotter, "South Africa: What Is To #e Done",

- PP. 264-274. "To assert that an activist Uu.S. policy of
pressurtng South Africa to reform its internal racial
policies is (or would be) solely a product of domestic black
"political forces is to give far too much credit to the power
‘of the black coomunity in the n1ted States and to .

" underestimate American idealis
88lbid. "On the one hand, Amer1can experience has taught the

"political 1mpotence of blacks on issues on which the
decisive factor is race; on the other hand, the same
experience has 1nstructed that there is always a nonviolent
accommodation to essentially racial conflicts"”

°9Vance,,"The United States and.Africa: Bu1ld1ng Pos.tlve"

Relations*,-P. 166 ‘ , o -
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increased from $270 million in fiscal year 1974 to $470
million in 1978 and $486 million in 1979.'°0° In 1977, the
Carter administration also requested Congress to'éppréve
$200 million for the devasfed economies of the pogrest A
African countries in the Sahel region. The fund was .to be
managed by Club du Sahe].‘O‘_The African share of U.S. aid
increased from about 5 per -cent in 1976 to 10 per cg%t'in
1979, 22 per cent in 1980, and 23 per cent in 1981. The
bercehtage'increéses were qdite substantial, probably
indicating"U.S. continued commitment to African development,
although the total amount of aid remained exceedingly small.
For example, between 1976 and 1979 Israel received four to
five times as much aid as all of Africd.

However, the point to note is that the decisidn to
extend American economic aid to the Sahel in part1cu1ar and
Africa in general was in line with established U.S. pol1cy.
Ln other words it was not a phenomenon pecuTﬁar to the
Carter administration. For example while visiting Dakar,
Senegal in May 1, 1976, K1ss1nger had issued an appeal ‘to
the indﬂstria]ized countr1es to. establish a $7,500 m1lL1on
develppﬁent fund to end the'chrOnic drought in the Sahel
region in.wQst and Central Africa. In a seven-point program
WHicH inc}uded‘plans for water cOhservation, communications
and sciedxiii;\use of dry-land-area crops and livestock.
Kissinger alsdsproposed what he descr1bed as measurés to
1°°Departmen1t of State Bulletin, vol. 80 March 1980, P.15;
Depar tment of State Bulletin, vol. 80, Apr1l 1980, P. 10.

701Vance, 'The United States and Africa:'Building Positive
Relations”, P. 167. . :

. bl
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"“roll back the desert” and to assist Chad, The Gambia, Mali,
Mauritania, Niger, Senegal and Upper Volta (Burkina
Faso).'°2 In terms of African development, then, the
difference between the new Carter administratidn and that of
the Ford-Kissinger period can be perceived as differences in
rhetoric rather than substance.

The third objective of the Carter administration was to
recognize and encourage African nationalism. This objective
was gdided by two principal assumptions that; ftrst, African
nations will defend their independence against challendes
from'any source and that, second, if America tried to'impose

its solutions for African problems® it wo

ability of the African states to oppose fforts\at

domination by others. Before Carter, it was evident that

America was slow to come terms with nationa?' t strugéles in

r

Africa;\All that was expected to change under Carter because.
of the administration’s recognition that Moscow, Beijing,

and in the 1970s Hayana) had the-advantage of having alwaYs
been on the right side of African nattonalism in Southern
Africa; and consequently on the side of the eventual yinners
as in Mozambique and Angola. There was also an increaSing ‘
awareness in the Carter team that despite the communist arms
supplies, African nationa]ists were tar from‘following the
path of communism, This was backed up with the/percept1on
that whereas the Soviet Union, China and Cuba could

102Keesing’s Contgmporary Archives, June 11, 1976, P. 27778.
Kissinger also held out the prospect of more U.S. financial
assistance to Black Afr1can states, and the lowering of

' trade barriers. : ‘
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gaurantee Aftican victory through armed struggle; the United
States held out the possibility of a more peaceful and
perhaps swifter transitien to a more representational
government. 193 Some of the practical ways the administration
wanted to oppose the Soviet-Cuban threat and to demonstrate
American sensitivities to African nationalism was the
establishment of a negotiating framework for the Zimbabwean
and Namibian independence questions. It is apparent that the
administration did not succeed in bringing about Namibian
independence; although negotiations continued throughout the
Carter era,‘they were essentially .stalemated.'0*

‘The fourth po]icy,objective had to do with American
support ot individual human rights. ‘President Carter began
his administration with the inaugural pledge that his
fereign policy would exemplify the mordl and etlpical
standards of the American people, and that "because we‘are
free we can .never be indifferent to the fate of freedom
elsewhere."‘°5 Secretary Vance also echoed the same
sentiment wheﬁ he‘stated that "we must have policies based
upenvfundamehtal values..JWe must stand for human
rights".‘°5,Generally, the administratien's areas ofyconcern
- were violations of integrity of the‘person tn the form of
officially sanct ioned murders, tortures, or detentions

103Howe, "United States Policy in Afr1ca P. 98.

104 See Vance, Hard Choices: Critical Years in Amer1ca S
Foreign Pol1cngNew York: Simon & Schuster, 1983),
256-313.;

105Quoted in a statement by Warren Chr1stopher, "Human
Rights: An Important Concern of U.S. Foreign Policy",
Department of- State Bulletin, vol. 76, March 1977, P. 288.
.106]pid.

©



59

without trial. Political rigﬁts and civil proteciion were
also accorded high priority. In the African context,
_however, the administration’s human rights policy was
broadly defined in terms of commitment to majority'fule)
self-determination and racial equality.in Southena Africa.
This defintion of human rights was necessary becausé, as the
administration'officials conténded,.if'the U.S. did not
support social and political justice:.in Rhodesia(Zimbabwe) ,
Namibia, and South Africa, African leaders would have
correctly dismissed the American human rights policy as mere
cold war propaganda, employed at the expense of the
Afr1cans 107 The emphasis on the econom1c political and
social aspects of human rights means that at least in-terms
of creat1ng a favorable 1mage, the adm1n1stration was on the
r1ght s;?e of the issue, joining the majority of Afr1can
stateg fo demand rac1al Justlce in Southern Africa. As an
administration official stated. )

~ Abuse of human r1ghts is wrong on any grounds. It is

particularly offensive when it is on the basis of

race. In Southern Africa, issues of race, of
Justlce and of self- determ1nat1on have bu1lt to a

crisis. 108
Thus, instead,of‘tiiting towards the status quo in
Southern'Africa as Nixon, Ford, and Kissinger did uptil they
facéd_the feality of the Soviet-Cuban“inteqventioh in
" Angola, all policy declarationa pointed to the fact' that the

Carter adm1n1§tratlon would concentrate on Kkey problems that

- e e, e e s, -------

107Vance, Hard Cho1ces ‘Critical Years in Amer1ca s Fore1g_

Policy,- PP. 256-257.
-, 108Vance, "The United States and Afr1ca Bu1ld1ng_PoS1t1ve

«Relations .P. 167. p
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cou1d win the approval of the majority of Black Africanl
states. ‘ |

The fifth objective of the Carter administration
concentrated on the importance of Amerjca's growing trade
and investment with African nations, and how the enormous
‘potential of African states is tied té the "nafiona]
interest” of the United States. In his speech at fhg annual
convention of the National Association fofﬁthé Advancement
of Colored People (NAACP) on dJuly 1, 1977, Secretary Vance
reminded his audience of the political, economic, and
cultufal importance of Africa to the United States. He-
talked of ‘Africa’s mineral and agricultural wealth w?ich
already provided a substantial proporfioh of AMericag‘.
imports of sucﬁ commodities as copper, cobalt, manganese,
cocoa, éoffee, ahd more importantly crude 0il.'9% Vance’'s
speechaindicatéd that the néw administration was clearly
awaée‘of the significance of the rolg of the Africanistates
at the Uniled‘Nathns._The impor tance of thé‘éultdral
dimehsion was well summed up in the following wadg:'"our
society,and pulture.are enriched by thé”herjtage sé many .
: Amehicahs-find_in Africa. We experience this ehnighment
evéry day - in our fiterature,four art, our musfé, and our
'sociél value.s".‘fo A1lthough the,Americaq cOltur31 and"
economic tieg to Africa were~thought’fo be the most -
important and enduring aspectsyof the_relationship;,no

O e e e - - ks = -
»

“108Vance, “The United States and Africa: Building Positive.
Relations", P. 165. ' : : -
110]bid.



61

specific policy measures relating t the cultural dimension
were spelled out.

Finally, the sixth objective expressed the
admihistration’s intention to seek openness and consultation
in its dealings with the African states, as well as its
wi]fingness to discuss issues with African leaders. Here
again, fhe administration stopped far short providing
details. Nevertheless, {ts approachmappeared to contrast
sharply with the type of "Lone Ranger secret diplomacy of
Kissinger. The term "Lone Ranger" was f1rst used by Carter
to refer to Kissinger’s ;shottle diplomacy" during a ‘speech
delivered on June 1, 1976, to the Foreign Policy Association '
’in'New York. The emphasis on consultation and open
discussion was meant‘to convey.the impressioh that the
Carter administration was different from previous ones, and -
that the administration did not see itself as'providing |
solutions to Africanhproblems‘but rather to work with
V'Afr}can leaders in a supporting role. This was the main
qthrost’of‘AmbassadOr Young’s statement during a press
conference in Nairob}, Kenya, on'February 7, 1977.171 The
-statement could be seen'either‘as'a revision of an earlier
pos1t1on or.a means of dampenlng expectations of radical
change in Amer1ca s African pol1cy In one 1mportant sense,
however, it was an acKnowledgement of the limitations of
Uu.s. power as the President h1mself once conceded "1

(Pres1dent Carter) recogn1ze that the United. States cannot

[ S Y L

t11African Research Bu]let1n »vol 14, no. 2, March 15,
1977 P. 4334 : .
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solve the problems of the world.‘We can sometimes help
dthers résolve their differences, but_wQ;cannot do so by
impbsing our own particular solutions”.!''2 The
adminis\ration/s admission of its limitations was also aimed
. at domestic consumption in the United States in that its
approach to Southern Africa was neither popular in Congress
nor well understood by the American public. According to
'Vance’s account, most conserQativss feared -that the_
administratfon faQoured communist supported black guerilla
gbbups; some even tried to compel the aBTinistration.to
.sdpport thé‘mfnorityvregime in Rhodesia (Zi;Babwe).‘
American, liberals were equally worried that tﬁe 7
administration was overly cautious, too solicitous of the

. feelings of political groups within Rhodes1a (Z1mbabwe) tbo.
anxious to Keep in step with its western a111es, and
unwilling to accept the political costs of exerting strong
d1plomat1c and economic pressures on South Africa, the |
linchpin of Whité minority rule.'!'4 The extent to which the
Carter administration’s African po]icyrfacilitated the
pb]iﬁica] rapproacﬁement between (dgos and Washiggton can be’
fuf]y'abpreCiated by'taking ful?y cogniiancé of Nigerian and
Amer ican fore1gn pol1cy pos1t1ons on- selected Afr1can issues

3

such as Ango]a Z1mbabwe and South African crises.
~ #

Q
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"1123ee Robert Shogan, Promises to Keep: Carter's First
" Hundred days (New YorK: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1977), P. 163.
113Vance Hard .Choices: Cr1t1ca1 Years in Amer1ca s Forelgn

- -Policy, P. 257
1“Ib1d. '
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Angola and Niqerian-American‘Relations
_Under the Ford administration, strains in

Nigefian—American relations Werg evident in the difference
of views over Africa’'s internal conflicts. The Ford
- administration’s note to all 0.A.U. member states on the eve
of the extraordfnary summit meeting of African leaders in
‘Addis Ababa, early in dJanuary 1876, was seen by the Nigerian
~ Head of State, general Murtala Mohammed as an insult to
African leaders. The direct message of that note was the
U.S. insistence on the withdrawal of Soviet and Cuban
military advisers from Angola as a pre-condition for the
| withdrawal of South Africqg.troops from southgrg Angol%. Tﬁg
" message was designed to influence Aféjcan attitudes to the
Angola criéﬁs, in an attémpt to bring them closer to the
position Held by the United Statesn Washington admitted this
' was simp]y“a.re-Statement of U.S. policy with the hope that
Athe 0 A u. would insist on an immediate end to all foreign
_1nvolvement in Angola, and that the Drgan1zat1on would
arrange ‘a cease-fire between the forces. Bresident Ford also
assured-tﬁé Nigérian government that the U.S. would support
such 1n1t1at1ves, and would in turn urge the South. African
regular tﬁoops to withdraw from Angola The Pre31dent wrote:

"We cannot, hQWever, stand idly by if the Seviet and Cuban
interventiﬁh persists”. 115 Nigeria's negative reply to
) President1For&'s hoge éame-when‘%ts Foreign Minister, Joseph
Garba, ann0unced that the_Nigerién delegatidntwould actively

P I I S i

115Facts 0n F1le danuary910 1976, PP, 2-3. -
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seek to convince other nations at the summit to resist U.S.
pressure for the withdrawal of foreign troops ffom Angola."
This did not go down well with the administration in
Wash1ngton wh1ch saw the Angolan crisis as an East- West
probiem. Nigeria, whose s%ance was expected to weigh
~éignificant]y in the 0.A.U. emergency session on Angola, did
not see the crisis as an East-West problem at all. These
divergent perceptions had created problems in
Nigerian-American relations during the Ford Presidendcy.

‘ When Carteﬁ came to power it was already clear that he

jﬁgoUld not continue with the*ford-Kissinger approach to

African issues. For one, Carter had rebeatedly attacked the
qud!Administration’s African'policy during his election
campaign, cbntending that the United States had bungled inl
ktheAAngolan Civil War and had lost the possibility of
playing a positive role in‘gouthern”African developments.''®
From the same premise, Andrew Youngilater went a step’
1"?“"ur*ther‘ by openly defending the Cuban pfesenee_in Angoie,
arguing that the Cuban troops should be seen as a:
stabilizing force. }oung”s statement must have signified a
radical shiff in Ameriééh perception of the Soviet-Cuban
presence 1n Angola; 1t was seen by many Afr1can states,
1nc1ud1ng nger1a, as an apparenij&eversal of Amer1ca s
previous posture. But there was’ho such shift in actual U.S;'

isey by the
A\

policy. It wil] be:argued that despite the pr
@

- - - .-, -----

“Wei‘ Africa, August®i, 1977, P. i571; Oye Ogunbagde jo, “A
New n in US- Nrger1an Relat1ons The,Wor1d Today, March
]979 pPp. 117 126. -
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Carter aoministration,-of a brand new appproach to African.
problems, there was no suhstantial difference between Carter
and previous U.S. administration policies; the
administration was as equally conscious of the Soviet-Cuban
presence tn‘Angola as its predecessors. The Carter
administration, like the Ford-Kissinger administration
before it, neither extended'diplomatic recognition ;; the
Soviet-backed MPLA government in Luanda nor actively sought
the participation of all groups in a government of national _
unity in that country. Such recognition and insistence on
participation by all groups would have steered American
policy closer to the original position adopted by
Nigeria.''?” This possibility makes it all the more necessary
to trace the evolution of the U.S. and Nigerian policies
from the pre-Carter years before considering developments
under Carger |

In1t1a]]y Nigeria wanted a government of nat1onal unity
that would accommodate the three reading l1berat1on
movements in Angola - the Popular Movement for the
Liberation of Angola (MPLA)? the National Front for the.
Li_be'ration of A’ngota (FNLA), and the National Union for the
Total_Independence of Angola (UNITA). Even when the Angolan
civil war broke out, Gowon's administratton in Lagos still

"‘7When asked by Africa Report Washington correspondent
Richard Deutsch whether the U.S: would recognize the dos
Santos regime and provide support for UNITA, President’
Carter responded that the "Cuban involvement has been an
‘obstacle to the establishment of diplomatic relations
between the United States and Angola." Africa Regort vol.
25, no. 4, July- August 1880, PP. 9-10. .
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worked within the 0.A.U. Reconciliation Commijttee to bring.
all the engolan groups to aéree on a coalition\?overnment in
spite of the failure of such governments in othér parts of
the confinent. In Angola, a coalition govefnment was almost
impossible:because of ideological differences between the
three liberation movements. Yet, with only three days to go
before Angola‘’s independence, Nigeria issued a statement
»proposing that independence shou}d be delayed for another
three weeks to allow for more time to find a solution.
(There was, however, no support for Nigeria’'s proposal
within the O.A.U.)..At the same time) the Nigerian Foreign

4

Minister denounced the Sovi&t Union for its intervention in

*

Angola.''8 On November 8, 1975, Nigeria "deplored the
support given by the Soviet Union to one of the liberation
movements to declare independence unilaterally”, suggesting

5 . ,
that such interférence in the internal affairs of Angola was

inimical to the African initiative to resolve the 4
"The federal government (of Nigerja)‘£ﬁe}§f6ré calls on'the‘
Soviet Union and others of ;he same,inqlinatioh to desist

for thwi th 'fr&n‘wther interference in the Ango]é |
situation”. 118 | \ -7 | .

Both Nigeria and the United States had the option of
collaborating in an Fhonest broker" role in Angola —.5 co
strategy which as Bnbce'oddes suggesfea, woﬁld(have entailed .
'Using maXx imum diplomatic leverage to Keep the three~feuding

- e e e .-

"118Colin Legum, "Foreign Intervention in Ahgola";'in Colin |
Legum (ed.)Africa Contemporary Record 1975-76, PP. A3-A38.
1191pbid. - . . S
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>

nationalist factions together. This option was not serfously
cons1dered because from danuary until November 1975, U.S.
policy in Angola was based on the premise that the MPLA
would be squeezed out of any participation in the government
of independent Angola.'2° As the FNLA military)positions
collapsed, it became clear in November that the MPLA could
not be prevented from playing a decisive or vital role in
Angolan politios. The U.S. policy switched to one of
partition (the strategy was to'exacerbate divisfons among
the groups and support tﬁe more Western-oriented movements)
for a few weeks until the U.S. Senate‘on December 19 refused
to grant Kissinger~thevfunds he needed. It was alréady too
late when Kissinger told Congress_on January 29, 1976, in
his first appearance before the Senate Suo?committee on
Africa that, "we have consistehtly advocated... a government
representinggall three factions in Ango]a“ 121 Kissinger

| clearly»over-stateﬁ~his case: since he thought that the FNLA _
would - win the civil war in Angola, there was no effort to
stress the 1mportance of preserving the Ango]an coal1t1on or
to support N1ger1a s call for unity all liberation

-moggments 122 The opportun1ty for a N1ger1an U.s. Joint

__.upe Oudes, "The United States Year in Afr1ca
' soript to the-Nixon Years”, in Colin Legum (ed. ) Afr1ca
?gnfgmggrary Record 1975-76, PP. A118-A126.
1 3 )

'22U.5. policy was inhibited by two major weaknesses: its..
role during the anti-Portuguese colonial struggle in Ango]a
which left Washington on the losing side, and, according to
Colin Legum, the refusal of a Congress, wrest11ng with the
aftermath of vietnam, Waterd@te and C.1.A. exposure, to
support administration’s policy proposals on Angola. Legum,
“Foreign Intervention in Angola", PP. A3-A38; Neil C. o
ML1v1ngstone and Manfred Von Nordhe1m, "U.S. Congress and the .
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effort on Angola was forther negated due to the change of
government in Nigeria. When the Murtala Muhammed
administration came‘to power in 1976, Nigeria decided to
abandon its initial support for coalition government(inv-
Angola and completeASUpporn\was given to the Soviet-backed
MPLA. This shows, from the point of view of Nigeria, radical
pol1oy shifts based on change of government. Muhammed
totaly reversed his country’s earlier critical %ét1tude to
Soviet intervention in Angola'and instead criticized the
u.s. for 1ts att1tude towards African 11berat1on The
problem, he said, was no longer one of ca111ng for a simple |
solution in the Afr1can tradition, but‘bne of foreign’
intervention by extha-Afrioan powers in collusion with -
Pretoria. ‘He stated: "If the neo- colon1al1sts succeed in
Angola, then our hopes for- §buthern AF%lca, w111 have been

dashed" . 123 He aTso said that the Sov1et Unxon and other

soc1al1st countrles had been the trad1t1o;~1 allles of

African l1berat1oq.Ftruggle and supporte s of Afr1can

freedom f1ghters For the Nﬂger1an leader there was no cause

vto doubt that success1ve U S. adm1n1strat10‘s would conttnue
to support the apartheld regime of South Africa "whom they
see as the defender df Western 1nterest on the cont1nent

How can we now be 1ed to believe thagea gerrnment with a
drecord such as the us has in Afr1ca can sudden]y become the

, defender of our interests?" 124

122 (cont’ d) Angolan Crisis", Strategﬁc Review, vol 5, no.2, -
Spring 1977, PP. 34- -44, . :
123 egums, "Fore1gn Intervent1on in Angola - PP. A22-A26.
1241bid. ’ e
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Here, it is pertinent to reiterate that Nideria, 1ike
the_United States, was originally against Soviet presence in
<Angola and was strongly‘in support of UNITA, having promised ‘
military aid to Savimbi. After the coup of July 29, 1975,
that toppled General Gowon and brought Mohammed~to.power.
then Commissioner for External Affairs, doseph.Garba, said )
the new Mohammed administration did not necessarily.agree -
~with the policies of the prgblous government'uhich>at_that /
"time'weredbeing carefully examined. The.Angolan'crisis
provided the new regime with a serious testh foreign
policy On November 26, the'Mohammed.administration came out
in support of the MPLA and act1vely canvassedrotn;r Afrtcan |
‘states to fo{low sutt In December Nigeria Pnov1ded $200
million in aﬁd to Angola and was sa1d to have pledged more
f1nanc1al and material aid worth»a total of $100° m1ll1on

- .L,

N1ger1an Amer ican relatlons became severelm_stra1ned as

!l‘

ar result of what N1gen1ans bel1eved was Amer1ca s support

for the South Afrlcan 1nvas1on of Angola For example, on

o=

uanuary 11, 1976» ﬁemonstrat1ons 1n two N1ger1an c1t1es,
Kaduna and Ibadan, agalnst U S. pol1cy towards Angola were
followed by an attack on the u.s. Embassy in Lagos.. On
Februa?y 17, after the coup attempt in whmch Muhammed was ;

assass1nated dembnstrators agaIn attacked the U. S Embassy,,

cla: ng U S (and Western) compl1c1ty 1n the plot and
' L2

shou 1ng "C. I A. must go Nuhu Bayero, ‘the V1ce Chancellor' ;

,of th Univens1ty of Lagos, sald ”"As far as I am concerned

\ -

6 1ts hands 1n the recent coup attempt beCause of
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Nigeria's refusal to sign the irﬁn and steel agreement with
America, and ...Nigeria's stand on Angola."'25% Although
there was no proof of such allegation, Radio Moscow on
February/ﬁbn 19?6 encouragg@rthe suspicion: "In many African
countries fhe February events‘in Lagos are directly 1linked
with U.S. policy in Africa”.'2® As relations between the two
countries worsened, Nigeria refused to receive U.S.
Secretary of State Kissinger during his tour of Africa in

April 1976. The U.S. Government was given until April 1976

-~

to close its radio station in Kaduna.'??

TBe Mohémmed‘administration’s decision to suppprt
Soviet-backed MPLA rather than the amer i &an-backed movements
was a reaction to the invasion of Angola by South African
forces in support of the UNITA and F{L‘A. 128 Nigerian

officials and curreni thinking on the subject supbort this

fact.'2® Nigerians did not relish foreign involvement in the
125 egum, (ed.) Africa Contemporary Record 1975-76, PP.
B781-B80S. . B ' ® -
126 pid. ’ . - : : : ¥
_1277bid. ' : : ) - , , o
128S¢e A. Bolaji Akinyemi and Margaret Vogt, "Nigeria and" ',
Southern Africa: The Policy Options” in Douglas G. Anglin,
et al. (eds.) Conflict and Change in Southern Africa: Papers
from a Scandinavian-Canadian Conference (Washinhgton D.C.:
University Press of America, 1978), PP. 151-168. AKinyemi.
and Vogt contended that Nigeria’s decision to recognize the
MPLA was an indication of an "ideological preference"; but -«
are careful to point out that by "ideological L
preference...one does not mean that Nigeria preferred ,
Marxist to non-Marxist groups, but preferences. in terms of
commitment to African liberation." AKinyemi, S

"Mohammed/Obasanjo Foreign Policy", in Oyeleye Oyediran o~
(ed.) Nigerian Government and Politics Under Military Rule, ' . __
. 1966-79 (London: Macmillan, -1979), PP. 150-168. - =
.T295ee A. Bolaji Akinyemi, "Nigerian-American Re-examihed”,.

in Oyeleye Oyediran (ed.). Survey of Nigerian Affairs ' o

1976-?97710La?os; the Nigerian Institute pf International
» PP,

_Affairs,'1981 ﬂ10541143‘Elsewhere,AKinyemi asserted\

e
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Angolan problem; as discussed earlier, they were initially
quite critical of the Soviet and Cuban intervention.
However, their attitude changed remarkably when it became
evident to them that South Africa had sent its forces into
central Angola in.lzif October 1975. It was at that point
that the Soviet-Cuban_ activity was legitimized, at least in
Nigerian eyes, and U.S. policy became suspect to the extent
that the Nigerians saw the U.S. as being allied with South
Africa.

- L-(‘

Other factors had to be taken into account in
Revaluating fhe acceptability of the MPLA to both the
Nigeﬁians and the Americens;‘For the Nigerians, the MPLA was
not just a nationalist movement,. it was é»party}that
supported the ongoing struggle against racism and
colonialism on the continent. In other words, the MPLA would:
not regard Angolap independence as ah end in itself. The
U.S. had the same perception of the MPLA.and the
corresponding -.connection between its vicfory in Angola and
the course -of events in Southern Africa. Some have
ackno@ledged:that it was the radicalism and .idealogy of the -
MPLA that had led to this amazing unifornﬁty‘of,tﬁe -
Nigerian-American perception of the movemenfi‘3° It was,
129 (cont’'d) that Nigerid’s decision to 'support the MPLA
would have been made "even if the South Africans -had not
invaded", belijeving that the decision would still have been
made on the bagis of the credentials of the MPLA.as a
militant anti-colonial -Pan-Africanist movement committed to
the total liberation of Southern Africa.. AKinyemi, L
“Mohammed/Obasanjo Foreign Policy", PP. 160-168.
‘S;Akinyemff "Nigerian-American Relations Re-examined", P.
105. T o S | .
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however, ironic that Nigeria with its anti-radicalism and
conservative tradit;on in both domestic and foreign policy
had supported the MPLA instead of the more liberal
pro-Americéh_movements. Akinyemi was probably rtght‘when he
asserted that the anti-colonial cause of the MPLA had
provided sufficient justification for Nigeria’s support of
the movement, even without the South African tnvasion of
Angola. On issues involving African de-colonization,
Nigeria's "épnservative tradition” has at times been
_ebandoned not because of a;;"conversion to radicalism but
because the anti-colonial cause has invariably proved more
poterit than commitment to conservative values.'?! On the
contrary, the objective of U.S. policy was primarily to
counter the Soviet threat and slow down, or if possible
reverse, the trend towards radicaliem in Africa.

The point to note as far as Angola and
Nigertan-Amefican'relatipns are cpncerhed is that the two
countries finally supported opposite stdes int the Angolan,
crisis. There was pressure from the United States which '
wanted Nigeria to tow the 11ne so to speak by support1ng
American policy or ma1nta1n its neutra11ty, and pressure
from those hlger1ans who wanted the1r COuntry to throw its
we1ght beh1nd the-MPLA In terms of domest1c p011t1CS‘Tn
Nigeria, the recogn1t1on of the MPLA was a popular pol1t1cal.‘

- move by the Mohammed adm1n1strat1on The dec151on was

praised by the political ed1tor of the Lagos Sunday Times as.

- s tm s e o el e
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singularly the most daring and responsible foreign policy
decision taken by any'Nigerian goYernment eince
indepéndence."'32 Some still ahgue*that although a lot ot
| Nigerians Qou]d have been bitterly disappotnted if the MPLA
had been defeated by “"Western imperialists” in Angola, they
would have been convinced that their country was right in
recogn1z1ng the MPLA.1'33 The domestic support for Nigeria’'s
Angolan policy began with the publ1cat10n of what Nigerian
officials described as President Ford’s “overbearing
directive” to the Nigerian Head of State discuesed earlier.
A text of Nigeria's reply to the United States was also
published: it rejected the Ford administration’s "fatdods‘
attempt: to "insult the intelligence of African nations and
scorn the dignity of the black man", totafﬁy'repudiatimg
- "the false logic wh1ch equates the presence of the Cuban ‘and
Sov1et advisers 1n Angola with that of the South 2{r1can
regular troops, the1r fellow sold1ers of fortune and smotly
mercenaries"” . 134 Th1s too was well rece1ved in N1ger1a as
evident in the Daily T1mes ed1tor1al of danuary 9, 1976:

ﬂ»
"who would have’ bel1eved that this country (N1ger1a) could

Qever muster enough courage to stand up to Wash1ngton

“#

and the blackman?. Th1s prec1se1y 1s what the federal

g@vernment has done Need]ess to say it has the ‘support" of

13 25unday Time , (Lagos) February 1, 1976 cited in James H.
Po hemus, "Nigeria and Southern Africa: Interest, Policy

.Means", Canadian Journal a of Afr1can Studies, vol 11,-.

n =1, 1977 PP. 43-66. . SRS

:::?ginyem1, "Mohammed/ObasanJo Fore1gn Pol1cy P. 159.
id _ v . [

‘, & cd > .
- .o e

.overlords and tell them to shut up and stop 1nsu1t1ng Afr1ca T
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Nigerian people who must be feelingrproud'and confident in
our ability to tell grey beards the truth. It is a mark of
real independence".'35 Nigeria's rejection’of the American
position and its'recognitioh of the MPLA had obvious .
international implications. It contributed to the acceptance
of the MPLA as the legitimate government by most African
states, and eventually by allVWestern couhtries except the
United States.'36¢ More;important]y, Nigerie’s decision was
followed by an'approval of Soviet and Cuhan iAvolvement on.
the side of the*MPLAvasyactioh\neCeSSer for independence ofi
Angola - a foreign policy7positionﬂwhich masédiametr?ca1§9
opposed to that. of the’Unjted~States One is bound to agree
with James H. Polhemuss that "Angola was a success for
Nigeria because a timely ebandonment of;the policy of’
national unity. (in Angola) placed Nigeria on the\winding“'
side at a time when its winming was by no means.
inevitaole.‘37 Nigeria’s"policy shiftdhadtatso cﬁeated é
clbse bond between»Angolé and}Nigebia even at the risk of
alienat1ng the Un1ted States or Jeop;rd121ng P

‘ Nigerian- Amer1can re]at1ons Ak1nyem1 and Vog} 1ndeed have‘
suggested that N1ger1a s opp031t1on to Amer1can Supported '”

movements such as donas Sav1mb1 S UNITA and Holden Roberto [

FNLA 1nd1rect]y 1nf1uenced -the deC1s1on of the Ford

’ .,adm1n1strat1on to.re-examine Amer1ca’s Afr1can polwcy

’ 13
1351pid. . o
1367, BolaJ1 AK&nyem1, "The Emergence of N1ger1a as a
Regional Peuer in International Relations", Stud1a : :
.Diplomatica, val. 35, no. 3, PP. 227-243; J L -
hT?%PoleFemus,g N1ger1a ‘and Southern Afrlca Interest, Policy
and Means", P ‘43~ 66 R S e :
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Nigeria impressed upon the United States‘that she was not
interested in improved bilateral relations."as long as the
United States-supported the staths quo in Southern
Africa".138 But this did not drastically change Amer ican
po]icy on Angola.'3® Ofoegbu has contended that becaose of
the strategic and economic interests of the United States in
South Afr1ca, the American percept1on of the Angolan CFLS1S

was. more or less 1n llne with the South Afr1can view of the

1 rs

CP]S1S This means in effect that beh1nd the scenes the Eord

'admin1strat1on was in favour of the installation of a°

. government in Ango}a that woqu threaten neither American,

and Western, interests in Southern Afr1ca nor seek to GPrce ,

radical departure from the status quo. Publicly, hbweyer,

the U.S. concentrated its criticisms on the Soviet and Cuban

-

'1nvolvement on the side of. the MPLA .
Desp1te the claims of the early Carter admrn1strat1on,

there 1s a remarkable contwnuwty between Ford and Carter

Dur1ng the 1979- 1980 per1od several factors contr1buted to ‘

“the s1m11ar1ty the fall of Iran, the se1zure of the
‘Amer1can hostages in Teheran and the Soviet. 1nvas1on of
Afghanjstan A1l had an 1mmed1ate effect on“U S. pol1cy

towar‘ds Africa. In 1980 there yas Amerncan m1htary

co- operat1on -with Somalla military support for Morocco K1ng g

x[Hassan s war agaknst the Po]lsar1o 1n Western ‘Sahara, and

:"
-

'3°Ak1nyem1 and Vogt "N1ger1a and Southern Afrlca “The

Policy Options”, P. 160
* 13%Ray Ofoegbu; The N1ger1an Fore1gn Pollcy (Uwanl. Enugu

Star,,1978) PP 35 38 , L

“°Ib1d P 35
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greater po]artzation of Africa a]ong_the lines of East-West

tension.'4! In the same year, a study conducted for the

Department of Defense called for a re-assessment of U.S.~

policy towards Africa in the context of Soviet-Cuban

activities and recommended that

1.

It is legitimate and necessary to focus on:Soviet-Cuban

dimension .of African problems because of the importance

of Amerioan\relationship with Moscow, and Moscow’s of ten

important rote in African trouble spots. 'It; however,

-Vwarned that this focus should not be the only thrust of

,Afrlcan policy, but that it was a valid thrust and

should not be down-played.

~ The growing Soviet and Cuban politica]-and military

1nvolvement in Afr1ca represents a serious chal]enge to

U.S, 1nterests That the United States cannot deter the

Soviets and Cubans by pursuing exclusively reactive -

anLi—Soviet'policies; and concern about Africa and

Sov1et Cuban advances should ‘be followed by positive

'act1on and policies.

To eschew dealings w1th 1mportant pollt1cal actors such»

. as. Angola because of its Marx1st Len1n1st 1deology mvght
‘be short s1ghted 5The argument was that Afrlcan states

.such as Angola andeozamb1que w1th their

B Marx1st Lenlnlst 1deo]ogy may have certain local

c;secur1ty needs compat1b1e W1th U S. 1nterestsf

'tFurthermore, the U.S. 'could pursue a "denlal",strategy

- - —-------

- ’4‘R1chard Deutsch “Canter s Afr1ca PO]ICY Shift", Afrlca
" "Report, -vol. 25 no. 3, May June 1980, PP. 15 18 :

N e
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towards important Soviet interests.'42

It should be noted that‘these recommendatlons were

simply a re-statement of somefof{The basic assumptions that

-

had guided the administration’s polioies since 13977. Except
that .in 1980, in spite of a drift towards increased

~ militarization across North and East Africal.as evident in
the‘positioning of Amerti can mllitary support facilities in
Somalia, Tunisia, Morocco and Kenya, there were no clear
indication of a return to the post-war orthodoxy of

.

containment w1th 1ts emphas1s on 1ntervent10n to keep

in Carter’s African policy flowed from the desire in thé
Pentagon to create the impression of a stifferlU S global’
stance. This fitted in w1th political calculat1on in the
White, House to get Pre51dent Carter re-elected. An attempt
to create such impression d1d not, however, resolve the

1nherent problem 1n the admlnlstrat1on s pol1qy the

quest1on whether to see African cr1s1s as an Afr1ca problem

or whether to perceive it so#ely as an East West confllct

This dilemma came about as a resuﬁt-of two confllct1ng _

e

. €]
Marxists or left1st regimes from power The apparent sh1ft .

currents in Amer1ean fore1gn policy: notably, cons1derat1ons

of global and regnonal strateg1es For Brzez1nsk1‘ whenever

the two strateg1es presented themselves, the East West
struggle or the respons1b1l1ty of the URited States as a
great power often took-preceden over more narroﬂ*&

-

142Michael A: Samuels, et al '“Impl1cat1ons of SOVlet and
Cuban Activities in Africa for U.S. Policy",’ Afr1oa Reggrt
: vol 25 ho. l, 1989, PP =53. . '

14
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conceived regional interests. Robert M. Price argues that
while global and regional “interests” are usually consistent
with each other, they are not necesarily identical in the 4

short-run. '42 Kissinger also tried to make a distinction
\ .

¢

between the two when he argued the case for an activist role

\

for the United States in the Angolan Civil War.

' America’s modest strategic and economic interests in
Angola are not the central issue. The question is
whether America maintains the resolve to act . .
responsibly as a great power...the culprits in the

*  tragedy that is now uﬁfold1ng in Angola are the

Soviet Union and its client state Cuba. But I must
note...that the Executive has beer' deprived of
1nd1spensable flexibility in formu]atlng a foreign .
policy which we believed ® be in our.national
"interest... A stable relationship with the Soviet
Union based on mutual.restraint will bk achieved -
only if Soviet fack of restraint carries the risk of
counteraction. "44 S

».

. According td this view, although America’s tangible
s

interests and threats to them are assumed to exist from
1ncreased Soviet- Cuban act1v1ty, the case for a U.S.
-1ntervent1on1st ro]e in Sub- Saharan Afr1ca does not rest on
the 519n1flcance of tanglble 1nterests there but rather on

the need to maintain the 1mage of U. S resolve. and
]

determ1nat1on. 145 In other words, there is a prest1ge type
ofjbenefit'to be galned,by the United States. Howeyerp

Pricef% argumentvdoes not‘make emerican intervention_iﬁ-'
j‘43Robert M. Prlce, U, S Fore1qn Pol1cy in_Sub- Saharan
~ Africa: Nat1ona1_Jnterest and Glabal Strat (University of -
- California: 'Institute of Afric i 1978), .p. 30. .
‘ “4{$1d See also U.S.-Congress, Senate, Angola, Hearings, =
- befgre the Subcommittee on African Affa1rs. Committee on
' Fore1gn RelatIOns Senate 94th Congress. 2nd Sess1on 1976

P..8.
1‘-"’Robert M. Pr1ce U.S.. Fore1g Po11cy in Sub- Saharani

‘ Afr1ca National lnterest and Global Stratggy PP, 32~ 33.

IR ‘ . v
.
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2 .
Sub-Saharan‘Africa_any less real, no matter the official
justtfication for such intervention. v
President Carter spared few opoortunities to criticise
poblicly the Cuban and Soviet [intervention in Africa. In_a
maJor speech during the state visit to Nigeria in 1978 the
President devoted a central portion of his attention to-
decrying. Sov1et Cuban 1nterventlon in Afr1ca even thoughi\-
:% his remarks were met with l1tt]e enthusiasm on the Nigerian
\kside. Such lack of enthusiasm did nothing to weaken the
:strength of the declarations concerning the new spirit-of g o
co operation in h}per1an Amer ican relatlons éven wheﬁ in
| dg]y 1978 the ngenaan head of state, General ObasanJo sa1d
- at the annual oonfé%enceﬂof OAU heads of state, that the
~ Russians "were invited into Africa‘for‘a purpose”- and that

“they intervened as a consequence af failure of Western-

.
148

pol1c1es on.behalf of. 1eg1t1mate Afr1can interests”
the' N1ger1an head of state probably meant was that al,
' the Soviet Unlon and Cuba had 1ntervened in Angola, |
1ntervent1¢“’ thus far not occurreo 1nd1scr1m1néte_y, but
" rather only in th sé Situations inlwhiohlthetr actions woold
be support1ve of pr1nc1p]es that have strong support among
the Afr1can states - a view wh1ch ne1ther the Ford nor
Carter Adm1n1strat1on could eas11y d1gest "ﬁ

The nger1ans v1ewed Amerlcan concern for the Sovret &

ahd Cuban 1nterferenoe in Angola as'based more on 1s§ues of

o

concern for Amer1can global po]1cy than’ be1ng motivated by

R -—-—-o—-—----_-—--

. 1481bid., p 40.

f.
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any concgrn for true independence in Africa. To the extent

BN that%the Soviets and Cubans were 1nv1ted into Angola by the
MP[A the Nigerians had a different view of the Soviet and

Cuban role 1n that country They contended - that the Cubans

7' Were not seeKing terr1tor1al aggrand1zement As the Nigerian

Head f State General ObasanJo put it "to the/%ov1ets and
R éiig .
1Athe1

"invihed tojAfrica in order to assist in the liberatton"

1ends, ] should like to say that, having been_
[ . ‘. n

. struggle and consol1dat1on of nat1onal 1ndependence. they
should not overstay the1r welcome 147 On the contrary the
Niger1an adm1n1stratlon bel1eved that South Afruga- which
the u.S: supported was 1nterested in some form of

terr1tor1al aggrandizement by try1ng to set up some K1nd of ‘
L

buffer state for,the Ovambq efhnic community in Namibia - a
state fhat wdu 1d exﬁ!nd across the Namibian border into,

.SQuthern'Angola The Nigerians found.that*SOuthtAfrica was -

r
»

try1ng to establish some K1nd of "unholy-alliance” with

A
UNITA and the FNLA to ensure that the1r Nam1b1an boundary

L 4

with Angola would be protected from what the South Afrlcan
‘T reg1me perce1ved as theqposs1bl1l1ty of "terror1st W!
1ncur51ons 1nt04Nam1b1a from Angola G1ven the N1ger1an
Gi‘fore1gn -policy pos1tkon on Angola. Amer1can attempts to
| persuade N1ger1ans and other Afr1cans a]ong thstl1nes that L :-'
. the U S &ﬁm1nlstrat10n thought were correct . led to the {
,v N1ger1an cr1t1c1sm that the U S 'was in. support ‘of South
Africa’s 1nvaston of Angola c -

_—---_----‘-------

.“7Ib1d . : T
j‘“lt is 1nterest1ng that th1s same conclus1on was arrtved :

4
< .

. o . T
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In sum, theepolicies adopted by the United States and
theria towards the Angelan crisis had resulted in th .
. cohflicttng approaches to African politics. Thg\g,s.
approach saw African politics asan extension'Of the
- East-West struggle bétween the United States and the Soviet

Union, while the Nigerian approach regarded the U.S.-Soviet

- p'a

Within the. context of the Angolan crisis,’ the two" approaches

competition as marginally related to Afriban problenis.

manifested themselves in U.S. perception of the MPLA ‘as
communist and UNITA and FNLA as friends of the Wests: For

- Nigeria, hewever the MPLA represented a truly nat1ona]1st
¢

organization, while UNITA and FNLA were seen as- ethn1cally 'lf

- .based movements. The MFLA’ s-self—procla1med_Marx1st-Len1n1st

‘-fgdeology, its dependepce on the Soviet Union for arms andAon

Cuba for. men were historical accidents as far as Nigeria was"

c?ncernéd. As,qne observer put it "a gr0up that is involvey
Q{nvarms eonfltct is.not likely to~5e t00‘ehoosy.about where’
the arms come from". 148 Thus on the issue of Angola Nid%ria
and the United States were as far apart under Carter as they

“wwere during. the Ford-= K1ss1nger adm1n1strat1on Ihe Carter

"gadmnnxstrat1on falled to ach1ey& its stated obJectlve as

'evwaent 1n its 1nab111ty or unw1ll1ngness to estabish norma] L

. d1plomatjc relat1ons w1th Angola. As Vance later adm1tted,

-

——————————————————

;“3(cont d) at in Congress1onal hear1ngs deal1ng with the
~Ford. administration. See U.S. Congreéss, Senate, "United .
. States-Nigerian Relations" in U.S. Policy Towards Africa
. Hearings, before the Subcommittee on African Affairs," .
. Committee on Foreign Relat1ons. Senate, 94th Congress, 2nd
. Session, 1976,.PP. 163-199,

v_'49Ak1nyem= “Mohammed/ObasanJo Fore1gn Po]1cy , P 156

.
. 2
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such failure remafneo a serious error.onﬁthe part of the
United States in that the hope of increasing American
leverage in Angola had dlsappeared w1¥h the admtntstratton s
dectston not to recognize the Neto government as'long—as
"Cuban forces retmained in Angola.‘5°'For Brzezinski, .
'gﬁnproving bilateral relations with;ﬂngola had proved more
!‘izgifficult than achieving majority rule in Zimbabwe. = ¥
Nevertheless, Vanoe and Brzezinski believe that, overall,
‘U.S. policy. in Southern Africa had achie?ed some real .
sucesses. As Brzezinski put it, there was a greater
~willingness to listen to the African view 4n washingtonpand
a better‘undérstanding in Africa of America’s dilemmas by

e . ./
: the end of Carter administgation.'®’ e

e - y : } . . B . . . » . ; . ’

‘Zimbabwe and N1ger1an Amerlcan Relations L : -,
‘ In danuary 1977, 1t was perfectly clear that the -
_Rhodes1an (Zimbabwe} " government of Prtme M1n1ster Ian <m1th

[

would be seeklng an »1nternal solJt1on to the Ztmbabw‘“

problém The 1nternal solut1on was a react1on to tg
ngnglo Amer1can proposal for a settlement The. proposal wht;h
was annougced on September 1, 1977, set forth seqen ba$lc
'pr1n01ples for tran51t1on to a more representat1ve
government in Zlmbabwe These prlnC1ples, which the Untted

States, Br1ta1n, N1ger1a. and other countrwes,supported

were as follows (1)

B B e T I

‘15°Vanceh ’
- - Policy, PP:

151Brzezmskt,

!
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a transition period, (3) majority rule, (4)_pre—independence
elections based on uriversal suffrage;‘(ﬁ) elections
~administered by a neutral, impartial'eethorify, (6) a
.democratic constitution with ah‘integral'bill of rights, and

.. u, B ’ .
(7) the formation of -an army loyal to the new government.'>?

As a counter-measure, following.theipubljcatioh of )
- Anglo-Amer ican proposals, Prime Minister Smith started his

‘own negotiations with Aftican nationalists a limited

'~transfer'of power, .and in March 1978, he /signe
‘witﬁ‘three black nationalists resident in the countr
natfonélists dutside the counfry were excluded from this

. agreement which erovided for 1limited mejdrity rule,'eventual
o eiections With universal suffrage, and' an ihterim
administration headed by an exeeutive council and a cabinet

"with white énd black members. However, the civil-service.

the m111tary, and the judiciary were to remain under white

. control, unaffected by the Sal1sbury agreement which paved

the way for the so-called "internal solution”.'53 It should'
be"noted that the "internal solution" strategy was also a.
_‘aeviee“thrOUQh which Smith sought to split’ the leadership of
. fthe nafionalist movements, and negot}ate a'settlement'with
‘moderate black gbodp34and individuale most amenable to a
solution acceptab1e'to the white mineriiy. The eandidates

Afor such negot1atlons were black leaders such as Bishop Abel
S~
Muzorewa head,of the Afr1can Nat1ona1 Council (ANC) ,

’ .
"52Q_partment of State Bul]et1n vol 78, December. 1978, P. -
27. . : :
153]bid.
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Ndaban1ngi S1thole who led a faction of the ANC, and Joshua
Nkomo, leader of the Zlmbabwe African Peoplgs Un1on (ZAPU) ;
while Robert Mugabe, the Marxi

. N /.
African National Union (ZANU) and present rime Minister,

t 1eader of the Zimbabwe

_uas éxcluded. Lagos was in favor of the #url_participation
'of'all faotions in a negotiated settleoent that on]d.lead
to black majority rule and this had a more gonera] effect
on Nigerian pol1cy during the cr1s1s There was an awareness
that the nger1an Government could not continue to maintain
Cits close\relat1ons with Washington if the Carter
Adm1n1stratlon failed to take concrete steps to br1ng about
black\major1ty~ru1e in Zlmbabwe,154 For the first time since
. the béginn{ng of the Zimo;bwean crisis, N1ger1an Amer ican
relations became directly linked with the acefu]

: resolution of the conf11ct During his visit to Lagoé in
March 1978, Pres1dent Carter denounced the internal solut1on
in Zimbabwe and declared his interest in a policy that

) eosufes freedom, justice and human dignity.vDespite the
vagueness of the President’'s positioo, it was.perfectly
cleaﬁ_}hat,.unlike the Angolan crisis, Nigeria and the
Uﬁiied States were s{rongly on the-same side of_ the
Zimbabwean disputé.'

In a statement read to a news conference in Washington,
the U.S. further clarified its'poqition on the Zimbabwean
probiem by stating that hé@otiations which excluded tﬁe
leaders of the hationalist’movemehts wou id not produce a

-----—-—-—-----_--

‘54Aluko, Essays on N1ggr1an Fore1g Pol1cy, PP. 258-260.
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tlement«'55 Secretary Vance also repeated before

the Sehg@kﬁ’bbcdmmittee on African Affairs that under,ho

Cﬁrcuméig%ces could the Smith minority regime in.RhOQFSia
(Zimbapwe) count on any form of American supporf in its
effoﬁt to'prevent majority rule.'3% In his testimo;y before
the House of Representatives Subcdmmittee onvAfFica, Donald’
B. Eésum, the former U.S.‘Ambassador to Nigeria contended ‘
that Nigerian support of the Anglo-Ameriégn plan for
Ziﬁbabwe'grew out of the conviction that the Carter
AdminiStration was sincere in its attachment to full
democrécy_in'Zimbabwe and equal rights in South AFriga['He
maintained that\the repeal of the Byrd Amendment, the
diplomacy of AndréwﬁYoung, and the pe;sonal commitment of
PresidéQQ@Qarter_were seen by Nige%ians as true |
| demonétn;tions of a concern for the way in wﬁich Africans
.defin‘e. their problems. 57 ‘

~ The Anglo;Americah initiative, tHough largely
dissipated by early‘1979,fcontained five major e{ements for

: P
‘peaceful change. First, every stage of planning and

!

implementing the initiatives involved close consultation
with Njgeria; Second, the leading liberation movements -
ZANU and 2APU - were brought into the negotiating process.

.Third; the stated objective was to achieve majority rule.

S el S ” ‘ ‘
155", S.. Rejects ‘Internal Solution’ to Rhodesian Problem”,
Department of State Bulletin, February 1877, P. 126. '
- T56The Secretary reaffirmed the Carter Administration’s
unequivocal support for he repeal of the Byrd Amendment. See
Department of State Bulletin, April 1977, P.*320. '
157Donald B. Easum, "Nigerian-American Relations", Africa
Report, July-August 1981, PP. 52-54. O IR

K
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Fourth, the agreed aim was to defuse vidJence. While not
condemning the armed struggle, the basicupermise of the
Anglo-Amer ican dip1omatic_initiative was that armed violence
was not necessarily the onty road to majority rule. Fifth,
there -was explicit opposition to the introduction of -y

.East-West rivalry into the region; thevjustiffcation for

Anglo-AmeriCan/rolé was that U.S. and Britain w

involved in the area and could use their levera
positively. 158 These f1ve broad obJect1ves were accepted’by
Nigeria and other African countries 1nvolved 1n the
diplomatic exercise HoWeQér the Anglo- Amer1can d1plomat1c

“initiative appeared to have been a failure as the Carter

adm1nlstratton ran into iRgreasing pressure in Congress

which, sensitive to'thektn;luence of pro-South African.and
pro-Rhodesian 1obbies» seemed 1ncl1ned to support ."internal
solut}ons" in Zimbabwe and Namibia. Congres;pigg\hm411ng to -
remove sanctlons and accept 1nternat solutions"'after the
formal agreement, which established the Executive Council to
supervise the transition.to a»multl*racial regime, was
announced_inARhodesia(Zimbabwe) in March.3. 1978.
Conservatives‘building upon growing public concern about
Cuban and Soviet activities in Africa were gaining

strength ‘A9 Some Senators were 1ncreas1ngly receptive to

the- jdea of internal solutlons .and the RreSJdent-was hard

-————---_--—-'---—n—

‘58Co}1n Legum, The Western Cr1s1s Over Southern Africa, PP'

‘3-4. .
158Cyrus Vance, Hard: Cho1ces Cr1t1cal Years in Amerlcan
, -PP.

Foreign Policy (New York: S mon and Schuster, 1983),
‘585—536"§b6 Hor. - | B
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put to justify U.S. policy, especially singe the
.Anglo American proposa was not working and the
-adm1n1str tion had not made any substant1a1 progress
Others $enators were adamantly ca1l?ng for the U.S.
recognition of Smith“regime despite theufa;t tha .no otherg
cduntry had done so.'®' In July 1978, Senator Jesse Helms,
leader of the pro-Smith forces in the Senate} introduced
legislation to 'suspend tempaorarily U.S. sanctions against‘
-Rhodesia(ZimbabWe) as a demonstration of support for'the'
"internal solut1ons Helms’ proposed: measure had a B
ts1gn1f1cant support as .Smith's supporters in Congress
"continued to paint a 31mp11st1c picture of an embattled
mult1-rac1a1 ant1 commun1st execut1ve under attacK by a |
commun1st supported radical Patro1t1c Front < an argument
that was becoming 1ncreas1ngly difficult for the Carter
adm1n1strat1on to counter. 162 Yet no. serlous d1sruptlon of
nger1an Amer ican re]at1ons occurred because of Nigeria''s
apparent bel1ef in the genuineness of Carter s |
1ntent1ons 163

In 1978 the Anglo-American initiatives on Z1mbabwe ‘

7. were genera11y accepted by: the federal government of nger1a

16°Zb1gn1ew Brze21nsk1, Power _and Pr1nc1ple Memoirs of the
National Security Adviser (New York: Farrar Straus Giroux, -
- 19835 PP. 140-145; Jimmy Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs Df
A President (New York Bantam Books, 1982), PP, 68-69. '
~i61Carter, Keeping Faith: Memoirs Of A Pres1dent P. 175.
162Vance, -Hard Choices: Crit] cal Years in Amerrcan Foregg_
Policy, PP 285-290.

163Daniel C. Bach, "N1ger1an Amer1can Relat1ons Converg1ng~
Interests and Power Relations”, in Timothy M. Shaw anmd ‘
Obajide Aluko, (eds.) Nigerian Fore1 n Policy: Alternative

Percegt1ons and Prolectaons London: Macm1l1an Press. 1983)

Y



e | 88’

-which(:a)though had supported the war waged b; thehpatroitic
Front,_hadcbooed for a constitutional conference to bring
atl the nationalists together Yet, the Anglo Amer ican \
proposa]s were seen by some Nigerians as an attempt by the
‘pjted States and Britain to rob the patro1t1c Front of the
fruits of the1r ]abour The main points of the cr1t1c1sm
awere that (1) the Nigerian government had Jeopard1zed its
goodwill, influence, and prestige in co-operating with the
;;—;:'Cartervadministration’s initiatives in Z?ﬁbabwe or #in .
oacking the‘Anolo-American plan, (2) as a result of its
1nvolvement with the qn1ted States, nger1a may Bhave,
effect}vely removed itself frcm’any future role in Zimbabwet;'
(3) Nigeria’s'ooinion in Washington was not highly regarded,
aand (4)9that'America’s.African policy under Carter was
nothing moretthan a change in style rather than'a change in
substanoe.‘54,These criticisms stemmed from the basic
- mistrust of the U.S. by Nigerians during the post-Angolan
‘era. There was a real fear of what one observer described as
"the Amer1can1zat1on of N1ger1an fore1gh po]wcy 165 Most of
these cr1t1c1sms were 1rrefutable Contrary to what most
: CPIthS sa1d Bach has contended that Nigeria's eff;ct1ve‘
assoc1at1on w1th the Carter adm1nlstrat1on s d1plomat1c

-------------------

,‘64The &Qckefe11er Foundat1on ﬂlger1an Amer1can Relations:
A Bellagio Conference (New !orK Rockefeller Foundation,
. 8-13. Underlying the Carter administration’'s
/fdlplomat1c efforts was a belief that the U.S. was*pﬁ/pared
" to enter into a relationship with Nigeria in which. Nigeria’'s
- voice waould be heard and its concerns respected a belief
that finally America was prepared to- {lend +ts .economic and
political weight’ to resolving conflict in Southern Africa.
;S;Akagyemi “N1ger1an Amer1can relat1ons Re- exam1ned"« PP.
1 o , .
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initiatives on Zimbabwe contributed to its pre-emihencé in
the U.N. and the O0.A.U. fn other words, one positive gain to’

Nigeria from this relationship was the recognition of .its
. £

, regional and internaf}bggl,gfgtus'as first among equals in
Africa.'6® Such view hag,no doubt failed to convinée some
critics who insist that (1) Niger}p achieved wor id
rechgnition of its status through its 1975/76 Angolan policy
d d&d not need further recognition by fheACartefi

administratioh,'(2i sihce Nigeria always had a reputation'@f
being pro-West, America's recognition of its regional status
should not have beén openly soQght and that the o '

legitimiiation of that status should have been sought from
* : N Y
the Eastern bloc, and (3) a regional status demands ‘genuine

. non-alignment from the country claiming that Status,.thus

~~~~~

“the close identification with the United States robbed

Nigeria of that status.'67

166Bach, "Nigerian-American Relations: Converging Interests
and Power Relations", PP. 38-39. o ‘ .
167AKkinyemi, "Nigerian-American Relatiaohs Re-examined”, PP.
110-111, makes a brief statement on the role of the United
States as a legitimizer of the “"world status" of states
during the pcst-World War II period. According to this view,.
"the legitimizer role of the United States derives from her
long status as the most powerful. country in the world". For
example, "the post World War. Il foreign policy of both -the

~ Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China have béen

. greatly influenced by the need to secure recognition. of
their world power status by the United States. The Soyiet
~Union secured partial recognition through the 1968 Nuclear

~_ Non-Proliferation Treaty while the People’'s Republic of

' China secured hers through the visit of President Nixon: to
Peking in 1872." For a statement on Nigeria's predominantly:’
"Western" orientation see Claude S. Phillips, Ur. The

‘Development of Nigerian Foreign -Policy (Evanston:. -
Nor thwestern University Press, 1964), PP. 89-118;  for a .

zm‘.-d'bate»OVeriNigebia’s,non-aligned status see Douglas G. -

“Anglin, "Nigeria: Political Non-alignment and Economic .
© Alignment", Journal of Modern African Studies, vol. 2, no.




90

In an attempt to counter its criitics, the federal
government of Nigeria first po1nted to the overa]1 positive
role of the new Carter adm1ntstrat10n 5 stand in Ztmbabwe
arguing that the Ang]o Amer ican proposals were -
negotiatable.'5® In February 1977, the goy rnment was quoted
.bas s‘yyng that it was necessary for the U.S.\to rntervene in
Zlmbabwe since Br1ta1n had failed to resolve the cris1s
Three years later then Prestdent Shagar1 Justt{1ed
N1ger1an Amertcan ties in a similar fashion whedghe told '
Vice- Pres1dent Mondale that after Z1mbabwe s {ind Rendence, ,
Namibia and South Afrlca must be free if the friendship
betweén Nrgerta and the United States is to t;rive?¥V69
_Statements direotly linking the therian—American
relatiOnghip to conflict resolution eTsewhege-in Africa were
accompan1ed by threats of an 011 embargo or economtc
sanct1ons Yetl accordtng to Bach, "such public declarations

(by ther1a) dld appear to be rather symbol1c for they were |
votoed.tn the context of a pre+existing convergence 1nfthe
overelt'potioy'options_of‘the'U{S;“and-therta in Southern
,.Afrlca 't75'8aoh‘s asseSsment is'perfectly correct. For, as

far as. the 1mmed1ate obJect1ves were concerned the Nigértan,

R i Tl T P

167 (ebnt’ d) 2, 1964 PP ' 247-263; S..0. Osoba, "The Economlc

v':Foundatton of therta s Foreign Pol1cy During the First

" Republic 1960-1965", 'in I. A. Akinjogbin and S. 0. Osoba,

ngics on Nigerian Economtc and Social H1story (Ife
‘University of .Ife Press, 1980), PP. 208-223.
168Bach, “Nigerian- Amertcan Relattons Convergtng Interests

. and’ Pdwer Relations“. P 38.

- 168]hid.. '

--'7°Igid See atso Olajide Aluko, “N1ger1a, the United States
-and Seuthern Afrtca“; Afrtcan Affa1rs, vol 78 no. 310,
“danuary 1979 PP 91 102. R '
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-and Amer ican foreign policy objsctives were in harmony
during the Zimbabwean crisis.fjfvshould be noted, however,
that the Carter adm@nistratio&ié support for majority rule
was perfectly in line with the poiicy posifion established
by the Ford—Kissiﬁger administration in 1376. |
ln:gktPOSpect, U.S support fér majority‘ru{e was first
declared in a "message of commitment and co-operation”
delivered by Kiss%nger.during his visit to Lusaka, Zambia,
én April 27, 197%. Kissinéer sfated: "We sﬁpbort |

Self-determination, majority rulg, equaf rights and human

~dignity for all peoples of Southern Africa®.'7' This, he

said, involved U.S. éommitment to’help bring about "a rapid,

just, and African solution to the issue of Rhodesia

(Zimbabwe)".1'72 In reality, Kissfnger‘s motive for support

for Majority rule during his last year in bfficé was to deny -

'tﬁé'Soviet Union an oppurtunity of exploiting the
potential]y'exblosive éituation in Southern Africa. As

171Keesing s Contemporary Archives, June 11, 1976, P. 27777.
172]bid. Kissinger’'s "message of commitment and B

co-operation” called for common action.to achieve "the great

goals of national independence, economic deve lopment and
racial justice" in Africa. Announcing that the U.S.. was

-anxious to provide economic assistance, Kissinger declared

emphatically that "Africa’s destiny must remain in Africa’s

hands". Africa, he went on; should remain united; contending |

that the U.S. did not .want to establish a pro-American bloc
in Africa, nor did it want to support one faction.against

another: but added “"neither should -any other country pursue

hegemonial aspirations or bloc politics.” His tour and

~ speeches were intended to usher .in a new era in U.S. policy

towards Africa and to "find our common ground and act boldly

for common ends". He wanted to repair the damage to. American
reputation in black Africa caused by the NSSM 38 discussed

‘earlier, but because of his earlier stand on the cri?ical,

- issue of white minority rule in Southern Africa, his/message
was treated with utmost skepticism.

[,

e
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Andrew Young pu@ it, the Kissinger pol1c1es were based on‘
stopping the spread of Communism in Africa. And there was no
pol1cy toward Africa untll the Cubans got there” .'73 On May
13, after his return to the United States, K1351nger was
quoted as saying that the situation in Afrlca was dr1ft1ng.
"War ih.Southern Africa had already started. the rad{cai )
elements were gaining the‘upper hand. the Soviet Unmon was

' appearlng from the outside as a champ1on the moderate
reg1mes were com1ng under increasing pressure and therefore.
all moderate governments in Africa were in danger and all
western'inferests were in jeopardy;“'74 ‘ .
" Although Kissihger did declare'support for majority

ﬂ rule, Nigerians dfd not share his cold-war perspective or
'what the Lagos Daily'Times described as "America’s cOld;war'
parano1a ‘ab ut the presence of Russian and Cuban elements

on the,contlnent.’75 An official in Niger]a s Ministry of

External Affairs stated at the same time that U.S. policy in

Afrﬁca‘would onfy be successful if Kissinger were "to
ahnounoe immediately that the United Sfates is going to
give...millions of arms.and money to the liberation »
movements'; and added: "eQen that'onfd’be seen as jumping.

. on the bandwagon. It would not bring (the U.S. ) up’ to the

- level of the Russ1ans because the Russ1ans were there at

"_'f1rst"'.‘7s However, no such sKept1crsm was evident when the

---_-——_ - - - -

i "73Afr1ca An internat1ona1 Bu51ness. Economic,and Political
© 7. Magazine 76 June 1977, PP, 13-15, . & o -
";;¥§e§‘" S ContemQQPacy Archives, ﬂune 11, 1976, P.' 27778.
AR i Siee
. 178]1bid. o o
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" Carter adm1n1strat1on flPSt reaff1rmed U S support for
Q'LmaJority rule in Zimbabwe N1ger1a was,.lndeed more w1lling
“to 1dent1fy w1th U S pottcy under Carter than it was under
‘tthe prev1ous-adm1nlstrat1on apparent]y believing that the

"Carter admlnlstrat1on wOuld move away from the East West

t 1nterpretat1bn of Afr1can pol\t1cs and would adopt a more

“*ﬂexable att~1tude towards black Africa. Yet, Leslie

Harr1man, the N1ger1an Ambassador to the Un1ted Nat1onsttwas

ﬂ-;QU]CK to suggest that the upswing in Nigerian-American

'_relat1ons could easlly change if the Carter adm1n1strat1on
*d]d not Follow through w1th 1ts pledge to pursue maJorlty ©

rule in Zlmbabwe in particular, and Southern Africa 1n

-l;general 177 The”ach1evement of maJor1ty rule in Z1mbabwe,

then was not only the f1nest ach1evement of the Carter
,admtn1stratjon, it was also a perfect demonstration of the
close relationship between‘Nigeria and the United States on

an important African issue.

South Afrlca and N1gerian American Relat1ons

The South African reg1me has been. termed total1tar1an
/

by some'observers. author1tar1an by others. and ol1garchtc

,by still others, but above all the N1ger1ans cons1dered the

&

/“reg1me to be ra01st and therefore unacceptable 178 Of all
‘fore1gn pol1cy 1ssues, the N1gerlans feel more deeply about.

. South Afr1ca thqn any other 1ssue The Carter.i : j;" ,fi,

- mEm e e .- - ---- -

177David Anable.'“N1ger1a Looks to U. s¢ on’ South Afr1oa
Christian Science Monitor, September 19, 21977, P 5 R
1”Donald B Easum, "N1ger1an Amer1can Relat1ons» P 53r

7y
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,'administration’s human rights declarations‘concerning firm
and clear opposition to racial 1nJust1ce had brought Ni ja
and the United States closer. together on the issue of South
Afrlca, indirectly mak1ng Nigeria an 1nteﬁra1~part of
American strategy of containing Sgt1et/1nfluence on the
continent. Carter’s~posttion«had become more evident'during -
the'1979-1980 period, although his‘administratton’s strategy
of containment dates back to the early 1977 period. |
In his statement before the-subcommittee on Africa of

»

the House Commj ttee on Internat1ona1 Relations on March 3,
. 1977, Ph1l1p C. Habib, under Secretary for. Political Affairs
nin~the Carter Administration, referred to “the importance

for the‘wor]d at large oF.aChieving just‘so]utions to the

problems’of‘Southern Atrica and the American contr1but1ons
‘ to those so]ut1ons 179 Hab1b contended that U.S. pol1cy must
be true to America’s ideal as a nat1on, he was. talking about
America’s opposition‘to racial and social injustice -a
.pﬁopOsition‘that(gave firm support to Carterts bersonat

comm1tment to human r1ghts "A pOIicy toward Southern Africa

that is not ftrmly grounded on th1s prlnc1ple wou]d be.

1ncons1stent w1th our national character and therefore would.i B

not command the support of the Amer1can people 180 In broad
terms, Hablb outllned the general pr1nc1ples upon wh1ch U.Ss.

. po]wcy towards Southern Afr1ca should rest. First, although

‘the: Carter Adm1nlstrat1on be11eved that thegz;ricans-

’79Ph1l1p C Hab1b, "Southern Afrlca in the Global Context"
g%pagtgent of State Bu]]et]n March 1977 PP. 318 319..
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\

‘themselves hald the key to the so}ution of AfriEan problems,

he assured his audience that_the United States would remain .

fully committed to using its diplomatic offices to support
racial and socialjprqgress on the Africah_continent. Seoond.
he argued that protonged violence in Southern'Africa, born
ogt of raoiat discrimination, and social and politica]b
(tnjustice,'could create opportunities for foreign
intervention and confrontation, thereby jeopardizing'
American economic and strateic interests. Finally, ",..;hé

United States has a stake in what happens in Southern Africa

<

‘because of our belief that political harmony can and must be .

achieved in diverse societies like our own" 181

In a statement before the American Academy of PolltlcaT'

‘and Social Science at Philadelphia on Aprtt 16, 1977,
' 'W1l]1am E. Schaufele drﬁ .Ass1stant'5ecretary for Afriean
Kffairs, spoke of the necess1ty of U.S: role in South Africa

Dur history dtctates that we have a role to play w1th

“.reSpect to the system’ of aparthetd 1n‘South Africa".182

Otxers argue the case for exoepttonal moral response to
,the problem of aparthe1d in South Afr1ca on the grounds that
(1) the South Afr1caa reg1me def1nes ‘our common humanwty in
Aterms wh1ch the rest of the human race now reJébts and (2)
}fthe aparthe1d system is a retreat fnom the lofty 1deals of

. Western»rnst1tut1ons and Western C1v111zat1on 183 As 1n the

-;‘G‘Ib'ldc e : ' s -
182yjlliam E. Schaufele, dr "United States Relatlons in

Southern Africa", Qgpartment of State Bullet1n May 1977

PP, 464-471.

183 Why. Apartheid is ‘Worse", The New Reg_pl1c November 12
1977 PP 5 6 TR o

N
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Zwmobbwean case, the Amerioan position on South‘Africa under

Carter closely approx1mates that of nger1a. although they

dlffered ‘on tactics and methods of ellmlnat1ng apartheid.

T N1ger¢a s obJect1ves in South Africa 1nclude the

fo]low1ng. 1) tpe destructlon of the aparthe1d system and

the establishment of self-determination for the people of

all raoes on the basig” of one-man-one-vote, (2) independence

‘for the South African 'c',ontroued' territory of Namibia

pred1cqted on the part1%1pat1on of all groups with pPlOFIty

given to the South West A§r1can Peoples Organization . -

‘ (SWAPO) and (3) support for 11berat1on movements 1n‘South “

Afr1ca 184 Aluko has suggested that N1ger1a s sympathy

towards the b]ack maJor1ty ln South has been an 1mportant
.{

factor, shapthkN1ger1an foretgn pol1cy towards South ,

Afrtca 185 In 1971, Genera%@Gowon expla;ned N1ger1a s

' attttude‘btowardas apattheid in South Kfrica as ;follows

. LY
apartheid is a crisﬁ aga1nst humanity. This yiew.is
.not based on a. diagnosis of probability. The facts
~are’'clear. The inmternational commgunity Knows them.
Africa has identified them. It is for us to mobilize
ourselves effectively and totally to deal with the _
situation. Let no one deceive himself- that South -
Africa is. seektng to -acquire nuclear capability -
only to come to: terms  with independent Africa and to .
.grant ‘the right of: ‘self-determination to her Afr1can ' &
.‘populatIOh South’ Africa is growing into an

o rega1n their foothold in Africa.'88

------------------

APO’ is . a nationalist movement that has - been ftght1ng '
g the\independence of Namibia (South West Africa). See -
AK nyem1 and Vogt, "Nigeria and Southern Afr1ca The Policy

“Options”, PP. 151-168.

\.

~~

octopus. . It is being. Used by imperialist powers to t"

‘3501a31de Aluko, ."Nigeria and Southern Africa” in Gwendolen

‘Carter and.Patrick 0'Meara_ {eds.) International Politics

5 in Southern Africa (Bloom1ngton Ind1ana Un1vers1ty'ﬂress,

My PP. 128-147,
1asN’:geria Jomed twenty seven other 0 A U. menbers*_
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The above remarks were made during a full scale debate bn
_dia]ogue with South Africa at the meetings»of the 0.A.U.
Counci.l of Ministers and Assembly of Heads of State and
Government in Addis Ababa in June 1971.

Although Nigeria shares no boundary with either South
Africa or Namibia (the distance between Nigéria'and South
Africa is 1,800 hi1es, betWeen Nigeria and Namibia 1,450
miles), it has cbhsistently expréssed its abhorence to
racism, and its position vis-a-vis the issue of dié]oguq

with South Africa has not altered since the issue was first
ment ioned 16 1971. qu has Nigeria reneéed on the necesss§ty
- of liberating South Africa which was proposed . in 1961 Hy its

* Minister of External Affaifsh Jaja Wachuku. The Minjéiérfsaw

)

‘ "the total eradication of all forms of raciatl
' disprimination" in South Africa as "one of the piTlarg of
Nigerian foréign policy;n‘e? In 1963,‘ﬁr€me Minister |
Abubakar told thé Addis Ababa surr‘mi'tl“cqn'fc_ar‘ence which
| founded thefQ.A;q: thé%a"on the question of“c&lonialism and

[ e

186 (cont’d) adopting a decapation which stated that "the
proposa’l for a dialogue between the independent African,
‘states and the racist minority regime of South Africa is a
manoeuvre by that regime and its allies to divide African
states, confuse world public opinion, relieve South Africa
. from international -ostracism and isolation and obtain an
acceptance of the:status quo in Southern Africa." See
Organization of African Unity, The Principle of the 0.A.U.
Charter, the Lusaka . Manifesto, Dialogue and Future strateqy,
TAddis Ababa: 0.A.U. Secretariat, 1971), P.153; James H.
Polhemus, "Nigeria and Southern Africa: Interest, Policy,
.and Means; PP. 64-65. . , e
187polhemus, "Nigeria and Southern Africa: Interest, Policy
and Means", PP. 46-47; Jaja Wachuku, "Nigeria’s Foreign
Policy", University of Toronto Quarterly, vol. 31, October
1961, P%,_68-69.' S ‘ 2 T )
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racwal d1scr1m1natlon .Nigeria will never comprom1se {’

Such general statements with regard to South Africa were
folloewed by N19er1a s determ1nat1on to apply practical
‘measures in the form of ecoan1c. and diplomatic, sanctions
aéainst Pretor%a. The highlight of the diplomatic sanction
was Nigeria’'s role in forcing South Africalout of the
Commonwea lth in 1961 Many'observers'credit the expulsion of
South Africa to Pr1me Minister Abubakar who was attend1ng
his first Prime Ministers’ Conference.at the time. He was
known to be siroﬁgly oppesed to apartheid, and was undef
pressure from home to take strong measures against South
Africa. Claude S. Phil]ips conc luded that’the Nigerian
leader went to the Conéerence determined to challenge South
Africa’s race policy.?8% Yet, the importance of Abubakar’s
role fs still a matter of djsagreement. An account Ey d.D.B.
Miller suggests that Nigeria’s part in the expulsion of
South Africa was important but not preponderant .90
Nevertheless. N1ger1a has demonstrated increasing
determination in the application of sanct1ons aga1nst South
Africa. For e;anple, in reaction to the Sharpville massacre
of blacks in South Africa in 1960, both federal and regional
gOvernments in Nigeria pledged not to emplovaouth Africans
in Nigeria{_FUrther practical meaSures came at the meeting

re8lbid,, P. 47. - .
,'89Ph1111ps, The Develogment of N1qer1an Foreign Pollcy\ )

119.
190J.D.B. Miller, "South Africa’s Departure", Journal of

ggm?gnwealth Pol1t1cal Stud1es, vol 1, November 1961, PP.
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of the International Labéur Organization in June 1961 when
Nigeriaﬁ Minister of Labour, d.M.,dohhSOH, moved a |
resolution that South Africa should be asked to duit the
Organization. The mgtion was carried by 163 to 0, with 89
abstentions. The United States was among-those
absta#ning.'? in Nongber 1961, South Africa lost the
priviledges Qf Commonwealth citizenship in Nigeria. In the
same month, the Sbuth Afhican Dutch Reformed Chchh was
expef]ed from Nigéria. Bétween 1972 and 1976, Niéer{a had

wi thdrawn frdm several Tn&grnational sports events,
including the Davis Cup tebnﬁs competition in 1975, the

Wor 1d Amateur Squash Champ{onship in 1976, and the junior
'tennjs Championship at Wimbledon during the same year. These
a¢tions wefe based on the Na&ional.Sports Commision’s policy '
- of "total boycott of racist SouthnAfrica in any sporting |
evenf any where in the world." 192 However, the 1976 boycqtt
was»fndirect]y rela}ed to South Africa, for the real issue
fwas New Zealand which had not prevented its perate football
clgb ¥rom making a tour of South Africa. Nigeria‘thus
withdrew ;rom the 1976’01ympics'as a protest against
apartheid and New Zealand's presence. Furtherm@?e, it should
be noted that Nigeria's attempt to organize an international

.boycott of the 1978 Commonwealth Games in Edmonton failed as

—— - . e o anem e e e -

" 18tpystralia, Canada, New Zealand, and Western Européan

" ‘countries also-abstained. See Claude S. Phillips, The

- Development of Nigerian Foreign Policy, P. 120. .
- 792polhemus, 'Nigeria and Southern Africa: Interest, Policy
and Means", P. 57; Phillips, The Development of Nigerian
Foreign Policy, P. 120. - - : -




~again5t<Pretoria.‘95 The federal government denied its

Pretoria, even though South Africa would be pleased to

100

no country followed. its call for a boycott.'%3 Such failure

‘did not prevent Nigeria from withdrawing from the Edmonton

games. ' _ '
The Sports bquott_of South Africa was followed by

economic sanctiopé. Nigeria’s economic sanctions against
Pretoria date back to the 1960s when the House of
Representatives'plaqed a Ban on South African jmports. The
ban‘has remained in force since then. However, business and
commercial leaders are anxious to promote economic-énd trade
ties with Pretoria. Some dissenting voices were heard in
1978 when Chiéf AdeyemivLawsbn, President of'the‘Nigerian
Chamber of Commerce, Industry, Mines and.Agriculture
recommended the»estab]is;;ént of such ties with South Africa
after visifing theiFront-lihe_States.'g‘ But public opinidn
was highly critical of any attempt to remove @enctiohs

P
policies have in any way affected Nigeria'’s economic.
well-being abroad, and has continued to maintain the

official ban on economic, commercial and technical ties with

-

;-

purchase Nigerian oil.196

+

—————————— ’—---—---

 193The New York Times, July 28, 1978, P. 18.
‘t84Fpront-line States are made up of Zamb1a, Tanzania,

Angola, Mozambique, and Botswana. See Robert M. Price, "U.S.
Policy Towards Southern Africa", in Gwendolen M. Carter and

_Patrick 0'Meara (eds.) Internat1ona1 Politics in Southern

Africa, PP. 45-88.
¥95A Tuko, “N1ger1a and Southern Africa", P. 135.

'951b1d
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Nigeria's belief in the efficacy of economic sanctions
against South Africa is not shared by the Unitﬁg States. The
UfS. is wary of sanctions in spite of American‘sUpport for
the 1969 "Lusaka Manifesto" which stated that South Africa
"should be isolated from wor{d trade patterns...The Soutﬁ
African government cannot be allowed both to peject the very.
*,“ééhcept of Mankind's unity, and to benefit by @heAstTeﬁgth |
~given through friendly international'relatioqs;.'97 w
Ni.érianS' §tress the fact that the_preferred
a]T;:;;;:::f::§¥Tolence wou1d bf/}be-uséiofleqénom{c levers
or sanctions. Americans believe that econom%ézsénCtionsw
would be ineffective, although more effective sanctions such i )
as the interrupfion of telecommunication links‘or the‘denia1‘"
of aircraft landihg rights could be seléctivqu'imﬁosed for ‘

L

limited periods to press the South African goyernﬁeﬁt

towards a particular policy decision. But successive U.S.
governmehts'since Worid War iI have'avoidéd the application
of economic sanctions against South Africa. This has had

some effe@t on the way the Nigerféns seé U.S. policies. For
one, Nigerians still feel that while the civil-rights
movement has wfought major«sociél @hanéeé Qithin the United -
States, negétivg;raéial‘éttitudes ;re endeﬁic fnﬁmOSt |
American inst{futions, and éfe‘eSpécial]y‘r§f1ecked’in u.s. |
policy towards SoUtﬁ‘Africa. During the conférende;ga -

1897The “Lusaka Manjfesto” was signed by leaders of 14 East,
.and Central African states at-a summit meeting in Lusaka in
April 1969. The document defines the attitude of those
states towards the racial question in Southern Africa. See
gegggng’s‘Contgmggrary'Archives,_March 28-April 4, 1970, P.

’,
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Nigerian—American relations organfzed by the'Roche]lér
Foundation in October 1978, a‘Nig?rian delegate complained
that the Ufgf has historically been much more toierant of
racial obpression in South Africa than various other human
rights abuses elsewhere on the contjnent.‘”’8 Congressional
pressures for an embargo against the excesses of Amiﬁ regime
in Uganda -and Waéhington’s'unwillingness to apply even the
‘mijdest form of economic pressures against South Africa were
used to substantiate this argument . '9? From the Nigerian
perspectiVe. the paralysis of American policy towards South
-Africa is due to the Uncertajnty over whaf black Tajority
~!rule would mean for the continuétidn of America’s economic
1nterests in South Africa, and a fear that a frustrated
~black majority will turn 1ncreas1ngly towards the Soviet
Union. However, the Nigerian delegates. to the Bellagio
conference.believed fhere was a difference beEween the
Carter admgnistrétion and previous U.S. administrations.
Carter’s policy towards Sbuth Afﬁicaﬁ controlled Namibia was
seen as constructive because of its recognition of the need
for majority rule and aﬁ jndependent Namibia. |
The Nigerians ahd the Americans differ on whethér the
Soviet Union should play anﬁeffeqtive role in~the struggle
to défeat tﬁe fonces‘of racial oppression and éparthéid. Thé
‘Céhth adminiéfratién wanted the Ruséfans'to stop -or at,
least reduce the level of their military aid td the freedom

198The Rockef fer Foundat1on uigerian-Amé%ican Relations: A

dellag1o Conference, PP 3- 6 s

1991bid.
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fighters, whereas the Nigerian governnent wanted the
Russians to continue to arm those fighters. This is not to
say that Nigerian leaders wanted to see:pro—Soviet satellite
states replacing the white supremacist reg1me in South
Africa and Namibia. What this means is that on the issue of
communism in Africa, there was (and still is) no fundamental
difference between Nigeria and the United States. There was

also no remarkable difference between Nigerian and American

objectives vis-a-vis negotiations over Namibian

ot

independence:  U.S. efforts, like those of Nigeria, were
directégwtowards~getting SWAPO and other nationalist groups.
to accept'theyprinciple of election as the basis of |
determining the composition of the group that would shape
the censtitnttonal framework .for Namibia. Consequently,
Carter’'s policy was cautiously endorsed by Nigé;ia because
by asKing'all the natiena]ist groups to accept the principle
of an election, it had opened 1ines of communication that
were hitherto-closed; it had also shown some concern fon'the
plight of blacks in South Africa. Nevebtheless; the

Nigefians maintained that "a more substantial and consistent

‘pol1cy which goes beyond express1ons of good 1ntent1ons, and.

&
1ncludes more direct pressures aga1nst the status quo- in.

South Afrlca ~was necessary’ for the ma1ntenance of good
@
relat1ons between N1ger1a and the Un1ted States. 200 Many-

be11eved that 1f the U. S was 1nact1ve. then N1ger1an pub11c

;ﬂop1n1on was unlikely to allow any N1ger1an government ;o

e .- -

200The Rockefeller Foundat1on jgerlan.Amerieantrelat1ons:

A Bellagﬁp Conference, PP 6 9

—_—
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whether civilian or military, to expénd diplomatic,
economic, or cultural relations with the United States.

“Most conscious Nigerians have come to feel that the

indignities heaped upon blacks in South Africa affect all

Nigerians" .po!

But woérds were not enough: neither the limited pressure
from the Carter administration nor sanctions and propaganda
campaigqs by Nigeria produced any real change in"South
Africa in the 1970s. Although petty apartheid in public
convenienceeflparks, post offices and cemeteries was
discarded, fhe basic structure of the apartheid system with
its separate development of semi-independent units for |
blacks ;'fhe so-called Bantustans - remained untouched. Even
with Carterfs emphasis on human rights, the South African
regime was be00m1ng increasingly oppressivg: peaceful
demonstrations by school children in Soweto and/other black
townships were brutally repressed. Between September and
_ November 1977, more than_twenty-fivevpolitica] prisoners,
among whom was Steve Biko, died in police detention in South
Africa.202 While the Carter administration'Was clearly
conscious of numerous human rights violations in Southe
‘Afr1ca, and N1ger1a s view of the 51tuat1on in that country,_
the adm1n1strat1on s pol1cy opt1ons appeared to have been

severely constra1ned M1l1tar1ly. the Carter adm1n1strat1on :

was unw1ll1ng to prov1de or sell arms to the 11berat1on

C201]pid. ©
202DlaJIde Aluko. Essaxs on N1ger1an Fore;gn Policy (London
George Allen & Unwin, 1981) PP. 255- 260 o
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movement for use against South Africa..Diplomatioally. the
1978 target set for Namibia’'s independence was not achieved
- negotiations seemed unlikely either to win Namibia's
independence or bring about majority rule in South Africa.
Politically, ecaonomic sanctions had become a difficult
issue. It was distinctly clear that the U.S. and the Western
powers would refuse to vote for or even coneider eanctions:

Here; tt is pertinent to focus on the importance of
Nigerian-American relations in the Carter administration’s B
African policy. In retrospect, during the Nixon and i
Ford-Kissinger era,‘the main source of disagreement beiWeen
Nigeria and the United States centred on (1) thewappropr1ate,
po]icy‘to adopt towards the white supremacist regimes in
Southern Africa, (2) the refosaltof the U.S. administration
to sell arms to the'federal goVennment of Nigeria during the
N1ger1an civil war 1967- 197@ {3 the massive oro-Biafra
propaganda campaign in the U S. 'during the N1ger1an c1v1l
war, (4) the tough stand taken by Nixon and Ford 1n'de?ign9

with the Third Wor 1d COUntr1es. and (5) Amer1can 1mportatlom "

of chromedp;Om Rhode51a despite the U.N. sanctions. O? alJ ;‘7

.+ these factors, the one that affected ngerlan Amer1can’f§‘

& M

relat1ons most was Amer1can pol1cy towards South Afr1ca 203 *:

V" °

While N1ger1a counted very 11ttle in American fore1gn pol1cy

calculations dur1ng the N1xon and Ford per1od the Carter

»»2°3A1though economic re]at1onsh1ps between N1ger1a and the
‘United States was growing during the Nixon and Ford

- administrations, the political aspect of this relationship
remained rather cool until the pr1od of rapprochement under
the Carter adm1n1strat1on :
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> .administration perceived Nigeria to be important as an
instruﬁenf of the East-West struggle in the African
sub-sygtem. On the é;ecific jssue of Zimbabwe, Nigeria’s
role was| seen as that of an interméd}ary attempting to
persuade Robert Mugabe and other nationalists to‘resume
negotiations with then Prime Minister Smith. 224 Thus Youggﬁ
was anxious to keep the Nigerian head of State, General ‘
Olusegun Obasanjo, informed and in tune with the U.S.
foreign policy objectives. The unstated premise, however,
was to Keep Nigeria’é large army from intervening on the
side of Zimbabﬁe frquom fighters, although Young did not
rule out the pos1b1l1ty of Nigerian troops participating in
"the Z1mbabwe settlement as a "peaceKeeping force" during the
trans1t1on-from white rule to black majority governmeqt. ‘
_ : éichard E. Bissell bhas nggested that the proposalvfor
. Nigeria’s participation was made informally; that Carter and
his advisers clearly believed that Nigeria should play an
important role in the "balance of powér" in-Africa, given
Nigeria’'s economic and military power . But Qhethér Nigeria
coqu'pTay "balance of power" politics was not yet
‘demonstrated. 205 Nevertheiess, the.adminiggéétion’s
: ovgrtdres were well réceived in Lagos.‘ln a distussion of
Cafteb’s.AfE%Can policy, a Radio Lagos commentary notéd thaf
‘relations between Nigeria and the U.S. "have never beeé as
cordial” as they had been since the beginning of 1977, when

------------------

“204Vance, Hard Cho1ces Cr1t1cal Years in Amer1ca s Foreign

‘Policy, PP. 304-3
205Bissell, “Un1ted States Pol1cy in Afrlca ' pp 195, 224,

i’
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the' new Carter administration took office.

The new and encouraging phase in the ties between
the two countries was heralded by the attitude of
Mr. Carter to Africa. Like the Federal government,
Jimmy Carter shared Nigeria’'s view on the Angolan
crises while campaigning for the Presidency. Also
since his assumption of office he has abrogated the
Byrd Amendment law under which the United States
impor ted chrome from the rebel reg1me in Zimbabwe.
In particular, President Carter’s Administration has
been emphas1z1ng closer ties with Nigeria, which it
recognizes as a force to be reckoned with in Africa
and a key factorv to be consulted on the situation
of Southern Africa.2°8

The Optimiem in Lagos regeﬁding the administration was .

particularlyeencouraged by the fact that Nigerié was the
only country President Carter planned to visit on the
continent - a visit whicﬁ took place on March 1978:
Furthermore, Secretary Vance's speech to the annual
coﬁvention of the National Association for the‘Advancement
of Colored People (NAACP) on July 1,1977, was apparently
seen in Lagos/as e total repudiation of the'Kissingerian

policy framework embodied in the National Security Stddy

. Memorandum 39 (NSSM 39). The essential features of the

Kissinger directed NSSM'39 were- the followihg assumptions

- that had caused a lot'of concern and suspicion of Amer ican

.1ntent1ons in Nigeria and other black African states

1. Africa was only one aspect of the globa] problem and a,

& s
very minor one at that. S |
2. Armed struggle by Africah natié&&fﬁsté was unlike]y to
"succeed aga1nst the status quo ppwers “in Southern

'Afr1ca

- m - he e —- - -

Vo

206Africa Research Bulletin October 1- 31 , 1977, p. 4622. .

: f\{

-
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3. The White minority regimes in Southern Africa were here
to stay, and time was on their side to achieve ’

évolutionary change.

4. Consequently, American diplomacy should'do nothing to
weaken the Portﬁguese or South African regime while
seeking to win goodwill from mode‘ate African leader;

through modest programs of economic a1d 207

207Complicity w1th the Portuguese characterized U.S. pollcy
as the Nixon adminstration acted on the premise that "there
~is no hope for the blacks to gain the pol1t1cal rights they
seek through violence". The so-called "Tar Baby" option (or
second option) that would cleave the U.S. policy to the
white minority regimes in Southern African became official
after Kissinger recommended a lower profile at the United
Nations, reduced pressure on the Portuguese, and additional
assistance of about $5 million to the black African states.
The proponents of the "Tar Baby" option assumed that a
moderation of U.S. rhetoric and measures would encourage
economic growth along with peaceful change. Although it is
not_clear whether Kissinger embraced this option in its
entlre;y, a series of actions did ensue that gave every
“indication of a pronounced policy tilt in this direction.
Thus president Nixon failed to offer a resolute leadership
to Congress in opposition to the Byrd amendment, thereby
acquiescing in the passage of legislation in 1971 that -
permitted U.S.import of Rhodesian chrome and other minerals
in violation of U.N. sanctions. See Henry F. Jackson, From
the Congo to Soweto: U.S. foreign Policy Towards Africa
Since 1960 \(New York: William Morrow, 1982), PP. 59-70;
Roger Morris, Uncertain Greatness: Henry Kissinger and
American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), PP,
119-131; Anthony LaKe, The "Tar Baby" Option: American .
Policy Toward Southern Rhodesia {New York: Columbia |,
University Press, 1973), P. 214; Gale W. Mcgee, "The U.S.
Congress and Rhodesian. Chrome Issue Issue, vol. 2, no. 3,
Summer 1972, P. 6; Donald Rothchild, “U S. Policy Styles in
. Africa: From M1n1mal ‘Engagement to Liberal Internationalism"
in Kenneth A. Oye, Donald Rothchild, and Robert J. Lieber

(eds.) Eagle Entangled: U.S. Foreign Policy in a_ lex
World (New York & London: Longman, 1979), 304-335;

- William Minter, "Allies in Emp1re Part II - U.S. M111tary
.,,Involvement“ .Africa_Today, vol. 17, no. 4, duly-August
1970, PP. 28- 3§ “Allies in Empire: Part III - American
,Forexgn Policy and Portuguese Colonialism" Ib1d PP

34-36; and Jennifer Davis, "Allies in Emp1re Part 1 - U.S.
' Bconomlc Involvement", Ibid., PP. 1-15; William Roger Louis,.
"American Anti- co]on1a]ism and‘the‘D1solut1on of the British
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R

These assumptions could not be defended because within
five yeare\thevportUQUese authority in Angola and Mo%ambique
had co]lepsed under tbe pressure of nationalist struggle.
Nor were the white ruled mino>ity governments in Rhodesia
'(Zimbabwe) and South Africa free from such pressure. African
nationalists were;in fact showing every sign of attaining
pOii}i?ql control throegh‘armed struggle. In this sense,
NssM 39S was e'disastef and an embarraesment.‘ln?the
introduction to their widely aclaimed book, Mohammed A.
E1-Kawas and BarryVCoheﬁ suggest how little Kissinger
uhderstodd Afﬁica in the late 1960s and'ear]y 1%705 andvhow
obsolete his analyticel categories wegs. ) |

Indeed, political deveiopment‘inVSouthehn Africa in the_,‘
‘early 1970s had led to ar abrupt change in at least one
basic assumption that gufded traditional U.S.&bo1ié§ towards
Africa fer many years - the permanence of whité'minofity
rule in Southehn Africa.?208 However; even with KiSsingerfs
visits to Kenya, Tanzanla, Zambia, Zaire, Liberia, and '
Senegall between April 24 and May 6 1976, the damége had
already been done. The Ford Klss1nger adm1n1strat1on ‘was
_ 1ncapable'of revers1ng the trend:towards 5usp1p1on of I‘
:HAmebfcan intentions in Nigeria aﬁq_elsewhereecaused by NSSM
39. Kissingeh»pehsenallyeadmﬁtted'fhat:his{eﬁuttle-’ ‘
';;;(;e;;-é;-é$p1re interﬁaflonai Affe{rs, v61 61. no 3

Summer 1985, PP. 395- 420; Mohammed A. El-Kawas and Barry
Cohen (eds. } The Kissinger Study of Southern~Afr1ca

National Security Study Memorandum 39 (Westport,
-~ Connecticut: Lawrence: Hill, 1976), 19-74. . '
~ 208Rjchard-d. Barnet, “dudgments and Mater1a1 for dudgments _
: ”The New York Times Book ReV1ew, Uctober 17.,) 1976 PP. 5-6.

o
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‘é%hdg1ng from the p051t1ve react1on .given to Mr. Carter's

e

* a4
< g

dlplomacy" 1n Black Africa was intended to give a fresh,
etus to co operat1on between the United States and Afr1ca

in order tt)wmher in a new era in U.S. po11cy and to end

what he described as mutual recrlmlnaflon 1208 But nothing

much had changed during the Ford K1ss1nger admtnlstrat1on

nor did Afr1can views of the U.S. intentions change. But,

campa1q? speeches and his adm1n1strat1on ‘s policy
pronouncements dur1ng the first few mont?s in office, a
change 1n fore1gn polwcy images created by the

“

adm1n1strat1on wés beg1nn1ng to ‘have the effect of changing

"sthe percept1on of . S fore1gn pol1cy in Africa.. For the ;

'N1ger3an forelgn policy Cbmmun1ty in Lagos, Pres1dent Carter

had establtshed a reputation of be1ng Ya mah who wants peace’,

1and godd relat1ons =w1th countries that were formerly at

“arm's’ length with the United States.2'° In contrast to the

'r1ghts.?“‘ <.

realpolitik;overtones of the Ford-Kissinger adm1n1strat10n,
with its cynical attitude towards'repressive but
strategtca11y 1mportant right wing authoritayian regtmes;
Pres1dent Carter was str1v1ng to prOJect‘Iytgberal image

abroad w1th emph351s on global Just1ce eqU1ty and. human

‘2°9Kees1ng s Contemporary Archives, dJune 11, 1976, P. 27777.
-K1$51ngeg s requests to visit N1ger1a were dented on several

occasions.
210]bid.
2“Aluko_l g x§ on N1ger1an Forelqn Pol1cy, PP. 250-251.

'

110°
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Decisions: Testing U.S.-African ties under Carter

The Carter administration’'s relations with Africa
)underwent'their harshest tést when the United Nations called
for specific actions against South Africa. For example,
dur1ng the Thirty-second Sess1on of the U.N. General
Assemb]y on December 14, 1977 the administration’s
'deLegates to the United Nations voted against or abstained
from several draft resolutions that were aimed at South

e ©a

Africa. The resolutions called for actions by member states

on a]T aspects of the struggle against apartheid. The draft

:resolutions (although directed against South Africa, as

stated earlier) were chosen for this analysis“because they
not‘only tdpched on key issues in American foreign policy,
they are directly related to some of the issues affecting
Niéeriaanmerican bilateral ré]ations: (1) mi]itary and
nuclear collaboration with South Africa, (2) econdmic
collabaration with South'Afﬁica, (3) assistance to national
liberation movement iﬁ South Afriéa, and (4) the overall
situation in South Africa.2'2 Table one showd the U.S. and
Nigerian votes on resolutlons adopted by the U.N. General

Assembly and Secur1ty Council with regard to South Afr1ca

8

- - — - .- -

212nited Nations, Genera] Assembly, Dfficial Records,
Thirty-second Sess1on, 102nd Plenary Meeting,. (A/32/PV 102),

- December 14, 1977, PP. 1674 1678.
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TABLE 1

U.S. and Nigerian Votes on Resolutions Adopted

by the U.N. General Assembly and Security Council
With Regard to South Africa. The votes

are shown under appropriate columns using the /
following key: Y-Yes; N-No; A-Abstain.

Resolutions Title . US N Date

N\

A/32/L.22 Trade Union against
apartheid.
(invites trade union
organizations to intensify-
their support for the
struggle of the oppressed
people of South Afnica
and their nation
liberation movement .) Y Y 14.12.77

A/33/L.24 Political prisoners
' in South Africa.
(The General Assembly
pledges its solidarity
with all political
pr1soners and detainees
in South Africa.) N Y 24.1.79

A/33/L.25 Nuclear collaboration

with South Africa.

(condemns the nuclear
collaboration by certa1n
governments and
corporations with. South
Africa. Calls for embargo
on the supply of nuclear ’

equipment . ) N Y 24.1.79
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Resolutions

A/32/L.26

A/33/L.27

A/32/L.28 -

3

|

Title US N Date

Economic collaboration

with South Africa.

(convinced that mandatory

economic sanctions are

essential to facilitate

the speedy eradication :

of apartheid.) . N Y 14.12.77

~Dissemination of

information on apartheid.

(requests the co-operation

of all governments and N
organizations with the U.N.

for the widest possible

dissemination of ‘
information on aparthe1d ) ALY 24.1.79

Programme of work of the

special committee

against apartheid.

(calls for support of

special committee to

promote campaigns for

the cessation.of nuclear,

economic, and.other ,
relations with" South o
Africa.)- v _ A Y 24,178
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Resolution

447

A/32/L.29.

A/32/L.30

‘responsibility of the

Title : US UN

Invasion of Angola -
(condemned South Africa

for its premeditated,
persistent, and sustained
armed invasion of Angola.) A

Assistance to national
liberation movement

of South Africa. .
‘(declares that national
liberation movement has
inalienable right to
continue its struggle
for -the seizure of power
by all means including

armed struggle ) N

Situation in
South Africa.
(recalls the special

wor ld body towards the
oppressed people of

-South Africa

.QT~.k;»Aandehe4p-nat1ona1

liberation movement ) N Y

Date

Y 28.3.79

Y 24.12.77

14.12.77
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Resolution

32/35

A/33/L.31

A/33/L.32

Title us

Activities of
foreign economic
and other interests

- in South Africa.(states'

(states should refrain
from economic relations
with minority regimes
in Southern Africa.)

Military collaboration
with South Africa.
(calls for cessation
of all military
co-operation with
South Africa.)

Apartheid in Sports.
(The aim of this
resolution is to
eliminate apartheid
from the

sporting world.
Recommends the draft1ng

of an international"

convention against
apartheid in sports.)

A

Y

Date

<3

7

' /
28.11.777/

. 24.1.79

14.12.79
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Resolutions

~

A32/L.33

Title ‘ US N

Bantustans.
{condemns South Africa’s
bantustan policy and

its declaration of
- the so-called

$/2310/
Rev, 1

_s/1211/
‘Rev. 1

" independence
homelands. ) Y Y

Trade with South
Africa.(calls for
an end

to government
encouragement of
trade with '

~ South Africa.) N NA

Arms  Embargo. .
(calls upon all states
to.take: measures to
revoke contractural.
arrangements with

-South Africa, and all.

existing licences

relating. to the

manufacture and .
maintenance of arms;

~ammunition, military

equipment and vehicles.) N NA

Date

14.12.77

24.10.77

A

24.10:77

o

P .
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Resolutions Title US'N  Date
S/1213/
Rev. 1 Invegtments and: credits

(calls upon all states
to refrain from any
. investméents iy, loans
to, or any import and
export' credits to -
Pretoria.) ' N NA 24.10.77

/

- Source: U.N., General Assembly, Official Recordsl o
32nd Session, 102 Plenary Meeting,.
(A/32/PV..102), December 14, 1977,
PP. 1674-1684; Yearbook of the Uni ted Nat1ons 1978,
Vol1.32 (New YorK: U.N. Department of Public Information,
1981), PP. 214-215.; Yearbook of the United Nations
11879 Vol. 33 (New York: u. N Department of
Public Information, 1982), 167-264.
UN Monthly Chronicle, vol. 15 no. 11,
December 1977, P. 43; U.N. Secur1ty Council,
Official Records, 2042nd Meeting, :
(S/PV.2042), 27 October 1977, P. 6. . -
N =Nigerian Votes . :
US=United States Votes
NA=Not Available. Efforts to trace 1nformat1on
on Nigerian votes on resolutions 5/2310/Rev.1;
S/1211/Rev. 1, and S/1213/Rev. .1 failed. '

.
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Nigeria is favorably disposed towards all of the issues
addressed by the resolutions under discussion (Table 1). Its
leaders have repeatedly called for an end to all foreign

th Afr{cak arms supp]y, and co-operation

investment in W
with Pretoria tﬁ‘thg nuclear field.2'? In the late 1970s,
Nigeria naiveiy,haped that the resolution dea]ing with the
arms embargo against South Africa wodld help restrict arms
sales ta Prétdriaf This -was._not to be because of the
‘gifficulties involved in implementing such resolutions, or
in monitoring the embargo. In a similar vein,'Nigerta’s
. opp051t1on to nuclear co-operation with South Africa was
based on the premise that Africa would remain a nuclear- free
zone. Events proved otherwise due to increasing transfer of .
nuclear technology ta South Africa.2'4 Nevertheless, .
Nigeria, like the United States, did not abandon the notion
of peacéful settiement of disputes as the best,possible -
‘solution to racial problem in South Africa despite its
_positiohvon resolution A/32/L.29. The Niberiana did not see
karmed struggla as'aﬁ end in itse]f,'but rathea a means
v,towards a negotiated solutidn:as evident “in Zimbabwe.
Nigerianﬁleaders also saw a big role for the U.S. in the
process of conf11ct resolution 1n South .Africa: Leslie 0.
Harriman, ;nger1a s representatlve at the Unlted Nations and
Cha1rman of the U.N. Special Comm1ttee against Aparthe1d
believed that (1) the Carter adm1n1stratlon would ‘support.

2'3Keesmg s Contemgg;ary Arch1ves, October 21 "1977 P.

28621 .
214y N, Monthly Chrcn1cle vol. 15, no. 10, Naygmber 1977,

P. 94

Ve
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U.N. resolutions since such action would have a great impact

on the evolution of the situation in South Africa, (2) the

conscience of the Americans had been stirred by events in

<

South Africa, (4) American leaders would exert their
influence in favor of the forces of freedom and liberty in
South Afﬁjba, and lead the Western world, and (5) the U.S.
‘has a_special responsibilty as a‘great powe} and homeland of

the second largest community of peqp]e of African origin in

-

the wbrld, after Nigeria.2'5 In his speech at the U.N.
General Assembly,‘Harriﬁan said that‘hisfory "will not
forget great countries like the the United States if they do .
not move forward in their commitment to free the suffering
and the enslavgg."ziﬁ |

The votes discussea here are one way of testing not
only‘UfS. commitment but more {mportantly Nigerian-U.S. ties
-during the Carter admiﬁistration. The disparity between‘-
image and substance was clearly evident when the
administrgtion abstained from, and later voted againét, the

_ resolution dealing with the "Sjtuation in South Africa”
215y N, General Assembly, Official Records, 32nd Session,,
102nd Plenary Meeting, (A/32/PV.102), December 14, 1977, PP.

- 1684-1685. In. late 1985, Jubril Aminu, Nigeria's Minisjer of
Education, cduld still say that his country is fully 3
committed to the elimination of prejudice, intoleranceS
racism, apartheid, and all forms of discrimination wherever
they exist. He catled for a new internationa] commitment

~ against apartheid, just as Harriman djd years earlier. Aminu
~made thig statement at the opening session of the 23rd
- General éonference of UNESCO held in Sofia, Bulgaria. In his

‘speech ‘he commended the efforts of those countries which

~ “through sanctions on investmerit, trade, sports, and cultural
- exchange had contributed positively towards the just
‘struggle against apartheid. Nigerian High Commission,

" {Ottawa) News Review, November ‘1, 1985, P. 7. .

216]bid. ~ . C . .
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because the government of South Africa was singled out for
‘condemnation as an illegitimate government.2'7 Under the
Carter administration, the United States regarded the South
Africén government as legitimate in the'legal sense, and
would not accept any interpretation'(based‘on the resolution
A/32/L.30) which held that South Africa’s rights under
international law was in any way abr1dged 218

The administration was faced with a dilemma ooncerning
the d:aft resolution A32/L.29 entit\ed "Assistance to
natfonal liberation movemeént of South Africa”. For despite
its Seliet in human‘rights'and full political partijcipation,
the administration refused to accept the view, enshrined in
the resolution, that member states of the U.N. should
endorse or provideuassistance to what one:U.S. delegate
~described as "a violent seizure of power.within another
state”.2'9 [n retrospect, talk of support for liberation
movements dates backtto the Assembly’s 31st.sessidh.which
began in September 1976. That session was dominated by’
issues concerning Southern Africa in part1cular, and
'"decoT3n1zat1on in general It was marked by dec1310ns in.
which the Assembly for the first time expressed support for
armed struggle for se]f—determinatIOn, freedom and nat1onal

- e e -

- 217]bid. The resolution also proc]a1med its full support of ...
the national liberation ‘movement of South Africa as "the o

authentic representat1ve of the South Afr1can people, in its

just struggle".

218Unijted Nat1ons, Yearbook of the United Nat1ons, vol. 32,

1978, (New York: United Nations, 1981), P. 214. :

. 2‘*’Mr Whelan, U.S. delegate, made that remarKk in a speggch
after the vote. See United Nations, Official Records, nd
?g$§1on, 1g§8d Plenary Meeting, (A/32/PV 102) December 14,

P, 1

&t

]
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independence” in Namibia. It declared that the South African
government poliéies left blacks no alternapive but to resort
to armed struggle, and approved the qse;by Africans of "all
means at their disposal to achieveftﬁgir'objectives".22° The
Carter administration believed it was ihapbropriate for the
United Nations, a body dedicated to beaceful.setflement of
Adisputes, to advocate the use of armed force to §o]ve
polifica]“problems.zz‘ <

In apparénf criticism of communist support for:armed .
~struggle to bring about change in South Afr{ca, Andrew Young -
cautioned against the use of armed strugglé,ﬂéuggesting in
effect that armed struggle "is advocated mosﬁ~vigorously by
those who are fﬁousands of miles away and whose only |
’contribution to the struggle is the rhetoric of

frustration,"222 At a U.N. sponsored Conference on aparfheid

' héld in Lagos on Ausgust 1977, Young said the United states

would never supply arms to black nationalist movement$§ in
_______ . a..’._....‘-_..-_.. ‘ - o {
2201hid. - | ) ] . .

221 report released in 1981 by the United Nations Institute
for Training and Research (UNITAR) stated that, individually
and collectively, states should accord high priority to

their "normative obligation to use all means to bring to an.

end the supreme and continuing evils of apartheid, racism
and denial of self-determination”. UN Monthly Chronicle,
“vol. 18, no. 1, January 1981, P. 22. The report which shared
 some of the assumptions of the resolution under discussion .
. was the.result of a UNITAR colloguim on -the Prohibition of .
Apartheid, Racism and Racial Discrimination and the -
“Achievement of Self-determination in International. Law held:
in Geneva from October 20 to 24, 1981. It was attended by a -
number of legal experts and representatives of .internationa’l
movements. The main purpose of the meeting was to discuss
the role of law and goverrment in establishing a stable and
‘just system after the elimination of apartheid in South

'1'Africa. : o

. 222pfpica.Research Bulletin, vol. 14, no.-8, August 1977, P.
4520, = et AR

45
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Southern Africa, and that the U.S. would never subscribe to
a situation Twhere one group 1s armed to k111 off the
other” .223 At the .Maputo Conference, Young appealled to
African leaders to believe in the Carter administration’s
determination to produce peacefut change in Southern Africa
through economlc incentives and negot1at1ons rather than
blanket sanctions and military confrontations. Ind1rectly
criticizing%guerilla leaders and their allies for_radical
rhetoric, Young referred to the huge South African military
budget and warned: "I dare say even with a mandatory arms
embargo it would be very difficult to mount sufficient power
to deal with the problems in this area strictly through
- military_means"‘.224 Young appeared to have irritated some of
his cldsesf African aésociateslin a speech aides concededu
was a1med ma1nly at a domestic American audience. v
Symptomat1c of the Afrlcan reaétlon to Young's speech were“
remarKs made by Lesl1e Harrtman, ther1a s U. N ambassador~
-and a pr1me movex in black Afr1can efforts to end racial
d1scr1m1nat1on pol101es in South Africa. "One could have
hoped that Andrew Young would contr1bute to the conference'
and not lecture us on CIVI] r1ghts In Atlanta, I would
have 11stened 10 years ago w1th some pat1ence but instead 1
11stened today with cons1derable‘1rr1tatton 225 Young’

__-__--—--—------_‘

223The_Washington Post August 25, 1977, P. A22,

 224The. Washington Post, May/ZQ*h1977 P. A25.
225]pid. In his 33- mlnute speech, Young cred1ted Indian

"~ leader Mahatma Gandhi’s philosophy of passive re51stance and

its application by late Martin Luther King dJr. for "securing
change through the use of force which did not destroy either -

persons or property. He: re1terated his familiar theme that:
the Amer1can blacks accession to pol1t1ca1 r1ghts ‘set free'



123

admitted there was a parallel between the problems of
Southern Africa and those of the American~$outh in theA
1960s . 226

A passiQe rele for the U.S. was also evident in Young' s
statement that_hgﬁdid not see the Carter adminietration “
trying to oust those in power in South Africa. Speakthg‘ﬁn
Nairobi Airport‘before his departure to Nigeria, Young
thought the administration was committed to 1nvolvement in

s

Africa "but not assuming the full burden...l do not see the

U:S.ﬁrole as upsetting anyone in power" . 227 ﬂhts was in

direct reference to John Vorster in South Africa. A singular

exception to this pattern has been in Zimbabwe where the
Carter administration tried to overcome ideological'divisien
- and supported the legitimacy of po]itical,rule by black |
.nationalist forces; although armed struggle against the

illegal regime of Ian smith was st1]l paid for by Moscow

L]

not Washington.. Nevertheless, Young s observat1on still left .

unresolved the b351c question whether the American de0151on‘ '

not to support act1ve1y armed strugg]e agaLQet the m1nork§y |

reg1mes 1n SoutherntAfrlca was a suitable way Qf\geallng

with the perce1ved Sov1et threat For example. ine1978 the

U.S 1nte111gence reports’wnd1cated that the Sov1et Unwon f*

---—--—---———---'-- U

225 (cont’d)’ wh1te Amer1cans"’and set in mot1on- pol1t1¢al"'

change that now in some way-put the South in charge of the
nation" elYoung s mind, whenever there is a pos51b711ty .

- -for a negotlated settiement since "the h1story of Afr1ca

says that is to be preferred”. Only when negot1ated s
set tlement had been’ totally reJected did armed strugg]e

" become 1nex1tab1e ﬁ - ‘. 977 ey R :
226The Washington Post, May- 1 1 A1

~ 227The Washington Post, February 8 1977 = A10 Cy T
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“and its allies were pressing black nationalists to escalate

the1r armed struggle in Zlmbabwe and Nam1b1a, rather than
co-operate with efforts to peaceful solut1on favoured by the
United States and Western powers 228 lndeed the Carter
adm1n1strat1on s approach based on non-violent solut1on to
African problems contrasted sharply with the view held by

-

ma jority of African leaders in the 1970s that in order to

compete with Moscow, the United States must support a

-

military assualt on Southern Africa. By implication
Washington must dupllcate the Kremlin's pol1cy of effective

support for nationalist movements, which was spe01f1cally

‘Cdeslgned for maximum Soviet influence on the continent.

% The U.S. abstained from resolut1ons dealing w1th

A

collaborat1on with South Afrlca because it could- not support

U. N campaigns for cessatlon of economic, nuclear and

miTitary collaboratlon w1th South Africa. One principal'

reason, for the U.S. abstent1on was that the peaceful use o?

'nuclear energy for economic and soc1al development was’ of

‘-great 1mportance to the Un1ted states.230 At. the Securéty

Council’s sess1on on October 24, 1977 the Un1ted étateg
along w1th Canada, West Germany. Britain and France voted

agalnst three draft resolut1ons whlch called for (1) an end

to government encouragement of trade with South Afr1ca, (2)

restr1ct1on of new 1nvestments 1n and loans to South Africa,
-- .-nﬁe ------------ , o o

228THe ‘Washin ton . Post May 6, 1978, P. B1. = &%

229The Washington Post, July 16 1977, P. A15 .
230nited Nations, General Assembly, 0ff1c1al Records, 32nd
Session, 97th Plenary Meet1ng, (A/327PV g77), Decequr 8,
1977 P. 1614 ,

a4 ‘
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(3) a permanent mandatory arms embar‘o against South Africa.
The latter 1ncludes the revocation of existing licences
under whichaSoutthfrica was producing military equipment,
and a ban on all co-operation in the nuclear field.?3' The
U.S. veto came a day after Young had indicéted in an
interview published in Johannesburg that fhe United States
would not use its veto “"to block proposals for action o
against South Africa" because using the veto would undermine
the Uniﬁed States entire African policy. 232 Before the joint
veto, Young stated that the United States strongly believed
Africa should remain free of nuclear weapons, -and that the
U.S. was urging South Africa to sign the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation.Tréaty, He declared that the purpose of
‘the Cartervadministrafion’s policy "is not to exclude South
Africa or isolate it from the rest of the world;" and added
"we are anxioﬁs ta see the Kind of change in South A¥rica
that will permit it to play ﬁhe'role in international
community that‘it deserves”.235 fhe same logic guided the
U.Siydeciéion to vote against the General Assembly
resolution 32/35 on November 28, 1977. This resolution,‘}iké
those pEeViously vetoed by'the u.s. and its allies in the
Security Council, reqguested all states to refrain from
economic relations with tﬁe minority regimes in Southern

,Africa‘23‘ In'a similar veihﬁ the adminiStration_had

231Keesing’s Contemporary Archlves, January 6 1878,
28750.- - ) _ . .
2321bid..
- 233]bid. ' o

234UN Month]y Chrbn1c1e, vol. 14, no. 11, December, 1877, P.
43. , : _
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" 235Apccording to Lestie HarrIman Chairman of the Special
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reservations regarding the Lagos Uec]aration for Action
‘Against Apartheid. 235 It abstained‘from tee vote on the
resolution entitled "International Declaration against
Apartheid in Sports"_which appealted to all states,
internatienal and national sperts bodies to implement the
declgration against apartheid iﬁhsports. A spokesman for the
administration contended that "it would be difficult for us
to implement and enferee several Key elements of this
resolution undervthe U.S.Alaw".”6 In‘March 28, 1979, the
U.S. abstained in the vote on Security Counci | resolution
447 which strongly condemned South Africa for its‘ “
“premeditated, persistent and sustained armed invasions of
Angola”.237 The resolution demanded that South Africa
respect the indebendence,‘sovereignty;:and territorial:
integrity of Angola. The Council requested member states of

the United Nations to extend necessary assistance to Angola

and other frontline states to strengthen their defense

_capacities. -The United States:had reservations regarding -

this resotution,'especially paragraph 6, which "requests'the
Secretary General of the Un1ted Nat1ons to obtain ava11able

1nformat1on from Angola on the- human casualties and mater1a1

Committee against Aparthe1d the Lagos Declaration was "a

" declaration of conscience by governments ‘and peoples of the

world, and a call. to'eradicate apartheid by international

,act1on as the slave . trade was abolished in the last century

For apartheid is nothing but a refined system of slavery"”.

~ United Nations, General Assembly, Qfficial Records, 32nd
~ Session, 102nd Meeting, (A/32/PV 102), December 14, 1977, P.

-1684. :
"238nijted Nat1ons, Yearbook of the Un1ted Nat1ons, vol 32,

1978, P. 215.
237UN Monthiy Chronicle, vol. -16, Apr1l 1979 P. 45.
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andlother damage resulting from repeated acts of aggression
by the racist regime of South Africa.235.Besides. the United
States did not believe tnat a solution to the problem of the
area could be found through the introduction of more arms
and other forms of mi]itary assistance. Speaking after the
vote, the U.S. delegate Richard Petree said, in general
terms,‘tbat the U.S. condemns all acts viplence by any party
~in Namibia. He insisted that "the only real solution,was a
peaceful one; force would not ultimately solve the prob.iems
of Southern ‘Africa and would only bring greater problems'in
T ite wake" . 239

fhe negative votes and abstentions on Key decisidns in
the world bbdy created the impression that the Carter
administration wae not fully committed to genuine ehange in
.South'Africa; (Although abstentions were meant to reflect
U.S. agreement in.princip{e with the overall thrust of the
resolutions but dtsagreement w1th epec1f1c aspects of them)
Indeed it cou]d be argued that ne;et1ve votes represented
part of an attempt to reverse the“adm1n1stratlon s African
pol1cy dur1ng the f1rst half of 1977. From the Afrwcan point
of view the U.S. wes trylng to return to the pro- aparthe1d
pos1t1on Ktss1nger\had advocated in the Nat1onal Security
Study Memor andum (NSSM) BQiof 1969.240 Thus - the htstor1c

- s e e e s e oemwm e oW

-~ 238]bid. \“

239U2 Month]y Chronldle vol. XVI no. 4, April 1979 PP
44-4 \

240The NSSM 39 also repommended reduced U.S. pressure on the
-Por tuguese colonial administration and a'"lower profile" at
. the U.N. regarding Pornpguese colonialism in Africa. The
“incipient Angola policy was nicknamed "tar baby" by a State
Department critic who. fd

resaw that the pollcy wou ld b1nd the
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moment of a basic revision in American policy towards South
Africa was lost, as Henry Jackson put it, “the (Carter)
édministration, through its embarrasing volte-face after its

momentous promise, was beginning to relegate all Blaqk

Africa to virtual insignificance in policy priorities".24!

Jackson probany over-states the case. Nevertheless, several
statements by officials in the Carter adminiStration pointed
to a trend towards greater accommodation with SoUth Africa.
Young’'s statement that the Cartér administration onld not
upset the sfatus quo in South Africa was comparable to

Vice-President Mondale’s explanation that the United States
R

‘had never proposed a plan for change‘in the apartheid regime

" because Washington did not have one.242:Mondale contradicted |

himself on this issue. After meeting with the South African
240 (cont’d) Un1ted States to the Portuguese colon1a11sts
-The "tar baby" option marked the emergence in Africa of a
broader cold war global doctrine. The policy applied not
only to Angola and Mozambique but also to.other Portuguese .
colonial territories such as Sao Tome and Principe,
Guinega-Bissau and the Cape Verde Islands off the Atlantic
Coast of Africa. However. it was Angola where the war of
national liberation was be1ng waged, and that became the
testing ground of America’s power and will against the -
Soviet Union. Complicity with the Portuguese characterized
subsequent U.S. policy towards Angola and the Ford- K1ss1nger'
administration acted on the premise that "there .is no hope’
for the blacks to gain political rights they seek through
violence". Mohammed g El-Khawas-et. al. (eds.) The
-Kissinger Study of Southern Africa, PP. 101- 116; “Henry F.
Jackson, From the Congo to Soweto: U.S. Forelgn Policy
- Toward Africa Since 1960, {(New York: William Morrow, 1982)
. PP, 59-68. "Strategic 1nterests prevailed as the bas1c :
.determinant of {.S.‘policy" Jackson writes. "In addition to.
- the Azores bases, Klss1nger valued the facilities of
Portugal’s African territories which U.S. naval Vessels and
aircraft used for refueling and space support missions.
241Jackson, From the Congo to Soweto: U.S. Fore1g__gpl1cy
- Towards Africa Since 1960, PP. 260-282. .

"242The_ New;lgrk Times, October 18, 1977, P. 2. i The
Washington Post February 8, 1977, P. A10
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Prime Minister Vorster in Viena on May 1977, Mr. Mondale had
- asserted that the United Stetes would like a "one-man,
one-vote" policy to prevail in South Africa.?43 Due to
public pressure after the meeting, Mondale and other
edministratioh officials were at.pains to assert that the
United States had no preference'on how the blacks and mixed
" race populations in South Africa should be brought into the
po]iticaT prooess 244 Thus the several references to the
probliem of South Afr1ca by the Carter team such as Carter'’'s
statement in November 1976 that he had cons1dered abandoh1ng
his politica] career to lead a crUsade for reform in
Southern Africa. and Mondale’s remark that "we would take .f%
steps to be true to our beliefs and values”, did not‘go i
beyond the realim of rhetoric. Neither President Carter nor
Vice-President Mondale fulfilled the promise suggeSQed by
the1r ear]y insights into the problems of South Afr1ca
Referringsto "a vital difference in outlook", after the
fa]Ks J?th Vice- Preéident Mondale Mr. Vorster rejected any
idea of change 1n the apartheld reg1me contend1ng that the
separate development pol1cy, prov1d1ng for ultlmately
1ndependent" homelands for South Africa’s “bTack nat1ons -
:the s0- called Bantustans - was the only sort of maJor1ty
role South Afr1ca could envisage. The conclus1ons drawn by
Vorster from the V1enna meet1ng qu1ckly neutrallzed
Mondale s hope that the. meet1ng would 1ead to a change of

-

'.ocourse by the South Afr1can government

- 243The ‘New York Times, October 18, 1977 P.._z.
. 244Ib1d - E . .
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With the problem of the Cuban troops in Angola not
resolved, Mr. Carter’s Aftican policy'makéré Knew their
‘difficulty was South Africa’s intransigénce. Yét,'the
administration’s statements were mi}d. White minority rule
in South Africa was condemned in véry moderate térms by the
President, Secretary Vance, and Ambéssador Young.!There was
no direct talk of freedOm for b]éck South African
dissfdents, nor was therevany serious debate on
"disinvestmentfi- tighténjng‘of tradetcredits, removing
military attaches, or even cutting back on the.ex%sting
United States-South African nuclear cooperation
arrangements. "

Beyond the various fofeign policy declarations, what
the U.S. should do about ,the issue of apartheid has
certainly been a contentious issué in‘Nigérian-AmeriCan
re]ations.\When President Carter arrived'in,Légos on the
evening of March 31, 1978, the>Nigerién Head bf State was
opeﬁly critical of the American attitude towards South
Afrlca. accus1ng the United states, and Br1ta1n of adopt1ng_
a “lukewarm att1tude to proposals to erad1cate aparthe1d
and for pursu1ng pol101es of outr1ght collaborat1on with
Pretorta in both rmhtary-andleconc_)mu:_matter*_s.2‘5 But ina

'jbint-communtque‘isSued'in Lag§s dﬁcing thé Qisit;:thé;tWo
““_léaders;renéwed-their'joint COndemnﬁtjdn oftthé "evil and

e e e e-m--m—-e-----

24 50gunbade jo, “A New Turno1n US N1ger1an Relat1ons , PP-
"121-122; for ‘the argument against "d151nvestment" see Ron‘: -
Col]1ster, "Beware A1l Those Simple So]utIOns The Edmonton
Journal, Februrary 27, 1985, P. 5 R ‘

2
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oppressive system of apartheid” in South Africa.z*® Beyond
the Lagos Communique, however, the Carter administration was
aApuzzle to the Nigerian 1eaders because of its seemingly
helpless nature in the face of defiance by the white
supremacist regime in éouth Africa. The President’s personal
commitiment to human rights was apparently not in serious
doubt, but his ability to turn hfs admfniStration’s
commitment into reality certainly was. Some observers have
attributed the problem confronting the adminiStnation to
internal and external constrainfs, arguing quite
convincingly that even if the administration had seriously
considered a ban on American trade and investment in South
Afﬁica,—President Carter’e critics in the Congress would
have refused to give‘easy passage to any measure interfering'
with~economic Eelations:with~Scuth Africa.247 For A]uko; the -
-cdnstraints facing the admin?é%ration were not unrelated to
the growth of the pno:Sodtn:African'lobby in‘the United
States in the 1970s, and fhefneed t6_preservedthe interest
of its Edropean allies in South AfriCa - a deve lopment that"
had led to 1ncreas1ng supgort for South Afr1ca W1th1n the
United States. The main thrust of Aluko s argument 1s that

while a few Niger1an leaders apprec1ated these;constra1nts,
' majority of them seemed unable to understand why the C
ﬂ\;/’,,/g:es1dent d1d very little to try to affect dec1$1ve change

S U o

24 60gunbade jo, "A new Turn in U.S. N1ger1an Relat1ons PP
121-122. . —
247West Africa, October 31 1977, P. 2190. L
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in the white minor%ty regi’me.?48 E N
The weakness in the actual policies of the
administration seemed to many observers, with African
experience, to be fhe fruits of well-intentioned but
misguided idealism.24® The administration’s dedication to
human rights, and opposition to racist rule suffered
sustained criticism from the conservative political forces
in the United States for failing to consider Africa in the
context of United States;Soviet competition. The - ‘
administration wasfalso.criticized for failing‘to emp]oy'the
traditional instruments of power and force where United
States 1nterests were at stake; 1eading to the perception of
U.S. weakness. It was r1d1culed for suggest1ng that Afr1ca
should and could be insulated from great power compet1t1on.
Critics argued that the essence of American sfrategy was
prec1sely the contaInment of commun1sm, that the United
.States fa11ure to counter communism in Angola had encouraged
the Sov1et Un1on ln Eth1op1a and Afghan1stan 250 The
adm1nlstrat1on s support for African nat1onalasm or
', - maJor1ty rule 1n‘Z1mbabwe were seenvas he1p1ng to 1nsfa1]
rad1cal Marx1st governments whose 1eaders and policies would
+ be profound]y 1n1m1cal to Amer1can 1nterests In the_f1na1
-analysws, it was argued that the adm1n1strat1on’s emphasis
’h,on human r1ghts pun1shed friendly author1tar1an governments
jfj24301a31de Aluko, Essays on ﬁLger1an Foreign Policy (London
#% George Allen & Unwin, 1981), PP. 247-260.
~ 24%Howe, "United States Pol1cy in Africa", P.100.

250 John Kraus, "American Foreign Policy in Afr1ca , Current
History, vol. 80, no. 463, March, 1981, PP. 97- 100, .
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and down-graded weapons credits and sales abroad as basic
instruments of diplomacy. ItsuemphaSis on black majority
rule-in South Africa, critics contended, substantially
alienated a couﬁtry of great strategic value to the West. It
should be noted that some of these criticisms were largely
caricatures of the actual po]icies of . the Carter

administration, and were articualted by those who would L

shape the Reagan administration’s policies.

Top Level Ekchange: Visits

Top level exchange characterized Nigerian-American
relations during the Carter years.!The visit to washington .
by GeneraI.Obasanjo of Nigeria in October 1977, was followeo
’by.President Carter’s visit to.Nigeriauthe following year.
it.was generally believed that the President’s visit would
lead to a new a new era of economic co-operation between
Lagos and Washington, and that it could restore the prestige
once enjoyed by the United States inrvarious African
countr1es 251 But the main purpose of the Carter’'s visit was
‘to ral]y Afr1can support for h1s adm1n1stratlon s strategy
of containing the perce1ved Soviet- Cuban threat to Amer1can
interests on thelcont1nent. Pres1dent Carter’'s: speech at the
JNational Theatre tn Lagos on‘Apr11'1 was nostly g;oncern_ed-~
with the Horn of Africa, Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and Southern_ ;
Africa; he also had a good deal to say about N1ger1a o

[d
Accord1ng to the Presldent N1ger1a and the Un1ted States

- - s e A e e v oo =

25 1African D1ary, February 12- 18 P 8872
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share three basic commitments to the future of Africa: (1) a
commitment to majority rule and individual human rights, (2)
a commitment to economic growth and "human development”, and_
(3) a commitment to "Africa that is at peace, free from
colonialism, free from racism, free from interference by
outside nations and free of the inevitable conflicts tha{
can come when the 1ntegr1ty of nat1onal bOundar1es is not
respected. 252 Indeed, the Pres1dent whrned that Sov1et and
Cuban intervention on,the_contlnent threatens Africa’s
future ; that military intervention of outside powers, or
their proxies, in African disputes "too often makes local
conflicts even more compl1cated and dangerous and opens the

door for new forhkof domination”.253 Carter’s speech at the

u.

national theatreESIQnalled no change in U.S. policy towards
Africa. Rather, the President sooght to re-assure Nigerians
and otherAAfﬂioans.of American intentions, particularly in
connection with the explosive situation in Southern Africa;
warnlng that. "the hoUr'is‘late"'in the. effort.to achieve
&maJor1ty ru]e in Rhodesia (Z1mbabwe) and Namibia. ‘The u’
President also pledged that the Un1ted States would cont1nue
to press South Africa to move- towards maJor1ty rule, |
'although he d1d not endorse any spec1f1c act1on to 1ncrease*

pressure on the wh1te m1nor1ty south Afrlcan government

L e e e e e m e .. --

~252]bid. P.9015. . | | -
253The . Wash1ngton Post April 2, 1978 P. 1. He added: "We"

(Americans) oppose such intervention. We must not allow
great power' rivalr1es to destroy our hopes for an Africa -

that is peace." .
254 1bid.- "We have made it clear to South Afr1ca that the

‘nature of our relations will depend on whether there is
gﬁprogress towands fu1l pol1tlca] part1c1pat1on for all her

®
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In their private talks in Lagos, «larter and Obasanjo
discussed the situatton in Southern Africa and business
relationship between theria and the United States. Obasanjo
pressed President Carter to take stronger economic measures
against South Africa. However, the most significant |
political decision made at the talks was the bilateral:
understanding that the United States would refrain from any
appprovalvof the internal solution in Zimbabwe, and would
work towards a solution that inetuded the Patrijotic Front.
Nigeria, tn}turn, would continue to try to amass black
Afrtcan support for the Anglo-American Plan for Zimbabwe .
The crisis in Zimbabwe was the first major test of the
administration’s policy, and Nigeria’s role in it becanse,
according to the administration, " Soviet and Cuban
intervention‘ts a strong possibility if the eonflict
continues[ and U.S. interest would suffer”. 255"The
adm1n1strat1on was ‘aware of the dlrect aid to the Z1mbabwe
]1berat10n movements of fered by the Sov1et Un1on and other
commun1st states, notably, East Germany,VPoland, Bulgar1a,»
Hungary, and North Korea. 256 It“was’common KnowledgeJ too;“
that Afrlcan 1nterest in defeating the remnants of ~
colon1al1sm was. an 1nsp1rat1on w1th wh1ch the Sov1ets could

25‘(cont d) peop]e in every aspect of the soe\,LAﬁiT

. economic life of the nation and an end to discrimination
based on race or ethnic origin.. We stand firm in the

- message’" .

+ 255Robert M. Price, u.S. Fore1gn Pol1cy in Sub Saharan
Africa: National Interest and Global Strat (Berkeley
'Un1ver51ty of Ca11forn1a, 1978), PP, 1-5,
256John T. Tierney, "The Terrorist War in Rhodes1a
Roger Pearson, (ed.) Sino-Soviet Intervention in_ Afrwca

(Washington: Council on Foreign Affairs, 1977), PP. 34-43.
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identify themse]ves w1thout compromise or ambiguity since
their own 1nteres:%aas to l1qu1date what they described as
"outposts of Western colon1al1sm .257 Jo limit commun1st
influence in\Africa; the Carter administration was
apparentJﬁ convinced that with the help of friendly
countries'su as Nigeria, it could replace the -Russians as
suppobteﬁy of African nationalism, thereby deprivibg the
communist bloc of its instrument of penetr'atiOn.zl58 N

President Carter's visit to Nigeria had a symbolic
importance, since it marked th first time that an American
President had made an official\yisitxtona black African‘
nation. It also represented 2 reoognltldn of the lmportance
of Nigeria, a former British Colony\that is considered an
_ emerg1ng economic and military glant\ln Black Africa, ahd ‘
f@h1ch is the second ‘largest suppl1er oﬁ\o1l to the Un1ted
States Carter 1dent1f1ed U S. goals n. @fr1ca w1th those of
N1ger1a, seeing the N1ger1an American relé@QOnsh1p as that
. of.mutual dependence‘ He stated "our goals\ hould always be
to find ways of maklng th1s relat1onsh1p even more't\ ‘f
benef1c1al to both our people "259 0On human r1ghts 1ssues,
the Premdent)ound up equatmg the Uni ted States and

'.Nvger1a in mak1ng 'every effort to enhance human r1ghts

- e o em o e e e e

- 257Colin L "“The Soviet: Unlongg Encounter With Afﬁ1ca
'j;nzgearson ed ) S1no Sov1et Intervent1on in Afr1ca, PP,

' 258The Washlngton Post April 2, 1978, P C7. For example, o
_“Presvdent Carter was apparently conv1nced he could push the
Russians out of Somalia. He twice made public statements -
implying the United States was ready to replace the Russ1ans_'ﬂ
~ as Big Daddy in Somalia..." { .
:259The Wash1ngton Pg_t Apr1l 2, 1978 P AB. ,
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Suppression of human rights under Nigeria's military was not
T # :
mentioned. As one Presidential aid noték

~;~"It gets
hypocritical when we are attacking Brazil and Chlle but
‘close'our eyes to human rights vlolat1ons in (black)
Africa".260 Eyans and Novak appeared to be at least
partially correct in their contention that if "Nigeria wants
no talk about the Cuban expeditionary force or black African
repreSsion.'that is not viewed" by the Carter administration.\
~as " a large pr1ce for friendship®.2®! The Carter |
adm1n1strat1on was particularly encouraged by the movement
] towards democracy in nger1a and the dec151on to. abolish
military rule by.1979 Indeed the development of the .
instruments'of'democracy - publlc debate, free and fair B
elect1ons - 1n N1ger1a was ‘seen by the adm1n1stratton as an
“inspiration to all those in the wor 1d. who love democracy,
React1on to the v1s1t was not necessartly p5§1t1ve in
: both Lagos and Wash1ngton There- was a fee11ng of skeptlc1sm
?and cyn1c1sm in the N1ger1an press that Pre31dent Carter S .

pr1mary 1nterest was only to 1nsure that ther1an 011 would

-cont1nue to flow to the Un1ted States The s1ze of Carter s*

o

"500 man press entourage caused some surprISe and commnent 1n_',

~Lagos. A co]umn1st in the Lagos. Sund y Times theught there

- was u]ter1or mot1ve '"It is well kn n that some Amerrcan L

1ntell1gence gather1ng .
- 260Roland Evans’ and Robert Novak ﬁ Double Standard on-
Human 51ghts", The Washtng_gn Post Apr1] 12, 1978,. P. A27

~ 281]bj ' ‘ o
‘_262Afplca D1a4y,,vol 18, ‘May 21'27[‘1978;”P4h901§, SR

g
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apparatus...some of the” journalists have come to get the

ﬂlnformat1on needed to fl]] in a gap in the Knowledge that
’ the Pentagon or the CIA has abouf us".263 There was no proof
_that this was<;;£;Z:?;-the case. In thevUnited States, many
wondered mhether keeping a close relationship with Nigeria
had not become a goal in itself; or whether pleasing‘Nigeria
was not too high a priority, one that diminished the
adm1n1strat1on S flex1b111ty in finding a so}ut1on to
. Zimbabwe quest1on The Washington Post contended . that
'"hav1ng chosen Nigeria as the chief object of Amer1can
courtsh1p...U.S. is offering oppos1t1on to Zimbabwe' s
internal solution as a dowry."zst The Washington Post
.suggested that President Carter "seemed to have succumbed to
¢4N1gerwa s uncompllcated fervor for a Popu]ar Front guerrilla
v1cto;y Frankly we 11Ked the adm1n1strat1on s . .
Rhodes1a/21mbabwe policy better before he dropped in on
Nigeria". 265 It could be argued that Pres1dent Carter’s
visit to N1ger1a and the development of good relations with
.that 00untry was part of the Adm1n1strat1on s strategy to
ppre'empt the Sov1et threat, and secure Amer jcan 1nterest

o

" There were other exchanges of v1s1ts by the officials

\_

.
}6? both countr1es For example. in danuary 1980 a 12 member

U S Congress1onal delegat1on Ied by Congressman Jim erght

3

- a ‘Texas . Democrat and leader of the Democrat1c maJor1tf in

263Ib1d

- 25‘The Wa&ﬁwngton Star, Apr11 4 1978.

265The Washington Post, April 4, 1978, P. A13; Robert B.
' -Shepard, "Su erpowerwand Reg1onal Power: The United States
and Nigeria", 1860-1978"; Ph.D. Dlssertat1on, The dohns

._MopKins Un1vers1ty, 1884, PP. 173 191.
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the House of Representatives, visited Lagos to discuss oil
and energy issues with_N&gerian officials. 266 Hundreds of
Nigerian officials andvpo]iticians'grappling with their
country’s new demoeratic federal system also toured the
‘United States in 1980 for pointers. This was an indication
- that there was greetet“qwareness of the impoftance of close
interaction between the two countries ?-a dramatic .
‘ turn—arodnd from the open differences over U.S. involvement
“in Angola in 1875, and the unwillingness of Lagos to receive
then Secretary- of StatelKissinger.267 | |
L4 ) ’

Foreign Aid

In the 1960s, Nigeria wéétoneof't@e 10 largest
recipients of U.S. foreign assfistance and waSv@ost‘to
America’s second biggest Peace Corps contigent.268 [t was
,atso one of the so-celled "development emphasis” countrtee
that were to be thetshOchase‘ot Amer ican development
assistance. Furtherhore, for the golicy makers in
| Washington, Nigeria was one'one'of>those coqntries with the
best possible prospects for aeWe1opment or "whefe;there is
special U.sS. 1nterest or re]at1onsh1p "269 Between 1960 and

266West Africa, January 21, 1980, P. 128.

2671n terms of cultural exchange, at least 20 000 N1ger1ans
were’ study1ng in the U.S. in 1980. Aaron Segal “"Uneasy _
Partners"/, Africa Report, vo] 27, no. 1, danuary-February.

- 1982, PP: 11-16.

268The Rockefeller Foundation, Nigerian-American Relat1ons

A Belllagio Conference, October 9-12, 1978, P. 2.

268Crawford Young, Crawford Young, Ideolqu and Deve 1opment
in Africa (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 19827,
PP. 278-326. Other “"development emphasis” countries included
Tunisia, Zaire, Liberia, Ethiopia, and member-states of the
.defunct East African Commuhity - KERya. Uganda, Tanzan1a




140,

1973, American financial e]d to Nigeria amounted to more
than $201 million compared w;th $333,000 offered by the

Soviet Union during the gsame period.27° However, as

Nigeria’s balance of'payment position moveé:from a deficit

of $75 million .in 1970-1971 to a surplus of $5.4 billion in
1973-1974, and foreign exchange holdings rese from $279.6
million inlDecember 1969 to $8.5 billion in 1974, Nigeria,
~as an oil producing etate,‘was.Considered too wealthy to
qualify for U.S. aid. This &as inlline with the idea fhat
oil-rich nations; while important to the United States, are
not candidates for.sizeable economic assis{énce because
their oil revenues can finance their deveiopment
requirements. 27! Consequentl;T commftments forqeconomic
assistance to Nigeria by'the U.S. Agency for International
Development (AiD) dropped sharply from $349 million duning
the 1962-1976 period to zero in the 1977-1981 period. (Table
2).272 Grants and cred1ts declined from $36 mi-dlion in 1970

to. $8 million in 1975, and became almost negl1g1ble dur1ng

the Carter and Reagan adm1n1strat1ons (Table 3).
N1ger1a (3 requ1rement for fore1gn aid declined in the 1ate

1970s and early 19805, U.S. aid commitments, grants and .

w¥
credits became negllg1ble Aid requirement was substant1al]y

27°01a_]1de Aluko, Essays on Nigerian Fore1qn Policy (London
George Allen & Unwin, 1981), P. 101.

271Joan M. Nelson, Aid, Influence and Fore1gﬁvPol1cy (New 7
York: Macmillan, 1968), P. 33; Eugene R. Wittkopf, Western
Bilateral Aid Allocat1ons A Cgmggrat1ve Study of Recipient
State Attributes and Aid Recieved (Beverly H1lls - Sage

Publications, 1972), PP. 12-17,
272),8, Department/of Commerce, Statistical Abstrgcts of the

United States 18982-83, 103rd edition (Washington D.C.: U.S.
government Printing Office, -1983), P. 829.
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reduced from an estimated 50 per tent of total investment in
the public sector in the 1962;1968 National Deve]bpﬁent Plan
-to 20 per cent of total investment during the 1970-1974. Plan
period. The 1975-1880 Plan made no provision for foreign
(capifql) aid.273 But Nigeria has continued to seek, from
the U.S., managerial and technical expertise, as well as
foreign investment and transfer of technology . Some
opSeryeEs still argue that American aid to Nigeria should
cbhe in the form of joint ventures, especially in
agriculture.?74

American support for the Nigefian military began in
1962 when several Nigerian officers were éccepted for
frain{ng in the Unitéd States under the Military Assistance

Program (MAP). As an aid program, MAP was expanded to

L)

- - - - e a .-

273Aluko, Essays on Nigerian Foreign Policy, P. 110.
274Wor1d Press Review, August 1985, PP. 31-32. The U.S.
Department of Commerce defines credits as loan disbursements
or transfers which give rise to specific obligations to
repay over a period of years, usually with interest. Grants
are transfers. for which no payment is expected other than a
1imited percentage of the ‘foreign currency "counterpart”
funds generated by .the grant. In the case of U.S. military
grants to Nigeria, ‘the 1972 Nigerian-U.S. agreement states
that Nigerd must deposit 10 per cent of each such grant in
an account specified by the U.S. governement, and "at a rate
of exchange which is not less favorable to the United States
government than the best legal rate at which United States
dollars are sold." U.S. Department of State, Nigeria: T
Military Assistance Deposits Under Foreign Assistance Act of
1971, Lagos, April 12 and 20, 1972, PP. 1-2. Such payment
can also be made in Nigerian currency (Naira). In 1981, the .
average rate of exchange ofone U.S. dollar per Nigerian

Naira (N) was 1.6292; in 1983, it was 1.3823. But-this
provision does not apply to military training received under
the auspices of the U.S Foreign Military Sales (FMS) -
Program. The latter continues to require full payment of all
training costs in U.S. dollars within 120 days of the’
signing of an agreement to purchase such training by the
representative of the Nigerian government. I
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include cadet.training.275‘1n June 1967, 3f1 Nigerian
Officers and Cadets were trained in the United States;
Nfgeria also secured some $335,000 in credits towards
mi]itary purchases in the United States.-But the U.S.
suppert for the Nigerian military was suspended almost
entirely during the Nigerian Civiy war. The number of
Nigesians trained under MAP dropped to 19 during the war
years, while commercial delivery of a military néture fnom
private U.S. companies incheesed from $33,000 in the year
preceding the civil war to $3.7 million during the wab.yeaﬁs
1967-1970.27¢ In 1972, Washington terminated the
MAP -supor ted tbeining program after a total of 472 Nigerian
Officefs and Cadets had been sponsered. After 1972, training
hitherto pravided under MAP was made an‘integral part of
International'Mi\itar}_Education and'Training (IMET) |
program Nigeria has fully re- 1mbursed the U.S. for al]
ubsequent dellver1es of Amer1can training and equ1pment
and has ﬂncreased_lts purchases since the 1970s. The cost of
such:training and‘eqﬁjpment to the Nigebian government
amounted to $13 million fn i980. Under the FMS pregbam; the -
:p;S. military sales and deliveries to Nigeria increased from
$1.4 million in 1976itov$6.2‘millionljn 1980‘and $9.5 |
'J’Hien inv 1981."'(Table 3).277 The number of Nigerian

P N I N

275U S. Department of the Army, ﬂ_ger1a A Country Study, .
Area Handbook Series, edited by Harold D. Nelson (Wash1ngton
g’“lb g S. Government Pr1nt1ng Offvce. 1982) PP -237-285.

i .
277y.S. Department of Commerce Stat1st1cal Abstracts of the
United States 1984, 104th ed1t1on (Washington D.C.: U.S.
Government Pr1nt1ng Office, 1983), P. 349.
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military personnel trained in the U.S. under IMET and FMS
was 428 in 1876, 825 in 1977, 406 in 1978, 482 in 19789, and
428 in 1980.278 Such training has-not only addéd to the
fechnical caquilities of‘the Nigeriah military, it has
introduced Nigerian military personnel to, the concepts of
P anning,‘bUdgeting, and logistics that are vital to the

“success of military organization.

EY.. b~

-278Peter Duigan and L.H. Gdnri‘; The ‘United States and Africa:
A History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1884), PP.
. 379-324. A AN |
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U.S. Grants and Credits to Nigeria (Million US$)

144

Year Total grants and Credits
1956- 1965 84
- 1966-1969 ' 128
1970 : 36
1971 ‘ 48
1972 29
1973 _ 24
1974 ' 10
18975 . 8
1976-1977 -4
1976-1978 =10
1979 -3
1980 -3
1981 _ 7
1982 ’ -5

Source: Compiled by the‘aqthorrfrom figures of the
U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstracts
of the United States 1973 (Washington DC.:

U.S. government Printing Office, 1973), PP. 770-778; -

also from the 1974 and 1975-1983 volumes.
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]

U.S. AID Commitments to Nigeria 1962-1981(Millions US$)
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Year
.1962-1974
1962- 1975
" 1962-1976
1877
1978
1979
1980

1981

Total

342.1

348.9

349.0

(-)

(=)
()

(-)

(-

" Loan Proportion

120.2

120.2

120.2

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Statistical
Abstracts of the United States 1976; 97th edition

- {Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,1976),

PP. 836-837: including the 1874, 1975, 1977, and -

-~ 1978-1981 volumes.

(-) Dashes indicate no aid recorded in the -

in the statistics used.
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Table 4
wz ’ '\

U.S. Military Sales Deliveries to Nigeria.*

Year | Amount (Milllions US$)
1960- 1969 . .8

Uf
1976 1.8
1977 4 2.0
1978 5.9
1979 ¥ | 5.9
1980 6.2 - , ,
1981 9.5

. (,
1982 | 7.7
'k:

Source: Comp1led by the author from U S. Department

" of Commerce, Statistical Abstracts of the Un1ted
‘States 1984, 104th Edition (Washington D.C.

U.S. Government Printing '0ffice, 1983), P. 349 Also frdm
the 1980, 1981, and 1982-83 volumes.
* Represents U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) m111tary o

—

"sales deliveries, excluding training. It covers -

DOD sales orders ‘authorized under Arms Export
Control Act. . 2 /h\
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In the 1960s and early 1970s, U.S. aid to Nigeria was

channe]]ed'in Iargé part towards those sectors of the

<

economy in which the fUnds would help lay the foundation for
the eventual creation of ‘private business.?79 This was in

\
_line with the belief that private sector development was

consonant with American values, and ultimately was a faster

L4

and more stable path to economic growth.28° In the political

sphere, the major goals in the 1360s were to build a

279The use of foreign aid to promote U.S. trade or economic
interest is an often cited, although often criticized,
rationale underlying the existence of U.S. aid program. The
"economic rationale" for a U.S. commitment to the
development of poor countries, as Robert E. Asher suggested,
_is that development is "good business”. It widens the market
for American ekports. It provides new opportunities for -
productive private investments. It builds more promising,
lower-cost sources of supply for imports. Robert E. Asher
‘cited in Eugene R. Wittkopf, Western Bilateral Aid
Allocation: A Comparative Study of recipient State
Attributes and Aid Received (Beverly Hills:. -Sage
Publications, 1972), PP. 15-17. But according to Wittkopf
"An analysis of aid and trade patterns at a single point in
‘time, or even at several points, cannot explain. the extent
to which foreign aid has (or has not) been an engine of
expanding international trade, either globally or for
particular aid donors". However, this is not to say - that-
such factors as trade, investment or more importantly
- East-West considerations. has not affected U.S. decisions
regarding aid. Within the context of the East-West struggle,
U.S. aid, especially in the 1950s ana early 1960s, was
designed to "contain" the Soviet Union. Aid could be used.to
win and maintain friends, alliances, military bdses,
American presence, and votes in international organizdtions.
.1t could also be used tp strengthen non-communist forces and -
prbmoteieconomicvdevelagment - all were seen as conductive. to -
* Americaf~security in the context of the cold war. According
to Packenham, foreign aid properly designed and' used could
“contribute to the emergence -and strengthening of. -~ ,
-constitutionalism and pluralist democracy. Robert A.
Packenham, Liberal America and the Third World: Political
Development ldeas in Foreign Aid and Social Science
(Princggqn, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1973),
PP. 3-22. S ' o : »
280Robert B. Shepard, "Superpower and Regional: Power: The
. United States and Nigeria 1960-1979", PP. 116-117.

»
-
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political democrecy, instill democratic beliefs, and oring
Nigeria into the orbit of the so-called "Free World". In the
_early 19705, u.s. Agency for IntéYnat1onal Development (AID)
acknowledged a shift in its prlor1t1es from. bu11d1ng \
democracy to promoting commerce through foreign aid. Indeed,

aid was to build political stability, enhance the prosperity

of .American corporations, and reduce American trade deficit.
‘ !

There was a belief that

an-effective aid program meeting Nigeria's

- deve'topment objectives can also help to-widen and
facilitate U.S. contacts on poTitical -and commercial
issues and support U.S. policy objectives in the
latter area. 281

¢

But despite apparent shift in AID priorities, the
political, economic, and strategic significance of aid was
no 1ess'important in the 1970s than it was a decade

earlier.282 Chester Crocker could st1]1 argue in the early

281]1bid. ,

: 282Accordmg to Joan M. Ne]son three basic criteria largely
determine the volume and content of U.S. economic assistance
in any particular country. These are the politicail
importance to'.the United. States of the country’s stability

and growth, the ability of the country to absorb external
resources for growth and -the availability, to the country,
of resources on appropriate terms from other sources. Nelson
goes on to suggest factors which determine "the importance
to the United States of another country s stability and

growth" Among them are the country’s 51ze$Zbopu1at1on, .
Jocation, resources, special historic tiesywith the United
States, m1]1tary ties with the U.S., the country’s role in
reg1onal or international affairs, the country’s internal
potitical orientation, U.S. trade t1es, investments, and the
potential for expand1ng these ties. It is argued that the
most significant variable determining a country’s political
importance to the U.S. is size, suggest1ng that the United
States will show a greater 1nterest in larger countries,
whose internal political and economic development and
foreign policy behavior are likely-to be of more concern to

the United States. In the context of East-West struggle, it

is ‘often argued that it matters most if a large country
"goes :communist” than if a small country does. Joan M.

2

K
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1980s that American "aid will help to insure continued

access to impor tant facilifies and to build economically and
politically self confident states around Nigeria - our
second largest source of 1mported oil".283

Although skeptlc1sm pers1sted.over Nigeria's
elig1b1llty for certain types of U.S. aid, a technjcal
co-operation agreement between the two countries was s igned
as soon as the Carter adminlstration assumed office. The
objective of the ‘agreement was to provide the mechanism for
technical co-operation in Qeological'survey, water |
resourcee, land-use and related.studies deemed essential for:
order 1y urban planning for Nigeria's new federal capital
tenritery area.2?84 The purpose of the U.S.-Nigerian
technical co-operation agreement was to augment and help

strengthen the technical capabilities of Nigeria’'s Federal

Capital Development Authority (FCDA) and other Nigerian

. -
agencies assqfiated with the FCDA in carrying out the
project. The technical accord was expected to include, but

not limited to, assistance in field and laboratory

.1nvestlgat10n project. de51gn and plann1ng program

- ——— - - - - -

282(cont’d) Nelson, Aid, Influence and Forelgn Pol1cy; PP.
31-33; Wittkopf, Western Bilateral.-Aid Allocations: A
Comparat1ve Study of Re1cgjent State Attrlbutes and Aid
. Received, PP. 15-16.
283Chester A. Crocker, "FY 1983 Assxstance Requests
Qggartment of State Bulletin, July 1982, PP. 61-63.

40.S5. Department of State, Technical nggerat1on -Agreement

, ”ﬁ‘fween the United States gf America and Nigeria, February

7

4, 1977, (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1978), PP.1-11. The cap1tal territory area is defined as an
area of about 7,000 square miles within North Western State
and Benue- Plateau State in central Nigeria which has beerr.
designated by the federal government as - the site for their

new nat1onal capltal
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co-ordination, and cartographic services, as well as
training in special technics for Nigerian specialists in the
facilities o6f the U.S. Geological SurVey, Depar tment of
Interior.285 Under the agfeemeht, responsibi]tty of the
survey ltes with the U.S. program co-ordinator Whe, in
concert wggh the FCDA program co-ordinator, was also
~re$poe§ible for the U.S. Geological Survey in overall
plannihg and co-ordination of the program. The agreement for
technical co-operation betdeee~Nigeria and the United States

sigﬁed during the Carter administration has been honored by

'the new’ Reagan administretion.
Tﬁade f
The Nigerian-American relatieﬁship was characterized by
a signifiiﬁnt progress in the functional area of trade
during the Carter administretioﬁ.‘When the administration
took offfEe_in 1977, 17.2 per cent o%“U;S.‘oil imborts came
from Nigeria - second only to 20.6 per cent from Saudi
” Arabta. In the,same year oil comprised 98.9 pef,eent of
_Nigerie’s‘exports to the Unitee Statee‘zeszl ~‘
Table 5 shows the growth of u. S trade .with ngerwa
'over the past decade 011 brought econom1c boom to N1ger1a

: wh1ch helped to enhance trade w1th the. Unwted States in the

1870s, but a slump in prices breught a recess1on in the

- e e wm e e e e s e e

2851b1d . B . § - ' . Lt B . .
288F -Wayne Naleger, jhe Econom1cs of Political '
Instability: The Nigerian-Biafra War {Boulder, Coloradb

 Westview Press, 198%7 . 182; J.K. Onoh, The Nigerian 0il B

. Economy:  From Pros erit‘ to Glut (New YorK St. Martin's . -
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1980s that was made worse by corruption and mismanagement of
the elected government. 287 In'the early 1970s, agriculturef
was the mainstay of the Nigerian economy and providedzabout
50 per cent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The ~
debt-service burden was light, and a rapidly deVelop}ng oil
industry was starting to relieve balance of payment oressure
and boost governnent revenue, 288 As h1gher oil prices
transformed the pattern of the economy from agriculture to
oil-based development, GDP increased at the rate of 7 per
cent between 1870 and 1973’f more rapidly than in the 19605.
By 1972, oil already contrtbuted 83 per cent of Nigerian
exports. The oil share of.federalVgovernment revenue rose
from 67 per cent in 1973-74 to 78'per‘cent,jn 1976:1977.2!9
Nigeriavexperienced the. impact of the first oil glut in
,the:WOrld market during the 1977-t978:period. HoWever;
‘despite dwtndling sa]es and Tow prices‘for oii.during this
period, Amer1can exports to nger1a rose sl1ghtly from $958 ‘
million in 1977 to $985 m1ll1on in 1978 The Amerkgan trade
ﬂdef1c1t w1th N1ger1a decllned from $5.4 Billion to/$3 7
“billion dur1ng the same - per1od (TabLe/S) The de611ne wasfo”
short l1ved in that the Uu.s. trade def1c1t w1th that country
.cont1nued to- grow throughout the Carter adm1n1strat1on The

287The m111tary se1zed power from the. elected government at

~ the end of 1983 in what MaJ -Gen. Ibrahim Babangida = -
';descr1bed at the time as "a New Year’s present to the
~nation", promising to stamp out corruption. Hundreds of
officials, including then President Shagari, were arrested
aggsmany wgre 1mpr1soned The Edmonton dourna} August 28

1 P. A . :

288Wor 1d_Develof ‘nt.Re rt 1981,(Wash1ngton b.C. The WOrld
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high def{éit was attributed to the removal‘ofnlranian'oil
“from the world market, the increasing dependence of the
United States on Nigerian oil, and the decline in the .
Amer{can share of tﬁe Nigerian market. ’

The strained relationship between the U.S. and Iran
resulting‘f}om thé*overthfbw of .the late Shah, his
réplacement by the Iranian Revolutionary government of
Ayatollah Kfomeini, and the granting of po]itica]‘asylum to
the Shah by the United States, led to the Iranian decision -
lto cut oil sdppfies to the United states. Having iost a

"f%ajor source of oil s&pply, the Carter administration.

requested Nigeria to step \ﬁts oil production so that the

U.S.vmight'méke up the diffam nce created by. the Iranian oil

i

embargo; just as the Reagan administration did, in the cafe
of Libyan oil, a.few,years.after the defeat™of Carter. The
political turmoil that followed the overthrow of the Shah

had also resulted in a significant increase imgil price,

A — :
.from $14.80 per barrel on January 1, 1979 to $23.47 per

barrel by dﬁly 1, thereby leading to a vast]y‘inéreased U.S.
" trade deficit with Nigeria.280 |
= e ' - - a .
’ ‘ Trade is one of the most important factors Lp
.Nigerian-American bilateral tiesﬁ And é%nce the Arab oil
~embargo of 1973, American trade with Nigerié'hés risen
sdbstahtia]ly;'Non‘oil impqrts<fr6m Njgeriava]So increased

Ty

‘2800noh, The Nigerian 0il Economy: From Prosperity to Glut, ’
PP. 107-124, The estimated increase in American food exports
to Nigeria during the 1979-1981 period added very little to
the American share of the Nigerian market. The New York.

Times, NoVember.26..1982}-P. D4.

-
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from $21 million in 1970 to $114 million in 1978.29"
Although trade (oil and non-oil) is said to have fallen from-
a high of about $6 billion in the 1970s to around $4.5
billion in early 1985, Nigeria remains an importaht markét
to the United States.29{ '

In 1980, thé U.S. purchased approximately $11 billion
worth of Nigerian goods. During the Séme period itscexports
to Nigéria reached the $1 billion mark for the firét time.
The resulting $9 billion U.S. trade defﬁéip with Nigeria
represented the second largest bilateral trade deficit in
American foreign trade account. (See Table 5). Althoﬁgﬁ the
U.S. did emerge as a major supplier‘ofithe $1.5 billion
dollars worth of agricuitural productseimported by Nigeria
in 1980, it has yet to capture more than 10 per cent of the
Nigerian market - lagging behind the Unifed Kingdom and West

Germany . 283

A

iy

- ' ]
281Fjgures for U.S. non-oil imports from Nigeria were
compiled by the author from U.S. Department of Commerce,
U.S. General Imports, Schedule A, FT 135 - various issues.
292yest Africa, February 11, 1985, P. 274.

293paron Segal, "Uneasy Partners”, P. 12.
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Table 5

Direction of U.S. Trade with Nigeria (millions US dotilars)

U.S. Exports U.S. Imports Non-o0i ]

Year to Nigeria _from Nigeria - Imports
1970 129 75
1974 286 3,519
1975 . 536 3,525
. 1976 770 5,251
1977 958 6,440
1978 - 985 4,709
1979 632 ‘ 8,161
1980 1,150 11,105
1981 1,523 9,249
1982 1,295 7,045
1983 864 3,736
1984 077 2,508

Source: Compiled from U.S. Department .of Commerce,Highlights
of U.S. Import and Export Trade, - vafrious issues; .
&nd Colin Legum (ed.)Africa Contemporary Record: Annual
Survey and Documents 1977-1978, (New York: Africana,
1879) PP. C205-C215; . ’ -

(z) Less than a million -

(NA) Not Available
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But despite the fact that oil imports have made
Nigerian-American trade balance unfavorable to the United

States over the past decade, Nigeria's large potential

L
market provides an opportunity for sizable returns on future

U.S. investments. No matter whether the Republicans or
Democrats are in power in Washington, American trade with

Nigeria is likely to remain one of the most important

- functional areas of bilateral re]ationé, mainly because of

o0il and the potential instability of the Middle East.?9*

Foreign Investment

- American investment in Nigeria is concentrated
primarily in the oil industry. In 1975, about $489 million
out of a U.S..total investment of $535 million went into oil

exploration andqproduction in Nigeria. In 1977, U.S.

: Q
investment amounted to $335 million, of which $250 million

was concentrated in the oil sector. The U.S .. however,
lagged behind Gréat.Britain whose'investment in Nigeria
reached $800 million during the same year.2%5 There wére
élear indiCétions-dUEing thé 1970$ and early 1980s that the
American investors were siow to capitalize on ihvestmeﬁt
opportunitiés in other sectors of Nigeﬁian éconbmy, aeSpitei
attembts‘by,both Américan énd‘Nfgerian.government to

- em e e e e - o e -

294Ronald 1. Meltzer, "United States Trade Policy: An-
Overview", Current History, vol. 76, no. 447, May-dJune 1979,
PP. 193-196. - o - : o
285, S, Department of Commerce, Market Profiles for Africa,
Overseds Business Reports, OBR 78-20, June 1978, P. 31; -
Marketing in Nigeria, Overseas Business -Reports, OBR 79-11,
April 1979, P..29. . ' R s
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encourage diversification of American investment;in that
‘country. The Carter administration is credited with the most
formidable effort, of any adminstration since the 1960s, to
encourage American investment in sectors of the Nigerian
. economy other than petroleum. The adm1nlstrat1on negot1ated
several new treaties with a N1gerran government that was
eager and willing to help smooth the way for American
investment. Yet American investors failed to show any
_ significant new enthusiasm about committjng'assets to
Nigeria. Before discussing the growth of American investment
'-in Nigeria, it is necessary to examine factors affecting
foreign investment in that country. This oan be;done by
taking a brief look at the "investment climate" in Nigeria.
Commenting on the‘inveStment climate inhNigeFﬁa in
1983, the U;S. Commerce Depar tment noted that the government
of Nige&fa "supports and encourages foreign investment, both
in cashfand in kind by way of equipment, technical |
expertise, and services as-a means of increasing the supp]y
of inQestmentecapital to the economy and of.encoUragtng

_technology transfer to Nigeria".2°¢ In its analysis of

- economlc trends and the1r implications for the United

States, the Department also noted the 1ncent1ves offered by
the“N1ger1an government to both domestic and.forelgn
-1nvestors to strengthen those sectors of the economy wh1ch
~the government be11eved could contr1bute mos t towards ‘

' economic development The Department’s analys1s was backed

296, S Department of Commerce, Market1ng in N1ger1a
Overseas Bu51ness Reports, OBR 83 03, Apr1l 1983, P. 25

4
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.up by President 3hagari’'s remark to Vice President Mondale
that Nigeria was eager to obtaln American investment in
large-scale farming for such commercial crops as cocoa.
peanuts, palm products, and cotton. 287 In.0ctober 1980,
Shagari made a similar appeal to a representatives of U.S.
agro-industry firms in Washington D.C., describing Nigeria's

‘agricultural goals and desire to obtain American
tnvestment.298 The Commerce Department, however,
acknowledged that the Nigerian government "strictly_
regulates the estab]ishment‘ard operation of foreign .
irtvestment through laws and decrees it has adopted since
Ntéer1a gained 1ndependence from Great Birtain in 1960.2%98

The two main laws affect1ng foreign investment, the
Companies Decree of 1968 and the N1ger1an Enterpr1see

‘Promot1on Decree (otherw1se Known as the 1nd1gen1zat1on
decree) of 1972 amended in 1976 and 1977, ensure that all

. foreign 1nvestment is government approved and has 1nd1genous'

'equ1ty part1c1patwon When the. 1nd1gen1zat1on decree first
became operat1ona] there were quest1ons by the Amer1can
'bus1ness community whether 1nd1gen12at1on was another name-
for nationalization. In 1980, the U.S. Department of

: Commerce, howeVer cautioned that indigeniZation of the

N1ger1an economy should not be m1sconstrued to mean

nat1ona11zat1on of . 1ndustry by the N1ger1an government 300

PO I S .

287The The New York Times, August 15, 1980 P. 3.

298|,S., Department of Commerce,tFore1gn Economic Trends and
Their Imgl1cat1ons for the Un1ted States, FET 81-043, April
1981, P. .
288, S, Department of Commerce Market14g in N1qer1a, P. 25.
300]hid. ; "
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Indeed, the goverriment’s primary interest in regulating
'foreign investment was,ﬁEPely another facet of its interest
in regulating and guidihé,the Nigerian economy to
seff-sustained and indigenously controlled development.'lt
was also meant to address some of the critical qyestions
relating.to the effect of foreign investment in'general.
The influx of foreign investment into Nigeria during

the post-civil war years of the 1970§‘had generated a heated
debate about the place of such investment in tﬁe couhtfy's ’
economy.'Duringwthis period, Nigerta,had become what
Nicholas Balabkjne described as the "Foreigh investor’s
dreehland".3°"Profit rates were high compared to the ‘
industfialiied countries of North America, Weetern Europe
and Japan. For example, in the eerviee industry, returns
were as,hibh as 30 per cent per annum and in commefce, a 25
.uper cent retern on investment was censidered the rule. -
According to Ba]abk{ne, in manufactur1ng, earnings of 20 per
cent per annum were. a minimun.3°2 With such returns on
-v1nvestment cdup]ed w1th the flow of oil, there were eager
foreign 1nvestorsiwaiting to enter Nigerie in the early |
1970s - a development which generated the.so-Calied
1ndigen1zat1on debate Th1s debate was focused on such
iarguments as "foreign economic dom1nat1on , |

“neo- colon1allsm . fear of the multwnat1onal corporat1on or f_
}qu1te s1mply exp101tat10n from abroad ‘At the same t1me,h

301Nicholas Balabkins, Ind_genlzatzon and _Economic
Develgg@ent The Nigerian EXp erlence {Greenwich,
gg??gct cut: JAI Press, 1982), -152-161,

:  1bid. . B : _
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Nigerian academics and government officials began to look at
‘the foreigneinvestor more suspiciously than had been the /
case in the 1960s. Nigeria’s Second National Development '
Plan 1970-1974 cautiously advdcated the need for a Nigerian
self-reliance doctrine by making a call for indigenization.
Claude Ake, for instance, has contended that the
indigenization decree of 1972 Qas the first major initiative
for putting the strategy of independence into practice.3°?
The decree statedfthat it was necessary to localize
ownership and control of the economy, that potitical
independence without economic independence was an “empty
shell"”, and that a “truly independent nation cannot allow‘
its obJectlves ‘and pr1or1t1es to be d1storted or frustrated
by man1pu1at1ons of powerful foreign 1nvestors .304 'The
 essential strategy of indigenization, then, is a cdmbtnatiOn
of state and private capitalism: First, the state provides
the pol1cy 1nstrument and plays a 1ead1ng ‘fole in the
1ndigen1zatlon process, it prov1des the financial and
adm1n1strat1ve machinery for the rev1tal1zat1on of the
- economy . Second wh1le the state 11m1ts 1tself to po]1cy
formu]at1on, the pr1vate sector a§9Umes d1rect
_ respons1b1]1ty for private enterpr1se The key word is
| part1ctpat1dn : in sectors that- had experxenced a .long .
standing mdndpoty of fdreidn private capitat; the government
hasfjncreaSedlits pantjCipatioh in the management and

_--—-----—--_--—-—

~ 303Claude Ake, A_E olitical. Economy of Afrlca (Harlow
Longman, 1981) PP. 105 126. .
3041pid. -~ . _ R ‘v_vy

w
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'control of the economy by acﬁuiriqua ma jority shareholding
in. such sectors. At the -same time, the federal govérnment of
Nigeria insisted that it was not-its intention to
participate in the private sector, except in strategic
economic sectors such as petroleum, iron and steel,
communications, utilities, ahd in some - cases, banking, The
government insisted that foreign investment was we lcome
within the cohstraints of the Nigefjan»Enterprises Promotion
Decree (NEPD).' )

But there was a negative feeling among company
executives in Nigéria that the controversial indigenization
decree under which more and more industries were~required\to
be run by Nigerians would affect the future trend of fore%gn'
investment. Some foreigners were specuTating that the |
ultimate goal of thé scheme was full nationalization. But
the reél goé] of indigenization was to encourage the growth
bf a étroné Nigefian bourgeoisie, rather than '
natiohalizatiohﬂof enterprises‘as such.3°5 The progfamme.

thérefore‘ affords Niger1ans’fhé opportunity of handling a
substant1al proport1on of economic act1v1t1es that. were
h1therto 1n the hands of fore1gners It also g1ves greater'
Job;cpporgun1t1es for,N1ger1ans, and an 1ncrea§e,in the1r |

‘ﬁanageriél'respoﬁsibilities._The‘schéme fur ther has “the
effedt Of‘eXpoéiﬁg Niger{ans to new management techhiQués-
and the development of 1nd1genous f1nanc1al 1nst1tut1ons 306
3°5Thomas J. Biersteker, Ql§tor11on or Develqgment’

Contending-Perspectives oh Multinational Corporation’
-{Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1978) PP. 69-82.
S06Emeka Ezeife, "Nigeria" " in Adebayo Adedeji (ed.)
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Table 6 illustrates the growth, and decline, of U.S.
investment in Nigeria in the 1970s. The total U.S.
investment of $383 million in 1978 wag $37 million greater’
than the 1976 total, and $48 million more than the 1977
%igure; but far less than the‘$535 milfion recbrded in 1975.
The decline of U.S. investment in Nigeria, fram 23.6 per
cent of total foreign investment in 1967 to 17.5 per cent in
1973 (Table 7) may be attributed to a number of causes,
notably, Nigeria's indigenization policies, recession in the
u.s. economy; the Nigerign civil war, and tension in the
' Nfgerian oil ihdustry'resulting from government policies. .

7ﬁ§¥&oh has contended that thé‘major féctor in tﬁé decline of

.S. investment in Nigeria was the recession in the U.S.

,cohomy which started in the mid-1960s.307

®

£ ) a

*

3°5(cént’d)‘1ndi énization of African Economies (”'ndon:'
Hutchinson, 1981), PP. 164-186. - @ t

307y K, Onoh, The Nigerian 0il Economy: From Prosperity to
"GlutiéNew York: St. M#tin's Press, 19837, F. 4. -

A
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TABLE 6
“

U.S. Direct Private Investment in Nigeria{(Millions US$)

Year All Industries Petroleum Industry

1975 535 . 489
1976 346 282
1977 335 j 250

| |
1978 - 383 | 262
1978 (Na) o (NA)
L1980 18 (z)
1981 218 . 4
082 492 - (a)

(a) Suppressed to avoid disclosure.
(NA) “Not available. .

- (z) Neglible '

 Source: U.S. Department of Commerce,Survey of

© - Current Bus1ness, August 1977, 1978, 1979; 1981

1982, and 1983

-

g
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TABLE 7 5

Cumulative Foreign Investment in Nfgeria

163

Country or Region 1962 1967 1973

% % %
United Kingdom - 61.4 47.1 48.8
' . )
United states 8.7 % 23.6 17.5

Western Europe

(excluding UK) 21.2 21.2  23.5
Others ‘ . 8.7 8.1 10.2
Total ~ .100.0..100.0 " 100.0 1

1977

%

42 .37

29.20

17.10

00.00

Source: Adapted from J.K.:Onoh, _
the Nigerian Economy: From Prosperity

to Glut (New York, St. Martin’s f
Press, 1983), P ¥ ‘ N
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There Was also the persistent deficit in the U.S. balance of
payments, and theidevaluatfon of the dollar in 1873 arising
from dollar pressure on the international foreign exchange
mar;ets.3°° Furthermore, the Nigerien civil-war which lasted
from mid-1967 to January 1970 damaged Nigeria’'s investment
climate. New investors were scared away as a result of the
war, while some investors a]ready operating in Nigeria
panicked and left. By 1973, the U.S investment in Nigeria
began to decling as well as those of the United Kingdom;
although the U.S. invesfments declined at a much faster rate
than those of the U.K. which in 1977 amounteo to 42.37 of .
total foreign investments in Nigeria. The U.S. contributed
1.33 per cent of the total.3°? Gordon Bertolin attributes
the decline to Nigeria's policy of indigenization which led
to the transfer of equity from a U. S petroleum firm to the
Nigerian government 310 The decllne of U. S 1nvestment in
Niger1a from $383 m1111onf1n 1978 to $18 m1lllon 1n 1980
'(Table 6) was clearly due ‘to tenSIOns 1n the N1ger1an*o:l
industry arls1ng out of fear of-nat1onaIIZat10n In 1980/
tens1on between the Nigerian government and the oil 1ndustry“
1ncreased because of the government’s dec1s1on to impose a

peﬁg%ty .that could have amounted to $6 b1]l1on against three

”;011 giants, two of which were Amer1can - the Mobil oil

conporat1on. the Gulf oil corporat1on -,and the’ Royal
3°91b1d.

309]hid. | , o ) S : o
310Gordon Bertolin,_“U.S.‘EconominInterests in Africa:
Investment, Trade, and Raw Materials”, in dennlfer Seymour
Whitaker (ed.) Africa and the United States: Vital Interests
(New York New Un1vers1ty Préss, 1978), PP. 21- 59 R

n
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Dutch/Shell group.3'!' The government directive to thig
effect was contained in a 10-page "White Paper" prepared by
the administration of President Shagari. The "White Paper®
was released along with a report written by an independent
tribunal that investigated alleged 1mpropr1et1es on the part
of the officials of N1ger1an National Petroleum Corporat1on |
(NNPC) and 10 foreign oil companies. The report-stated that
between 1975 and 1978, an understanding reached between
these compantes'and NNPC called for them to produgg and_set]
’near}y 183 million barrels‘of crude oil, which atjthat time
would have brought the Nigerian government $2.5 billion id'
additional revenue.3'2 According to theireport however the
- 0il was not produced Moreover, the repgrt asserted it was
the N1ger1ans who, in effect, were further penattzed because
the NNPC the government's oil agency ga1d nearly $1
bil]1on to Gulf, Mobil, and Shell as 1?? share of operat1ng '
costs It contended that the'aovernment suffered lost '

revenue between 1975 and 1%ﬁ8 because the ésare of oil that

- would have been sol- on behalf of the NNPC was never
‘marketed while the oi1 comSanles themsel es had no trouble
market1ng the1r share even though they ass_ ted there was 2

,glut in the world 011 market \The compah1es,
' }

A ever,vargued
~téthat the pr1nc1pal reason thefNNPC’s 011 was neither |

tproduced nor. sold 1n the agreed quant1t1es was’ that the
prlce set 1n Lagos was unrea11st1cally hlgh g1ven the

,Vpreva1l1ng market cond1t10ns‘~ﬂg,tbermore. 011 execut1Ves :

------------------

311The New York T1mes, August 11 1980 P D1.
3’2Ib1d ~ :
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contended that each partner in the production vepture was

: -
~r'e‘sponsible for marketing its own share, that the NNPC
flapsed in 1ts marketing efforts, and that the oil companies

.were unfairly, penalized for the ineptitude of the NNPC. 3‘3“

The feud between the government and the oil companles jt
not only affected American investment in the Nigerian oil ‘7%
industry ln 1980 it also raised questions concerning the X

1mpact that sour1ng relat1oq€ might have on' the domestic
‘~.market 1n the United States The oil compan1es wene also
| ﬁmlndful of‘the threat of nat1onal1zatjon. They were not
“oblivious of-the'take-over-of the Britisthetroleum by the .
Nigerian go;ernment in August ‘1979 on charges that B. P had
‘sold N1ger1a? oil to South Afrlca. Some 011 exeoutlves,

b understandany; feared that- the1r operatlons :n nger1a
might be affected 1f ‘the d1spute between government ang
1ndustry was not am1cably resotved However although the
squabbllng had a negatlve 1mpact*bn fore1gn 1nvestment in ' i

f1980 it d1d nothIng to reddce N1ger1a s dependence on the
f';co Qperat1on of gore1gn 1nteres;s 1n such fwelds as“’r
‘»petroleum extract1on and ref1n¢ng*_16mother words the fear
.ufagat1onallzat1on d1d not mater1a11ze If 1980 was a bad
.year for American 1nvestment 1n N1ger1a s economy. there was -
wfia remarkable 1ncrease 1n 1nvestment dur1ng the 1881 1982
ﬁper1od the u. S investment 1ncreased from $219 m1ll1on 1n
1981 to $492 qnlhon 7n 1988.v But on. the ‘who'e, the 1982

tota} was st111 less than the $535 m1111on recorded for

--—---‘--.d-——fd;—:-'— . \' . . I BN . P

o ,a_'t,a'lbid' / o o e :
LS . L . "

%
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1975.
It could be stated that the U.S. economic stake is

clearly on access to Nigerian oil. American investment in

this sector is not on]y of vital importance, it also serves

a political function of the f1rst magn1tude the retentioﬁ

S

£

of the preva111ng mode of product1on which in turn ensures
the perpetuation of commercial, financial, and industrial
relationships in which Americad and Western capital
predominate.‘Nevertﬁelesé{ U.S investmentAinrNigeria has its
positive effects at least from the Nigerian goyernhent’s
perspective. Along with investments from other chntrieSg
American investment has helped to boost local manufacturing,
assisted in effective transfer of technology, and promoted
training programmes to back Qp N}geria’s indigenization
policies. 314 | -

Yet-&ﬁgerian-American re]ations are not determined
solely by America’'s economic stake jh Nigeria. Nor does u.sS.
investment and_depeqdence.on Nigerian_oi] imply agilNigerjan‘
_in?luence“overeAmeriea'sVAfr%can poTicy.'Some potential sz;
fleverage certaihly'existe-as~Nfgeria'is’the dominaht |
economic - force of 1ndependent Africa and second }argest

suppl1er of 011 ‘to the Un1ted States -Gordon Bentol1n has
‘contended that the weakness of any dlrect link between,

pol1t1ca1 and economic relat1ons makes it unl1kely that the

‘Unwted States ould actually be forced to. change its

3“‘Henr'y L. Bretton, Direct Fore1gn Investment 1n Africa:

Its Political Purpose and Functlon in Patron Client o

 Relations" iMorr1stown N d Genera Learning Press, 1976),%"
PP 17~35 4 - o A :
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'poéition in a direct confrdntation, unless‘thevAfrican
(Nigerian) effort coincided with another Arab oi)
‘embar‘go“.3‘5 It is, however,\?rgued that even if Nigeria
could ‘influence the U.S. in thfs way, it is hardly likely
that it would actually turn off its oil. Givenvig§ ambitious

development plans, whfich are going to be difffcult to

aéhieve in any case, Nigeria can i1l afford to forgo its

7

ma jor source of revenue.

Conclusion | | L;‘ : [

The actual policies of the Carter administration fell
X

far shOft of"Mrv Carter’s originé] promise of a "crusadg for
black majority Eu]e“ in South Africa, a‘bhrase that had-
ra$séd‘fhe‘hope in Nigeria for a new chapter in
American-African relations.3'¢ Even if attenfion is focused

on the administratidn’s-policy objectives rather than the

~, ©

crusading element in Carter’s original position, one is
still left with the impression that the ‘administration was
apparently at a 1055 éslto'whaf to do in order to achieve

its po]icy,objecf?ves; nogably:-(1) nprmalizatién'of

315]bid. "The weakness of any direct 'linkages-between .
‘political and economic relations was demonstrated by the,
attitudes of both ‘the United "States and Nigeria during the
_Angolan civil war. With'the United and Nigeria suppor ting
opposed factions in that struggle, political relations .

became strained. Yet th active role of American'businessmen«;""’

~ in Nigeria and the flof of Nigerian oil to the United States
- continued unabated. Neither country’ s political behavior was
-constrained by economic relationship, and business was S
‘unhindered by the political chill". = . ’ g
g Contemporary. Archives, ‘October 8, 1976, P.

$16Keesin ,
v%ZQ. ;- John Darton, "Carters Election is Raising Hopes in
lac v ' ' ' . .

frica", -P. 4.
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!

relations with Angola, (2) moving towards a peaceful and

| progressive transfoimation of South Africa towards a
multi-racial democracy, (3) recognttion and encouragement of
African nationelism. (4) forging a coalition of moderate
black leaders in order to eli%ﬁnate the Soviet-Cuban
presence trom,the continent, {5) fostering a peaceful,
orosperous, and strong Africa.

Looking back at the adm1n1strat1on 's African po]1cy. it
is fair tdbsay that, except in Z1mbabwe. the Un1ted States
had failed to ach1eve 1ts-ﬁ911cy obJect1ves on the contlnent
"dur1ng the late 19703 For example the Carter |
administration had failed to restore d1plomat1c relations
with Angola; and from the Nigerian po1nt of view, the
‘administration was indecisive with regard to apertheid and
ma jority rule in SouthpAfhica. The Nﬁgerian leaders were -
understandably disappointed with the actual po]ici;s of the -
‘ administration_bedause the much talked about new aoproach.to
African prob]ems. especially during the ear1y days of the
adm1n1strat1on “d1d not mater1allze At the end of the '
adm1n1strat1on s term of office in 1980 _the Cuban troobs
were st1ll 1n Ango]a and the Amerlcan percept1on of the

Sov1et Cuban threat was no less apparent than it was dur1ng

the Ford adm1nistrat1on MaJor1ty rule in South Africa was -

“b"out of theequestlon, so was’ ‘the hoﬁe of peaceful

'transformatlon of South Africa towards a mult1 racial ~
democracy Although the Nam1blan 1ndependence negot1at1ons}

contmued to pe st_alemated, the a,dm_lmstr'vatton d.id\ not put
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forward an acceptable alternative proposal for dealing with
the problem. As- a result; the Namibian issue, like the
problem of majority rule in South'Africa and. the recognition

of Angola, had become the weakest'pOint in the

.administration's approach to Africa: These issues, or the

administration’s failure to achieve its objectives, qutte

clearly demonstrated not only the limits of American

Adiplomacy under Carter but also the gap between image and

performance

»

" The shift in the Carter adm1n1strat1on s African pol1cy

, dur1ng the 1979 1980 period was prompted by internal and

externa] factors. On the external d1mens1on was the-
Soviet-Cuban 1nvolvement in Ethiopia, the se1z1ng of U.S.
embassy offlctals by Iranian revolut1onar1es in November
1979, and the December 1978 Sov1et 1nvaston of Afghan1stan
On the internal dimension was President Carter S. rap1d1y )
deteriorating popular1ty at home 1n,the late 1970'Q havtng )

lost what Walter Lafeber described as "the small consensus

to govern that he (Carter) had earl1er enjoyed. “3’7 These

factqrs had enormous 1mpl1cat1ons for the Carter

nadm1n1strat1on they helped the adm1n1strat1on along the

'Jm

road to a more expl1c1t or tougher pos1t1on on, conta1nment'

and a fore1gn pol1cy pos1t1on backed by a new re11ance on

_mllltary force - a more v1gorous response to Soviet m1]1tary 5

§L1ld up This was ev1dent in the adm1nlstrat1on s m1l1tary

¥

= the Carter Admlnistrat1on”, iglomat1c Hlstorx Vol. 8,
1 Winter 1984 PP. 1-12. .- _ .

L®
v "

{i-walter Lafeber.,"From Confus1on to Cold War The_Memoth ;
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budget: within six months of the events in Afghanistan and
Iran, the projected five-year military spending increased
from $800 billion to $1.25 trillion.318"

But the events of the 1979-1980 period and the shift in
u. S‘ policy did not resolve the prob]em«confronting
 America’s African policy, notably, the question whether the
s1tuat1on in Angola and Zimbabwe for that matter could be
classified‘echUSively as African or global problem; or
whether Zimbabwe could be seen as an East-West problem at
'al]. Although Z1mbabwe was a potent1a] target for Soviet
intervention, 1f was not an exp11c1t1y East West problem
since the Soviet Un1on was not as extens1vely 1nvolved fn
' Zimbabwe as was the case in Angola:‘Ye ", “the domrnant view
in the Carter“administration was that the crisis in Zimbabwe B
h was part and parcel of the East- West struggle. The | C 4_ N ..t
adm1n1strat1on S motlve for supportlng maJor1ty rule or the |
f1ght for human rlghts, then was to deny the SOV1et Un10n

the opportunlty of explo1t1ng the 51tuat1on to 1ts own

'advantagg As a result, as far as the def1n1t1on of Afr1can

£
X confl1ct as an East- West struggle goes. the Carter . 3
‘adm1n1strat1on had few d1fferences Qf substanqe with .
Nixon- Ford K1ssinger p011c1es "_" f ; S T LR

The contwnu1t1es in pol1cy substance between Carter ‘and

Q

'prev1ous admlnlstratlons were remarkable For examp1e, apartf‘j

4'1fr0m the. def1n1t1on of African 1ssues. the extenSIQn of

lAmer1can economgc ald to Afr1can coutrles was.in’ l1ne w1th SRR

-—-—-—-"-d --------

”3551b1d sée also The Wash1ngton Post dune 26,: 1980 P
A3t -

. P . -
'I.‘ T + ° . . . . ! > ot
. - B . ' S R L L . R N ¥
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past tJ.ST pd]iCies. Aid to the drought-striken Sahelian
nations of Chad, The Gambia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger,
Senegal and Burkina Faso was a bra1n child.of the |
'Ford K1ss1nger administration.3'® The Carter adm1n1strat1on
even attempted to carry, to their logical conclusion,
elements of K1ss1nger s belated.conversion to the cause of
black liberation movements in Southern Atrica, while at the
‘same time supderting:the status quo in that region. Along

» wjth this was an almost desperate attempt by the ' V
administration to establish a distinctive identity through
ltts déthion to human~rights Human rights and morality,
although not a new phenomenon in American fore1gn pol1cy,
was seen by the administration. as a means of mod1fy1nga
Soviet behavior. Frdm the very beginningvof“the Carter’éra,
-human r1ghts was SImply a cont1nuat1bn of - American post war
strategy of contaInment Pres1dent Carter saw hls human

J
rights policy as a weapon in what he~descr1bed 5s the

peaceful struggle for 1nfluence "370 But since there-was no - f

obJect1on to cont1nU1ng K1sswnger s tact1c of w0rk1ng w1th
‘some commun1sts to contaln others, the human r1ghts issue,
»ias~the PreSIdent asserted was apparently ndt the direct
'cause of the adm1n1strat1on s failure 1n work1ng w1th the
Sov1ets on matters of common 1Qterest Hdwever, it d;d
create tensxon between the two countrles and rema1ned a

%tppintqof»contentﬂon in Soviet* Amerlcan re]atvdns.
Archives . June 11, 1976, P. 27778,
iFa1th Memo1rs:of a Pres1dent PP,

“*’320'1mmy Carter K ging
" .149 150
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The administration's adVOcate of human rights, then,
]1Ke its support for maJor1ty rule in Z1mbabwe and political
rapprochement .with Nigeria were not conceived outs1de the
' policy of containment. This is not to question President
Carter’s}personal belief in human rights. Carter apparent ly
wanted to.replace Soviet influence in Africa in his own way
based on‘his.values, but his administration was quite 4
conscious of the fact that the struggle for political rights
for‘blacks in,Zimbabme might create an opportunity for -
Soviet.interventton.32' To cgntain Communist influence in
| Afrlca 1n gener;] the administration was-convinced that
w1th the help of fr1endly countr1es such as Nigeria, it.
could rep]ace the Russians as supporters of African
nationalism thereby depr1v1ng the Sov1et Un1on of 1ts
1nstrument of penetratlon It 1s probably fa1r to say that
Carter had d1ff1cu1t1es translatlng hMs 1deal1sm or bel1ef
f1n human rights 1nto actual policies because of competing -
.pr1nc1p4es and va1ues coupled with economic and ideological
1nterests w1thrn his adm1n1stratlon and Congress For even

»:1f the Pres1dent ‘had ser1ously cons1dered pun1sh1ng South

Africa: for its violation of human rights by bann1ng Amer1can

trade and 1nvestment in that country - a policy pos1t1on_j;

-

-"favored by nger1a - h1s cr1tlcs in the House and Senate

L would have refused to give easy passage to any measure that

o {£1nteferred w1th Amerzca s econom1c relat1ons w1th South

‘ 32‘Pr1se,<U.Si?Eorei'n.Po}fci in Sub Sharan Afrlca Ngtidﬂéﬁ e

o -



I's

174

“Furthermore, the .growth of‘pro—South African lobby in
the United States durtng the late 19705 and increasing
support for South Africa within the U..-gE had served as a !
check on executive power; andtwas partially responsible for
the apparent shift. in Carter’s African policy during the
1979-1980 period. The emergence of these constraints show’
that Carter’s}values might not have been representative of
more general socletal values uhen it comes to‘apartheid and
bfack,rights. Part ot the reason‘being that by late 1970s
and early 1980s, the issues of apartheid and politlcal~

rights for‘pAacks'ln,South‘Africa were not well established
6 ‘ ' v

‘in the United States. As a result, the American. public could

not fully understand their implications'for U‘S' foreign
pol1cy But those lssues remalned a maJor factor 1n
N1ger1an-Amer1can relat1ons since the ‘Carter adm1n1stration,
in the face offsagglng pobularity at home, did not deve lop .
any new strategy of dealing with them. “

Consequently, 1t could be tentat1vely concluded that as
far as. Amerlcan approach . to African problems was’ concerned
there was no significant d1§§erence betWeen the Carter

adm1n1strat10n and its. predecessgrs That‘for the Carter

”adm1n1strat1on Afr1can problem was part Qf a global problem.

pred1cated on. East West struggle Ih1s had become more

:ev1dent dur1ng the 1979 1980 per1od as the adm1n1strat1on

eagerly and expl1c1tly embraced the\basqc prem1se

: iﬂestabl1shed by 1ts predecessors Thus the r1ght w1ng cr1t1cs
- of U S pollcy probably m1SJudged the case when they

"__...'.' - . ) . "“ . "
) R |
. 3
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contended that the Carter administration had %ailed to .

consider Africa in the\context of the United States:Soviet
competition. In actuailfact the administration’s objectiQe
relating to the fact that American policies must recognize Y
and encourage-African nationalism had oecope secondary to

4

consideratiors of East-West struggle and containment of

A}
&

communism in the African sub-system.32?

But despite the Carter adm1n1strat1on s fa11ure in
Angola, Nam1b1a.‘and South Africa, the 1ate-19705 marked_ thev
Go]den Age of N1ger1an Amér1can relat1ons because it was’

'ﬂdurtng this per1od that po]1t1ca1 rappTochement between ‘
Lagos and Washlngton created a common bond between the two .
“countr1es " This ena?led one observer to cohment that -
"Washington had deliberately chosen Nigeria"” as its "chief
African a]]y."323 But although theAadmintstration had:

. shrewd]y given Nigeria\the spotlight' beyond Zimbaowe
N1ger1a Amerlcan rapprochement’d1d not seem to have had much
u1mpact on the outcome of the struggle for political rights
for blacks 1n South Afr1ca and Nam1b1a The new pol1t1cal
sens1b1l1ty between Lagos and~Wash1ngton d1d not affect
Amer1can investment in South Afr1ca ‘despite the fear by
N1ger1an 1eaders that such 1nvestment was 1n1m1cal to.
“pol1t1bat reform in that country or that 1t m1ght actually

=

‘help to strengthen the aparthe1d reg1me The u. S. Senate

322Howe, "United States Pol1c¥jahrAfr1ca MPV 100 Kruas,
"Ame;lcan Foreign Pollcy in Afpica PP 97 100; Gadd1s,
Strategies of: Containment: A Critical Appraisal of Postwar
National ‘Security Policy, P. 346. [

_.;32’Langell1er.'“The Rise of N1ger1a P23, "f;f \;§\~Z/;\*/%fpg‘
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subcommtttee on Africa reached the same conclusion in a 19¢8

< B
report which stated that "the new effect" of American

investment "has been to‘strengthen the economy and military

‘ selﬁ-sutficiency of South Africa’s apartheid regime..” 324

Some connnentators also contended that the greater the

West s financial stake in South Africa~ the greater w1ll be

the Wes s commitment to maintaining apartheid 325 Desptte

its concern over Amertcals continued 1nvestment in South

Africa, Nigeria was no more successful in its efforts to

: _persuade the U.S. ‘government under Carter to limit-its

\1nvestment in ™hat country than it was dur1ng the

Ford Kissinger adm1nlstrat1on On the other hand becaUse of

s A

domest1c and external political cons1derat1ons, the Carter

i

admtntstratton appa?ently did not consider d1s1nvestment as

a viable option or one of the effect1ve ways of putt1ng

pressure oh-South Africa to reform‘aparthetd - an attitude

- 4

that further,dampened\Nigeria’s hope for change in America’s

L

African policy. Thus,vtn terms of_the Carter -

administration’s approach'toaSouth Africa, it was business

L3

its refusal to make any trans1tton towards a-more

',representat1ona1 government

N1ger1a s 1nab111ty to persuade the Carter

' adm1n1strat1on to adopt a more progress1ve Afrlcaﬁ pol1cy
was evldent durlng the Lagos Ant1 aparthe1d Conference in-

' August 1977 when Amertcan Ambassador Young, to the

- - -------—----—-

32‘Manchester Guardign Weeklx September 8 1985, . 15;

o s2s Ibid.

”as usual dgspt South Afrfpa’s record'othUman‘rights’or ‘

-

o

~
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dissatisfaction of the Nigerian delegation, flatly rejected

the.effigacy of arms struggle in African liberation. This

~ waS'épparently seen i Lagos as a direct U.S. denial of

suooobt for Nigeria’s oosition on the issue, at a time when

Nigeria needeéd it most. Lack of significant progress in the

~

S 11bera11on of Namibia and South Africa through arms strugg]e

1

_’a 3

havegved that without some form of externa] ,é(upport
N1ge

and other Afrlcan countr1es do not have the means
| A

_or pnpbab]y the will to carry arms strugg]e to its logical -

. conclus1on And without. arms struggle as some ngemans~
bel ieve, 1t is un]1KeTy that South.Afrlca will make any
_s1gn1f1cant pol1t1cal concess1ons to the maJor1E§,of its -

pbpulation

Neverthetess' .despite theseé weaknesses, it is probably '

L\

true to say that the establ1sﬂment of close t1es between
Lagos ahd Wash1ngto§ dur1ng the late 19705 had y1e1ded some
pos1t1ve results since " 1t he 1ped not only. to enhance “
N1ger1a s status in 1nternat1ona1 relat1ons but also

v prov1ded an opportun1ty for the exchange of" Views between

@

the two countr1es on regional. secur1ty matters”“Rather than

’ .Q

e reanforc1ng dependence on the United States lt enabled

| Nuger1a to move to a more 1ndependent pos1t1on 1n; i
Tnternat1onal relat1ons as ev1dent 1n11ts pol1cy towards

kAngola Furthermore. N1ger1a s close relat1onsﬁip w1th '

Washtngtoﬁadur1ng the Z1mbabwe cr1sxs. l1ke 1ts efforts at
»

med1atxon between Angola and. Za1re durtng the Shaba SEs .._;)'

confl1ct was a useful exposure to the art of confl1ct

S
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resolution at the international level - an exposure that had

AY
provided Nigerian diplomacy with an invaluable experience in

4big power politics. Thus Bach’s contention that one postive

_gain to Nigeria from this relationship was the recognition

of its.regjonal and international)status as first among
equals in Africa has more general validity than the
competing intrerpretation that Nigeria had already achieved

such recognition and did not need further -recognition by the

.p"

United States 326

LRFe

There is no doubt that cons1deratlons of East-West

struggle in the politics.of the African sub-system had.

. helped to conso]idate relations between”the two countries.

i i
1nfluenc1ng u. S policy on a1d to Nigeria dur1ng the Carter ‘f
LI .

per1od just as it d1d durihg the 1960s an& ear! y 19705 The

.mptlve behind U.S. b1}ateral aid was not only an attempt to -

estab11sh and ma1nta1n a capitalist economic system in a

resource r1ch country such as N1ger1a, it was also an effort
4 . ’ ' .

to tie Nigeria'economically to the United States.. Aid was ',

, also an instrument through wh1ch the- United States could

'help develop a stable pro- Weéstern commerce 1n N1ger1a

' ,Bxlateral -aid in the form of military tra1n1ng of N1ger1ans .

ta

7g1n the Unwted States further suggest the Carter

Un1ted States In this case ‘the adm1n1strat1on appeared to }}:' |

,f:administrat1on s attempt to t1e N1ger1a pol1t1cally to the

- have been even more successful than its: predecessors

-——-----—-----—---

326Bach, ""Nigerian- Amerlcan Relat1ons Converg1ng Interests

fand Power- Relations", PP. 38-39; Aklnyem1,l.
"“Nigerian-American Relations Re- exam1ned"»-P_. 110= 111

i
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IvV.

- The Reagan Administration: The Objectives

As Governor .of Cal1fo&h1a, Reagan is on record as.;

-Afr1ca is not the American des1re to ach1eve racxal equallty

‘or. elimination of 1nJust1ce based on race but rather the.

Un1on "The AfrICan preblem LLis a Russian Weapon a1;,wumHﬂ

IR

fpower struggle between the Un1ted States and the Sov1et Wﬁ;'

us” 327 In a 1978 synd1cated column Reagan referred.; Jyf”Hv

}”Sov1et determinat1on to have 1mpontant bases fon\strateglc

vrreaders of the Sov1et successes 1n Ango]ad Mozamb1que,

"Rhodesra (Zlmbabwe) and the Horn of Afrlca 328 ecause of

h1$ percept1on of Afr1can 1ssues as an. exten51o of ‘the -

BRI I I R e Ton My e SR I N

duly August 1980 PP 4-7..
3281b1d RS

" reasons and %or control of vi tay, resour‘ces, remmdmg h1= o

: 327R1chard Deutsch' "Reagan s African. Perspect1 /es" African,, 
'«,Regg t, vo 25 no~*4‘ o

*
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super-power struggie pure and simple, indications were that
- a Reagan adm1n1strat1on would not rely on African
nat10nal1sm as a barr1er agalnst communist ‘intervention.

- Some argued that .if the so-called Soviet”expansion
continued, the Reégan administration would not hesitate to

1 get involved in an arms race with the Soviet Union in

Africa. ' ' . ' ;

A After its inapguration in January 1981, the Reagan
.administration wanted to achieve the ffoll | jectives in
its policy towards Africa:
1. To promote peace and regional seeurity.
2. To support "proven friends"” and be known as reliable
partner in Afr1ca ‘
3. To ma1nta1n "open market" opportunities, access to Key
. resources, and contribute to expanding African and
rAmerican economies. | |
| 4. To eupport’negotiated solutions to prob]ens of Southern
Africa. | ' |
5.. To expand that group of nations whose development
: pol101es produce economic progess and which have
democratic. 1nst1tut1ons |
6. To help meet Africa’s human1tar1an needs and ba51c human

-libert1esw;n Keep1ng with both our pp1nc1ples and

interests.329

------------------

daz9Chester A. Crocker, “Strengthenlng u.s. Afrlcan
Relations", Department of State Bulletin, vol. 81 August
1981, PP, 57 58. - :

i
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Some elements of these obJectives such a8 "support for

negotiated solutions , concern for regional pedce, security,

and regional development have a It in common ith the

policy obJectives of the Carter administratio . But unliKe_
the Carter administration, the concept of m Jority rule 1n-
SoutrbAfrica is not' high on the_ list.of priority issues in
the Reagan administration. However, the Reagan -
administration does not consider Africa to be largely
inSignificant as‘\}s the case during the Nixon and Ford
:,1mhunistra®nons Fer the ear]y days of the administration
it was\obvious that, like the Carter administration,
. Reagan’s~hreoccupat19n with global super-power competition
"vor-Soviet-Cuban interventiore in the African sub-syStem‘wouid
‘énsurthis administration’s-attention to African issues.33°
In its regionai peace and security object'vesm‘the
Reagan administration emphasizes the fact that without a
'minimum of regional political order, American regional
interests such as economic humanitarian, and COmmerCial can
not be‘pursued. That w1thout politica]‘order, African states
‘will fail in their crucialdtasks of nation-buiiding and |
economic development. The administration believes that since
. Africa is an 1ntegral part of the wor 1d political system,
\the United States, as a world leader has a respon51bility
to help shape the strategic context that impinges on _.'
.;Africa.33"The administrttion’s rhetoric,concerning regional

e mmmmm—————- LN
330Rjchard Deutsch,'"Reagan\and»Africa Africa Report, vol.
1 .
R

- 26, no. 1, January-february,—~1981, PP. 4-8.
331Crocker, "Regional Strat for Southern African", P. 24.
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wyrity often stress America’s commitment to Tend

; :;_resourcesLAand diplomatic ability", to solve
not just tggﬂproblem of Namibia, but also to héqp address
the cycle of viclence wh1ch threatens the wh\\e reg1on 332
To the extent that the concern for reg1onal peace and
security is related to the East-West struggle. the Reagan

administrationfsees the Soviet Union as theé principal enemy

who is ready to fuel military solutions and explolt the

deep~rooted problems of Southern Africa. The_administrationu

sees the Soviet-Cuban and Eastern bloc intervention iin
African affairs and the presence of Cuban troops in Angola

as an attempt to’ underm1ne the pol1t1cal economic and ’

strategic 1nterests of the United-States.??? The U S., the.

adm1n1strat1on bel1eves must confront the 50v1et threat by..

i

ema1n1ng act1vely engaged in this geopollt1cally 1mp0rtant‘

region because fa1lure to do so can only lead -to he1ghtened,

lreg1onal tens1on polarlzatlon and Sov1et bacKed
adventurism. Accord1ng to Chester A. CrocKer, Assistant
Secretary of State for Afr1can Affa1rs, the stakes are too&
high and Amer ican 1nterests too great to turn away from* the
Soviet threat in Southern. Afr1ca 3ze u

The Reagan adm1n1strat10n started to lay the groundwork

for 1ts Afr1can policy by, suggest1ng that it would do .

“’bu51ness even with Afrlcan Marxist. peg1mes and l1ke the

Carter adm1n1$trat1on ‘press for a negot1ated deal on

- e e e e -

i32pfrica Regg ‘vol. 29 no. 5 September October, 1984,
P. 6. e
333Crocker, "Strengthen1ng U S Afr1can Relatlons p. 57.
_33‘Ib1d ' , L e .
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Namibia, Reagan’s realism was viewed with sKepticiém at home -

h Y

and abroad. Some commentators contended that if Reaéan
persistee oﬁ‘hoving poth ways on the continent, "it wi{l
nei ther appease conservative Americans nor befriend a wary
black Africa".335 The most cogent statement on the policy
choice \facing Reagan was made by the New York Times: "The
United States can embrace South Africa, or it can cohtinue
i™ the successful effortvto befriend black Africa:’It cahnot
~do both".336 Nigeria, which holds a positfon of cri%ﬁeal
importance on such issues as Namibia and'whose‘oi;uaed

inf luence epitomize”the'rea]politik argumentlfor‘close ties
with black Africa, was concerned that Reagan administration
_would‘drestftally revise America;s-African policy,‘wiﬁh é,
bias towards South Africa. In a stafement'during eh
African-American Cohferenee in Freetown Qn January 1981,
Akporode Clark, Nigeria's representative at the United
Nations referred to serious consequeheies,for | E
A?rfcan-American reiations»if the new Reaéan adhinistration
adopted policies eas1ng pressure on South Africa to g1ve ‘up
u»control of Namibia, or 1f it started supporting Sav1mb1 s
'UNITA forces f1ght;ng the Marxist government in Angola.
"Un1ted States backlng of Savimbi would be 11Ke waving a red
flag in the<face of Afr1ca»and wouTd' cause ser1eus,problems

in relafibns‘with the Unifed Statesr,." Clark said.337

N _———---—-----—--—-,

- 335The New York Times, Apr1] 3 <1981, P. A26.
336"Drifting Into An Africen Pbl1cy The New York Times
March 22, 1981, P. 18E. R o

. 337The New Ygrk Times , danuary 12, 1981, P. A12.
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In a more cautious tone Nigerian PreSident Shagar i
warned that Nigeria wi]u use every méans at “our disposal®
to fight "the evil system of apartheid in Southern Africa
and collusion and'enc0uragement of western,poﬁens.338 Asua
result, tHere is-an‘element of truth in Leon Nash’xf}'
assertion that the Reagan administration’s relations with
. Nigeria "has been strained by U.S. dealings w1th |
white ruled South Africa 338 The 1inchpin of Reagan s policy.
towards South Africa is constructive engagement , which 4
means using friendly encouragement rather than\confrontation
1n an effort to maKe Pretoria change its policy of |
apartheid “ '
. The degree to which Nigerian~American relations is’

o

affected by Reagan administration’s African ooiicies,'or the:
poiitics orithe African sub-system, can be fuiiy\appreciated
_through)an analySis of the Nigerian and American pOSitions
on such 1ssues as Angola, as well as South Africa
Angoia and Nigerian American Re]ations | _ _
. 1In early 1981, the Reagan administration was. faced with
the comp]ex problem of determining not only America’s V |
‘,relations With'Angoia. but. also what form}Nigerian-American;;
friendship should take.. Further complicating the problem was,,
. what William Raspberrx! writing in the Washington Post '
‘,described ‘as the _51ngie minded anti-communism of the
Reagan administration and the presence of Cuban troops 1n»r

'338T1e Washington Post March 21, 1981, P. Al2. .
339The Washington Post,. November,i3 1982‘ P. A12,

e
s
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Angola Y;i}Mr Reagan said during the Pres1dent1al campa1gn
in 1980 t he favored military assistance to donas , '
Savi'nbi,'lead'e\r of the UNITA forces that have refused to
accept theylegitimacy‘of the Marxistheninistogovernment‘of
Ango]a headed by the MPLA. When he assumed office, President
Reagan and then Secre&ary of State Haig were highly critical -
of the Angolan government and the presence of Cuban troops
1n that country, They had h1nted at the poss1b111ty of .
SUppOPtlng UNITA The administration had also asked Congress
to repeal the Clark<)mendment wh1ch proh1b1ts 00vert U 'S.
1ntervent1on in ‘Angola. In essence ‘support for UNITA was in
| Tine w1th the nemAReagan admlnlstcatton s view of Africa as
a place to blunt the Cuban and Sov1et ambition, and a place
where the great m1nera1 wealth of Central and Southern

: Afr1ca needed/to be " protected against for Amerwcan and
Western 1n;e§tment.58ut aid to the UNITA rebel forces was
"ttkefy fo generate major controversy ianashinggon\and
abroad. “ ‘
j A more delicate problem for the neW4administration was -
",how to handle support for UNITA w1thout upsetting relat1ons f

‘_w1th the conservat1ve government in N1ger1a This prob]em

was compounded by’a warn1ng from Senator desse Helms, an

‘a,1nfluent1al Repub11can conservatwve from North Carol1na,-

4

that the Un1ted States must not v1ew 1ts 1nterests in Afr1ca

. f» ) >

/through N1ger1an eyes" meaning ‘that he wantélghmer1can E

strateg1c 1nterests. as he. perce1ved them, to oome before

. 340The Wash1ng_9n Post Fkiday; Feerary‘27; 1981; P. i5. .

e
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friendlier, attitude towards Nigeria.®*! Such view is derived
from the prem1se that the Carter adm1n1strat1on .in general,
sought better relatlons with Nigeria by try1ng to help sdlve
> problems that the N1ger1ans and other Afrtcans, thought
were lmportant even though they m1ght not have been of major

S cvnoern"TH€BCarter administration, it is argued,

tqit 1f the United States could help, the African

" gl ates that have Cuban and Sovxet backlng would be less
'dependent.;h.them and more likely in time to ask them to
leave Dur1ng Reagan’s f]rst term State Department
.spec1a11sts asserted however. that the Reagan |

.admlnlstrat1on had indeed turned the Carter strategy "on its
head"'at'least phitosophicallv “Reagan’s starting point, .the

'-~off1c1a]s clalmed was' to view Afr1ca first initerms of‘

- Amer ican strateglc interests.342 Another view ‘is that Helms
warn1ng ep1tom1zed the struggle between the conservattves
and_"moderates in the new Reagan adm1n1strat1on to shape

éwhat woqu eventually become u.s. pol1cy towards Argola and

'-'Afr1ca in- genera] 343 |
‘ Nevertheless on March 19 1981 the adm1n1strat1on

’:asked Congress to 1ift its ban on all aid to ant1 government

e e e e e e n e e - --—--

~ 341The Wash1ngton Post March 6 1981 'P. A3
L342Tphid.
343HeIms was part1cu1ar1y—concerned with the appo1ntment of
Chester A. Crocker, a so-ca}led moderate, as the new
Assistant Secretary of State for Africa. Presidential a1ds
< admitted ‘the Senator’s concern was a factor that held up .
Crocker’'s official nomination unttf’early March 1981. The .
- ultra-conservative Republicans, among whom was Helms, were
probably ‘convinced that Crocker would look at Africa through ‘
. " "Nigerian eyes" or try to resurrect Carter s strategy Whlch .
jﬂdr1ght wlng Republ1cans had discredlted o o




“a v

o

187

forces in Angola. Theqrequest was made by Under-Secretary of
étate William Buckley. when he presented the U.S. military
expenditure budget toithe fqreign affatrs committee of the
Congress. Buckley said that the Clank Amendment, which came
into effect in 1976 after the U.S. had helped the foroes of.
UNITA in the civil war in Angola, constltuted "a unique and' -
unusually all encompass1ng restriction on U.S. pol1cy
options towards an 1nd1v1dualvnatton 344 A State Department

spokesman later stated that because the U.S. had-not

recognized the Marxist regime that won the civil war in

J Angotla, it did not consider the regime a government.345 Uu.s.

policy'under Reagan,\no doubt, continued to portray UNITAJas

a "legitimate potitical force” in'Aqgola, as evident in

Savimbi's visit to Washington in 1981 and the reception

‘accorded‘him by top officials of,the admipistﬁgtion. Thus,

for a while, the U.S. had moved Fromtnon-recognition of the

ﬁPLA under Carter to outr1ght support for Savimbi’s attempt
to overthrow the MPLA government by force dur1ng the Reagan~*

adm1n1strat1on,“althoughxothdn(aspectstof U.S..Angolan

3poticyiremained exactly asgtheyﬂwere thrOughtout the Carter

adm1n1strat1on 34s
. ‘s - ‘ .
Indeed the Reagah adm1n1strat1on s perce1ved need to

counter Sov1et 1nfluence in Angola and 1ts demand for the
w1thdrawal of Cuban troops from that country posed a dllemma

for the nger1an government N1ger1a d1d not see its

-—-----‘-’—--------

::;?;rtca Research Bullet1n March 1- 31 1981,[P§ 6001.
i add

s4eThe Wash1ngto Post, February}27, 1981, P. Af5.
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interest served by a potentially disruptive super-power "y/“\
presence on African soil; yet to;ggsociate iteeif with the
American demand for Soviet—Qubaﬁﬁd?sengagement would offend -
other black Afr%can nations, and Africa's frajl sense of its
oWn independence. At a tagos news conference; the Nigerian
ViceiPresident Alex Ekwueme ooenly voiced oooosifion to
" American pollcy of 11nk1ng Cuban withdrawal from Angola with
efforts to- obta1n Nam1b1a s freedom from South Afrlcan
dom1nat1on.347 The geopo]1t1ca] logic behind the 11nkage was
stated as follows: "if the Cubane hgve not withdrawn from
Angola by the time Namibia becomes independent, the -Soviet
Union will extend its inrluenoe'to Windhoek, “the Namibian
capita];..Sinoe the Soviet sunported leader (Sam Nujoma) of
" the Soutn WeSt‘African Peoples'Organization.:.is based in
Angola“.353.But the Angolans claimed, and the Nigerian
leadership seemed to have agreed, that "the presence of
Cuban trooos is a sovereign and legiffmate act,by both -
coun$r1es and has nothing to do w1th the problem of
Namibia”. 349 nger1a refused to go along with the Amer ican
: eim oﬁ oreatlng a "sanitized" Angola that would 1mp11c1tly
11m1t Sov1et 1nfluence in that country

N1ger1an President Shagar1 cautioned. Reagan against
armlng the rebel forces.of_donas Savimbi, contending that
~such act would be in defﬁance not only of Kngola but of all

e

,Afr1ca 350; Furthermore Shagar1 said at a press conference

B I = R .

auE’,TL S
. 349West. West Afr1ca, February 15, 1982 P. 477 ! g
.:‘3501b1d - » ! : !



during a state visit to Britain in March 1981 'that': "if the
United States is w1ll1ng to support rebels in a sovereIQn

African nation, it would be extremely serious” _He"

‘cont1nued "I don’t bel1eve (the Reagan adm1n1strat1on) will. - -
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do . it becuause it would be very unw1se L3511 However ina " .

acautlous move Shagar1 sa1d he realized that Washlngton was
still studying the s1tuat1on and we can glve them the |
benefit of the doubt until’ we see exaotly what they are

= ‘ . l".[\

.going to do

A few days after the end end of Shagar1 5 YlSlt to J[‘
Br1ta1n N1ger1an Fore1gn Minister, Ishaya Audu expressed
- the same caut1on w1th regard to U S pollcy when he sa1d |

that the Reagan admlnlstrat1on would JOJn forces to promote

change in Southern Afr1ca Comments by ther}an»leaders fell

" short of & threat to cut off. o1l shlpments to the Untted

7 F

States or take\ﬁver American o1l 1nterest 1n N1ger1a should
the Reagan adm1n1strat1on ln51st on arm1ng the UNITA o

N1ger1a had once before moved swiftly 1n suoh cases F f-

example, 1n August 1979J Njger1a natwonal1zed Br1tlsh

Petroleum s $150 m1llton "hare in, a, Jo1nt venture when L
Sabeiacarkn

h,Br1ta1n appeared l1keJ¥5 .iltft sanctrons aga1hst the

.1nter1m government rn;Rhodes1a (Ztmbabwe) There were no ;:fu.

"such unpleasant ¢onsequences for U S 1nterests as a result

A

, 351The washington Post March 21 1981 P ﬁl2 oL
- 352R5chard Deutsch, 'Reagan s Unruly Rev1ew Afr1ca Report
“wvol. 26 ﬂO 3 PP 23 26‘ » . _

e’
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'»hlexaco Ashland o1l Mobll Oil the deland Bank. and Chase

, _Manhattan rece1ved no threat whatever 353

| ' SeVeral factors were respons1ble for. nger1a s caut1ous

»vf;react1on to the new Reagan adm1n1strat1on s attltude tOWardS .
‘»Angola Farst theAnew adm1n1strat1on l1Ke 1ts predecessbr

[‘3Ad1d acknowledge the tmportance of N]ger1a as the most ‘

;jpopulous Afrlean state member of. OPEC and one’ of theb

'leadlng states of the Third World - As Amer1ca s Afr1can -

D ';pol1cy began to evolve during Reagan s, f1rst tenm, N1ger1a

’ ¢:Was 1ncreas1ngly seen as a potent1al aﬁly in the nght
Aiaga1nst commun1sm 1n the Afrlcan st system The 1nfant‘o-\
?Rdemocracy in nger1a modeled on that of the United States,
f'-was of SIgnﬁf1cant 1nterest to the Reagan adm1nlstra€1on b
gSecond the two countrxes had a lot 1n common both were ..
'.under conservat1ve admtnlstrat1ons with a common d1sl1ke of,VM

; Colonel Gaddaf1 s act1v1ties and a des1re for pol1t1cal

stab1l1ty 1n Afr1ca and the M1ddle East Consequently,

N1ger1a s susp1c1ons and anx1et1es about Reagan s approachf:vn,'

.#g;to Angola were played 1n a low Key 35‘.‘ |

.i_‘ Pres1dent Shagar1 s w1ll1ngness to give the Reagan _f
"admtnwstrat1on'"the benef1t of the doubt“ d1d not; howeverf-j
Thichange N1geria s percept1on of 1ts role in Angola in B

'part1cular, and Afr1ca 1n general ngerlan leaders‘njf *

-;fervently bel1eve that N1ger1a s vocatlon 1s to lead Afr1call:,t

{ mee - - . - - -

,/-353The New York Eiffs. danuary 1, 1934 P, 10, Gulf il
“ holds 40 per cent of a joint venture w1th ‘the' Nigerian. -
/.. National Petroleum Corporation (NNPC) that in 1981 produced
390,000 barrels of oil a day. . e

/.- 354Dayid Anderson, 'America in’ Afr1ca, 1981"' oretgﬂ
© ' Affairs, vol. 60, no. 3, PP. 658-685. .. .
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. ! c- . .
Some see their country’s place in the ipternational caucus

of "middle powers" such as Argentina, BraZil, and‘Mexico, or
5s a country with a larger mandate'in internationa] arena.
o Bn1efly summar121ng Nigeria’'s foreign po)1c$-dur1ng his

'Sctober 1, 1983, speech to the na(1dﬁ President Shagar1

-

'sald

our special comm1tment to Africa as a centre piece
of our foreign policy will continue. The struggle
for . the achievement of freedom for all the oppressed
peop]?¢1n Africa will continue to attract our
.. sympathy and support. Nigeria will try to encourage
'~ other African countries to emulate our democratic
.exper iment and learn from our democratic exper1ence
" No sacrifice will be considered too great in the
.. achievement of a real freedom and democracy in
- i) Afr1ca 1355 ’
. jShagarl s foreign poltcy was criticized for being too
. vague.,too“conservativef and too*bureaucratic in dealing
_with African-issues Some observers contended that‘if Africa
'was the centreplege of. N1ger1an fore1gn policy, as the '
Fadm1n1strat1on claimed, then the_country should have adopted.;
a clearer stand on the Reagan administration’s idea of
']inking Namibian %hdependence with removal of Cuban troops

1i:\\'from Angola St111 others ma1nta1ned that any back s11d1ng

such as the Shagar1 1eadersh1p wanted to do would mere]y 3
| encourage further South African 1ntrans1gence and. Amer1can
»befuddlwng“ 356 Gloomy references were made to the 1ow key
style of qu1et d1plomacy ev1dent in the Shagar1;s

"“l;adm1nistration There was also some nostalg1a for act1on

'¥ssswest Africa, Dctober 10, 1983 P 2350
356West A=r*ca, February 6 1984 P. 267
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anOtheerigerian.leader, Murtala Mohammed, during )

r N .
. . - : 3 - : o ) a . ( . -
Nigerian-American confrentation over the recognition of the .
! i . . .\

MPLA" 357 ' | | 3 . - o

Such comparison was unwarranted begausé Mohammed '
\‘,?“ -,

belonged to a different era in Nigerian-American'relations -
a period'thatawas lacking in overall understanding between
the~two countries on-major African issues. Aftervthe “
'roverthrow of the Sh@garl adm1n1strat1on and " the assumpt1on -
of power Py Major- General Buhar1 the new head of state was’
i quick to 1nd1cate that indeed certain thlngs had changed
since late 1975 and early 1976 when Nigeria recognized the .
MPLA oVer,Amertcan opposition, pub]icﬁy rebuked Amer ican
Presfdent'Gerald‘Ford and'declared his Secrbtary of State
K1ss1nger unwe Icome 1n Lagos 358 Although Buhar1 d1d not say
which cond1t1ons had changed one could on]y 1nfer that he
meant,(1) the emergence Qf pol1t1cs of accommodat1on between
Nigeria and the United States on Angola; (2) the dwindTingr«_"
revenues from Nigerian 011 (3) the weak pos1t10n of oil
producers v1s a- v;s oil: consumers 1n the early 19805 and
. (4) the down turn in N1ger1an economy . h
E'South Africa and N1gerfz American Relations "l‘ o /s. ”
““ The South Afr1can regine has been termed total1tar1an '
?'dby some . observers. author1tar1an or ol1garch1c by others u.*j;"
hther1ans,Fabove,a]1 cons1der the reglme to be rac1st and

S

4

.ssvyggw”Afr-ca October 10, 1983, /P 2350
-358West Africa, February 6, 1984, P. 266
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therefore:unacceptable,359 Opponents of the strategy of
~ constructive engagement insist that Reagan’s policy has
neutral1zed N1ger1an American co- operat1on on the sensitive

1ssues of human r1ghts and self- determ1nat1on in South

Afr1ca nger1an o§f1c1als see the so-called constructive t

‘gngagement as. a substantial and tactical shift from the

-Sthhern Nfriqan policiesrof_the'Carter administration. As

- one offgc1al put it, “the South\Afrioan attitude of renewed
1ntransmgence comes from the r1ght1st stance of the United
States pr the Un1ted State§a1s less sensitive to Africa. .
Afr1ca feels dlsappo1nted" 360 Because N1ger1ans see
themselves as play1ng an act1ve or“predom1nant°role in ‘

j Afr1canvaffa1ps they feel deeply about issues of ra¢1al
1nJusthe 1n Souih Africa and 1ndependence of Nam1b1a )
N1ger1a S pos1t1on is based o the prem1se¢that unless there

& \§'a fundamgntal changé 1n South Afr1ca‘th(ough ahe
recognxtyon of the r1ghtq€f the moze thah 20 m1ll1on blacks

. to part1c1pate fully and equally in the_ pol1t1cal and.
econom1c processes in that country, there is a serious .
danger of a catastroph1c raclal confl1ct that w1ll have

ser ious ram1f1cat1ons throughout the world.361"

P e L e R S e R

3s8paniel C. Bach “ngerlan Amer1can Relat1ons Converging ¢
Interests and Rower Relations", in JTimothy M. Shaw and -4

OTajide Aluko, (ed.) Nigerian Foreig Policy: Alternative
Percet1ons and Pro'ectlong,lLondon ‘Mcmillan Press, 1983},

360y S Congress.-House Report of a Congress1onal Study -
Mission, ‘Africa:® 0bservat1ons on the_ Imgact of American
-Fore] gg_Pol1cy.and Deve.lopment Programs in Six African
Countries, Committee on Fore1gn Affairs, House, ‘§7th
Congress 2nd Session, 1982, PP.50-64.7

361UN Q!_;ggmcle, Spec1al Supplement March 1984 P. 30*
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For the Nigerian leadership, the issue of black rights
in the South can not be divorced from the political rights
of blacks in South African controlled Namibia. Nigeria's
" position on the Namibian question is consistent with its

South African policy and the view that (1) South African

occupation of Namibia is a wrongful act, and a challenge to

i

international law,v(2) South African occupation of Namibia

is a colonial policy which constitutes a denial of the

<

rights of self-determination, and that (3) the coptinued
occupation is depleting Namibia’s natural resources.36?
Since the strategy of constructive engagemeht has
providéd no solutions to ®+«ther the Namibian question of
‘i§sues of human right§ -in South Africa, the prevéﬁ]ing
attituqe in Lagos seems to be that there is no differéhce
bétweéh Reagan’s policy and mere colTaboration Qith the
‘arcbiﬁeéts of apérthe{d. Hence, the prospgots of_clbser‘

Nigerian-American redations will be evaluated in terms of
official Ameriqén po]icy;tbwards Southetn Africa. Nigeria

-rejects'construétivé engag%ment because it-is not a balanced
policy; for within'its framewbrk, there has been increased

U.S. diplomatic, political, econpmic and military
co-opération with Pretoria.363 i

_______ et m e ‘
362For the legal cdse of Namibia’'s independence see Julio
Faundez, ."What Use is ‘International Law?", West Africa,

- November 19, 1984, PP. 2315-23+6. : :

363UN Chronicle, Special Supplement, March 1984, P. 30. As
Mohammed Bello, Nigerian representative at the United -
Nations, put-it, "at\the United Nations, the United States’
- would not even permit condemnation of racist South Africa ' -
for its invasion and continued occupation of Angola".

>
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» Some American observers do ténd to agree that:

1. American policy towards South Africa is a test of ;.“ N
Emerica’s moral credibility.

2.7 That although the U.S. must have a working refationéhip‘
with the regime.in Preioria, it must appear not to like
“the system of apartheid.

3. That a slackening of America’s sentiment for its Sowth
African ally would cost nothing in security for South
Africa or the U.S.; "but it will unslacken our
conscience” . 364

An editorial in The New Republic of October 31 1983, spoke

of South Africa’s occupation of Namibia ih defiance of

%nternational_]aw and political good Sense,‘as well as the

Botha regime’s adventure -in the neigboring countries of

(Botswéna, Angola) Lesotho and Mozambique.365 During its

first year in office, the ReaganradministratiOn was coming

under inc;easingly sharp criticism from Nigeria, and a

growing number of African countriés,‘that the U.S; was

try%ng to turn back the clock on independence of Namibia

" because of its supeorﬁ for the white-minority government in

50ufh Africa at the expense of black Africa. On April 1981,

for example, the.U.S. jdined other Western members of the

, Security CouncilvinQvetojng a resolution impOSing economic

sanctions agéinstASOUth‘Africa.355'Thé veto coupled with

constructlve engagement widened the gulf between the Reagan

- . e A -

364"Constructive Enragement”, The New Regubllc Dct er 31
1983, PP. 5-6. v

365 Ibid. :

366The New York T1mes. May 16, 1981, P. 7.
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4
administration and‘Nigériaﬁ;n thE_issue of Namibia.3f7 On
June 19} Nigeria and éther nétions beionging_to'the
@§ganization of African Unity unanimously endorsed a report
drafted by its Liberation Committee. The panel criticized
what it described as "overt and covert collusion of the
. United States, Brjtain,?Ffance. Canada‘andIWest
Germany...with South African racists".368
In a simi]gr vein, the Nigerians argue that since the
Reagan victory and the emergence of constructive engagemeqt
South Africa has launched a new campaign of bannings and
detentions, and has made reAewed efforts to destabilize the
neigboring nations in the sub-region. During a visit to
Nigeria by the U.S. congressioﬁ%l study mission in 1982,
\various Nigeriaﬁ officials informed the AﬁeriCan delegationr
that the ﬁew South African campaigh was due to.Reagan;s
polﬁcy of constructive engagehent and friendlier attitudes'
towards Pretoria.369 Nor were fhe Nigerians.pérticplarly
happy about thé South Afr?ﬁan Spr ingbok rugbyvfour of the
ited States dufing‘Reagan's-first‘term in office.
Uudging'ffom their rgaction‘to.thiﬁ policy, there is no

doubt that the Nigerians see the U.S.-government as having

Y

- s e e - -

s67peter Mueshihange, Foreigh Secretary of the South West
African Peoples, a guerilla group fighting to make
South-West Africa an independent nation of Namibia said,
however, that "in spite of Reagan, or even because of him,
the struggle will continue." New York Times, Friday, June
19, 1981, P. A7. S ‘ :
3681bid. | ’ ‘ ,
369Y,S, Congress, House, Report of the Congressional Study
‘Mission, Africa: Observations on .the Impact of American _
Foreign Policy and Development Programs in Six African . -
" Countries, PP. 50-61. , S ‘
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the econonmic and political means of bringing about racial
justice in South Africa; although there are limits to what
America can do directly. They believe that, as the world’'s
greatest power, the U.S. has fhe responsibility to be_
oonsistent with its own constitutional ideals of equality,
by ptaying an active role in resolvingvthe crisis in South
Africa. In a recent statement, the Nigerian Head of state,
Major-General'Muhammadu Ethari reiterated that the so-called
policy‘of constructive ehgagement has failed to oroviderany:
genuine solution to the Soufhern African problem. The
Nigerian leader indicated that the only constructive policy
. should be disengagement from South Africa and "the
impOsition of economic and military sanctions against the
racists".370 | o
~Even when the so-called "conservative consensus” was
evident between the Reagan administration and FhekNigeriao
‘goverhment of President Shagari, Reagan’s policy of |
'constroctive engagemeht raieevaigerian fears of a
Washington-Pretoria alliahce.35? The need for a better:

relationship between the two countries also featured
}

prominently in the Report of the Congress:onal Study MISSIon N

370African Research Bullet1n. vol 22 no. 1, February 15
1985, P. 7496. :

37'Col1n Legum, Africa Contemporary Record vyol. 14
1981-1982, P. - B513. Such alliance can.take several forms,
-one of wh1ch is an "All Ocean” naval alliance in which South

QTLAfr1ca would play a key role in the defense of the Cape

Route as suggested by Ray Cline, executive director of World
" Power Studies at Georgetown Un1vers1ty Centre for Strategic .
and International Studies. .An "All Ocean" naval alliance “
would -include Spain, Brazil, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan,
South Africa, Indonesia, South Korea and Mexico. South

African D1ge§t Apri1 18, 1980 P. 5.
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. to Six Africah Countries in 1982. First, tHe report
‘recognized that “there is a genuine desire” within Nigeria,
to s}rengthen N1ger1an Amer ican relat1ons concldaing tﬁat

ﬁthere is a.great concern” about the changing po]1c1es of
.'the‘United States, particularly with“respect to’ Seutﬁ Africa
\‘and Namibia.37? Second the report emphasized that Nigeria’s
percept1on that the United States ’has abandoned$1ts

- oppos1t10n to apartheid and its eémm1tment to Nam1blan v

independence cannot be allowed to grow or America's

ey

W,

interests in Nigeria and-the continent as a’whole can be
seriously jeopardized. "It is possible thattu;s. },

inveStment and trade in Nigeria, might be adversely

. e

'affected by an Amer1can failure in the Nam1b1an dlplomacy,

or by 1ncreased American accommodat1on to the aparthe1d

a

regime in South Africa".373
Third, the report recommended that in the political ~
arena, the U.S. should consult more closely with Nigerga on

key African issues. Given the role that Nigeria blays as a

’

"barometer” of African sentiment on iseueS'that'foect‘the
continent, jt-stated‘that‘greater conSuttation.withlkey_

. Nigerian officials could weill resUlt 1n‘U S. policies that

»better reflect Afrlcan sen51t1v1t1es. thereby 1mprov1ng the
prospects for greater support among black Afr1can natlons

for America’ s Afr1can pol101es 374_
372y,S. Congress, House, Repont of the Congress1onal Study'
Mission, Africa: Dbservat1ons on_the Impact on American '
Foreign Policy and deve lopment _ Prggrams in Six African
Countries, PP. 50-61. .
373]pid. ‘, | - | T

374]bid. P. 58. ’ S - ‘
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Finally, the feport étressed;that co-dperation between
Nigenia and the United States should be,enceuraged and
strengthened with respecte to tradehgnd agriculture. The
Joint Agricultural Consultative Committee‘(dACC). creatéd
dnring the Carter administration and continued under Reagan,
was meant to assist Nigeria in achieving its agricultural
deveiopment objectives by encouraging'UfS. private sector
investment in agriculture. It is now viewed as one of the +»
ma jor forms of NiQerian-American bilateral relations in the
ecohomic sphere. The JACC has led to the consolidation of
the 1ink between aid, trade and inveetment in |
N{gerian‘American relations; for American aid to Nigerian
aériculture had given rise to investments and contracts
worth over $37 million in U.S. goods and services in 1984.
Another $185 million in American peoducts and services is
expected_tovbe realized in the foreseeble future. But this
significanf’progress in the funcinnal areas of ‘trade and
agriculture is not followed by the development of an
e%fectiVe co-operation on policies. fowards Southern"Africa.
Such cp operat1on is necessary given Nigeria's anxieties
‘over constructlve engagement 375 On specicific issues
perta1n1ng to South Afr1ca and Namibia, Nigerian leaders
think it is. deswrable to harmon1ze the foreign pollc1es of

«N1ger1a and the Unlted States 316 However, the lack of
¢

co operatlon on the sens1t1ve issues of Southern Afr1ca is a

375“N1ger1a (3 Anx1et1es Over U.s. Policy", West Africa, dJduly
.27 1981, PP.. 1687-1688. _ L E :
376]1bid. s
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¥ ma jor prob]em in Nigerian-Americen relations. In the face of
'constructive engagement, such co-operation or harmonization
of policies is unlikely to materialize during Reagan
administration’s second term.

In sum, for Nigeria, the deepening racial turmoil,
mount ing evidence of pol1ce brutality and 1mpr1sonment of
ant1-aparthe1d demonstrators in South Afr1ca test1fy to the
fact that constructive engagement has not worked to promote'
1nterne] peace, secur1ty and racial harmony as ant1c1pated |
by its oroponents Instead the strategy of constructive
engagement is not only a matter of great concern in N1ger1a
it has, accord1ng to a recent statement by the former :
Nigerian head ofgstate, "encouraged the South Afrycan
government to-conclude that the world“betieves that its

' recent and dubijous const?tutional.changes mean genuine
progress’ ‘in solvfng its rac1al problems” .377 Such changes
coupled with the muchspubl1c1zed revision of the conjugal
laws (the repeal of the Mixed Marriages Act and Section 16
of the Innnrality Act) deflect attention from the real
‘issue: the den1a1 of-franch1se to the majority of ‘the -
populat1on in South Afrlca In its preEent forn,'the
strategy of construct1ve engagement is incapeble of

- recogn1z1ng the hard polltlcal fact that black South -

AfrT%ans,g1nclud1ng Asians and colbred mu@t be allowed true -

__-.---—---------__

37701usegun. ObasanJo, "Africa’'s: Needs Foreign. Policy, no.

'57, Winter .1984-85, PP. 80-91; for.the various options open
~ te U.S. policy- makers see "Opt1ons for U.S. Policy Toward
i Africa", Foreign Policy and Defense Review, vol.1, no." 1,
i 1979 The whole volume is devoted to policy opt1ons ‘

"g.
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participation in their sgciety before any meaningfql change
can occur.

Since there is littTe likelihood of a major change in
U.S; policy towards South Africa under the present
i Republican administration American relations Qith that
country Will continue to be seen in Nigeria as constituting
a serious obstacle to the development of a more profitable
Nigerian-American relations,klhe mood in Lagos is that South
Africa’s intransigence has only heen made possible by the
moral, financial and diplomatic support of the United
States. Indeed, America’s dilemma‘is how to pursue the
strategy of consfructive engagement Without JeopardiZing its
relations with Nigeria, and its credibility in black Africa

ey

as a whble.

Top Level Exchange: Visits .
In response to Nigeria s criticism of Reagan
administration s tilt towards South Africa, the\State
Department QUicKly invited Nigerian Foreign Minister, Ishaya
Audu, to Washington in March 1981 for talks with Secretary
Haig and- the ASSistant Secretary of State for African ;Q
Affairs, Chester Crocker Audu emerged from the three- hodr
meeting conVinced that the: United States and Nigeria would
co- operate in promoting racial change in South Africa,. ‘

adding that Nigeria was waiting for the Reagan

N administration to act 378 The ViSit by the Nigerian Foreign

____________ U
f375R1Chan Deutsch, "Reagan s Unruly Review", Africa Report
" vol. 26. no. 3, May dune. 1981 PP. 23- 26 '

-
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Minister was followed by C:ocker’s.visit to Lagos in April
1981. Crocker’s visit was mainly about American diplomacy in
Southern Africa, especially the Namibian issue. But his more
conservative views constrasted sharply with those. of
Congressman Howard Wo]pe who visited Lagos in August,
anxious that Reagan’s policy of constructive epgagement with
South Africa would not disturb profitable bitateral
reiationstith Nigeria. R

In September 1981, Nigertan Vice—President Alex Ekwueme
met his American counterpart in Wash1ngton for talks on C
bilateral co-operation. Dur1ng the meeting, American
Vice-President George Bush singled out health care and
technical teacher training as the two areas that might yielo
agreements He also expected progress on-a bilateral trade
agreement, —a tax treaty and ways of "promoting N1ger1an
1nvestment opportun1t1es and 1mprovement in general ‘business
climate."379 In add1t1on to the areas of co- operatidn noted
by Mr. Bush, Nigerian Vice-President Ekwueme indicated.tﬁatl

&

. . . ey, . . : AT
Nigeria was part1cularl§~1nterested in science and. ~§? V
Q hca .

technology, astwell as obta1n1ng a clear 1nd1catlon of th \%?
A ‘_.'% i
, Reagan adnq_istrat1on s pos1tlon with respect to Amer1can4 m~¢;;

: compan1es 1mport1ng liquefied natural gas (LPG) -on which tﬁe 9 ‘
‘1N1ger1an government had planned to spend N1.6 b1111on 0 At
a- luncheon hosted by the black communlty in Wash1ngton, Mr.

Ekwueme spoke on. the subJect of Nam1b1an 1ndependence and

l1berat1on of Southern er1ca as a whole. At another.

. —--—----—-_--—--—-

378West Africa, September 21, 1981, P.f2217.
, 38°N1 0 = US$0 87 in September 1981 .
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&uncheon arranged‘?n his honor by the American National
A]liance"of’Posta] and Federal Employees in Washinoton,
Ekwueme urged the black community in the United States to
bring the 'ause'ofhthe oppressed people of South Africa to
the attentton of the Reagan adm1n1strat1on On economic -
issues, he stated that the expert1se of the black.Americans ‘
wou ld be‘appreciated in the harness1ng of the abundant i
resources of Nigeria. He»told his audience that attempts to.
reach a sett1ement in‘Namibia were being frustrated because
 of succour and endouragement given to South‘Africa by those
who felt that their economtc and ideoTogica1 fnterests were
"being cared for by the aparthe1d reg1me 381 He did not say
- who the supporters of aparthe1d were but the 1mplicat1ons
were clear. However, the visit was regarded as a success. A
new agreement on Nigerian-American co-operation on health. -
and education was signed during'the“visit 382 v

Vlce Pres1dent Bush v1s1ted N1ger1a in November 1982
- Since there was no movement whatsoever on ach1ev3ng Nam1b1an »f
1ndependence, ‘the Nam1b1an quest1on had become the number
one 1ssue that dom1nated b1latera1 talks between N1ger1a and

~the: Un1ted States The obJect of Bush’s v1s1t was to address f‘

7th1s 1ssue. 383 In a joint communlque 1ssued 1n Lagos'%fter

| ‘an a]most two hour meet1ng between Mr. Bush’ and N1ger1an

’V1ce Pre51dent Ekwueme Bush was sa1d to have rev1ewed w1th

Ekwueme efforts to remove al] fore1gn tr00ps from Southern :

__--_—--—--.---—-----

38 tyest . Afrlca. September 21 1981 P 2160

| ::ﬁb‘id’ AR |
~383The ‘Washington Post, N emb 1 1 2 P 2
,::_55+_<g§ )ng n'qu,; ovember 3 98 A 5‘
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Afhica, a'clear reference to U.S. support for the removal of
Angolan-based Cuban troops as a precond1t1on for Nam1b1an
independence. Desplte the tatks, both countries remained
widely divided on their approaches foh"achieving o
ihdependence for the South African-admtnistered Namibia.. In
response to a reporter’s questionvafter the joint comﬁuhique
was issued, Bush and Ekwueme revealed the continued. ]
differences between their two governments on how best to
bring about po]itical change in Na@ihia and in the Southern
African governement s policy of aparthe1d 384 At a short |
';news conference Bush stated that: "There are some —
d1fferences that we ...faced up to very frankly."385 Ekwueme
cohtended that in contrast to U.S. policy, Nigerta "believes
in mahdatory‘(economic)5sanctions'because... that is the .
shortest way to get South Africa to reassess" and changefthe
apartheid system. However, there were clear‘ihdications that
Ekwueme wanted close ties with'the United States despite |
otfferences~OVer Southern Africa He stated “we would like
' American'po]icy to change...but we will cont1nue to hold a_
’d1alogue)w1th the United. States on Nam1b1a and Sou_thern_T \’

-'Afr1can 1ssues in general 3se However his‘demand'For

cveffect1ve act1on had little chance of success wh11e the

- - . e e e e -

384The Wash1ngton Po t November 14 1982 P" A16

85 ]bid. :
3861bid. -Ekwueme a]so ‘said that "South kfr1can 1ntran51gence

is not so .much concern for -the presence of. (Angolan based -

" Cuban) troops as a ruse to further delay the ‘independence of té

" Namibia and what the apartheid regime itself seems to admi t,
" the inevitable triumph of the South West. Afrlcan Peoples.
Organization in any free and fair elect1on .we have seen :
~ the South Afr1cans stall before ' , Coe
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United States and its Western European allies continued to
provide a diplomatic shieldifor South Africa at the United
Nations Although Reagan has frequently expressed abhorence
of the apartheid system Washington s sense of its strategic ,
interest far outweighs any conSideration of effective action
,.against the South African regime. Indeed, the Reagan
‘administration, 1ike the Carter administration before it,
‘trecognizes the strategic, economic, and political importance
of South Africa to the United States. The U.S. calculation
is apparently that the likelihbodvof change in South Africa
does not yet constitute an imperative.387
Unlike Carter, Reaéan‘has not yet visited Nigeria;
a]though he did meet with then Nigerian PreSident Shagari at
X the Cancun economic Summit in Mexico in November 2, 1981. In
_that brief meeting} the Nigerian President touched upon
black Africa’s concerns regarding Namibia and’Angola. But
this time it was the conflict in Chad that mattered.
According to then Secretary of State Alexander'Haig,’
President.Shagari}cohducted a ftour de 1'horizon", an
overview' of the sitUation‘in Africa and emphasized his
. grow1ng concern about efforts to destabilize ‘many of the
'regimes on the African continent 388 The diSCUSSion between
Reagan and Shagari centred on the continuing presence of the
Libyan forces in Chad and the need for the formation of an'

0. A: u. peacekeeping force to prov1de an’ incentive for ear]y

a

_ withdrawal- of those forces. The East West impiications of

--———-——---- Rl

387The New York Times November 18, 1982 P. AS. g B -
i3°°west Afr ica, November}2 1981 P. 2554 - t”\. S
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Libyan adventurism in Cﬁad webe obvious. As far as the
Reagan administration is concerned, Libya is a Soviet ally,
and as Chester Crocken said in a testimony before the U.S.
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "we recognize thaf
African nations need assistance against Gaddafi’s diplomaey
of subversion and support for.interna.tionalh.terr_‘orism".389
Nigeria, which borders Chad:nhas a potential interest in‘the
bilateFafgend muliilaferal aspects of u.s. policy towards
Libya. 380 Niéeria was also among the friendly nations
briefed by the United States aebut the evidence Washihgton

claimed to have had of Libyan assassination plots against

U,s. officials at home‘and abroad. 3" Itewai no- coincidence
then, that at the eve of the Cancun Summik on October 31,
1981, Nigerje pledged 2,000 troops, the ‘largest, contingent,
for peacekeeping in Chad, with logistical suppbrd from the
Reagen administration. On November 1, the afrivel of the |
"pan‘African" peacekeeping forces in Chad was ﬁdde public by
the 0.A.U. representative in that country:'On No;ember‘Z, |
President Weddeye of éhad'called for the withdrawal of the
Libyan troops. He was conf1dent~that Colonel Gaddaf1 would |
comply with his request. "We think the Libyans would pull’
outvwithoUt any'pfobfems .1 am conv1nced that Gaddafl would -
keep h1s words 392 True, L1bya d1d order the w1thdrawa1 of
1ts forces from Chad. The exchange between Reagan and

-_-_-—-_——-------—-

389The New York T1mes, August 16.11981 P. 23,

-380Don’ Oberdor fer, "“Haig, ‘Nigerian 0ff1c1al Dwscuss .

"~ “Peace-Keeping Force in Chad" The Washlngton Post, December"

11, 1981, P. A19 S _ e , .
33°‘Ib1d E ‘

‘39ZWest Africa November 9 1981,,P; 2677;
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.Shagari was so warm, and sd%cessful that Haig later

»dascrlbed lt as extremely cord1al and w1th remarkable

%preign Aid

ié; ﬂIn September 1981, tWo technical assistance accords
were/s1gned befween Nigeria and the Un1ted States one for
the tra1n<hg of6250 Nigerian techn1cal educators in the
1. Un1ted~States each year and the other proj1d1ng for |

progects in pub11cxhea]th stat1$t1cs educat1on food and

i

.,drugs as we]l as nurs1ng "and d1sease Control
‘ . Howeven, the pr1nc1paq mlsunderstand1ng An th1s area of
relat1ons between nger1a and the United ;tates dur1ng the

B early months of Reagan adm1nlstrat1on stemmed “from the ﬁ

‘-quest1on of nger1a s e11g1b111ty for American aid. The

.‘ISSue the adm1n1stratlon had to reso1ve was whether N1ger1a,
an 011 PlCh nat1on with a ta]entedrpopulat1on of of over 80
‘million and considerable natural resources could be |
'clas$1f1ed as a rich country or a nation with* large .

!

ewable

‘tf 3

uresources But as a member of the 0rgan1zat1on of 011

~growing population and rapidly. deplet1ng non-

bEquytlng Countr1es (OPEC), Nigeria is by U.S. law not —

'el1g1ble-for concess1ona1” as opposed to "re-imbursable
assastance 385 Re 1mbursable aid is g1ven only when the -

393West Africa November 2, 1981, P. 2554,
;;‘A;r1ga Rep: rt vol 26, ne. 6, November December, 1981
j'3°SDanny M Lelpzrger, “The Conce5510n311ty of Fore1gn

.,,'

-
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recipient can pay fullfdosps. For instance, re-imbursable
seﬁviées have been used to k1) train Nigerian Customs and
Immigation officers in the U.S., (2) fund visits to Nigeria
by)U.S. environmental experts, and (3} educate Nigerian
technicians at American community colleges.?g6 When Reagan
 came to power, the prevailing‘wieﬁ in Washington was that
Nigeria, with its oil and petro-doilars, should pay full
“costs,df whatever it wanted from the United States. [h 1983,
Princeton Lymaﬁ, Deputy Assigtant Secretary of State for
Afriéan Affainsﬁ could still argue that Nigeria, as an OPEC
member, was not qualified for “"conventional" aid programs.

' He, however, conceded that the administration had not yet

o

resolved the prbblem of dealing with the so-called middle
income countries like Nigeria. He also pointed out that

Nigeria did not need “broject aid" but rather it needed
assistance to meet balance of‘payment problems and tg buy

spare parts and fertilizer to rehabilitate existing

395 (cont’d) Assistance: Toward a Better Understanding of the
Concept”, Finance & Development, vol. 21, no. 1, March 1984,
PP. 44-46. My use of the term "concessional aidl in this
context is closely related to- Leipziger's understanding of
the concept when he writes: "to understand the definition of -
concessionality, consider that a $100 loan for ten years at
4 per cent interest is ‘worth’ almost $35 to:a borrower who
would. otherwise pay 15 per cent a year to borrow from the
market. Since the net value of repayments by the borrower
totals $65, the grant element benefit is $35; to the
borrower, the $100 loan is equivalent to a $35 grant and a
$65 loan." ' o . .
.396The Nigeriam government, whose indebtedness to u.s.
colleges and universities reached $10 million in 1981, had
arranged with the institutions concerned to pay its bills,
‘according to Carl Herrin, a spokesman for the National
Association for Foreign Student Affairs in Washington. The
Washington Post, February 3, 1984, P. B11; Ihe New York
Times, September 10, 1881, P. A13. o ‘
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industrial and agricultural programs.39%7

One is bound to agree with Aaron Segal that the rich
versus poor misunderstanding in determining Nigeria’'s
eligibility for U.S. aid was not unrelated to the huge U.S.
trade deficit with Niberié totalling over $9 billion in
1989.39B In Segal“s view, Reagén cuts in bilateral and
multilatéra] aid makes the prospects of working out a United
States-Nigerian understand{;b on flexible aid formula
un]1kely; Re-imbursable aid is not only inadequate, it is
- argued, it simply prevents Nigerians and Americans from
working together in many mutua1]y beneficial areas.?32?
However, the re-evaluatiqn of the aid package to Nigeria
during the Reagan adm{nistfétion is compéfable to earlier
skepticism over Nigeria's eligibility for certain types of
military related aid under the Carter administration.

There is also a'reharkable continuity in the nature_of
American aid to'Nigerian agriculture. The doint Agricultural
ConsUltative Committee (JACC) started during the Carter
admlnIStratlon has now developed to the point where several
u.s. compan1es have subm1tted project proposals. In 1882,

- Crocker told the Council on Foreign Relations thatvdACC
rebresented‘a major effort to bring'Aherican agrﬁbusinégs
skil]s to bear on Njgeriafs food problem - an indicattph
that fhe Reagan brogram of\promoting priVate'enterprise ‘

--—------------_--

397The Wall Street Journal, duly‘14 1983, P.30.
38haron Segal, "Uneasy Pa Partners", Africa Report, vol. 27,
‘ggglg, danuary February, 1982 PP 11- 16 ’

id.
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through aid is paying dividends in the Nigerian case.*°° The
JACC has led to the consolidation of the 1link between aid,
trade and investment in Niger ian-American relations;
‘Amerlcan aid to Nigerian agr1cu]ture has g1ven rise to
‘investments and contracts worth $37 million in U.$S. goods
and services in 1984. Another $185 million in American
products and services are expected to be realized in the
foreseeable future. Aid of this nature is often given to
further the donor’'s "national interest", and the JACC under
Carter and Reagan is no exemption. Aid can be given for a
number of purposes, including: strategic and defense
purposes;:pelitical and ideoldgica] puhposes;hand‘the
‘donor/s own economic end commerical interests sought through
expanded exports or new oppor tunities. for private

1nvestors 40t In Nigerian- Amer1can relations, the success of
JACC can be seen as a justification of the Carter and Reagan
administration”s belief in the fundamental tenet of ‘economic
l1bera11sm, that an expanding and open international economy'
is still the system that best promotes prosper1ty for the
United States. The continuatlonrof'dACC‘under the Reagan
administhation is corisistent with Reagén’s¢five-peint
strategy for global growth: o |

1. St1mu1at1ng \nternat1onat trade by opening up markets.
“2. Ta1lor1ng partfcular development strateg1es to

Lo RS
---------- tee o - - - -

TN | :
: ‘°°Susan Gllp1n,,"Redgap s Private hrust , Afrxca
_ Report, vol. 27, dJanuary<february, 1982, . 51-54.

E 4°‘Roger D. Hansen U.S. Forelgh Pol1cy and the Third WOrldf'
Agenda 1982 (New York: Praeger, 1982), PP.86-128.
. h ,

N
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individual countries and regions.

3. Guiding assistarice towards the development.:of
self-sustaining productive capacities, particularly io
food and energy.

4. Improving the climate for private investment and
transfer of teohnology that comes with such an
investment. |

5. Creating a political atmosphere in Which praotical
soJutioos can move forward.402 |

It should be noted that as a functional area of

Nigerian-American relations, aid, like trade, is closely

tied to the political and system-maintenance considerations

"of the United States, as evident in Reagan’s fivo-point

strategy for global growth.

Trade

If Nigerian-American relationship was characterized by
. signiricant progéss in the functional area of trade during
the Carter'administration, then the Reagan 1eadership}has
witnesoed the growth and.decliné in trade befw;en the two

countries. For example, U.S. exports to N1gerla declined

from a record high of §1, 523 milliorn in 1981 to $577 m1ll1on o

in 1984. Imports fell from $11. 1 billion in 1880 to $2.5
billion in 1984 (Table 5) In general a;serlous down-turo
in the Niger1an economy began in 1981. DUring that year,j%
N1gerxa»srbalance of trade pos1t1on,w1th the rest of’the

‘°ZG1lp1n, "Reagan [ Pr1vate Sector Thrust®, b;'51}

~—
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wor1d. also deteriorated significantly; oil income was $17
billion, but imports continued fb Iise to $24 billion - $10
billion for merchandise imborts and $6 billion for
‘services.*03
In early 1981, Nfgeria wasvfaced with growing problems

caused by a sharp reduction in_ité oil production due to the
glut.on the worid market. By August 13881, Nigerian oil ¢
production had dropped from an average of 2.2 million
barrels per day to 708,000 barrels pé{\day. The slide
cont inued into the following year. The\dpop in oil
préduction and a fall in price, caused by\aq excess supply .
of crude oil by both Saudi Arabia énd non-Da?C countries, |
had forced down Nigeria's OPEC production q/g/d-ta to about
650,000 barrels a day in the first half of{1982. Nigeria's
foreign reserves were reduced to $4.5 billhon and then to $3
billion which was hardly adequate to susta}h\mma months
imports.4°4 Consequently, the government was faéed with
serious budgetary problems as foreigh exchangé earnihgs réh'.
‘well below the cost of imboht;. | : |

| Things'started.to_improVe, for a short while at least,
,Whgh theanSt-West.sfruggle. and the politics of the African
sub-system of that strugg]é.*éalvaged Nigebiah oil -
production. Libya's aliéged»aésociation with the Soviet

) ' : Y

403pfrica South of the Sahara 1984-1985 (London: Europa
“Publications, 1984), PP. 666-671; United States Department

. of Interior, Minerals Yearbook 1983 (Washington, D.C.: U«S.
government Printing Office, 1982) PP. 567-570; West Africa, -
February 11, 1985, P, 274. -~ - .o 7 e
404y K. Onoh, The Nigerian Bil E

- Glut (New York: St. Martin's Press,
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Unien and Reagan’'s fear of Gaddafi led the U.S. to switch
its oil imports from Libya to Nigeria. It is Reagan
administration’s belief that under . the leadership of Colonel
Gaddafi, Libya has been transformed into a leading Third

Wor 1d arsenal of Soyiet-eupplied hardware, and;that Libyan
arms and eash are at the centre of a skillful nad sinister
campaign of subversion that has become: a major source of
-rAfrican‘instability.4°5 Thus the switch from Libyan‘to
Nigerian oil was an effective way of rallying Nigeria's
supportvfor Reagan’s attempt to fruStrate Soviet activities
which the administration perceived as.tnreatening American
interests (and the security of Africa) in every corfier of
thelcontinent. Like the Reagan adninistration, Nigeria was
also reacting to Libya’s ihterference in Chad and the
transfprmation of ijya’s,embassy in LaQOs into the

so- called»"People’s Bureau" To the extent that ngerla had
its own reason for disapproving of L1bya s act1v1t1es, the

- common interests of the essent1ally conservat1ve reg1mes -
Shagari's and Reagan’s - is thought to have seryed to revive
Nigeria’s oi} production and exports during the 1ater-part
of 1981 and ‘the first few months of 1982, Dur1ng this |
‘per1od N1ger1a s,cr1t1c1sm of Reagan adm1n1strat1on
pol1c1es-were m1ld and low Keyed There-were severa]
Cr1t1c1sms of N1ger1a s apparent pass1v1ty or its

unquest1onable acceptance of Amer1can pol1c1es dur1ng the

- +05Chester: Crocker..“Reglonal Strategy for Southern Afr1c
ggggztgent of State Bulletwn vol. 81, Dctober 1981 : :

/
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period under discussion. One such criticism cjaimed that
Shagar{’s de facto acceptance of American foreign policy had
made Nigeria virtualily a member of NATO.4°% It is argued
rthat Nigeriaﬂs ability to put the Reagan administration
under: presssure, on several African issues, was constrained
by overall understanding,‘empatny. and some common interest
or what some refer to as Jconservative consensus” which v

characterized Nigerian-American relations throughout
Reagan’s first term. Both pgesidential systems were 1&.
concerned about the conflict in Chad and Western Sahara..as
well as populist coups in Liberia and Ghana'4°7

The Nigerian economy whicnfgrew rapidly between 1973
and 1981 due to the oil boom had led ko soaring imports,
part1cu1ar1y of luxury goods. However the slump in the
wor 1d market for oil which began 1n 1981 1ed t% a series oft
str1ct controls. As oil product1on dec]1ned by about 8 per
cent.in 1982 follow1ng a 30 per cent drop in 1981, the
country’ s balance of trade position further deter1orated 408
_iConsequently. restrictions were 1mposed on the 1mport of
goods which are also manufactured on a s1gn1f1cant scale in
'N1ger1a Imports of motor vehncles were suspended
indefinitely and all unused 1mport l1cences were recalled.

‘These auster1ty measures were extended in 1983 when the

Shagarx government ma1nta1n a t1ght squeeze on - the economy

R it el i

406Colin Legum, {ed. ) Afr1ca Contemporary Record: Annua]
~.Survey. and Documents 1982~ 1983 lNew York: Afr1cana, 1984),
P. 545, o ] N o

407]bid.

408y,S, Department of commerce arket1ng in N1ger1a.
}0verseas Bus1ness Reports, OBR 83 03 Apr1l 1983, P 3
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and imposed additiona] controlsbdesigned to hold imborts to
$11 billion a year. Experts predicted that even with a

steady increase in demand for oil, it will take several

years for the ecofily to recover from the slump of
1981-1983.49°8% The §lobal econdmic recession coupled with the
over-supply of oil in the Wof]d markets caused in large part
by high pfoduction levels in Saudi Arabia had a significant
effect on Nigerian oil production and exports. 0il export
earningé which reached a peakabf EQ.S.)$22,4OO million in
198), declined to about (U.S.)$9,600 million in 1983.
Moreover, the‘exportable surplus of oil production was being
ggadﬁélly reduced by the-growjng domestic consumption of‘
refined petroieum products. fhis‘development had a marked
“impact on Nigerién trade with the United States.

According to George Griffen, éommércial counsellor at
the U.S; embassy in Lagos, Nigerian oil export to the‘United
‘States during the %irst quartef of 11983 totalled (U.S.1$520
million.‘fhis repﬁésented a decreaser of 78.3 per cent on the
leVel of the correspending‘period of 1982. Since moré than
45 per cent of N1ger1a s export earnings in the early 19805
_came . from the United: States. there were 1nd1cat1ons that
 N1ger1a s/;xport earn1ngs during the fifst three months‘of
1983 had fallen by about 60 per cent from the 1982's .~
~depressed f1gure Ow1ng to the decllne in export and . the
reduced pr1ee for N1ger1a s Bonny 11ght crude 011 wh1ch sold
for $30 per barrel in 1983 N1ger1an oil. 1ncome amounted to |

'------——----_-_-—-

408Africa South of the Sahara 1984- 85 (London Europa
Publicatlons. 1984) PP. 666 6 1 . _
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only $9.6 billion compared with $13.2 billion in 1982.41¢
Imports from the U.S. were $230 million in tﬁe first quarter
_of 1983 compared with $380 mitlion in the same period of
'1982. Trade between the two countriés dropped by 46 per cent
| duriag this'beriod u. s. non;oi] importélfrom»Nigeria
declined from about $114 million in 1978 to $4 million in
1982. (Table 5) Lack of investment in the non-petroleum
sector is one of the factors preventing increase in .
~Nigeria’s more traditional ¢Xports such as cocoa |,
groundnuts,'rubber,‘and palm oil. This development is likely
to prevent increased eérnings from these export crops in the
near future, according to recent assessmént by the U.S.
Commerce Department. 41! Nigeﬁia also dropped-frém being the
second biggest oil”supplier t§ the United States after Saudi
Arabia in 1980 to the seventh position in 1983; far behind
Mexico, Cénada; Venezuela, the United Kigdom, Indonesia and
Saudi Arabia.®'2 But the fluctuating nature of trade between
Nigeria and the United States in the early f9805 did not
undermine Nigerian-Américén bilaterél nelafionéx
Foreign Investment | '
In 1981, Nigérian Vice-Pregident Ekwueme urged‘Ameriséi%.
investors to participéte'in Nigeria’'s Fourth Natibnél |

- s - e amwe w  Em--—-

"'°0h1ted States Department of Inter1or, Minerals Yearbook

- 1983 (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1982), PP. 567-570; West Africa, 20 June 1983, P. 1466.

CATiy, S. Department .of Commerce, Foreign Economic Trends and
Their Implications for the United States, FET 85-05,  January
1985, P. 8. Prepared by American Embassy, Lagos

!"‘ZWest Afr1ca, 23 April 1984 P, 890.
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Development Plan (1881-1985), and called for ihcseased u.s.
investment in food production and processing in the country.
In an effort to encourage foreign business to ce-opefate'in
its development p]an; N%geria also decided to ease’ some
restrictions that had h%thertb affected private investment:
business travéllers would henceforth be issued with multiple
entry visas and lengthy 1ioensing'procedqres WOuld be
expedited. The Plan ogtered a number of opportunities for
Amer ican tnvestment, in joint veﬁtures\with Nigerians, in
such.industries as cotton'texti]es,'glass, paints, }oofing
sheets,tmachine.too}s; traesportatien and communication
equipment; pﬁarmaceuticals, petro-chemicals, electrical .
.machinery and distribution equipment.'The basic goals of‘the
Plan were to develope Nigeria’'s physical and social
~infrastructure, as well as adriculturai and industrial bases'
- so that the country will be tess dependent on the
fluctuations of the wor 1d oil market. over 7,900 projects
_were listed in the Plan, with estimated investment totaling
$125-150 billion during the 1981-1985 period.41? Efforts to -
encourage more -U.S. . investment iniNigeeia bontinUed during
ﬁeagan’s ftrst term, mueh-as they did'during‘the Carter
administrationl In January 1982, for ihstance a high-]eVel
1nvestment m1551on of 25 senior U.S. executwves to N1ger1a.
uncovered substant1al opportun1t1es in such sectors as
agr1cu1tura1 commod1t1es, agr1bus1ness, constructlon

413y.5, Department of Commerce, N1ger1a A Survey of U.S.
Export Opportunities (Wash1ngton D.C.: U.S. Government
“Printing Office, 1981), PP. 5-94; MarketIng in Nigeria, .
Overseas Bu31ness Report OBR-83f03, April 1983, PP. 3-27.

"



218

Communications, and'mjning. These were sectors in which
profitable investment could be made.'American firms were
able to neﬂot1ate engineering services for a $100 million.
dam, a poultry agreement for 50 m11110n ch1cks, and Q~S;:1
to sell 130,000 hogs. The Washlngton Post of January 22,
1982, said that an American firm was tn“the tinal stages of
building a factory to make pasta from rice flour in
theria.“‘4"~ |
Since 1977, .as previously discussed, Nigerjixand«the
Uhited States‘have explored a number of‘poten}je1]y
attract1ve investment areas such ‘as solar ener Yo
development of N1ger1an coal, low-cost hou51ngf and
agribusiness For example, Kaiser Aluminum and Chem1cal an
Amer ican f1rm has establ1shed a model farm north of Lagos,
and the Reagan adm1n1strat1on has organlzed meet1ngs between
Nigeria and several other U.S. agr1bu§1ness firms. Yet,
American reluctance to establish distribution:and servﬁééﬁ
feciﬁities“persiets. Also~pending for séveral years has been

- i
a major U.S. investment in-]iquefaction of Nigerian natural

o
gas for export, a deal wh1ch experts say depepds on the

wor 1d, N1ger1an and U S. domestic gas and 011 pr1ces 2The

prOJect came into being because of the d1écovery of large

: quant1t1es of natural gas in the de]ta area of Southern

N1ger1a, ‘some of wh1ch is assoc1ated with petroleum but is

mainly 1n separate dep051ts Dur1ng the 19705, the federal

government announced its 1ntent10n ‘to construct one of the

- e e e e e e

*14Ihe Washington Post, danUéry'22,”1982, P.‘DBQ
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largest liquefied natural gas (LNG) plants at Bonny. The
inittal cost of the project was estimated at $5 billion. But
the development of an extensive network of pioe]fmes to
gather the gas and the construction of veseels to transport_
the LNG to foreign customers was expected to raise the cost
of the project to between $12-14 billion. The potential for
‘fore1gn exchange earnings from LNG was con51dered to be in
the same range as that of Nigeria’'s petroleum exports.4'5
In February 1980, a 20-year supply agreement was signed

with a European consortium for 800 million feet of LNG per
day beginnino in 1984% However, the viability ot the project
depended, to”aylarge extent, on the sale of a further 800
million cubic feet per day to four U.S. distributors.
Negotiatjons with the Carter administration broke down in -
1980. Another round of negotiations this time with the
Reagan administretion did7not resu]t in an agreement on'a
suitable pr1ce for Nigerian gas.¥16 A further setback
occurred in 1981, when the Bonny LNG consorttum broke up and |
" a more modest ‘version of the prOJect had to be launched. 4’7'

In October 1981, an Amerlcan company..Ph1ll1ps Petroleum,. :

415.S. Department of the Army, N1qer1a A Country Study,
Area Handbook Series, edited by Harold D. Nelson (Washington
D.C.: U.S. Government -Printing Office, 1982), PP. 139-186.
. "5N1ger1a wanted a price comparable to the $7 34 per =~
million British Thermal Unit (B.T.U.) set in a 1977
- agredment between American’ compan1es and Algeria. The Un1ted
States maintained that the price would have to be more in
..line with the $4.94 per million B.T.U. at which Canadian and
~Mexican gas is sold to t American consumers. A million
B.T.U. is the amount of/ heat supplied by 1,000 cubic feet of
natural gas. The New York Times, September 10, 1981, P. A{13,.
417pAfrica South of the Sahara 1984-85, 14th ed1t1on (London ‘
Europa Publications; 1984), PP. 666- 671 ,
"y h St o
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technical leader of a six-company internattonal consortium
developing the quuefied-natural gas industry in Nigeria
said it was withdrawing from the project in early 3982;
taking with it two of its,subsidiaries - Phillips Pefroleum
Worldwide Gas Ltd. and Phillips Petroleum Gas Services A
Ltd.4'8 The Britisﬁ'ﬁetroleum“also'withdrew from the Bonny
LNG'project in 1982, citing‘escalating costs and weak wor 1d
market as reasons for withdrawal. A spokesman for‘Phtllips
said the w1thdrawal "was t1med to be adjusted to the
interest of the project and its participants in order to‘
mtnimize any resulting delay in projectdevelopmentr"'.“9 -
When the project was formed in 1978,fthe state-run Nigerian
‘National Petroleum'Corporation (NNPC) had 60 per cent
ownership, Phit]ips and British Petroleum each hadv7.5 per. .
cent, 1eaving E1f Aquitaine with 5 per cent. The Nigerian d
government sald it woulp continue with the prOJect desp1te
the w1thdrawa] of BP and Ph1l]1ps, and- was consulting with
four European éompan1es to appotnt-new teohn1ca1
‘managers 420 o - ,‘vi_ “ g
The Bonny LNG pPOJeCt consort1um went 1nto voluntary |

‘11qu1dat1on in early 1982. Accordlng to the sJatement rssued
by Pres1dent Shagar1 s off1ce, reasons for l1qu1dat1on were .';

purely legal and flnane1al" and “in no way 1mp11es that the
'government 1ntends to abandon the development of N1ger1a S

’abundant natura? gas resources" ‘2' Dur1ng the presentat1on

----——-—----—-----

418 The Wall Street dournal September 29, 1981 ;,19,
4181bid. DR : N
420yest Afr] ca, September 21 1981, P. 2418. ;

— %

421yest Africa, February 15, 1982, P.-458, -
2L . , ) SR
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~ of the féderal budget later that year President Shagari
reiterated that careful study of N1ger1a s f1nanc1al and
Q“economlc prospects for the,19905 had produced the firm
conclusion that "the LNG‘project is strategically essential
to the nation".‘“‘2 In an effort to boost investors’ .
;.confidence, the}president stated that the project would be -
, financed largely‘from external sources by way of loans and
equity partICIpat1on It was unclear how the project would
" be v1able Qathout aceess to the Amer1can and Europeanv
markets. Nevertheless, the government set as1de $555 m1ll1on
towards commencement of the project in 1984, although the~
whole venture was "considered rather gigantic to be
1nPlemented alongs1de other ma jor projects to be executed
during the. Fourth Plan per1od" 423 The project had to be
adjusted. Three North American consulting firms were chosen
for the execution of the scaled-down version of the project
to be completed by. 1989. The International Bank for West . ...
Africa was schéduled#o work as local consultant with Nor-th' .
Amer1can f1rms on’ the f1nanc1al aspect of the prOJect while
N1ger1an execut1ves handled the econom1c and legal P/,
. aspects LEL -
In 1983, nger1a was still plead1ng for a greater U.S.
.involvement in 1ts'1nvestmentgplanfvThe appealowas‘made at a’
conference;orbanized.by First Natlonal‘BanK of.Bostonfand

--—---------—-----

m!e& Africa, November 15, 1982, P. 2937.

¢23°().S. Department of Commerce, Nigeria: A Survé§ of U.S.
Export Opportunities (Wash1ngton D.C,: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1981); P. 6. - ‘ :

‘24West Africa, May 31, 1982, P. '1479.' R ' -
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. the Afriéan-American Institute, a U.S. government funded
group. During that confereﬁce, Nigeria called on U.S.
government, banking and industry officials to demonstrate
faith in Nigeri%;s economy and to pay attention to the
cémmon interest of the two countries. Nigeria’ghAmbassador
to the United Nations, O. 0. Fafowora, said‘thét Nigeria’'s
expectafions for U.S. investments had not been realized and
that there was "considerable concern and disgppointment N ?
official circles in Nigeria‘oveb America’'s hésitancy".425 A
Nigerian official ﬁointed to the fact that their country was
on the road to recovery in‘1983.‘BanKer5‘with close business
ties with Nigeria said the nation’s foreign‘CUrrency'
reserves climbed to $2 Qii[ion in April 1983, from a low of
$600 million fn December 1982. Yet, this increase was nét
enaugh to re-assure the confidence of American investors in
Nigerian economy.*26¢ Uncertéﬁnty about Nigeria's ability to
pay its‘trade bills amounting to over $3 billion in 1983,
and its ability to contfhue to find customers for ﬁts

" high-grade oil remained a worry for potential Ameriqan
investors. | | |

" For obvious reasons, American investors Failed to show
~any significanf new enthuSiasm ébout committing‘aSSéts to

Nigeria, espebially in sectors other than petroleum. In the

+25The Wal] Street Journal, July 14, 1983, P, 30,

~426Unijted States Department of the Interrior, Minerals
Yearbook 1983 (Washington DC.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1983), PP. 567-57t. P
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Nigerian Banks, and establishing good relations with a local
partner. On the other hand, the Nigerians gemerally see U.S.
companies as too expensive: "they tend to employ too many
non-Americans due to the cost factor; they take too long to
£inish the project”.427 The Commerce Department also noted
that "U.S. companies have not won many eontracts and due to
combination of causes many left Nigeria in 1978".428 It
recommended that those firms interested in pursning
investment opportunities in Nigeria should focus aeove all
on affiliating with the best possible Niterian partner.
Throughout the two-daytbonference in Boston, the debate over
U.S. government and private investment in Nigeria focused on
three broad issues. First, American business executives
eomplained about Nigeria's slow decision-making processes,
and the difficulties involved in obtaining import 1icences
‘in Nigeria. But Joe T.F. Iyala, chairman of the Nigerian
Institute of Sociai and Ecenomic Research refused to accept
the view that the Nigerian bureaucracy Was‘any erse‘than |
the Chﬁnese or dJapanese systems*&nieh ne thought the U.S.
companies were willing to put up w1th 429 Second Richard L.
Kramer, manag1ng partner of Arthur Anderson & co., descr1bed
fore1gn exchange controls as "the single biggest
d)slncent1ve for American 1nvest6rs, particularly with .
periodic‘balance of payment prpbléﬁs."45°.Third, a Bechtei |

- e e - - - - - -

4275, 5, Department of Commerce, N_ger1a A Survey of U.S.
Export" Ogggrtun1t1e , P. 56. : A -

428]bid. ‘ ' S _

428The Wall Street dourna] duly 14 1983, P. 30.
~430]bid. o , e T e
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Group executive cgmp]ained about corruption in Nigeria,
arguing that the frequent demands for dash or bribes
obstructed investment in Nigeria. Ambassador Fafowora
conceded that éorruption was a-problem, and one that the
Nigerian government had been fighting to contain. Other
obstacles facing the American investor in Nigerié inc lude
limitations on répatraition of earnings, expatraite quotas,
conflicting priorities amoﬁg ministries; and constant
issuance of retroactive decrees changing investment terms.
The U.S. Commerce Department has.adVised potential inQestoﬁs,
that dgring the inQestment process, "the aséistance of‘ |
Nigerian partner is inportant to bonitqr tﬁé decision
process and_obtain hecessary‘dss{stance from cohtacts in'
smoothing out ény bottlenecks whgch may be encountéred".‘3';
WhiTe the declared policy ofxindigeniza;1on discussed
earlier remained unchangéd, the{Shaéari administration'héd
re-scheduled_sbmelenterprises ﬁﬁigcipally to attract greater
flow of;forefgn in&estment ihto5ceﬁtain identified sectors. -
Investmenf~pﬁomofidh‘was s tepped Qp in.Nigeria and the
United States. Forty\%easibi]ity stddies to be made
',availablevto investogs weréfcommisiohedﬂ Thé Investmenf

. I e W S R

 431y,S. Department of \Commerce, Marketing in Nigeria, OBR

83-03, 1983, PP. 26-27. On the specific issue of
repatraition of earninqu remittances of profits and
dividends can be made subject to any ceilings imposed by
Nigerian law and subject to approval from the Ministry of .
Finance. Foreigners.employed in Nigeria are allowed to remit
up to 50 per cent of theﬁr net income on a monthly basis.

When leaving Nigeria, such. employees may remit their surplus -

‘Naira earnings provided. that the authorities are satisfied

that the amount to be repatriated is "reasonable” 'in terms

~ of the individual’s personal’living expenses while in’
Nigeria. - - R \\- . g ' S
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Information and‘Pnomotion Centre continued to provide .

information concerning partnership in joint ventures.*32 In
¢ .

1982, the federal government listed certain priority sectors
to be favoured in tho allocation of_inyestmént incentives:
'(a) agribusiness and _food processing industnfos"‘?3(b)
building materials industries,*3* (c) engineering and
tranoport industrié%.‘35 (d) chemical industries*3¢ (e)
scientific instruments,437 (f)btelecommunication equipment

. and manufacturlng,‘33 (g) ﬂlectr1cal and electronic -
manufacturing industries,*3? and (h) household equ1pment and
furniture.*4° The 1ncent1ves to be g1ven to potential
investohs in these sectors include (1) automatically
approved-user status by which some inputs oan'be imported

. duty free, (2) pioneer status in which the enterprise is

given a three to five year tax holiday, {3) accetlerated
432yest Afr1ca, October 4, 1982 P. 2561.

433tor example, cattle ranch1ng and meat process1ng, dairy
industries, fruit growing and fruit juice production, rice
plantat1on and milling, sugar complexes, plantation and
‘processing of cocoa, groundnuts, coffee and cotton.

434 Cement factor1es. roofing-sheet production of var1ous
types, ceiling materials, door locks, hinges, knobs, floor
. and wall tiles, linoleum, plumbing materials, steel pipes,
faucets heads, bathtubs, wash basins, paints, w1ndow frames,”
and fittings such as. lo&yres and panes.
435For examptle, manufacture of component parts for the
- vehicle-assembly plants, metal work1ng and plant ma1ntenance

industries. .
- 43s6particularly pharmaceut;cal industries. Also industrial
- chemicals and down-stream petro-chemical products. = -

437 This. includes educational equipment manufacturing..
industries concerned with the manufacture of school and -
medical laboratory equipment. .-
438Telephone cables and rece1vers, 1ntercom outfits,

439For example, electric fans, air conditioners,
‘refrigerators and freezers, light bulbs and flourescent
tubes, elevators and escalators, musical instruments, radio
- and telev1s1on sete with locally manufactured: components
44oWest A‘r1ca. October 11, 1982 P. 2636 :
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_depreciation of capital investment, (4) protection from
imports, and (5) excise tax reduction for subétantial
//ﬁncreases in local value added.**! 7
. United States direct investment in all industries in
Nigeria increased from $219 million in 1981 to $516 million
in 1983.442 However, the figure for 1983 was less than the
$535 million recorded for 1975. (Table 6). There was some
increase in direct investment in the manufacturing sector:
from $76 million in 1981 to $92 million in 1983. But U.S.
investment in the 611 industry slowed down in 1983 ;;
American and Western oil companies paesed to assess the
4future of ‘the world demand for oil and their.own potential
in Nigeriaﬁ In generé],'the larger established companies
liKeIMobil. Gulf and Royal Dutch Shell were cbncent}ating-on :
vdevelopmenp and up;gfading of productivity on the eiisting
fields. dn the other-hand,;companiesAWith less €xtensive
holdings sq@h~és Texaco, EIf and‘Agip were.ihvesting in the
futurebthﬁéugh ambi tious exploration and development .
‘ progtams. In fhe iron and'sfeel indUStryi,two U.S.'firms,,»
»FiDCO and-Bethiehem,Steej are currenfly invoived in a joint"
‘partnership in a $1y2 billion steel fabrication plant near
'Abebkdta, This plant pronées‘a nuhber‘of,bieellﬁroducts and
is planning to move into steel needs of the railways and

442°Y,S, Department of Commerce, Survey of Current Business,
71981, 1982, 1983, and 1984. The figures represent the book

value of investors equity in Nigerian industries "plus loans.
- outstanding to their Nigerian affiliates". They do not -

‘describe the value of U.S. corporate assets of plant and
T equipment expenditures in Nigeria. See U.S. Department of
 Commerce, Marketing in Nigeria, P. 25.- '

«
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construction industries. Experts ‘agree that Nigeria's
ambitions in developing the iron'and steel industries are
basea on the desire to attain self—suffictency in many
industrial and consumer goods, and to save large sums of
foreign exchange.”3 .

In an article, fUneasy Partners", published in Africa
Report in 1985, Aaron'Segal observed that "the American
businessman in Nigeria is subject to a much stricter U.S.
Foreign;Corrupt ﬁractices Act than any of his
competitors”. %44 He continued: "selling to or doing business
| in Nigeria is noupicnic.‘Few U.S. firms except the seven oil
companies have been willing to invest the time and capital
to penetrate;the Nigerian market“.445 Indeed. American-
inQestment in Nigeria has substantially lagged_behind other
aspects of Nigerian-American relations such as trade, B
political, educational, ‘and«cultural exchanges Atthough
tctal‘U.S. 1nvestment reached $516 million in 1983 1t was
still below the amount the UHS 1nvested in South Afrlca
Few U. S. firms haVe shown interest 1n-the 011 refining and
 petro- chem1cal sub- sectors, .given the requ1rement that the
- NNPC must.hold maJor1ty of shares in any new venture
J'American f1rms ma1nta1n that w1thout a guarantee of h1gher.

—----------—------

443y.8S. Department of Commerce, ﬂlgerta.,A Survey of U.S. -
Ag_port Opportunities PP. 60-61, The cornerstone of N1ger1a s
~iron and steel industry is.the Nigerian-American joint- c
venture in the steel fabrication plant near Abeokuta, the
blast furnace plant at Ajaokuta built by the Soviet Union,
and a direct reduction plant at- Aladja near Warri WhICh was
‘built by a consortium of Germans and Austrians.
;;4A§r1cg Rgggrt vol. 27 ne. danuary February, ;982

1 B - V
4451bid.:

e
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Nigerian oil production and exportable surplus, investment
in refining and petro-chemicals is unattractive. Segal has
suggested that the major opportonities for the U.S. to
reduce its trade deficit with Nigeria is through investment
- in Nigerian research and de;elopment facilities. These
investments, it is argued, will generate further imports ofl
'U.S. high technoiogy and accompanying services; or that U.S.
firms can increase the%r usefulness to Nigeria by
' participating in the establishment of Nigerian research
capability, especially in the agribusiness industry. "A
possible goal would be for.each of the U.S. multinationals
with $10 million or more ‘invested in Nigeria to establish a
local research center, affiliated where possible with a
Nigerian University or technical co-]"1ege;'."""6 Eyidence
indicates that U. S, advantage lies in the high technology
" area, including agrjbu51nﬁss rather than in light
manufactur1ng or asséembly operatwons such as automob1les
Some argue that jnd1gen1zatwon of bus1ness, often
throughvcombined governmeht and private sector holdings was
'substant1ally completed in the 1970s. The 19805 is expected
to be a decade in which N1ger1a 1n1t1ates manufactur1ng for .
export (pr1nc1pally refxned petroleum petro chem1cals-and |
consumer durables) to its West Afr1can ne1ghbors It is also
,g a cruc1al per1od for 1ncreas1ng Nigerian product1on of

,foodstuffs lest a food import bill that had reached $1.5

'ab1lllon in 1982 become unmanageab]e po]1t1cally as wel] as.

P . N S N L
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economically.*47 President Shagari placed much emphasis on
‘the development of agriculture and had instituted a program
known as.the “Green Revolution”. The President’s intention
was to increase démestic food pronction by liberalizing
iﬁvestment policies in that sector. Resources devoted to the
implementation of the pregram from both the federal budget
of 1§81 and the Fourth National Development Plan were
substantial. For example, of the government/s bUdget of
$22.8 billion, nearly 13 per cent or $2.9 bjllion/was
devoted to agriculture and water resourees during the Plan
period. 448 | |

'Nigeria’s investment policy in the agricultural sector
closely approximates Reagen’s private sector initiative. In
an attempt to‘find the right policy mix for accelerated
‘product1on in both commerc1a] and trad1t1ona1 sectors,
N1ger1a S food strategy places more emphasis on the
smal]holder.and "m1n1mum reliance on government companie‘s_,‘fE
‘and parastatals ‘in direct production and distribution of
food" . 448 The,Cemmittee which was established during the
: Carter administratiohf and supported)by‘Reagan, has been a

- am s A em o o e B o e e

447S%egal, "Uneasy Partners”, P.14, .
‘44°"Agr1cu1tural Situation in Nigeria", Africa Report, vol.
27, no. January-February 1982, PP. 39-41. The "Green
Revolut1on , essentially a publ1city campaign for farming,
~is. aimed. mainly at encouraging small farmers. and enticing
people back to . the land,.since it is the small farmers that
‘are the backbone of the 1ndustry and the efficient producers
-that are most. l1ke1y to enable the country to atta1n

self-sufficiency in food supplies.

- A49Maurice V. Wllliams, "Towards a Food Strategy for

dﬁ?rlca , Africa Re vol. 28, no. 5, September October -
1983, PP, 22-26; -U. S Department of Commerce Nigeria: A -
Survey of u. S exggrt Qgggrtunxtwe , P.6. _ Y
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leader in promoting U.S. private investment and encouraging
joint ventures in all sectOPS'Qﬁjthe Nigerian agriculture.

One American company that has had consider@ble exposure to

crop prodqgfion and fish farming in Bendel state of Nigeria

is Tiffany Industries. The company’'s successful enterprises
in developing large commercial farms has been built on wide

ranging experience in clearing lands, agricultural

experiments and respectable harvests. Since the agricultural

sector continues to be of .crucial importance in providing

employment for over half of Nigeria's total work force, food

to meet the needs of ever-increasing population, and raw
materials for the expanding industrial sector, the
government has introduced additionallincentives to increase
privafe investmentf The government bears up to 50 per cent
of the cost of private sector agricultural projeéfs and

hopes to attract the interest of American investors under

the -auspices of the Nigerian-American dJoint Agnicultural

"Consultative Committee. 450 FurthermOre, the U.S. Chamber of

Commerce and the Nigerian Association of Chambers of

Commerce, ‘ ustry, Mining and Agriculture, have signed an

agfeemenf?to form the U.S. -Nigerﬁan Business Cbuncil which
w11] exchange information and act to improve eébnom1c

co- operation between the Un1ted States and N1ger1a 451 As

| part of the l1bera11zat1on measures. fOPEIQH 1nvestors in
the agr1cultural bus1ness can now own up to 60 per cent of’

‘5°Afr1ca South of thewS ahara 1984-85, (14th:ed 'Londoh'
Europa Publications, 19847, 666 - 671.

451 U.S. Department of Fommerce Market1ng 1h N1ger1a, OBan

'83-03, Apr11 1983, P. 4”’”
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the equity.”2 American investors, and their Nigerian
counterparts, see this as a clear effort,by'the government
to attract investments in the high-priority agricultural
field. , | ‘

American investment tn Nigerian agriculture is directed
towards the establishment of rizer basin authoritfes, among
others. These authorities are involved in the development of
comprehensive 1ntegrated projects coverlng water resources,
flood control, erosion, water shed management the.
construction and maintenance of dams, dykes. wells and bore
holes, irrigation and drainage systems, water for livestock,

urban and rural water supplies, pollution controls,.village

resettlement, fisheries development, river navigation, and
TN ‘

&MEtion. Many countries are ihterested in

hydro-electric ger
the project, but the‘United'States has had an early start
with U&\ID having participated in the planning of the Kano
River B’s1n Recogn1z1ng the ro]e of fore1gn investment in
the " development of agr1culture, the Uni ted States and
N1gerjaus1gned a.memorandum of understand1ng‘a1med Et*
facilitating agricultural projects of mutual'interest The

®
two countr1es have also establ1shed a Joint Agr1cu1tural

Consultat1ve Commi t tee composed of, publ1c and pr1vate sector

representatrves whose a1mgrs to promote contact between

N1ger1a and Amerlcan 1nvest0rs, as Well as 1ncreas1ng output

1nvthe agrjcu]tural fJeld.453

- e e mE e -

“52West Africa, March 22, 1983 P. 807
453U.,S. Department of. Commerce Nigeria: A Survey of U.S.
Ex Xpor t;ggportun1t1es PP. 66- 67 -
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s

Such_efforts were not'restricted toéthe agricultural
-fje}d:'Addressing the quarterly meeting d? the industrial
group of thezLagos Chamber of Commerce in 1982,4Alhaji
Abdulkadiriihmed, Governor of the Centrat Bank of Nigeria,
reminded/his audience that the fiscal incentives and
protective measures were intended to enable farmers and
manufacturers to increase output and productivity.‘S‘ But
' the expected level of foreign and domestic investments did
not materialize%becaUse 18982, in particular, was a year of
poor earnings and depressed share prices quoted onAthe
Nigerian stock exchange. In October, Hayfold Alile, the
Director General of the Nigerian Stock Exchange, told the
Manufacturers’ Association of Nigeria that due to poor
per formance and consequent fall'in share prices, many
companles were se111ng shares at below par value, while many
shares had been on offer without finding buyers. He added

that foreign partners were not willing to commit further

capital to Nigerian investment 435 The low level of American"'.

1nvestment in N1ger1a dur1ng Reagan f1rst term was due to '
several factors 1nclud1ng reluctance to 1nvest or apparent
unwillingness to go beyond the petroleum sector to exam1ne
investment opportun1t1es in other sectors. of the Nigerian

h economy The decline of the oil market 51nce the beg1nn1ng‘
‘of 1982 -and. the drop- 1n oil pr1ces had adverse 1mpact on

potent1al 1nvestment in N1ger1an economy Investors’

’ conf1dence~reached a low p01nt as N1ger1a s oil based

e e e — -, .-—-—-----

.454West A1r1ca ‘October 25, 1982,'P. 2797.
455West Afr1ca November 1, 1982, P. 2849.




233
A

economy was thrown into disarray during the 1982-1984 —
period. The negatlveéﬁtfects of prolonged global recession
caused uncerta1ntwes tﬁat weakened Amer1can investment in
Nigeria. in spite of posjtive incentives offered by the _
government . ’ ’ ' B

In sum, good bilateral relations between Lagos and
Washington iyring the tate 1970s and early 1980s did ot
yield immediate results in terms of greater American share
of the Nigerian investment narket, for reasons already
'discusseo,'despite attempts}by both countries to push the
frontiers of U.S. involvement in\Nigerian'economy. But the

political significance of U.S. polﬁcy cahsnot be denied.
N » " .

t.\' .
\,

Decisionsr'Testtng U.S.-African TiesibnderFReagan g ¢,
'é? America’s African pol1cy under the\Reagan\
administration, like under Carter, underdént theﬁr harshest
test when the United Nations cal]ed for spe 1f1c‘act10ns«1n
relation to Africa. For example between 1985%and 1984, the
U.S. delegates to the Un1ted Nations either voted aga1nst or
abstalned from several resolut1ons dealings w1th one og the
i pr1nc1pal issues confrontlng Afr1can po]1t1cs in the 1a€;‘ '
"twent1eth century. notably, aparthe1d in South Afr1ca Some
of - the reso1ut1ons d1scussed in Table 8 were concerned w1th
issues: such as (1) campa1gn aga1nshﬁﬁparthe1d (2) apartheld
t in. sports, (3) d1ssem1nat1on of 1nformat1on on aparthe1d
' (4) arms embargo; (5) el1m1nat1on of all forms of rac1a1

d1scr1m1nat1on and (6) act1v1t1es of . fore1gn economIc and

A
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other interests in South Africa. T.he decjs-ion.s embodied in
these resolutions and the U.S. and Niger‘-f’@;positions on
them are important in themselves: not onlyhé\o they enable
one to test America’s African policy, théy also touc;w on key
issues in American foreigh po]'icy', and point to some of the
factors afféctin'g N'iger;jan-Americanv bi la'tef;él ti.es'.

\
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" Table 8

-

U.S. and Nigerian Votes on Resolutions _ -
Adopted by the United Nations. :

The votes are shown under appropriate columns using

‘the following keys: Y-Yes, N-No, A -fbstain, .

M-did not participati.

-

Resolution Title ' US N Date

L]

39/29 5’ Declaration on. the
- Critical Economic
Situation in Africa. - o
.(calls for emergency .-
measures and long term.
strategies to alleviate
the "rapidly deteriorating }
s1tuat1on" of the continent) Y Y .3.12.84

39/72 B , Campaigns Against Apartheid.
- (the resolution authorized
o the U.N. Special Committee
~ on Apartheid to organize
conferences, seminars, and
to assist campaigns '
< against apartheid.). - NY 13.12.84

-

39/72 D. - . Apartheid in Sports.(the
s resolution authorized the
" U.N. Ad Hoc Committee on the
Drafting of International
Convention - Against Apartheid.
in Sports to continue its
.work with a view to e
submitting the draft - - L
convention to the’Assembly -
- at its 1985 session.) _ AY 13.12.84
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Table 8 - Continued.

Resqlution

39/72 E

39/72 G

‘Africa and the impont of »

Title : | US N Date

~

[ N . —

Dissemination of Information

~.on Apartheid. (appealed to

governments, information media,
non-governmental organizations
and individuals to lend their
co-operations to the

United Nations in

_d1ssem1nat1ng infromation on

"atrocities and, crimes”
commi tted by the by the . :
apartheid reg1me ) . AY 13.12.84.

Arms Embargo. (the
resolution urged the

the Security Council to
consider the adoption of
effective mandatory
sanctions against South
Africa, to take steps for the
strict implementation of
the mandatory arms embargo,
and to secure an end to
military and nuclear
co-operation with South

mi litary equipment and

supplies from South .
Africa.) . _ NY 13.12.84
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Resolution

" A/C.3/39/L.9

A/37/23/
(Part I11)
/Add. 1

Title

Elimination of all forms

of racial discrimination.
(this draft resolution dealt
with the report of the
Committee on the Elimination
of Racial Discriyﬁnation.)

“Activities of Foreign

economic and other

Interests in Southern
Africa.(addressed "

number of issues concerned
with foreign economic and
other interests which are
impeding the implementation
of the U.N. declatation on |
the granting of independence
to colonial countries and
efforts to eliminate
colonialism, apartheid and
racial discrimination in

.Southern Africa.)

US N Date

\

NY G.11.84

-

NY 26.10.82
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Table 8 - Continued.

Resolution  Title US N Date

[

A/C.3/39/L.17 Implementation of the
Programme of Action for
the Second decade to Combat
Racism and Racial
Discrimination; Report of
the Secretary-General.
{referred to the draft
Plan of activities .
for the period 1985-1989,
the second decade to
combat racism and racial h
discrimination.) MY 8.11.84

Source: UN Chronicle, Vol. 21, . ‘

Nos. 10/11, November-December 1984, PP. 16-22;. United
Nations, General Assembly, QOfficial Records,
Thirty-Ninth Sessiéon, Third Committee, 34th Meeting,
(A/C. 3/39/SR. 34), November 8, 1984, PP. 2-17; General
Assembly, Official Records, Thirty-Ninth :
Session, Third Committee, 35th Meeting,

(A/C. 3/39/SR. 35}, November 9,.1984, PP. 2-8;
"General Assembly, Official Records,

.Thirty-Seventh Session, Fourth Committee,

8th Megting, (A/C. 4/37/SR..8), October 25,

1882, . 4-6. ' ' : , T

N = Nigerian Votes.

US= United States Votes.
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In December 1984, the U.N. General Assembly adopted
reSo]utiohl39>29 on the economic situation in Africa. The
resolution, which was adopted by consensus, called for
emergency re]fef measures and long-term strategies to aid
the continent. Nigeria,_like most eountries which supported
the resolufion, or participated in the AsSembly debate on
thevcrisis in Africa. attributed Afr1ca s economic crisis to
several factors, including (1) the fa11ure of food and
agricultural sectors to keep pace with Africa’ s fpod»
requiremehts; ]2) the adverse internatienal economic.
environment which had manffested itself in declining export
earnings arising from the fall in commodity prices, (3) the
decline in official development assistance in real terms,
‘and (4): the escalatlon of interest rates on commercial
’}loans.‘56 The U.S. also supported the resolution, stat1hg

that 9thehgrfm images from death from etarvation...coming.
out of Africa have moved the eompassibn of the people of the
Unﬁted States".457 The Reagan adm1n1strat1on said it was
providing an add1t1onal $10 m1111on in emergency food a1d to
EthJop1a..Another'$45 million in emergency food assistance
went  to Kenya, Mozambique, and. Mali. On the whole American
: food aid to- Afr1ca had 1ncreased by an 1mpress1ve figure of
175 per cent in 1984 458 However lt was not quite clear
whether the Reagan adm1n1strat1on was prepared to go beyond
relief efforts to address some of the root causes of Afr1can
e i, ot e .
1984, P. 12. ‘ - A P

4571pid.-P. 14,
4sslbid: . L
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crisis enumeratedsby Nigeria. For Nigeria, thé Africah
criéis is part and parcel of globa1 economic crisis, the
sclution td which requires structural adjustment at the ?
national and internatiJnaT levels. In 1984 Nigeria's V
representative to the United Nations, Alhaji Mohammed Bello,
state qu{te explicitly that "the deepening global economic
crisis makes it ever clearer that the world is deé!ing not -
with a.mere.éyclica] phenomenon but with the problems of
structural ma]adjustmenf that require global and integrated
- solutions™.45%9% He aéknow]edged that the economic éituation
in Africa is critical; that ohe bf the mﬁjor prerequisiies
for the cdntihent’s~economic recovery is to secure a -
substantia]:f]ow of external financeﬂ4ﬁ° . " 7
| However, it wasudoubtful wheiher.the Reagan )
administratibn'would‘support Nigeria's assertion that a .
. permanent solution tb African problem can not be foUna y
without a structurai‘adjustment in the interhatjonal
gcpnomfé system, According to“Nigéria( evidence-tﬁat'such an
adju§tmeht is needed is based on the fact that (a) thé.terms
"of trade of African devéloping countries had declined by -
‘more than 50 per éenf:durihg the 1977-1981 pe}iod, (5) the
fall in commodity pffcés‘has-had’a/devastéfing‘effect in

N

.Africaﬁ for example, coffee, ohe“dffi?fica's,leading exports

458N Chronicle, Special Supplement, March 1984, P. 30.
4807 1pid. Furthermore, Bello stated that the "multilateral
spirit is on the wane, and there is little advantage in_
undue ‘recourse to bilateralism, which has heightened the
tendency to allocate assistance on the basis of strategic
East/West considerations that are completely irrelevant to

P . L R I R

the needs of the,deVeIOping_COuntries",
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now buys less than half of the imports it did in 1976, and \\‘
(c) total development assistance from multilateral agencies ~
has been declining. since 1980, whi]e debt service
obligations of Sub-Saharan‘Afhican countries rose by 25 per
cent .in 1982. According to WOrtd Bank estimatee, the ratio
of debt service to expont earnings for'low‘income African
countries increased from 8.8 per cent.in 1980 to 28.3 per
cent }h 1882.461 Although the Lagos Plan of Action, which .

envisaged a total investment of $21.4 billion for the

-—

1980-1985 period, provided a framework for national action
~aimed at resolving economic‘andvsocial crisis in Africa,
Nigeria still sees the need for structural adjustment and a
greater role for the United States.462
From its inCeption} the Lagos Plan represented the

determination of Nigeria and other African states to resolve
--Africa‘s eéonomtc-problems through the adoption of long-term
strategles or what they aptly described as a "far reachlng |

reg1onal approach based pr1mar11y on collect1ve

. 461UN Chronicle," Vol. 21, March 1984, PP. v-xii. .

462" [pid. The Lagos Plan of. Action, wh1ch was adopted by = |,
- African Heads of State and Government of the Organization of -
‘African Unity in ASril 1980, sets out six basic guidlines to
. encourage economic ‘growth: (1) using African resources
principally to meet the needs and purposes of African - '
peoples, . (2) basing development and growth on a combination
of Africa’s natural and human resources. and shifting away

. from its almost total reliance on the ‘export of raw :
materials, {(3) cultivating the "virtue of self-reliance", -
(4) mobilizing its entire human and material resources for
,development ?5) pursuing economic, ‘'social and cultural
‘activities to mobilize the strength of each country and :
~sharing. by states of benefits derived from development, and .
- (86) pursuing efforts towards African economic integration to
_create a "continent-wide: framework for the much needed
economic co-operat1on for development based on collect1ve
self rellance : BRI
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) self-reliance".463 The Plan provides, from an Africanﬁ%oint
of view, relevant policy positions'and a specific framework
for restructuring and transforming the African food and |
agricultural sector, including other sectors such as
industry, natural resources, enQironment, eneroy,‘human
' resources, transportation, communications, science and
technology. But implementation of the Plan ran into
difficulties in the early t9805; In t983, Nigeria’'s Adebayo
Adedeji, Eaecutive Secretary of Economic Commission for
Africa (ECA) and special representative of the UN' ’
Secretary-General on the African crisis, told the General
Assembly’s Second Committee in November that implementation
of the Lagos Plan was in jeopardy. He declared that AT?Tcan
economic conditions were rapaidly deteriorating; saying that
“for Africa to be able to arrest the present economic trends
and survive economically,'the injectioh of massive external
support is 1mperat1ve 464 Evidence fncreasingly points to
the fact that external support and the development of
long term.strateg1es. as advocated in the Lagos Plan and the
~UN General Assembly resolution 39/29 of December 1984, are :
necessary\todresolve the cr151s.1n Africa. The Reagan
adrin g tratton support for resolution 39/29 wasvcommendable;
//ZTTho::h there were no concrete pol101es to back up such
’fsupport despite 1ts earlier statement regard1ng Amer1ca S
'commltment to lend its "1nf1uence, resources, and dlplomatic‘
ab111ty to help address Afr1can problems or contr1bute to .

—————————————————— \

‘531b1d
‘5‘1b1d
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the development of African economies.*65

During the debates on resolution% 39/72 B, 39/72 D,
39/72 E, and 39/72 G, many speakers called for total
isolation of the Pretoria regime in the political,
diplomatic, consular, economic, comme}cial, financial, h
military, cultural, scientific and sports fields. Nigeria
supported all four resolutions and‘the call for - R
comphrehensivevsanctions égainst South Africa made by the
Géneral Assehbly,'criticizing the United States policy of
constructive engagement as nothing more an opeh support for
the regime in Pretoria. doseph-Garbé, Niggrian UN
-representative‘and chairman of the Special Committee against‘
Apartheia voiced the sentiments of a number of speakers wh@ns
he stated that American policy of construcfive enéagement )
had proved to be an “"unmitigated disaster" because of its
cd-operatibn with South Africa.‘ﬁs‘Unlike;Ni@eria, the u.s.
- did not support those reéolufjons},AlthoUgh the Reaéan~
administration claimed to'abhqﬁ7injusticé,Vopposed |
'yioiations of~humanfrﬁghts ahd human dignity, it,‘however,
believed that.ekprgssiohs.bf concern about the:sitUation,fh
- South Africa or criticism of the regime at the wofjd‘foruﬁ
e pr6biem?of'apértheid} ln‘apparént -
respdhse to}Nigeri;’s’cfiticism of u.s. poliéy,‘the ﬁéagan

would nqt;sélve th

¥

administrdtion stated that since neither criticism nor
465Africa Report, vol. 25, no. 5, September-October, 1984,
P. 6: Chester A. Crocker; "Strengthening U.S.-African ==
Relations", Department of State Bulletin, No. 81, August
1981, PP. 57-58. L e o : .
466UN Chronicle, vol. 21, Nos. 10/11:, November-December

e

1984, P. 18.
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military action could resolve the pfoblem, its policy of
‘constructive engagement was designed to encourage contact
and dialogue among the‘coﬁtending‘?orcés.‘57 But it'wgs
perfeqtly clear, even beforg the end of Reagan’s first term,
that as a policy strategy constructive engagement was of
guestionable utility.
Reagan administration was faced wi'th a dilemma

concerninglthe draft resolution A/C.3/39/h;9 entitled
" “Elimination of all forms of Racial DiéCriminatiQn". For
‘despite the cléims that the Uﬁited Statés was firmly opposed
to apartheid and all forms of racism .and rac1al
 d1scr1m1nat1on, the administration did not even come close
Fo accepting the definition of apartheid embod1ed in the
dd&ument. for reasons discussed below. Nor did the
administration come up with an acceptable definition of its.
| own. In the Uﬁfted Nations Third Committee meeting of
November 9, 1984, the United States voted'against the draft
resolution A/C.3/39/L.9 because of a.formulat%on defining

' apartheid aé a "crime againstbhumanity“.‘ﬁﬁ The‘Aherican
‘delegation %as_probébly afraid of the fact that such
‘ defihitibh’might exteﬁd to othér-phenomena such as Zionism.
- Ihe delegatlon cla1med that the def1n1t1on was a
controvers1a1 one; and that such def1n1t1on had no place in
-é‘draft Eesolution whlch dea]t.w1th the report of the UN
Commlttee on the El1m1nat1on of/Rac1a1 Discrimination. A

- e - - -

467 bid. P. 19, co

468 . Unjted Nations, General Assembly, Off1C1a1 Records.
Thirty-Ninth Sess1on. Third Committee, 35th Meetung,
(A/C. 3/39/SR 35), December 9, 1984, PP 2- 6.
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| o
slightly similar reasoning guided the U.S. position on

resolution A/C.3/39/L.17. The U.S. delegation did not
participate in the adoption by consensus of draft resolution
A/C.3/39/L.17 because .of an item in the document directly
equating Zionism with racism.4¢® In the specific case of
resolution A/C.3/39/L;9, tﬁe Nigerian delegation, unlike
that of the United States,’haq no probliem with the legal
definition of apartheid embodied in the document. For = f
Nigeria, apartheid was, and still is, clearly a "crime
ag?instrhumanity" as reaffirmed in’Egg’text o?ﬂthe'draft
resolution A/C.3/39/L.9.47° It should be noted that despite
its negative vote for resolution A/C.3/39/L.9, the U.S.
could still maintain that (1) the history of the Urti fed
Sfafes was one of struggle at home and abroad against all
'formé of racial, cultural, aqd political intolebénce; (2)
the American constitution forbade intolerance, and (3) the
U.S. has Canried oﬁ a remarkable and largely peaceful legal
and soci?l revolution to ensure equality of opporfﬁnity for
all Americansl Evideﬁce of what has been achieved, as one
U.S. delegate to the United Nations saw it) is_the’faCt that

__________________

450 The traditional U S. p051t1on is to reJec any statement
equating the two. This has been the case sin UN Resolution
339(XXX) equating Zionism with racism was first adopted in
- 1975. Thus by refusing to-participate in the de11berat1ons
~leading up to the adoption of draft resolution =
A/C.3/39/L.17, the Reagan administration was simply falling
back to the estab11shed U.S.. position on resolutions deal1ng
with the activities to combat racism and racial .
discrimination, desp1te ¢laims to the contrary.

470This def1n1t1on was . not new to the world community since

the General Assembly had previously adopted a similar
definition in the International Convention on the
'Suppress10n and Pun1shment of the Cr1me of Aparthe1d
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- the United States has emerged as a natibn of all r;ées;”
re]igioné ana creeds, a nation of immigrants from every
country on the globe 471

© The Fourth Committee meet1ng of October 1982 dealt with
the issue of foreién éEonomic activities in Southern Africa.
By subportihg the draft resolution cdﬁtainednin document

A/37/23/(Part I11)/Add.1 that resulted from that meeting,
N1ger1a fle]y belleved that foreign economic and military '
activities const1tuted a ma jor obstacle to decolonlzatwon
and elimination of racial discrimination in Southern Africa.
Furthermore, from the Nigerian point of view, "the
activities of the Western transnational corporations” had
indeeq'impeded the independence of Namib}a. As a Nigerian
delegate to the United Natipns put it: "the national
independencewof Namibié could not be sacpified'on the altar
of extraneous ideological and economic interests".472 During
the Committee meeeting of October 20, 1982, the Nigerian UN
represeﬁtétive,ﬁMn!‘Abubakar;‘drew the attention of the

'internatiohal community touthe need to isolate South Africa,
and deptored the fact that South‘Afbicé coﬁtiﬁued‘to en joy |
membershib tn'thé Wgﬁld.Bahk"and'thellntebnational Monetary

“Fund in spite of sevebal Ueresqutions} Nigeria calted‘On
the WOrld Bank and the IMF to reJect South Africa’s

»;appIICatlon for a cred1t of $1.7 b11110n, suggest1ng that

‘7'gﬁ1ted Nat1ons General Assembly, Official Records
'Fortieth Session, Third Committee, Bth ‘Meeting,
(A/C.3/40/SR.8), October 11, 1985, PP. 11-13, .
472United Nat1ons General Assembly, Official Records,q
Thirty-Ninth SeSSIOn Fourth Committee, 5th Meetlng.
(A/C 4/39/SR 5), October 18 1984 PP. 2-3.
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granting the loan in question would be tantamount to
prolonging the sufferings of the innocent victims of
apartheid.”3 But the Bank and the Fund went ahead with the
loan; Elsewhere, Nigeria called for international action
~against the‘transnational corporations operating in South
"Africa and the 1mp051t10n of comprehensive and mandatory
sanctions.*74 More importantly, Nigeria called on the United
States government to cancel its approval of the request by
seven_corporations to provioeftechnical and maintenance
services to a nuclear power installation in South Africa.
The Nigerian government opposedAthe U.S. approval on the
ground that it was granted despite South African refusal to
allow inspection and verification of its nuclear facilities
by tﬁt International Atomic Energy Agency(IAEA).475 In -
respo se to Nigeria’ s assertion concerning Amer ican | -
' act1v1t1es in the nuclear field, the u. S admitted that it
‘was true that one American company had a contract to performvf
| maintenance services for the nuclear reactor at a South
African'electrical generating plant, but’insisted that (1).;”
the Services‘were under IAEA'safegurds; (2) the'plant which
was also subJect to IAEA verification Was a purely c1v1lian_
facility sold to South Africa by a country other than the

: United States, and (3) the South African nuclear reactor,_,

------------------

473 United Nations. General Assembly, 0ff1c1al Records,

. Thirty-Seventh Session, ‘Fourth Committee, 5th Meeting, _
(A/C.4/37/SR.5), October 20, 1982, P. 8. R

- 474Ynited Nations, General Assembly, 0ff1c1al Records,._

- Fortieth Session, Third Committee, ‘9th Meeting. :

- (A/C.3/40/SR.8), October 14, 1985, PP, 9-10. .

3475UN Chronicle. Special Supplement March' 4 1984 P 30

a
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3

because of tts design, cou]o not be used for military
purposes.476 The COuntry that sold the reactor'to South
Africa was‘not named, nor was there any evioence toi
substantiate the view that'the~South African nuclear reactor
could not be used for military purposes. 0On thiS'issue,.the
United States and N1ger1a were poles apart
The U.S.. voted aga1nst resolut1on A/37/23(Part
111)/Add.1 because the ‘document made no distinction between
the Situation in small nonlself-governing terrifortes and
‘those in Namibia and South Africa. Consequent]y, the U.S.
delegation contended that the draft resolution‘was-fjawed
not on]y in many of its soecifﬁc orovisions but above 511 in
“its fundamental prem1se Thus accord1ng to this view 1t was
s1mp]y not true that the act1v1t1es of fore1gn economic
interests were 1nev1tab1y detr1mental to the course of
- reform 1n Southern Africa, as the N1ger1an position on thel
issue - 1mp11ed 477 “t = ‘ EEET " |
Overall “the “Uni ted States is conv1nced that (1) the4

act1v1t1es of fore1gn econ&ﬁ1c 1nterests or its econom1c and '

commerc1a1 1nvolvement in Southern Afr1ca could act as one

~ of several 1nstruments of change 1n the reg1on because 1t

—-----——------—’--- hel

476United Nations,- General Assembly,. 0ff1cva1 Recgg__.
, Thirty-Ninth Session, Fourth Committee, 11th Mee(1ng,
(A/C.4/39/SR:11), October 26, 1984, PP. 3-4.

477 United Nat1ons, ‘General. Assembly, 0ff1c1al Records.

Thirty-Seventh Session, Fourth Comm1ttee44§th Meeting, .nf.‘jf,'

(A/C.4/37/SR.8), October 25, 1982, PP. 4-6.""The . = -
increasingly. 1ntense efforts of developlng countries to -
attract foreign investment dramatized their belief that the
_activities foreign economic interests could enchance the
welfare of the1r c1t1zens and contribute to the progress of
their soc1et1es » Lo e : , S
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opens the path to modernization, (2) economié and political

- freedoms are inexorably linked, and (3) restri;tion of
foreign economic activities would harm South Africa’s
economy énd deprive blacks of their most important tool in
the strugglesfér justice in that cbunf}y. A related
assumption is that apartheid could be eliminated and a new
society brought- about. by-Kéeping open the line of

| commbhfcatioh with the Séuth African government. That was
the posifion c&early stated by Secretary of State Schultz in
his remarks, on October 1985, in New York before members of
the50rgénizaiion of Afrigan Unity.478 The U.S. officials
pointed to the féct that théir)government had strongly
encouraged'American corporat‘io"to adhere td guidlines Quch
‘as the Sqllivan Princjbles,-whfcﬁ?sought to e]ih?nate
discrimination in the work-place, in the organl;aﬁioﬁ and‘
formal Eecognition of‘trade,union§; as well as equality in¥ 
the payment'of‘sa]ariesm It is.a program designed to hiFe,
tréiﬁ, anQ<¢rom0te non-white workers in Aﬁerican-owhed-

' coﬁpanies“fn South Africé‘on a non-discriminatory basis. In
1985, therfST‘annoUncedithét it would not aiduény»Amgrican‘

“¢ompany which did not adhere to the Sullivan Principles.478

478nited Nations, General Assembly, Official Record’,
Fortieth Session, Third Committee, 8th Meeting,
(A/C.3/40/SR.8), October 11, 1985, PP. 11-13.

479 Ibid. A code Khown as the Sullivan Principles has been
in existence long before Reagan cameé to power. Mr. Sullivan,
a veteran .of civil rights campaigns, formulated the :
“principles which took his name after a humiliating personal
search by security officials during an overnight stay in
Johannesburg in 1975. The code is revised occassionally to
take account of new political developments. Under the
‘provisions of the code, companies may not discriminate by
race, must train blacks for supervisory positions, and must
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The U.S. believes that both thé Sullivan principles and
the presence of American corporations in South Africa has
already brought substantial improvehent in the lives’of many
black South Africans. In the UN Third Committee meeiéing of
October 1985, the U.S. delégéiibn pointed out that between
1982 and 1984 the numger of black South Africans enrolled in

-—

empfo&hénf and training praérams paid for by American
businesses had increased from 4,295 to 27,940. That s#ﬁée
1980, American companies had spent nearly half a billion
| dollars on educational and training progfams for black South
Africans and nearly $32 million to impréve thé health and
liQing conditions bf their_emp]oyees.in that country.480°
. However, the effféacy of the activities of foreig; economic
,ihferests'or America’s economic involvemefit, as an agent of
. change, has been grossly exaggeratedsgiven the deepening
crisis in Soﬁth'Afriga and growing'frustration'in Washington
over the lack of progress towards the_dismantling-of
apartheid. America’s African policy is not working the way

Reagan administration officials thought it would.
o . . s . ] A .

In 1985, the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives
. pres Ve

pressureq tHe White House for action in the form of

+79(cont’d) take steps to improve health and 1living.

_ standards of black employees. The code has exercised great
influéence on American corporate dealings with South Africa.
About 150 of the 350 U.S. companies operating in South
Africa have signed the Sullivan principles and others
generally adhere to them. The code has no formal status and
there are no penalties for ignoring it other than what one
observer described as "political opprobruim’. Africa «
Research Bulletin, September 30, 1985, .P. 7874. = =
180United Natidns, General Assembly, Official Records
Fortieth Session, Third Committee, 8th Meeting,
(A/C.3/40/SR.8), October 11, 1985, P. 12.-
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sarictions against South Africa. Sanctions were meant to
reflect -increasing U.S. impatience with lack of significant
reform in Pnetoria’sgraCial poticieé. President Reagan’s |
Executive Order of September 9, 1985 announced measures
apparently designed to deprive the government pf South
Africa Ot any direct or indirect U.S. support in maintaining
its police, military, and apartheid-enforctng structures.
The Reagan administration sanctions against South Afrtca
were as follows: (1) no computer exports to law enfrocement
agencies; (2) no nuclear‘technoﬁogy exports untess for

nuc lear non-prdliferatidn or humanitarian purposes, (3) no

loans except for projects benefitting all races, (4) no

frica not

export assistance'to‘any U.S. company in s
= .
adhering to fair{employment principles, and (5) eRvisaged
-0 i :
ban on Kruggé?and exports.*8' The point to note is/ that

sanctions, although meant to appease Congress.a send a

\ -

signal to South Africa,‘did not represent a marked departure

in Amentéa’etAfrican policy. The Financial Times over-stated
the Case when it commented that the Reagangadministnatidn
"has crossed the Rubican", and reached a point of no return
regarding South African policy, or.that the administratjon‘
was now ta1K1ng of "active" not "constructive"'

engagement 482. Reagan adm1nlstrat1on OfflCla]S conceded thatn
the sanct1ons announced by the Pres1dent represented in
‘part, a cod1f1catlon of ex1st1ng regulat1ons, that sanct1ons
were not designed to put economic’ pressure on South Afr1ca

R e e I

481Africa Research Bullet1n September 30 1985, P. 7873.
4°2Ib1d '
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but rather, as Secretary Schultz put it, to "send a single
message on behalf of all Americans."*¢3 Thus despite
increasing demand for new policy initiative in the face of
mounting evidence of racial yiolence in South Africa, the
Reagan administration olings to established policy lines.
The administration would not go along with the Nigerian
government demand that the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund curtail loans and credits to South Africa, nor
would it support UN resolutions restricting the activities
of foreign economic interests in that country.
America’s‘African policy under Reagan is broadly
31m1lar to Carter’'s African policy during the 1978-1980
period. Forvone, there is a trend towards greater
accommodation,with South Africa and unwillingness on the
part of the United States to upset the status quo in that
country. This development has greatly diminished'U(§.
.lability to influence the direction of events in Africa in
the 19805 As'South African woes grow, U.S. declaration of
symbolic ‘support for negotiated solutions is becoming an.
increasingly inadequate way of dealing with the problem
Like the Carter administration, Reagan’s leadership has not
adopted any blue- print for action or a proposal for dealing
'with the situation in Namibia and South Africa should racial
violence continue and the government in Pretoria fails to
make any‘signifioant progress.towards the abandonment'of
apartheid. o o ’ |

e T I
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Apparently. Nigeria has no ideological differences:with
the United States, despite normal differences of opitnion on
how best to approach Africa’s pressing problems. Nigeria's
concept of change in South Afrisa from the present system of
white minority rule to a multiracial democracy is also not
significantly different from that of the United States.
Nigeria has established its credentials as a "frontline"
state or one of the principal actors in the dual struggle
for the independence of Namibia and elimination of B
apartheid. From the 1970s to the 1980s Nigeria’s priorities
have remained the same, namely, eradioation of colonialism,
racism,_and apartheid from the African soil and the
, promotion of peace, stability, and economic development of
the region. Nigerian'leaders have taken specific measures .to
| further the cause of'Namibian‘independence and majoritydrule
in South‘Afrjca. They remain totally committed to the
liberatiohégtruggle in Southern Afrlca, and have provided
moral. and material support to the liberation movements.4?s
Both Nigeriaﬂand the Unitedvstates are positively*disposed
to the prOmotion of peace;vstability, and‘regional security
on the continent, although the U. S does not provide any
mater1al support to the Afr1can l1beratlon movements
However the maln problem is thatvthe U S- tends to overlook
the African d1mens1on of the problem, focu51ng 1nstead on
the East-West struggle Consequently, Amer1ca appears to be

,obl1v1ous,to the poss1b1lltles that threat to peade and -

- --—--------

““AfrICa R_port duly August 1985, PP 4-9,
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security in the African sub-system may occur independent of
thé Soviet: Union. Furthermore, by conceﬁtratihg on the
East-West factor, the U.S. has ¢hosen not to recogﬁize the
dynamics_of African nationalism, especially in the 1980s.

By vdting against UN resolutions dealing with what most
‘Nigerians consider to be critical isgueé in the politics of
the African sub-system, the Reagan administration,.like the
Carter adminstration of the 1978-1980 period, has displayed
a grea{ deal of insensitivity to Nigerian opinioh in these
‘mafters. Somﬁ Nigerian leaders have comelto believe. that
Nigerian-American relations have cobled'somewhét since the
1970s, and that the U.S. no longer éccords as high a r
priority to relations with Nigeria as it once did when
Nigeria was pivotal in Amer ican foréigp poiicy “fﬂb
considerati?ns during the:early days'of fhe éarter
administrétion. A1though somewhat péssimistic, this view
does not down-play the impdrténce of Njgeriaanmericaq
'relatiéng in the first half of the 1980s, espécfallybin the
area Qf trade. The real nature of Nigerian—American T
bilateral ties was well summed up by Genefaf Buhari. fqrmer'
head of!the.féderal military government of’N%geria, when he -
acknowledged that:“Nigeria’s'relatfons;wifﬁnthe U§Sq»are on

"an even Keel, although they could be better".4%s

-— e e S M A e e e G A o e e @
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Conclusion

Analysis of Nigertan-American relations during the
Reagan administration show basic similarities and
differences between Nigerian and U.S. policy issues
significant to both. Throughout Reagan’s first term, Nigeria
and the United States remained wide]y-divided.on their
approaches'towards Angola, South Africa and Namibia. Yet, at
the level of diplomacy and economy, Nigeria wanted close
ties and continued dialogue with the UAited States despite
their differenoes over SouthernAAfrica. Furthermore, as
East-West considerattons became the major determinant of
America’'s African oolicy under Reagan, Nigeria Las‘
inoreasinoly seen as a potential ally in the struggle
'against communism in the African sub-system

/The politics of accommodation between Nigeria and the
Unitled States, which'began'in the late 1970s, had become one
:of the primary teatures of’Nigerian-American relations
during . theiearly"1980$ Several economic and political‘
factors were respon51ble for the growth and cont1nuat10n of
‘.pol1t1cs of accommodat1on dur1ng the latter per1od On the
Nigerian side, one could po1nt to such factors as (1) the’
dw1nd11ng revenues from oil, (2) the weak posnt1on‘of o11
producers vis-a-vis 011 consumers in the the early 1980s.
\ and (3) the subsequent down turn in N1ger1an economy Dn the‘
,Amerlcan 51de. Washlngton s sense of its strateg1c 1nterest

'called for the need. to balance Uu.s. pol1cues w1th regard to

tNygerwa and South Afr1ca. The Reagan‘adm1nlstratlon,-llke
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its predecessor, recognizes the strategic, economic, and
political importanee;of Nigeria and South Africa to the
United States. Thus, -for the administration; the choice was
not between Nigeria and South Africa, it was whether the
United States could maintain good relations with both
countries, while et'the same time pursuing its policy of .
constructive engegement. ‘

It shoqld‘be noted that economic interest alone does
not explain the attempts by the Reagan and Carter
administrations to steb up American involvement in Nigerid
by way Qf investment, trade, and aid. Economic interest was
not an end in itself, rather it represented a point in a
'eontinuum of building c]oser politieal bonds betWeen Nigeria
‘and the United States. The political implications were
'-clearly far-reaching~as u.s. bolicy during the Carfer and
§eegan era gave high priority’to East-West
considerations.4¢6 The Reagan administration, Tike its
predecessor, gave.high,pr{ority to the politfcal_payfoffs
that would result from its efforts to increase trade with
Nigeria, and diversify investment and aid. With the benefit
of hind-sight, American investment;'}réde{ and aider
‘constituted a'podgrful”instrumentsofif1) mafntaihing closer
| poiitical‘ties.With Nigeria; (2) garﬁeringlsuppertefdr
;35éééé;§;§§;f;;-§he'neW-¢¢1¢ warfstarted,to emerge. Walter .
Lafeber, "From Confusion to Cold‘@ar;vThe'MemoirS‘of the
Carter Administration", Diplomatic History, vol.-8; ho. 1,
Winter 1984, PP. 1-12; Samuel P. Huntington, "Human Rights

. and American Power", Commentary, vol. 72, no. 3, September,
1981, PP. 37-43. S o (7 ‘ : ,
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the face of the emerging new cold war, [ that Nigeria was, and
still is, very much a part of the-so-ca]led free world, (4)
helping to cultivate liberal political values through
education and training of Nigerians in the United States,
and (5) building cohfidence in the Nigerian democratic
institutions. Although Nigeria’'s. experiment with the
American system of government in the late 1970s had
deteriohated into military rule during the early 1980s, the
" United States was probably still cautiousty optimistic that
democracy was possible in Nigeria.

‘ Such optimism was not inconsistent with the foreign
policy ideals of the Reagan administration, an
administration which professes great faith in the A\
correctness of the democratié:uay of‘aife, and ardues in the
early‘1980$'that (a) the history of the United Statesbwas
one of étruggle‘at home and abroad against all forms of
racial, CUlturaT, and political intolerance, (b) American.
'COnstitution‘forbade intolerance, and (c) the U.S. has
carried on'a remabkable andv]argely peaceful legal and
sociaﬁ revolution to ensure equatity of opportunity for all
Anericans The:admintstration’s.be]ief in what'the Uni ted
States stand for at home and abroad is too 1deal1st1c g1ven
the degree df 1nequal1ty between black and white Amerlcans
at’ home and the. adm1n1stratlon s refusal to support
g 1nte;nat1onal effort aimed at e]1m1nat1ng apartheid in South
‘ Afr1ca Although in h1s State of the. Un1on address in early

.1986. President Reagan did provide what he described as a

s
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"strategy of immediate action” to help the American poor,
his proposed budget for fiscal year 1987 included: cuts in
medicare for the elderly and the medicaid for the poor; cuts
An student loans, cuts in legal services for the poor; an
end to grants for urban development in depressed areas; and
cuts,1n economic development grants to states and cities.
Furthermore, emphasis on direct efforts to meet basic human
needs has been rejected by the administration in favor of a
return to seeking such outcomes indirectly through the
"market forces" or by stimulating economic growth. The
cornerstone of Reagan s development program is based on the,
b@ﬁfc premise that “free people build free markets that
ignite dynam1c development for everyone.487

Th1s idealistic vision of development is the core
philosophical tenet of the administration’s approach to
.internationa]‘;eVe]opment issues. Economic growth through
"markét forces" is seen by thé administration as a means of
ensuring equality of opportunity desp1te the fact that
growth does not always benef1t the maJor1ty of c1t1zens 1n
 the poor.countr1es Furthermore the adm1n1strat1on s
percept1on of an AmerTcan ideal that is based on the
.struggle for rac1al to]erance at’home and abroad d1rectly
contrad1cts Reagan s be11ef that the basic issue in U.S.
relatwons with Afr1ca is not the Amer1can des1re to achieve
racial equal1ty or el1m1nat1on of 1g‘l§t1ce based on race.

487Rlchard s Newfarmer, "The Pr1vate Sector and
° Development”, in John P. Lewis and Valeriana Kal}gbgtsgs.)
83

°U.S. Foreign Polic and the Third World: Aﬁenda Nev®
York: “Praeger, 19835 117 138. /
& -
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but rather the power struggte between the United States and

the Soviet.

Even if attention is focused on the Reagan
administration’s policy objectives rather than Reagan’s
'Vpersonal belief, one is left with a distinct impression that

the United States has failed to achieve its policy
objectives, notably: (1) promotion of peace and regional
security, (2) support for negotiated solutions to the |

“problems of Southern Africa, (3) support for;Fegional

~ economic development. and as a reliable partner in Africa ~

" (4) expand that group of nations whose development policies
produce economic progress and which have democratic
institutions. The Reagan administration does not consider
Africa to be largely insignificant as was the case during
the Nixon and Ford administrations. However, its o
\pre occupatlon‘wlth‘East -West struggle in the Afr1can
sub- system means the adm1n1strat on has devoted very little
attention to some elements of U.S, objectives dealing with

. economic and basic human liberties, not to talk of suppont
'fon actions aimed at ending‘apartheid. o '~,

‘ | Amer1ca s Afr1can pol1cy under Reagan is’ broadly
s1m11ar to Carter s Afr1can pol1cy dur1ng the 1979 1980
per1od For one, there is a trend towards greater

_accommodat1on w1th South Africa ang unw11]1ngness on the.
" part of the Un1ted $tates to. upset the status quo in that

- country Th1s development has greatly d1m1n1shed U.S.

ab111ty to 1nfluence the d1rect1on of events 1n Africa 1n

\
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the 1980s. As South African woes ghow, the U.S. declaration
of symbolic support for negotiated so]u@ﬁxm is becoming an
increagingly {nadequate way of dealing with the problem.
Like the Carter administration, Reagan’'s leadership has not
adopted any bluegbrint for action or a proposal for dealing
with the situation in Namibia and South Africa should raciad, g
violence continue and the government in Pretoria fails to‘ .
:maKe any significant progress towards the abandonment of
apartheid.l |

The Reagan administration is on a shaky foundation
regarding its number_one objective, namely; the promotion of
regional peace and securtty, since‘racial violence in South
Afhica haS'continued-unabatedthotentially threatening to
engulf the entire Southern Afrioan_yegion. Yet, through its
policy of constructive engagement the administration has,
like. its'predecessors, 1ncreased t1es with South Afr1ca, and
,expanded d1glomat1c m111tary, and intelligence relat1onsh1p

with that country. At the United Nations, the administrgtion

@

;frequently stOpd by South Africa,,vetotng resolutions?"
oriticai-of the apartheid system and'in some” cases

Qmeglster1ng the only abstention when its Western allies

| voted to condemn Sdﬁ?h African actions. As far as the Un1ted
States appears to be support1ng the aparthe1d system and '

;South Africa feels that 1t has a powerful ally in’ ’
WashIngton, the reg1me 1n Pretorwa w1ll continue to pose a
‘threat not only to reg1onal stab111ty but also to peaceful

hresolut1on of: confl1ct in Southern Africa "g/
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Under Reagan, a negotiated solution to the problem of
apartheid is not likely. Reoent developments show that the
white minority leadership in Pretoria, far from responding
creatively to‘the Reagan.administration’s confidence in the
apartheid regime, is resorting once again to repression
rather than reform. There is at least some element of truth
in the assertlon that the Reagan administration’s pol1cy of
constructive engagement has actually exacerbated the
situation lnside South Africa by encouraging the
divide-and-rule tactics of the Pretoria regime, and leading
:the South Afrtcan government to belief that the United
States supports its domestic policies. |

Reagan s - 1mpos1t1on of l1m1ted sanct1ons against
' Pretor1a was an adm1ss1on of the fact its policy of
encouraging change in the apartheid system through dlalogue
w1th white m1nor1ty leaders had falled Some would quite
understandably argue that although Reagan s policy of
construct1ve engagement was a necessary step in the -
evolutlon of American att1tude towands South Afr1ca, the”
pol1cy has caused the Un1ted States to lose five valuable
years when it m1ght have 1nfluenced South Afr1ca to beg1n
negot1at1ng a settlement of 1ts unique and extraord1nary .

rqc aff_roblems "4ss There is no fundamental change 1n U s.

‘BWSanford J. Ungar and Peter Vale,i"South Afr1ca Why
Constructive Engagement Failed", Fore1gn Affa1rs vol. 64,

No 2, winter 1 85/86 PP 234\258
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the apartheid system by hooor1ng its rules, support1ng its
leaders. and working with the regime instead of work1ng
against it. In this case, the continulties*in policy
substance between Reagan, Carter and previous U.S.
‘administrations are remarkable For example .the Reagan
administration’s contlnued support for white-led change S
South Africa and its apparent 1gnorance of the pollt1cal
needs of the black maJor1ty in that country is in l1negu1th R
past U.S. policies. - |
The U.S. objective concerningisupport for negotﬁgted
solutions to the problems of Southern Africa has not |
materialized One of the reasons beinglthat the
adm1n1strat1on has opted for a military sogyt1on . .
emphas1z1ng that "support for freedom f1ghters s |
self-defense." 489 Consequently, in July 1985, theh
administration successfully fought for the repeal of Clark
Amendment which banned any American ass1s ncelto rebel |
.forces in Angola In February 1986, the White. House welcomedl
donas Sav1mb1, the Angolan UNITA rebel leader%?to o
Washlngton Conservati'es who applauded the repeal of the

'Clark Amendment saw a1d to Sav1mb1 as an ult'mate test of

the so-called‘ Reagan Doctr1ne , the adm1n1st
‘declared ob3ect1ve of a1ding ant1 commun1st “frn_
‘f1ghters 1n thelr struggles aga1nst Sovwet Cuban backed

'governments At a nat1onal conservat1ve convent1on in early

'1986 former U, N Ambassador dean K1rkpatr1ck urged the U S

——-'-'--_--—-—-—---—

489Time, February 10 1986,'P. 42-'1
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to provide the apparently pro-Western UNITA guerrilla ,
movement led by Savimbi with what she déscribed as' “real
helﬁcopte.s, real grOund-to-air missiles, reat weapons . | "480
In response, the Reagan administration 1nformed the Senate
and House Select Comm-ttee on Intelllgence that it 1ntended
to offer UNITA about $10-million in covert aid from a
Aspecial discrettonary fund that was not sub ject to‘
ZCongress1onaF approval. | B
The rationale behind the ‘dm1mstrat1on s a1d to

7tSay1mb1 is fb work towards a UNITA’s v1ctory or to pressure
,the Ango]an gOvernment to accept reconC111ation with Savimbi
and give his UNITA a place in the government -This is an ;
'unl1kely prospect, and one that is well recogntzedﬁzy some
commentators‘ mdwever, ana]ysts from U.S. 1ntel?1gence
-agenc1es have conlect1ng assessments of Sav1mb1 s prospects
for y10tory Althoqgh Pentagon s Defense Intell1gence Agency
'(DIA) have predtcted a p0551ble mtg1tary and polltical
v1ctory for Sav1mb1. the Centra1 Inte111gence Agency (CLA)

fand the State Department Bureau of- Inte]ttgence and Research‘ K

have conc]uded iha% Sav1mb1 can ne1ther W1n nor force a

“coallt1on government in: Angola "The Reagan adm1n1strat1on,

-

:whose poswt1on on the 1ssuek1s,not d1ss1m1lar to that of the,

'Pentagoﬁ has apparently dec1ded to ignOre the conc]us1ons

[

talso :gnored the argument by Republ1can and Democratlc'

Senators that a1d to Savxmb1 1s a bad 1dea 49‘ The

--—-—-.--—--——---—-—

4°°Ib1d : ';‘\"v?,' i e

““Manéhester G rdia’ Weekly, Febrﬁarv 16, u1986,[ P. 16.
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reached by the CIA and the Bureau of Intelllgence It has e
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conflicting assesments of the likelihoo9 of success of the
U.S.'foreign policy by analysts from CIA, DIA, and Bureau of
Intelligence came in the midst of an intense debate within
the administration and Congress‘over whether the United
.§tates'shOUld resume its involvement, after a decade of
abstinence in the Angolan civil war. Indeed.,Ameripafs new
activism is potentially dangerous because it may exacerbate
regional tension and‘impactS'upon Njgerian-American
bilateral relations. Greater,U.S. involvement in the Angolan
civil war ma; spell an end to the politics of'accommodation
evident in Nigerian-American relationsh}p since the Carter
years, especlally'if'Nigerian leaders see ‘the U.S. role as
an attempt to topple the MPLA reglme in 'Angola or establish
.an American—UNITA-Pretoria alliance. The new activism in |
U.SI p011cy'during Reagan’s secOnd term also indicates that
negotiated solut1ons to reg1onal problems in the African
sub- system are st1ll a long way away, that Reagan, 1ike
Carter has not advanced beyond the pol1cy frameworK% '
establtshed by the Ford K1ss1nger adm1n1strat1on |
The Reagan adm1nlstrat1on S support for reg1onal-

economic development leaves much to be'des1red Desp1te it
pledge to lend Amer1ca s 1nfluence resources, and
d1plomat1c ability to help dddress Afrtcan problems or
contr1bute to the development of African economies,- the |
?Reagan adm1n1stra;30n has no effectlve pollcy instruments_f
for deal1ng with the problems of . 1nternat1onal debt and
decllnlng growth rates now affecttng most Sub Saharan

"«
See ¢

i
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African countries. The administration has not only refﬁsed

to sﬁpport Nigefia’s assertion that a'permaﬁent solutjon to.
African economic problems can not be found without a
structural adjustment in the international economic system,

it has also refused to back any demand for changes iﬁ the
lending'pol%cies f the World Bank which.haé adversely
affeeted economic development and financial solvéncy of poor
countries.*?2 The debt service burden for most SQb-Saharan
Africén countrieg is becoming unmanageable, raising the
spectre of economic”cPIIapse and political upheaval. In the
face of cOntinueq economic cri%is, some commentators believe
thafra reschedufing of dgbt owed by African cQuntrfes is
nécesséry.'altﬁough the U.S. role in the whole process has
ngt been seriouély consideréd by the Reagan admin{stration.
It’shouid be noted that the lack of economic deVe]opment and
growth in the‘Afriqan subsystem rebresent a.threat to'U.s.
security interest or a losf“marﬁetﬁbppértunigies for U.S.
businesé;'much as the rise in interest rateé‘and'dgbt
servicing"ratio repreéent a potential tﬁbeét'to’American
banking system if mast of the poorer countries default on

”“‘

the1r loans

T N1ger1a with a fore1gn debt amount1ng to $20 b1ll1on,
has exper1enced two military coups in-the- last two years - a
pol1t1cal development not unconnected w1th econom1c problems«

,fac1ng that country 1n the’eardy 19805 Nor has the recent

. . »
-------------- .--'L-

492Christine A. Bogdanow1cz Bindert, "Woﬁldeebt: Thefunited
States ReconSIders Fore1gn Affa1rs, vol. 64¢.Nb. 2, Winter
1985/86 PP 259- 273a . - o
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oil price collapse helped Nigeria's economic recovery,
‘having made the country s projection of $8 1 billion in 011
revenues in 1986 appear to be too optimistic. However,
future political uncertalnttes emanating from continuing
_economic crisis may be avoided ﬁj (1) the Reagan
administration takes appropriate measures to help Nigeria’'s
“economic recovery, and (2) Nigeria adopts a coberent -
economic strategy consisting of provistons,for tndustrial
revival | impont restraint, and an emphasis on local
‘production ot basic commodities. The adoption of such a
strategy may help to revita};;eithe lagging manufacturing.
and agricultural sectors. thereby freeing Nigeria’s
underly1ng ebullience. As one observer correctlysput it
"Nigerian energies have been dissipated by 1mported
constitutions, factories.‘food and expectatwns.“"93 .
Overall the role of external and‘domestic factors must

be cons1dered in any strategy of economic recovery
Recogn1zxng this fact ~the new Babang1da government in Lagosﬁf
has, like its predecessors, 1nd1cated that 1t.wants closer ’
relat1ons with the Unlted States and has promlsed to removef
all obstacles to fore1gn 1nvestment But the Reagan
: adm1nlstrat1on s emphasis on econom1c growth as the best
,rel1ef for econom1c CPISIS, a]though 1t may benef1t N1ger1a
. in the long- run, . is. not 11Ke1y to prov1de the 1mmed1ate
solut1on the new government needs to consol1date power Qnej

‘93T1mothy M “Shaw,'“Niger1an Coups and Fore1gn Pol1cy )

?ternatIOnal Persgect1ves, November/December 1985 PP
'1 19 .

-
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is bound to agree with the assertion that "the time might be
propitious for the United States_to take the lead in helping
Nigeria to restructune its international obligations."494
‘Furthermorey it is probahly true toﬂsay that unless the
United States, in conjunction with tnternational financial
institutions, act to help relieve Nigeria’s debt burden,'the’
deepening economic crisis may'prevent Babangida’s
reform-conscious government from moving towards a political
liberaliéation that would allow exneriments with new forms
of e]ectoral'representation"and participation from the_
grass- roots '
Neverthe]ess, one can\be moderate]y confident that
despite Reagan s fa1lure and\broken promises elsewhere 1n
Africa, the new matur1ty in nger1an Amer ican relations,.
ev1dent in the emergence of pol1t1cs of accommodatlon w1ll
enable the United States to make a posat1ve contribution to-
:pdlitical and econonic deVelopmentvin Nigeria A poséfive
attltude by Wasﬁ1ngton may also enable N1ger1a to .endure the-
short- term challenge of rev1v1ng 1ts agr1c1utural base..
-generat1ng internal 1ndustr1al 1nputs, and re*bu1ld1ng ‘
domestwc 1ndustr1es such ,as, coa]. cocoa groundnuts metals,‘
-pQJm oil and rubber But in the f1nal analysis, a great
deal depends on the ab111ty of the Babang1da adm1n1strat1on K
to bu1ld a. nat1ona1 consensus around a coherent econom1c }!
:strqﬁegy aimed at eas1ng N1ger1a s debt burden by cuttlng
spendvng and puttlng a stop to the d1sastrous leakage of the

‘9‘L“ ry D1amond "N1ger1a Update";
64']- . 2 w1nter 1985/86 PP. 326 3

{

Fore1 n Affa1rs, Vol

B TR ST : | | .
R T g e o g L Y ) B} e ‘. s



S 268

country’'s resources through corruption and mismanagemeAt.f
In general, Nigeria and the United States maintained
good bilatéﬁaf relations throughdut the early 1980s.
Meanwhile, evidenée points io continued improVemenf in
Nigerién-AméEican relatibns and the continuatioﬁ of politics
of accommodation. However, further improveﬁent in bilateral
ties betwéeﬁ the two countries is likely to depend, to a
greater extent, not only on politica].develoﬁhents in
Africa,'but aléo on how Washington deals‘w{th Nigerié; the
test ‘will be in the way officials in Washiﬁgfon handle the

gituation in Namibia, Angéla, and South Africa:




-Conclusion: The Comparative Perspective. =

gf

Th1s study began by ra1s1ng the quest1on of the nature .
of the N1gen1an Amer1can relat10nsh1p and wh1ch of the
various’ analyt1ca] approaches best serve the explanat1on of .
.that. rel;tlonshlp The state level systemlc, and dependency
'perspect1ves have al] offered tHe1r own perspect1ve
-regard1ng N1ger1an Amer1can relat1ons Wh1le the state 1evel
explanat1ons emphas1zed internal needs and goals of N1ger1a
and the Un1ted States. the system1c explanat1ons emphas12ed
the confl1ctua1 nature of the East West relat1onsh1p and the
respectxve roles of N]ger1a and tﬁe Unqted States w1th1n - ~ﬂaf\
Zthat broader strateglc confl1ct The dependency perspect1ve -
offered an alternat1ve v1ew of the relationsh1p that ;‘_f :: S
employed both levegs but emphasqzed the nature of the g]obal ‘
economic relatlonship and the 1nternal econom1c forces of ‘f;é;:;

»bki
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the two°states. It is now necessary to return to a

consideration of these explanations.

State and Dependency
While there appear to be exclusive state level

explanations of the>Nigerian-American relationship, they all -
have systemic.implicat}ons For, example, the decision to
repeal the Clark Amendment whrich on the surface looked like
an internal political problem of the Un1ted States, was. seen
in Lagos as an lndlcation of intent to give miljtary ’
asSistance to Jonas Savimbi and his UNITA forces in Southern
Angola. But there was strong opp051ton in the U. S Congress
The Amendment 1t will be recalled, placed severe
restrtcttons on covert a551stance to rebel groups in Angola
When Reagan was elected in November 1980 he promised to
pull Amer1cp out of its economic’ woes and to restore its

r1ghtful place as the pre)emtnent global power ) unafra1d

to w1eld its econom1c or m1l1tary strength 1f necessary As
an appl1catton of thts view, Preswdent Reagan called on
Congress to repeal the ClarK Amrendment arguing that 1t
l1m1ted the power of the execut1ve to conduct foretgn .
pollcy The Carter adm1n1strat1on also recogn1zed this fact
when 1t tr1ed~‘unsucessfglly, to repeal the Clark Amendment
Carter s attempt began before hls defeat 1n 1980 when he :;
urged the Senate to reMove restrlct1ons on the Presxdent' .\h

authortty to provﬁde m1l1tary and. covert assistance to the‘v

rebel forces 1n Angola, 1f the Prestdent determtned that
T ;o : . L

< 0 A
L



, . 271

such aid was in the interest of national security of the
United States.*%5 The mea5ure>passed by the Senate required
only that the President inform the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee of his intentions in private, thereby effectively
eliminating the;restrictions imposed by Clark Amendment in
1976. However, as a result of strong oppbsition spear-headed
by Stephen J. Solarz (Democrat - New York), Chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Africa, the House of Representatives
reJeoted the measure. %96

Reagan iike Carter, saw nothing wrong with giving
American mi]itary support  to factions fighting against the 5
‘Marxigt oriented MPLA regine in Angola. Opposition to
Reagan’s move grew because, to some legisiators,.the Clark‘
Amendment was much more than a bi]l to prevent the supply of -
‘arms to anti.communist factions in Angola. Primarily, the
Amendment was seen as @ ref]ection of Américan reality and a
soeCial moment in PreSidential CongresSional relations ‘the
post Vietnam. post Watergate era Witnessed not on]y the
paSSing of the.ClarK Amendment, but also the War Powers: Act
the Foreign ASSistance ‘Act of §974* and the 1974 Budg;tx |
Reforms.. ‘97 Al] these measures were unique e*forts by

-—--_---_—------—-

‘95Henry F. dJackson, From the Longo to Soweto: U.S. Foreigg
Policy Toward Africa Since T§BO PP. T77-86. K

486]bid. )
497William F. Mul]en, PPBSidential Power and Politics (New

York; St. Martin’s Press, 1976), PP 63-64, 101-105. The War -

Powers Act placed a 60-day. limit on future military =

deployments overseas without Congressional, consent. The. Bill-

grew-out of popular and Congressiﬁiel ¥rustration with the
s

war making powers: assumed by the cutive.- It was anly =
attempt by Congress to re-assert constitutional role in
the issues of war and. peace, or as the War-Powers resolution
of\1973fstated_ “to fulfill the intent of the framers of the
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Congréss to exert greater control over the executiQe in
foreign affa{rs.‘9° By 1979-1980,‘however, the tide was‘
changing: the apparent impotence of President Carter in the.
face of American hostages in Iran 'led to a demand, by many

Americans, for'a'more.powerful executive. But the repeal of |

9

Clark Amendment was no guarantee of a strong éxecutive,

__________________ N b ° .

.497 (cont’d) constitution of the United States and insure
that the collective judgement of both Congress and the
President will apply.to the introduction of the United
.States armed forces. into hostilities", {PP. 101-405). In a
similar vein, -the Budget ‘Reforms bill of 1974 was designed .
. to make Congress an equal pastnerawith the president in R
setting budgetary priarities, (PP. 63-64). For further
reading 'see U.S. Congress, House, Congress, the President
‘and the War Powers, Hearings, before the Subcommittee on
National, Security Policy and Scientific Development,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hou%e of.Representatives, 81st
_Congress, 2nd Session, 1970, PP. 435-512; U.S, Congress,
House, War Powers, Hearings, ‘before the Subcommittee on
National Security PoliCy- and Scientific Developments, -
Committee on Foreign Affairs, House of Representatives, 393rd
Congress, 1st. Sessian, 1973, PP. 429-502; Richard E. :
Neustadt, Presidential Power: The Politics of leadership
From FDR to Carter (New York: Wiley, 1980), PP. 174-186.
Furthermore, in the areaof U.S. aid policy, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-559) adopted several
pieces of legislation with implications for Africa. The
Eoreign Assistance Act requested thHe President to increase
Africa’'s share‘of the United States economic assistance .
(sec. 49). It appeared to mark a Congressional effort to
reverse a trend of declining levels of U.S. aid to Africa,"-
.and the policy of focusing development aid on a few selected
A*rican,natﬂons‘like Nigeria and-'Zaire, where it was _
believed aid would achieve the most-substantial results, .
rather~::gn concentrating on the poorest African countries..
i

The Foreign Assistdance Act contained other statements on
_Congresgional palicy on Africa. One of.these was a statement
on policy with respect to independence of then Portuguese
colanies, of Angola, Mozambique, and. Guinea-Bissua, which .-~
called upon the President to take steps:'to show U.S. support
for ‘the pedceful transition of these territories to -~
independence (sgc. 50)..For more details see U.S. Congress,
House, Congress and Foreign Policy 1974, Committee on ’
international Relations, ‘House of Kepresentatives, S4th-.
Congress, 1st Session, 1875, PP. §7-59. . ~ -~ . "
“48eMonidue Rubens, "Congress Focuses on Clark Amendment", -

‘West Africa, December 7, t981, PP. 2922-2924. . . T,

@
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S

partly because of a compromise proposal introduced by

Senators Percy. (Republican - 111indis) and Tsongaé‘(Democrat

-

- Massachuseetts). The Percy-Tsongas: compromise proposal -

\

tinked assistance to Angola.with.a Namribian settlement which
in effect tied the President’s hands even further . 98
According to Senator Tsongas, the‘ClarK emendment symbo lized
a capac1ty of Amerlca for restraint”. For Senator Cranston
(Democrat c Cat1forn1a) outrwght repeatl would be viewed

;"throughout the wor 1d and particularly in Africa, as an

-Qv
Amer1can dec1s1on to favor military responses to Southern

‘Afr1can problems,.5°° Furthermore Nigeria and’ other Afrlcan
.countr1es contended that the proposal for repea] of the

Clark Amemdment ‘was the work of a mor e aggress1ve and 3
l

1deolog1cally 1ncltned admlnlstrat1on in Wa§h1ngton, that
the repeal would’ be tantamount to a publig acknowledgement

{
that ‘under’ the Reagan administration the Wthe House seeks

‘99The Percy- Tsongas comprom1se proposal stated that
‘assistance to Angola could:only be given if the Pres1dent
provided assurance that substantial progress, “including
effective cease-fire and preparat1on for 1nternatwonally ;
supervised elections (along- the linés of U.N. resolution
-435) had been made by all parties in ach1ev1ng an
1nternat10naVT§ ptab]e settlement in Namibia, and that
-assistancé to AngoN would not harm: such .a settlement.
Rubens, “Congress Fo uses on ClarK Amendment',, P. 2923. In
may 1981, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee approved -
both the repeal of the Clark Amendment, and Percy-Tsongas
compromise proposal. Earlier that week of May, fhe House-
Foreign Affairs Committee, always a strong backer of. thé
Clark Amendment.voted 18- to 5 to retdin it. On Sept er 30
1981, the full Republican dominated. Senate debated
Amendment Senator Tsongas then introduced:a supr1se o
amendment which-stated that the Clark Amendment would be = *
repealed ‘either when there was-an effective cease-fire in:
-Namibia. or’ by March 1983, -by which time it was thought %n-
‘agreement -on- ‘Namibia would be reached., Thls was not to be.:
¥5°°Ibid west Afr1ca,.danuary 1982 P 42 :

“
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the freedo& to interfere” in the internal affairs of African
states..5°' Nigerian officials argued that U.S. aid to
_Savimbiﬁwqd%d in any cape do the reverse of what the Reagan
adminjé%fation assumed would be the result,behind such aid,
iteThit Qbuld bring an escalation rather than a reduction of
Guban;and Sbviet‘presence It would also destroy any chance
”of a Nam1b1anrsettlement They were conv1nced tha*/s1nce the
Reagaﬁ ‘mstr’atwn equates stability with absence of
;SOVlet or Mar;lst act1v1ty, the adm1n1strat1on would
'accord1:;1y sgpport fact1ons_or regimes that profess
anfi-eqmmunist convictioniﬂhatever hay be their approach to
-equality of pbiitiéa] and social oppoftunity 502" Thus. what
begIna as a Pre51dent1al Congressional pol1t1ca1 stfzggle
has cTear system1c 1mp]1cat1ons fdb Amen1ca s attempt to
deal with 1ts percept1on of Afr1;an problems. * ' o
Funthermore, two seemlngly contradrctory views of
chavng‘e. in 't,h_e interna.‘t%'o'nal ~system co-existed m th_e Carter -
admintstratjdn, wtth one4OCCasionally,gaining’aSCendaney Lo
.over the other bdt'never quite etfminating it‘AThese views
were divided into two oppos1ng camps (or what‘some descrlbe
ag reg1onal1sts" and "bloba11sts") that were respectlve]y
headed by Young and BFiezxnsK1. Soon after the advent of the |

kCarter adm1nistratlon, Ambassador Young, and a few months

e o7

later Pres1dent Carter.,declared that the Cuban tneops who a»,f"ff,

year ear11er~bad been sa1d to "threaten" detente now .

mmmempelmacd ---- .
So1pfexs Rondos, "The . Reagan real1sm on Afr1ca , West
Africa, May 11, 1981, 1013. , ' V‘

502Donald B. Easum, “Why Niger1a is Important to the U S "o
_West Afr1ca » June" 15 1981 P. 1345 o

P}

C : . . : . co
- . N . Lo .-
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constituted a "stabilizing"” influence in Angola.563 foung,
who advocated idealism and morality tn foreign poltcy, was&
in favour of an all-inclusive openness towards different

| African nations no matter what their ideologioal‘leanings.°

' ﬁodng.‘along with Vance, MéHenry, and Moose.were_the
so-called consistent “regionalists”/within the Carter ~
administration during the 1977-1978 period. They saw African
deve]opment and ohange as shaped not by the feQil‘genius" of
the Soviet Union but byiindigenous forces and factgrs,
stressing the'speciftcity of particular situations‘and,the
essential]y African and nationalist character'of the diQerse‘
‘strands of socialist thought in Africa.s04 ~But the v1ew
expressed by Young and his a35001ates was gradua]ly g1v1ng
way to Brzezinski’ s g]oballst"’percept1on of'Afr1ca fr'om - '4fb
the Co;d War perspect1ve of East- West strugg]e or re51stance

te Sov1et expans1onlsm Indeed Brze21nsk1 s view which had
galned prom1nence in the Carter adm1n1stratlon dur1ng the

11979 1980 per1od ‘was not d1331m11ar to the p051tlon adopted \
by the present Reagan adm1n1strat1on In h1s statementaof

,the §oal of U S. forelgn pol1cy 1n 1979 Brzez1nsK1 sa1d

'that "the proper ro]e of the. Un1ted States is to deter .

hSov1et m1]1tary~power'"5°5 W1th this statement the stage was

_set for the Carter adm1n1stratxon@% pre occupatton w1th the

B . N s :
;;;--.--;;-;’;‘-' .....

503, Scott Thompson.‘"The Afr1éan Amerlcan Nexus in Sov1et n{i ‘

Strategy" in David E. Atbright,: Commun1sm in Africa TR S

(Bloomington & London: Indiana University Press, f980) g
189-218; The Washington Post April 17, 1977. o R
So4Crawford Young, Ideoloqy and Development in Africa’ R
gtgngog & London: Yale Un1vers1ty45ress, 1982} PP( 253 296
: i

ﬁ“
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perce1ved danger of Soviet activities during this

per1od 506 What beg1ns as a strugg]e for 1nfluence and

>

.recognit1on in the Carter whmte House, becomes a repsonse to
the globa] Soviet menace espec1a11y as a resu}t of the’ ':
Soviet 1nvas1on of Afghanlstan Consequehfﬂy, dur1ng the "
late 1970s and early 19805,\the Carter and Reagan '
adm1n1strat1on were more concérned w1th the East- West
iﬁﬁggg]e than North- Sodth/lssues It was also the East- West
struggle, as opposed t6 the North- South factor or Nigeria” s

position ort 1nternat/ona1 economic 1ssues. that had a

° / ~

~greater 1mpact on N{ger1an-Amer1can re]at1ons,dur1ng this
. N pe C .
period. - N _ S

N

~

The Carter and Rea;an‘admlnlstrat1on s concern w1th
~_Sov1et adventurism has enormous 1mp11cat1ons for”1 "‘ , ,;Q&a
t;NTger1an Amerlcan relattons sf%ce both super powers have - |
fcont1nued to expand the1r 1nterests in. N1ger1a Before the
| m1d—19605, the United States and the Sov1et Un1on placed
.empha51s on 1ded]oglca1 v1ctory in, N1ger1a But whlle the

Unfted States was determ1ned to ensure that N1ger1a réma1ned3

in the free wqud'as a showprece of'Western-style'demo P
-_5°GBrzez1nsk1, like K1s$1nger, is un1nterested in Afr1c
. except as it figured.in Soviet &trategy,. although $°.s0Mme
would agtue he appears ‘to be less knowledgeable thap . '
K1ss1ngei on Africa“s history and development His be¢ul1ar '
#insight into Africa was clearly eVident in his book Africa - ;
‘and the Communist World, a study. he produced . as a Professor .
at Columbia University: “Today, Africa is “in:the midst of a =
:ngFOUnd revolution; spanning in decades pracesses which.
- elsewhere tooK" centurles to~mature molding. _at1ons out: d?“*
_,often truly pr1m1t1ve trtbes.;seek1ng modernlity" without yet :
.-in some pldces, having. reached ‘even the stage of
backwardness" -Ibigniew Brzezinsk1, Africa and the. Cor'munist
«‘Nogld (Palo A]to, Cal1f Stanford Univers1ty Press._tQEQ)l;
P , ; _ I
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~ =

_the USSR was interested in building a socialist society in
Nigeria.507 | |

‘Since thév19605 a_sefies,of events and policy
statements have‘strehghtened the argument'that Njgéria is
_pro~American or “"Western" as oppcsed té pro-$oViéi or
"Eéstern“: (1) Prime Minister Balewa's Qupport-for Amer ican.
decision to resume atomic bomb testing, (2) Nigeria’s
rejection of théVSoviet "Troika” princ?ﬁﬁe for tﬁe United
Nations édministration,5°9 (3) the rebuff of Khrushchev's
proposal for a summit of:headé of governhes* to discuss the
‘is§ﬁe:ofAdiSaﬁmament._(4) the ban of subversive {communist)
literature in Nigeria, (5) the faiiufe fo establish
embASSiéé in céhmdnist countries till the late 1960s, (6)-
‘the refusal to atténd the yugpsiav'COnferehce of non-aligned

”states;in Septépbeb 1961, (7) the refusal to grant passports

e e T R .

s07Qlajide Aluko, Essays on Nigerian Foreign Policy (London;
-George Allen & Unwin, 1981), PP. 99-113; Helen D. Cohn,
Sogg?t'go]gcy toward Black Africa (New York: Free Press,
-.1972), .P. 8. . : = PR , -
5081n 1960, the "troika" principle was an important aspect -
of U.S.-Soviet confrontation at the United Nations. The ‘
Soviet. Union, on September 27, proposed that the post of
- Secretary-General of the United Nations be left vacant. and
that four under-secretaries from the United. States, the
" Soviet Union, Africa and Asia collectively take charge of’
" the functions of the office, rotating a temporary- :
chairmanship among themselves. The Western bloc led by the
United States opposed the idea. The proposal was defeated.
Nigerian Prime Minister Balewa naturally supported the U.S.
and Western position when he said: "1 feel there should be
.,only;onef(seCretary-General) and a first class man who is
.'able, honest and sincere, who will have other assistants
" widely representative of the nations as much as possible".
Claude S. Phillips, Jr. The devel nt of Nigerian Foreign
- Policy (Evanston: Northwestern tniversity Press, 1364),
- 701-102; - John G.  Stoessinger, The United Nations and the
- superpowers: United States-Soviet Interaction at_the United
~g?ti0nééh§§gond Edition (New York: Random House, 1970), PP.
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fo Niéerian students wishjng tq study in the Soviet' Union or
'other communist countriee.‘(SW the elleged ejection of
Sov1et Scholarsh1ps, (9) the. a]leged lack of enthusiasm in
vgoxernment circles for the establ1shment of Sov1et embassy
in Lagos in the early 1960s, (10) the strong rel1ance on
private‘enterprise despite domestic criticis$ that reliance
on fore?;n private'investors identified Nigeria with Western
cap1ta11sm 509 _ |
. N1ger1a s pro- Western bias d1d not prevent the Soviet

Union from tr;Tng to make an in- road into the country

During the 1961-1966 per1®d Moscow is sald to have awarded

clandest1ne scho]arsh1ps to members of the N1gerlan Youth
Congress (NYC) the N1ger1an Socialist WOrzers and Farmers’
" Party (NSWAFP) and to the N1ger1an Trade Union Congress '
(NTUC). The NYC,'NTUC,’NSWAFP were classified as: leftist
organizations dedicated to Marxﬁst-Leninist principles. As a
" vanguabd party, the NSWAFP declared "scientific socialism”
as-its ideology and beebégated the concept of class ’
struggle. Its activities, ‘which were seen in Moscow as
represent1ng progressive trends in N1ger1a.,qu1te natura]ly
"met with warm Soviet approval. Thus with the successful
'development of these organizations, the USSR felt it had at
last succeeded in winning friends in Nigeria.5'° But ‘
reflecting on the phoblem posed by Soviet benetration of
~Nigeria, Prime MinfsteryBalewa insiSted' "&é (Nigerians)v

R e e

5°9Claude S. Phillips, dJr. The Develggment of Nigerian

_Foreign Policy, PP. 101-102.
5100ye Ogunbadejo, "ldeology and Pragmat1sm the Sov1et Role
in Nigeria 1960-1977", Orbis, 21, Winter, 1978 PP. 803 830

\
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D
shall uﬁgﬁgyery means in our power to prevenV'the

[ , Co .
infiltration of communism and communist igsas into ¥

Nigerja".S‘f Nevertheless, the Soviét Union was able to use
its non—gerrnpental~allies in Nigeria to further its »"
pdlitical interests in the countsy. While in Moscow in 1969.
Tunji Otegbeye, general secretary of the NSWAFP and one time
President of the NYC spoke of how Nigerian.progreésive
groups had been debating "the possibility of a united front
of all anti-imperialist forces...ana the'ieéding role of the
party of a new type - the party of communists whg,caﬁ guide
wi{ﬁ the instrumeht of Marxfsm-Leninism the dévelopment'oﬁ
the nationalrdemocbatic revolution, and its transformation
~into a;socialisf revolution”.512 The Soviet Union a1lqg%dgy
~also tried to train chief Awolowo, leader of the officjal
opposition in the federal House of Representativesr‘tp lau%h
a plot to overthrow the go’ver‘nment.s‘3 “
Among fhe factors thét helped to shape the values and
wor 1d-out look of the Nigerian.ru1ing elitg and subsequent
ties with America and the West was the vigorous |
anti-communiQ: offensivélmounted.by the colonial authofities

- e e e - - - -

511Sam Eﬁel]e (ed.)vNiqeria'SpeaKs: Speeches of Sir Abubakar -

" Tafawa Balewa (Lagos: Longmans, 1964), P. 10.

5720gunbadejo, "ldeology and Pragmatism: The Soviet Role in
Nigeria 1960-1977", P. 816. I

513]bid. - _ - : o -

514For instance, an order was issued in Lagos on June 28,
1955, signed by one A. M. Muir, Acting Deputy Secretary .to
the Council of Ministers, banning a total of 33 books,
"pamphlets and other publications feared o carry communist
propaganda materials.See S.- 0. Osoba, "The .Economic '
Foundations of Nigerian Foreign Policy During 'the First
‘Republic 1960-1865* in 1. A. Akinjogbin and S.0. Osoba,
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Secretary Proudly announced in Nigeria's federal House of

Representatives, iﬁ a tone reminiscent of the McCarthy era

in the United States that:

It. is the policy of the government, endorsed by this

\House, to exclude active communists from the public

service, and from the service of public ,

corporations, and this policy has been followed

& voluntarily by a number of commercial ;
organizations...and in pursuance of it, it has been -

neccessary, from time to time, for the )

Governor-General, acting in his own discretion to

withhold passports from people who wish to travel, -

without apparent reason to countries behind the/igqp

“curtain.®15 _ C

, In view of the foregoing, therefore, it is not
surpr{bjng that Nigeria in ‘the early 1960s pursued a foreign
‘poliéy that  was truly partisan'towaﬁds the UniteduStates and
Western capitalist bowers and qool,-ﬁf not hostile to the
Eastern bloc of nations. For examp]e; Wt.was revealed in
parliament in 1961 that, despite Nigeria's policy to "seek
‘trade‘éverywhere in the world Sollqn% as that trade is in
the interest of Nigeria", the goye?nment would not allow
Nigerian businessmen to import.cement from“thevSOVié}'Union,
eveh-though‘the‘sbviet cement was a lot cheaper .than the one -
imported from the West.516 While Nigeria’s development
cleariy'sﬁows'its Wésterh“pcocliviiies, those veryfsame
Coqditidns_make Nigeria i;;; ahbattleground'for {nfluencé,_
because the>Un{ted/States'wénts to ﬁaintaiﬁ its ffes with
Nigeria and tﬁéaSGViet Union would lgke to lure the

'Nigeriéns away.

s14(cont’'d) Topics On Nigerian Economic and Social Histor
(Ife: University of Ife Press, 1980), PP. 208-223. .
5t5lbid. - , o , ’ -
s16lbid.
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’

From a Nigerian perspective, in terms of its relations
with the Soviet Un}on. there were posffive signs of of «
thaw in Nigeiianlsoviet relations as the Nigerian civil
oegan>in 1967. The federa1 government wanted to buy arms
from the United States and Great Britain, its tradi'tional
Western suppliers; when the deal fakled to materialize,
Lagos turned.reluctantly but w1th great success to the
Soviet Union. The Sov1ets responded to the federal m111tary
Vgovernment s requests with sxgn1f1cant m111tary ass1stance .
in the form of equipment which the N1ger1an government. \
purchased. Since that time Moscow has developed assisfance
'programs in fields other than the. military. This has been
pr1mar1‘; in the field of Jet aircraft, geology, d1cine
| ‘and vocational training.- The Soviet Union, like the Uni ted .
States, has developed programs for training a Variety.o%'
Nigerianvmilitary personnel at the officer level~ The
.Sovfeis have an important training.orOQram fof Nigerian'jet
va1rcraft pilots in the Soviet Union, and they traln some
’p1lots as well as assocwated personnel -in Nigeria.5%!’ Snnce
the 1960s, the Soviet Un1on has gained access to Nigeria' s .
‘supply of strategic minerals such as columbiie, over
" American opposition. Columbite is used fn'suoer?alloysﬂforv
the world’s.aeFOSpaéegindustry. It is aiso used for -

1ow-aTloy steels, stainless steel, and other a11oy~steels.

517U S. ongress, Senate, U.S. Policy Towards Afr1ca,'
Hearings/, before the Coomittee on Foreign Relations, Senate,
" 94th Congress. 2nd Sess1on, 1976, PP. 163-179.

0
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_ _Fﬁrthérmore} a'constrdction agreement for the»AjaoKuta
stéel plant was signed between Nigeria and the Soviet Union
.in June 1976. The final terms of the contrgét was compieted
in‘early 1980 after complex, and at times acrimonioush
ethanges,between the two countries.5'8 The Sé@iets are aTsé
partiqfapting in the constructfon bf‘a nef&orK‘of oii
distribution pipelines in Nigeria. The Nigefiéns contend

“that they needed Soviet Union assistancéﬁéhd ﬁtill find
Soviet assistance highly usefullin certain areas, but they
insist that their're1atiopship with Moscow does not imply

‘that the Soviet Union has any.particular influence over
government policy. Donaﬂd Easum, former U.S. Ambassador to.
Nigeria, was‘perféctfy correct when he.desgribed the

‘Nigerian-Soviet. ties as "a mutually advantageous’

-

relationship without ideological impljcgtions".5‘9 The
. Soviet Union does not have particulafly active export ties

~with Nigeria exceptfjn the area of vehicles, whereas the
o ; o g “
United States is developing export outlets for a number

"products in Nigeria. The USSR does not have the kinds of
access to theiprivate sector éf'the Nigerian economy that
V"thevUnited States has. For examble, there' is no Soviet

counterpart of“U.S. companies 1ike Raymond International,
s18Nigeria was among -those countries which strongly: .
criticized Soviet intervention in Afganistan. Durimgﬁg) :
meeting with Soviet Ambassador Vladimir Snegyrev on February
15 1980, External Affairs Minister Audu cosidemned the use of,
. Third world Countries as a theatre for supr-power rivalry.
Colin Legum (ed.) Africa Cont rary Record: Annual Survey -
“and Documents 1879-1980, (New York: African, 1980), P. B602.
519]bid. Ambassador Easum.was testifying before the U.S.

Senate sub-committee on African Affairs. , ;
| | N
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TAMS, C.E.TEC, Pszer. 3M, Johnson and Johnson, to name just
a few, working together in, joint ventures and technical
arrangements with Nigerians.%2° }' |

‘Nigerian trade with‘the Eastern blocrhas grown over’the
last decade, out still remains.very small compared with
trade with the United States and Western Europe. Where€as the
United étates'absorbed 29 per cent of Nigeria's total |
imports and the U.Kr”23'per cent,‘the Soviet Union accounted
for 1.8 per cent in 1979.52' On thekother hand, the Soviet:
Unton'is seTf—sufftcient"in crude oil eupply, and unlike
Washington, Moscow has nolpressing‘economic need for
Nigerian oil, and could not like the_United States
contribute to the prosperity and development of Nigeria's
oil- based economy. In 1978, dur1ng the Carter
a;mihjstration,'the U.S. was buying 60 per cent of Nﬁgeria's’
- o0il at a price Which was slight]y.higher than what ﬁigerian.
competitors in the field of su]phur-free oil‘such as Libya1
and Venezuela who were w1ll1ng to sell to the Amer1can
consumers 522 Slnce oil contributed about 95 per cent of
N1ger1a s tota1 export earnings,. and between 90 and 92 per
cent of all 011 and non-oil revenue, N1ger1a was as one .
observer put it "theoretically dependent or more close]y
t1edtto the U.S. for 54 per cent of its 1978 revenues One
cou]d safely argue that under: Carter. the u. S was - usvng

R . L A N I <

- 520]pid. . " _ |

521Colin Legum»(ed ) Afrlcan Comt orary Record 1979 1980
, P. 602; Ray Ofoegbu, The -

1g§r1an Fore1gn Pol1_x (Uwan1 Enugu Star, 19787_-P

34-50 | .

522[b1d‘ S ‘
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trade'with Nigeria as a means of shoring up political
reiationship between the two countries.

Nigeria s economic Significance to the U.S is enhanced
by U.S. efforts to encourage American investment in Nigeria.
Suchggfforts continued during Reagan’s first term, much as
they did during the Carter administration In January 1982,

a high level investment mission of 25 senior executives to -
Nigeria unéovered substantial opportunities for American
investment in such sectors as agribusinessi constrUCtiOn,
communications, and mining.523 The Carter administration
also hadrencouraged such missions and negotiated several new '
treaties with the Nigerianrgoyernment to help.smooth the way -

for American investment.52‘ But despite the§§ efforts,

American investment remained principally oiT-centred‘durtng '

N

the late 1970s and early 1980s. Few American.firms Were -

Willing to explore investment opportunities in sectors other
than Oil for reasons discussed earlier. . v_t
Although the late 1970s and early 1980s can be |
classsified as the go]den age of Nigerian American reiations
because it was during this period that the ciosest ties
between the two countries were fully established the U S

hope that good bilateral relations at the political 1evel

' would help garner for the United States a larger share of

‘the Nigerian investment market did not materialize Part of

.szaﬁhe Washin ton Post, Friday, January 2. 1982, P. ﬂ3”""

524.S. Department of Commerce, Market Profiles for Africa,

Overseas Business Reports, OBR, 78-20, June 1978, P. 31;

'April 19

MarketinggjnpNiggri Overseas BUSiness Reports, OBR 79 11

2
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the reason Was the negative peroeptions of the business
environment in Nigeria by.AmeﬁlCan corporate managers. In
the latter case, the problem centred on several factors,
1nclud1ng (1) regulat1ons which prohibit the establlshment
and operatlon of certa:n types of bus1ness in N1ger1a (2)
d1ff1cult1gs encountered in gettmg paid for goods and

serv1ces del1vered to- nger1a, (3) problems in pfactng

expatr1ate managevs and technical staff or arranging visits ?

( .
by headquarters execut1ves. and (%J bureaucrat1c pract1ces

.“and shbrtcomtngs notably, indecisiveness and corrupt1on
‘ﬂwh1ch execut1ves cons1der to be of a more serfous deterrent
natUre to . S buswness than formal systems of .

blregulat ons 525 L ‘ N f;'» '%;f.‘

Analys1s of this area of N1ger1an Amer1can relat1ons_

';ireveals the pol1t1cal factors affect1ng 1nvestment

dec151ons These factors are twofold: Amer1oan compan1es

' relatlonshlp w1th the Nigerian government on the one hand
| ~and the1r relat1onsh1p with the u. S government on - the |
. other. The relat1onsh1p between the N1ger1an government and
‘ﬁlAmer1can corporatlons ‘was subJected not only to considerable

‘funcerta1nty regard1ng the ground rules under wh1ch compan1es

--_--_——---q———_--

-525Africa Business,: August 1985 PP. 63-67. For mofe "

discussion-of the relationship between U.S. companies and-

"the Nigerian government see U.S. Congress, Senate, “Un1ted

States-Nigerian Relations", in U.S: Policy. Towards Africa;’

'Hearings, before the Subcomm1ttee on African Affairs, =~
Committee on Foreign Relations, 94th Congress, Second

e

‘Session, 1976, PP. 163«179, Even the Nigerian government of

President Shagarl.,l1ke thé Buhari administration,. soon

realized that no matter whether the Democrats or. Repuplxcans -

are ]¥me power  in Washington, the wish for more u.s.
investment did not qu1cKly translate into effectwve and

: ,sustalned pollcies
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operate in Nigeria, but also abrupt changes in political
leadership'that the country had experienced during the late
1970s and early 19805 The U.S. corporate executives betieve‘
that abrupt changes in pol1t1ca1 1eadersh1p often produce
personnel changes that complicate d1atogue and negot1at1ons
betweenvAmerlcan companies and Nigerian off1c1als. They also
worry about their blocked d1v1dends‘and other rem1ttances '
locked up in nger1a for severa] years. 526 However there
were no unpleasant consequences for U.S. 1nvestment, such as .
se1zure\9f assets or nat1ona11zat1on directly assoc1ated
—w1th nger1a s dlsp]eaure with U. S. polictes elsewhere in
Africa during the Carter and Reagan adm1n1strat1ons,
although the'possibility ofISUChIdeVelopment'existed.

One .of the main restrictions on U.S. corporate act1v1ty
in Nigeria o&mes from the Amer1can side 1n the form of the
Senate s ant1 corrupt1on legislation. The u. S Foreign
Corrupt Pract1ces Act proh1b1ts American- based corporations
from br1b1ng government and bus1ness officials :n other
countrles, including nger1a, to secure commerc1a]
advantages.527 A]thOugh American’ corporateimanagers cgmplain
~ about corruption fn”Nigeria, the anti-corruption legistation o

A by the U.S. government has actually restr1cted rather than’

helped to promote Amer1can bus1ness 1n N1ger1a 528 Although

---—----_—-------—

. s26African Bustnessr August 1985, PP 63-67.

527 Ibid. - ‘
S28]bid. “But in the l1ght of recent revélat1ons about u. S
arms manufacturers bribing Pentagon. Officials, it's" - F

questionable as (o how seriously one takes U.S.
. prostestations of belng ! innocents abroad"1n the: matter of

,corrupt1on and br1bery : ot o .

1

A
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the Senate’s ant1 corruption leg]slat1on was probably aimed ;
'at addressing the 1ssue of mora11ty in bus1ness. the notion
of moral bu51ness behav1or is vague and difficult to uphold.
For example, in 1976, a Un1ted States Conference Board study
showed that even those bus1ness executives who favored a’
code of busjiness eth1c acknowledged that if "faced with a
| problem‘of losing a major‘sale or, not they would payvup"and
Keep‘QUiet about it";529 Fur thermore, a report of the u.s.
Semate Subcomnittee on Multinationals, published in February
| 1976, indicated that Lockheed, the U.S. government s largest
aero- Space and defense contractor admltted to spend1ng $22
million 1n\RTEKbacks in at least eight countries, 1nclud1ng
Nigeria. In N1ger1afLocKheed pa1d about $3:6 m11J10n on a
$45 million deal.s3° In,November 1984, John Lehman,
Secretary of the Navy, dieclosed that the Navy had evidence “'
~ that during “the 1870s and early 1980s, Adm1ra1 Hyman ‘
R1ckover of the u. S. Navy received glfts worth "tens of
thousapds" of dollars, not only from General Dynam1cs but
also from General Electr1c West1nghouse and Newport News

: Shvpbu11d1ng & Drydock Co. - all of wh1ch are bwg Navy 4

' contractors.s31 .In 1983, Mr. P Tak1s Ve110t1s, a ret1red‘ )
,/General Dynam1cs exeout1ve was 1ndlcted by a federal grand
tQJury for tak1ng Kickbacks from a subcontractor 532 Thus far

529Quoted in Ter1sa Turner,,"Commerc1al Capltal1sm and the -
1975 Coup" in Ke'ith Panter-Brick (ed. ) 'Soldiers and 0il: The

.Polxt1ca1 T sformation of Nigeria .{London: Frank Cass;
1978]), ;66 197. . - L

'53°Ib1d : S -

s31Time, December 24, 1984, P. 12. : ,

5321b1d‘ S : o - ‘
£ - ‘ v s P
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from being an anomaiy; bribery or "gifti‘can beAeeenmas part“
of bus1ness life or. as Turner put. . t " the bus1ness br1be or
'comm1551on is an essential element of theﬁmodern world
system Its centra11ty has to do lﬂth the profit-
or1entat10n of the . corporate operat1on 533‘Ittcou1d be;‘
argued that the Senate’ S ant1 corrupt1on leg1saltlon |
'actually he]ped to . d1m1n1sh "the growth of Amer1can busaness
in N1ger1a because 1t 1gnores the rea11ty of do1ng bu51ness,i
in that country .y | 4 S | ‘__ o
. Some may argue, ‘as. ev1dent 1n the 1nd1gen1zat1on debatetﬂf‘
.;an N1ger1a dur1ng the 1970s, - that fore1gn 1nvestment may’ |
hrcomprom1$e N1ger1an sovere1gnty s1nce 1t ra1ses the ;;
poss1b111ty of forelgn economlc dom1nat1on and the |
poss1b1l1ty of fore1gn 1nterventlon 1n domest1c polltics 53
Ev1dence show1ng 1nstanceerof d)rect U S corporate |
1nterVent1on 1n N1ger1an pol1t1cs is d1ff1cult to obta1n for
'the per1od covered by th1s study Intervent1on may 1nclude,
among other-measures the promot1on of secess1on, support for:
"1nsurrect1onxst forces, and flnanc1al moves deSIQned to
_tpresssure the government 1nto acceptance of the corporate
‘po1nt of v1ew Before the N1ger1an c1v1l war fore1gn f1rms
were accused of adapt1ng the1r personnel pollc1es to the
.ethnlc polwt1cs of the region 1n wh1ch they happened to be
_'933Turneryj"éomme;c1al Capttal1sm and the 1€23—33up . P, :
A:;Z§N1cholas‘8alabk1ns,« ndi en1zat1o and Economlc .
-Development: The Nigerian Experience (Greenwich, '
" Connecticut: JAI Press, 1982), PP.152-161; C]aude Ake, A

3:811t1ga1 Economy of Afrlca\{Harlow Longman, 1981}, PP

7.
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N

locatéd; out the national'origln of these firms was not

specified 535 There also Were'allegations of corporate *
?
1ntervent1on in nger1an pol1t1cs by some oil 1nterests

~

dur1ng the civil war, although there was’ no, proof to ST
substantiate this allegation.536 . | |

‘ The paucity on.data on this‘phenomenon'in‘
Nigeplan-Amehlcan relations/during the Carten and, Reagan :
administratlons.makes it difficult to establish a plausible
-case for direct corporate intervention in ngerian politics -
during this period. Ho@ever. the apparent simllarity b\etWeenb1

the Carter and Reagan adm1n1stratlons is ev1dent in the fact
h
that nejther Carter nor Reagan saw direct 1ntervent1on

corporate or. otherw1se, as an alternat1ve to the ex1st1ng
political, economic and d1plomat1c channels of deal1ng w1th
nger1a Nevertheless, ‘one ‘can not completely rule out the
pol1t1cal implications of fore1gn 1nvestment sxnce pr1vate
fore1gn 1nvestors are generally said to be status quo

oriented or naturally supportlve of ex1sting reg1mes, such
Y : 4
as those 1n N1ger1a 51nce 1ndependence that maKe

'.1deologlcal and pract1cal comm1tments ‘to the developmenl of:

— =~ L ’

cap1tal1sm

. However, 1nvestment is the one area .in wh1ch there e

appears to be no dn‘ect or 1nd1rect e’v1dence§ for a U.S.

_government cold war mot1vat1on U S. corporat1ons obv1ously‘

‘535Henry L. Bretton Direct Fore1gn Inveslment‘1n“AFnica'
Its Political Pur ose and Functions in Patron Client o
Morristown,’ New dersey Genera Learning’ press..”

~ 1976), PP. 13 17.




4

L ‘ ) X . . - ) 290

pursued. their own profit motivations, while the U.S

< \ ' . . )
pgovernmént encouraged that pursuit as best it could. Whether

" the governmenf‘saWnpolﬁtical gains beyond the increasingly

7
benef1c1al econom1c relatlonshlp is d1ff1cult to say and is

‘based aQn speculatlon However the: pol1t1cs of the African
i
sub- system and the upsurge of East-West struggle on the

B

Afr1can cont1nent makeﬁgt plaus1ble to argue that the U.S.

L3

_destre to ma1nta1n cap1tallst systems in economlcally and

strateglcaldy Cr1t1cal areas was not unrelated to Amer1ca S-

pol1cy of containment. ”‘ T

In’ terms of the dependency perspect1ve, there is, '

voee s

inconclusive g:1dence as to whether N1ger1a s, pos1ﬂ1on then-

}

- *

and now represents a good ase of dependence ongAmer1ca and
£

~ the. Westh Doug las Aogl1n has assenteq that' "in most cases

_;'pro Western orlentat1on of the Balewa government. 338 The.

”,Econﬁm1c Alignment™, Yournal of Modern African Stud1ei, vol

. x“tb

- “P’
N1ger1an leaders pursdkd the- poltc1es they do” because

rightly or. wrongly they happen fo befleve in them 537 And

' 1mpl1cxtly mak1ng the case for N1ger1a s dependence DSOba

argued that 1dent1ty of 1nterests values, and 1deolog1cal
or1entat1ons between a substant1al part of the Nigerian - N

ruling ellte and’ Western elites was a crucial factor in ,

-z

p051t1on adopted in th1s the51s 1s closer to view held by

. C. % Ph\lllps, Ur who contended that desp1te its

jAnglo Amermcan on1entat1ony N1ger1a is as 1ndependent as any

5°7Qbuglas G. Anglin, "N1ger1a Political Non- al1gnment and

2, no. 2, 1964, PP. 147-1863. T

,53‘S 0. Osoba, “The -Economic. Foundat1ons of . N1ger1an reign
Pol1cy Ddting the Ftrst Republic 1960 1965“ PP 225-226.

“’g " . /'e : v . e

e
-
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" other country. Nigeria’s foreign policy position on Angola

in 1975-1976 supports this view. As Phillips put it: "To
charge that' it is not independent when the decision-makers
are making the decisions they want to make (even though
conservative) is to iMﬁly that there is only one true way
for an ex-colony to act".%39 This statement is also
supported by Taylor Cole’s observatlon that since its
independence on October 1, 1960 "N\ger1a has had full
responsibility, in name as well in fact, for the maintenance
of national defense and for the conduck‘of foreign

“relations.54° The dependency argument exaggerates the nature )

" of U.S. relations with N1ger1a, by v1rtua11y reducwng“the

.

: dynamics of this relationship to conditions of dominance and

positions. .

dependence In the final analysts, the dependence
1nterpretat1on 1gnores the s1gn1f1cance of relative autonomy

of the ngerlan.stat and its approach to 1nternat1onal
4

issues which, asﬁvoting at the United Nations indicate, are
. N

- o r L
not necessarily subservient to American foreign policy

@

o

System nger1a U.S. and the East-West Nexus
Dur1ng the - late 1970s and early 1880s, there were

‘several developments in the’politics -of the African

‘sub-syéteh which might have given decision-makers in

washington reason to belitve that the Soviet Union was still

539Ph11ﬁ1ps, Jr., Ihe Development of~N{qerian Foreign

Policy, 144,
5‘°Ibid4; * , L
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trying to assert itself in an area that has long been*'the:
ma jor preserve 6f Amer ican and Western interests. A]ong‘with
its support of the revoiutionary regime in Ethiopia during
the 1977-1978 - period, an apparently more assertive Soviet
behavior in Sub-Saharan Africa manifested itself a£ the
diplomatic and economic level. At the diplomatic level, the
highlight of the Soviet effort was the signing of friendship
treaties with Mozambique, Anéola, Ethiopia and the Congo. At
the economic level, friendship treaties were followed by
expanded égmer@ia] interactions and increased tempo of arms
transfef.‘AE'thé Soviet position appeared quite formidable
bf’1980. Americans were convinced that the Soviets were
capable of exploiting Africa’s political crises to their own
advantagé. The possibility of Soviet interventioh in
Zimbabwe or even in South Africa was not completely ruled
out; especially after the Soviet-Cuban intervention in
‘Ethiopian-Somali conflict durﬁng the 1977-1978vperiod, aad
Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in December 1979. Although,
on the surface, Soviet activities in Africa appear to have
declined since 1980 - probably due to the problem of
leadership succession within the Soviet Union - Qreat power
meddling in the politicé‘of'African sub-system and |
geo-political r1valry between Moscow and Washington were no
less real dur1ng Reagan's first, term than they were dur)ng |
Carter's pres1dency Soviet support of African. nat1ona11sm
over a growing American oppdsition and its commitment

towards sociajist oriented regimes remained exactly as they

*

3
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were even before the inception of Carter administration.
Thus, as far as the politics‘of the African sub-system were
concerned, there wag no significant change in Soviet
behavior during. the Jate 1970s and early, 1980s.

The Reagaﬁ/administration’s foreign policy is built on
the fear that radical forces can take advantage of local
instabilities, overthrow pro-American governments, and build
pro-So&iet regimes. This viéw is deduced from the ‘
administration’s heightenéd concern -over Soviet "meddling”
in the Third World, and the belief that change in developing
éountries is dangerously de-stabilizing and theféfore more
often than not inimical té American interests. However , not
all cases of instabilif; are caused by the Soviet Union. One
can point to a significant number of trends and events such
as wars, famines, religious and inter-ethnic conflicts that
h;ye nothing to do with Soviet involvement, to indicate the
need to differentiate between issues before concldding that
the Soviet Union is the source of all instability in the
Third wogld. SUch differentiation is not evident in the
ééagan administration’'s view of Third World ingtability

. partly because df its general concern ébout the
“tépportunjties that such ihstability providés,for increaséﬂ

oviet influence.54' A better insight into the subject of

e
R e N

'541For this ~eason the administration draws a distinction

. between "totalitarian" and "authoritarian" regimes, with the
latter being offered more tolerant treatment because of the
belief that stability in the Third World deserves a higher
priority than personal liberty. John Sewell and John . :
_Mathieson, "The United States and the Third World: Ties that
Bind" in Robert Cassen et al. (eds.)Rich Country Interests
and Third World Development (London & Canberra: Croom Helm,
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change and insgability in the Third World is provided by the
Carter administration. Although equally concerned with the
perceived Soviet menace, President Carter and his advisers
acknowledged that change in the Third Wor 1d does not
necessary work against the long-term interests of the United
States. They believed that while change may be
de-stabilizing, it is also inevitable in a rapidly evolving
wor ld. As Secretary Vance noted in his Harvard Commencement
speech of June 5, 1980, the United States faces a

Wor 1d underlying rapid change, with growing

expectations, quickened communication; a world in

which neither the United States nor any other

country commands a pgeponderance of power or

monopoly of wisdom. .t is a world of conflicts,

among nations and values, among social systems and

emerging new interests. It is a world in which

competitive superpowers hold in their hands our

common survival, yet paradoxically find it beyond

their power to order events.542 ' ™ ‘

The basic premise that guided the thoughts in this.
quote was the Carter administration’s belief that change
should be managed and channelled as peacefullywas pbssible:
the peaceful transition to majority rule in Zimbabwe was an
excellent case of the administration’s successful
‘accommodation to change.

Nigeria perceives its relations with,the Soviet Union,
like its ties with the United States, not only in terms of

,Soviet'activitigs in in Nigeria, but more éignificéntly in-
terms of 'its involvement in Africa, Some of the foreign
pOlicy actions of the Soviet Union in Africa were taken

: L . o -

------------------

s41(cont’'d) 1982), PP. 41-93.
542]bid. . : ‘

~™
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without regard for the likely roles which Nigenja could play
ixlthem. Lagos had criticized the extensive Soviet—Cuban
build up in Angola, although at the time of the Angolan
civil war N1ger1an leaders were forced to take s1des as soon
if was clear that one of the factions was backed by South
‘V'Africa. The fact that the United States also 1dentﬁf%§d with
‘the South African-backed faction further comp]iceted the
sifuation However, Nigeria maintains good relations with
the super-powers desp1te the new cold War pol1t1cs at the

global and continental level. Relations w1th the United

e

States flourished under Carter and Reagan. During this '
period, Nigeria used top level exchange as an ooportunity to
review the general nature of Nigerian-American'relationship
in Africa. By contrast to the diversity and activity .
characteristic of Nigeria's relations Qith the United
- States, in which disagreement over aititudesgénd po]icies
are contained by overall onderstand?ng. e%bathy,~and common'
interests, ties with the SoQiet Union remains more limited
and formal. Top level exchanges with the Soviets are still
‘marginal, notwithstandfng_the fact that'Njgerian-Soviet
positions on Southern Afnica‘and decolohization?ere largely .
'comparable B

Nevertheless both super powers have developed ’
different strategies in their relations with Nigeria. Aid
and economio organization‘remained the most potent weapon:
in the 1960s the Uni ted. States was interested 1n w1den1ng

o=

and preserving its 1nterest in the pr1vate sector of the
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Nigerian economy through aiq, whi@e the Soviet Unfon was
attempting to Undermine the Amerfcan strategy by cabefully
directing Nigeria’'s attention to the evils imb]icit in the
control of the economy by foreign capitalists.®43 Some
observers contend that the Soviets were unhappy aboutvth‘

domination and control of the Nigerian oil industry by
‘ \

Amer ican and Western oil companies, and that they secretly
urged nationalization of the industry:544 But Soviet |
influence in the policy of 'indigenization is difficult to

- ascertain precisely. The 1ink between General Gowon’s state
visit to the Soviet Union and thé announcement qf
indigenization fn April 1974 (less than a month after the
vjsit) was a meré coincidence. For e;ample, even before the

state visif, oil production and banking were already subject

~

to obligatory government partiéipation; 40 per cent share

s43In 1972, Mr. David Newsom, then Assistant ‘Secretary of
State for African Affairs played down the usefulness od aid
in super-power struggle when he told a seminar in .
California: "We are no longer lured to respond to appeals
from African countries by fact or threat of communist
aid...There is less evidence than we expected some years
ago" to suggest that communist political infiltration
necessarily accompanied economic aid, and. expectation that
aid would give political benefits had proved incorrect for
communist and non-communist donors. West Africa, February 4,
- 1972, P.129. But in a speech before the Foreign Policy
Association on 7 dJuly 1980, Edmund Muskie could still make
the case for.aid after examining America’s bilateral and °
multilateral economic assistance efforts and found them
~alarmingly wanting: "With (these assistance programs) we

" have an opportunity to influence events in crucial areas of
the world. Without them our power to shape events is
drastically diminished."” Richard E. Feinberg, The o

L smperate Zone: The Third World Challenge to U.S. Forei
 Policy (New York: W.W. Norton, 1983), PP. 39-40. Muskie's
jtion is closer to the truth than Newsom's. N
Aluko, Essays on Nigerian Foreign Policy, PP.  100-101.

n..
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equity in the case of banking.54%

. However, the efforts of the Soviet Union-and the United
States to promote their economic and political interest in
Nigeria are no less evident during the Carter and Reagan
administrations'than they were a decade earlier. One major
consolation to the Un1ted States was Nigeria's trans1t1on'
from military to civilian government and its exper1ment with
democracy during the late 1970s and early 1980s. President
Carter saw. ngerla as a country maK1ng great social and

.,ﬁ

pol1tkca1 progress and a country of great impor tance to the&
United States. His perception was Just1f1ed by developments
in Nigeria.atdthat time. For example, Nigerie_had drafted a
new,constitdtion substantially similar to that}of the United
Statesn providing for an elected president; a bicameral
legislature and a completely independent judiciary.
President Reagan was also quick to react to this
development he said "the American people continue to be
lmpressed w1th the remarkable transition to. c1v111an |
government undertaKen by Nigeria..."; and of Nigeria's
démocratic experiment he stated "the commitment to-

democratic ruie and individual freedom demonstrated by yoqr‘

e

.a§t1on is an 1nsp1rat1on and example for” others to
follow" 545 Even more re-assuring to ‘the Amer1cans was
Nigeria's des1re to extend an open 1nv1tat1on to ‘the’

:‘Amer1can investors to part1cxpate act1vely in its 1nvestment

s+sWest Africa, April 1, 1974, PP 362-363.
S46West Africa, 27 duly, 1981, P. 1688.

N
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Qevelopment plan after years of flirtation with the poiicy
of indigenization. President Reagen could speak of ties of
"mutual dependence” with Nigeria, and seeing the
Nigeeian:AhericanAre]ationship as "always" a close and
secure one. 547 .

There is a high degree of similarity in the nature and
content of top level exchange between Nigeria and the .United
States during the Carter and Reagan administrations. During
this period the situation in South Africa and concern for
regional peace and security was the méjor content of the
discussions. éeneral Obasanjo’'s visit to Washington in
October. 1977 and President -Carter’s visit to Lagos in early
1978‘provided a geﬁuine opporfunity for Nigeria'and the
United States to coneolidafe their relations and renew their
commitments to Africa. Both leaders believed their two \
cpuntries were committed to an African sub-system that was .
free from co]on1al1sm, racism, and Soviet-Cuban
1ntervent10n 548 In a similar vein, Nigerian- Amer1can
co- operat1on on the issue of reg1ona1 peace and secur1ty had
| been a salient feature of top level exchange between ;he two
countries dur1ng the Reagan adm1n1strat10n |

Given the emphasis on the 1ssues-of peace and security,
it could be afgued'that Nigerieanmefican co-operation fn.
this area is essential and could phobably'be_advantagedus'to
N both countries It cou1d4be'benef%cia1 to the United States
if it helps to d1m1n1sh the opportun1ty for Sov1et o

- me e E E oamoe e ow mow w eee

- 5471hid.

‘548 The Wash1ngton Post Sunday, Aprll 2, 1978. P; 7.
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“

lactivities in the African sub-system; and to Nigeria if it
(‘1) reinforces regime stability, (2) helps in the process of
regional integration on the'continent, and (3) enhances
Nigeria’'s regione] influence. The three issues are not

mutua11y exclusive since desfabiiization of the incumbent
reglmes or nation-states emanates not only from external T

sources but also 1nterna1 ones. *By focusing on co- operat1on

- with the United States on regjonal security matters, Nigerija

is in fact trying to protect its own security. The security e

factor has been recognized by successive Nigerian e
. i 'J‘

L

goVernments as one of the primery'determinants of Nigeria’'s
Afrtcen policy. In 1981, Ishaya_Audu, then Minister of
‘Externat Affairs, suggested thet“ﬂjgeria’s close ties with
" its neighbors was intended toheneure that “these states are
not turned into areas of ectivittee.that ace likely to
impair our secur1ty 549 In 1984, N1ger1an officials

redefined the country s natlonal secur1ty pr1or1t1es to,;:

3 S
"

" include the threats pqsed by ' external aggression” f;q ;'-;

rel1g1ouswd1sturbances, armed robbery, and illegal al%&ns \;7‘
. N A

as'asserted that the 1ast three categorles of Tav

threat to N1ger1a s national secur1ty has in recent years f@..

-

v o9

ugosed ‘enormous problems to N1ger1@n.secur1ty forces, such -~
" that the government had. to resort to}%ehock therapy” in

order to combat them.550 | ¢

549Emeka Nwoked1 "Sub- Reg1onal Secur1ty and N1gerlan
Foreign. Policy",.African Affa1rs Vol -84, No. 335 April
1885, PP. 105- 209"

550 bid. Iltegal aliens were expelled from N1ger1a in early
1983. Between 1881 and 1984, the Maitatsine lslamic |
fundamenta]1sts went on rampage in the N1ger1an cities of
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Although the Federal Military Government has re-assured
Nigerians that it "will not hesitate to fake appropriate
measures” to protect Nigeria's security, Nigeria is not
self-suffieient in military hardware, and can not widen it$
defence parameter beyond its immediate borders without
1ncurr1ng an enormous cost. 551 Along with secur1ty, nge;fe
has political, and economic interests in Africa as discussed -
earlief. In view of this, it is obvious that Nigeria seeks
to maximjze its interests within the framew?rk of c}oser
relations with the United States. The Reagan administration,
l1ke its predecessor also recognizes the strategic,
econom1c and po];t1cal 1mportance of Nigeria to the United
States. Thus administration officials often emphasize the
desirability of maintaining cordial relations with Nigeria-
and comment on the remarkable coﬁvergence of views between
the two countries on several international iseues.552

The diplomatic gains from such exchanges were as
invaluable to the United States under Carter as they are
" under Reagan. For the Nigerians,ﬂfop level exchanges with
the United States were.band still are, an opportunity to
present their views on issues affecfing're?etions_between
the two countries. But beyond the exchange of'vieQ§1~6r‘the
propaganda,va]ue. Nigeria and the United States have ' ’
accomp]ished veby’lfttle in terms of practical)andweffectjvee

-k o m - - - -

. 850{cont’d) Kano, . Ma1dugur1 and Jimeta; there were heavy
casualties as the security forces tried to put down the -

-unres;~
5 id.

552West Africa,-NovembeF 2, 1981, P. 25543'
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policies towards Africa as.a result of top levé]
discussions. Years df top level exchanges have not prodOced
a common Nigerian-American approach to the situation in
South Africa and Namibia, although the1r pol1c1es and
political, economic, and security concerns are not mutually
exclusive. The gap between official declarations of
intentions and performance on both sidea continue to widen
as American and Nigerian interegts grow more rapidly in the
late 1970s and early 1980s. During this period, as |
6reviously skated, differences between }he two countries
were evidenf on issues relating to (1) economic problems
confronting Africa and Third World, (2) majority rule in
South Africa, (3) the question of Namibia, (4) economic
sanctions against Pretoria.or what to do about the
elimination of apartheid in Squth Africa. To the extent that
these‘issues are not easily resolved, they are likely to
continue to find their way onto the agenda of bilateral
talks between the two cdungpi@s. However, since the
| political will to coerce Pretoria is apparently lacking in
both Nigeria and the United States, both could help Séuth
Afr1ca move ahead towards a d1fferent future by adoptlng a -
- common front and working more clOSely at the uUnited Nat1ons
"to end ra¢1a1 segregation in South&éfrjca and resolve the
issue of Namibian independehce. | ,;a;' ‘ |
The Reagan administration, like the CaRter
admihistrationabefofe it, supports thé»goalvof_indepéndencav.

fo;>Namibia. at least in-princip]e, believing thatﬁsucceSS_
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-would strengthen.U.S. interests throughout Africa, and
reduce the opportunity fgr Soviet interference. For similar
reasons, the Carter administration was also solidly behind
the issue of Namibian independené;,'although the target date
of Deceﬁber 1978 was not achieved during the life-span of
the administration.5%2 For the Carter admfhistration, |
‘Bheaking the stalemate on'ﬂamibian negotiations had become
more difficult than helping to achieve majority rule in
Zihbabwe.55‘ South Africa was determined to méintain its
hold on Namibia, and was‘particﬁlarly‘encouraged by Carter’s
non-recognition of the MPLA government in neighboring
"Angola.555 President Carter, and,h{s princfpal advisers had
. agreed éven before he took office in 1977, that American
'participation in reso]ving,conflfct in Namibia was vital.

While in office, his administration was concerned not only
~ . ,

'with the issue of self-determination and political

participation of the peoples-of Namibia, but also it

- e m - - - -

5535ee Stéiement by William E. Schaufele, Jr. Assistant

- Secretary for African Affairs, "United States Relations in
- Southern Africa",Department of State Bulletin, vol. LXXVI,
May 9, 1977, PP. 464-471. Namibia is the last major item on
the agenda of African decolonization. Ever since the United
Nations took up the matter after the Second World War, the
U.S. has been deeply involved in-~the problem of Namibia. In
1966, the United Nations revoked South Africa’s Mandate over
Namibia, originally granted by the League of Nations. In
'1971, the International Court of Justice upheld the U.N.'s
authority, .determined that South Africa’s presence. in
Namibia was illegal, and stated that South Africa was
obligated to withdraw immediately. Reagan, 1ike Carter
administration, has recogriized that decision.

554Zbigniew Brzezinski,Power and Princi le:AMmeirs of the

National Security Adviser 1977-1981 (New York: Farrar
Foux, 1583 - :

Struass: Giroux, ), P. 143. = L B
’555 Jackson, From _the Congo to Soweto: U.S. Foreign Policy
JToward Africa Since 1960, P. 80. ~ ° = = o -




% o 303

believed that a peaceful settlement in Namibia could be a
step towards evolutionary change in South Africa itself. As
- Secretary Vance stated:b"A successful pluralist society in
Namibia could encourage those South African whites who were
willing to move toward greater political, economic, and
social equal1ty 56 |

. However, the administration was evenly d1v1ded on what
to do :bout South African withdrawal from Namibia. Young and)
J{Vance believed that South African withdrawal from Namibia |
‘was necessary for the withdrawal of the Cuban troops from
Angola. This position was never to be accepted by President
Carter and Brzezinski who were politically sens1¥1ve to
-‘Soviet-Cuban act1v1t1es and their impact at home 1f the
adm1n1strat1on appeared too soft in dealing with them. 557
There was no apparent'disagreement on the fap? that ythe more
intense the conflict in Namibia, the greater the riék'that‘
the South Africans would carry the war more deeply 1nto
Ango]a, thus 1ncreas1ng the poss1b111ty that the Cubans
would be engaged d1rectly 1n the flght1ng The rat1onale for
'avo1d1ng dlrect Cuban- South Afr1can m111tary confrontat1on ‘
was that such conflict could spill over 1nto Rhodes1a o
"L(Z1mbabwe) ‘with d1sastrous consequences: 1f a Cuban South
African confiict spt]led over into Rhodes1a there would a
war along race lines ‘in Southern Afr1ca in which we wou id be
v1rtually powerless to prevent 1mmense damage to Amer1can

_-.——--——_-_------—

.555Cyru$ Vance, Hard Cho1ces Cr1t1cal Years in Amer1can
. Foreign Po]1cx(New York S1mon and Schuster, 1983) PP
.- 274-283.. v , ‘ _ ,

557 Ibid. -
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@p@hhcat \econocmc and strateglc 1nterests 58,

'ngerla s strategy was based on the conviction that the
\ .

.Carter" adm1m1strat1on wou ld work towards peaceful -

k?@ settelgment in Namibia. In September 1977, Leslie O. .
)
?ﬁﬁﬁarr1man‘ Nigeria's permanent represenfative at the Uni ted

3
Natlons said that for the first time "we have an American

f
admini tqg{vOn working positively towards a solution” in

thibia and Southern Afr1ca He, however, warned that

| ;unless a f def1p1te pattern of progress emerged from’ current
.negot1at1ons on Nam1b1a by November Afr1can countr1es
would ask the U.N. Securlty Counc11 for sanct1ons aga1nst

.South Afr1ca. He spec1f1cally mentloned a gucﬂear boycott i

(=

an energy embargo and a ban on new 1nvestments and o~ g

N 1oans 559 N1ger1a s position on the issue of Namibian .

, 1ndependence during th‘Reagan per1od.rema1ns exactly as it

\;f’\was under ?arter But the issue of sanctions in the form
proposed by Nigeria was first reJected by the Carter
adm1n1strat1on, followed by the present Re in
adm1n1strat1on NTgerla s demand for sancbﬁons represent
what the Reagan administration, in part1cular, sees as the
wrong cdurse for the ach1evement of the goal of 1ndependence
for Namibia. For administration officials, economic
“sanctions are not an effective means of 1nfluencing.
po]1t1cal pol1cy Rather than shar1ng the Nigerian belief in
the eff1cacy of sanctJons, the adm1n1strat1on 1ns1sts that
the study of h1story supports 1ts view that sanct10ns were

e e ECcscmemcct e

~55°Ib1d P. 274. ' L ' ‘
5~‘59The Chr1st1an Science Monitor, September 19, 1977, P. 5.

*‘3

('Y

4 __~
"u‘

i
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not effective when appfied?against Italy in the 1930s or
against Ian Smith Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) in the 1970s. Reagan's
abﬁarent low ‘regard for sanctions is also reflected in his
decision to lift the grain embargo imposed by the Carter
administration against the Soviet Unioﬂ%‘although he had no
hesitation imposing economic sanctions against Libya in
early 1986.°

-.Neverthe1e5§. the achievement of Namibianfindependence
remains a principal 6bjective of Nigerian foreign policy,
and the focus of international diplomacy éveqﬁbeforé the
early 1980s . Nigerians admit that under Reagan's leadership,
the issu? of super-power %deological rivalry has made the
Namibian issue more confusing now than it was during the
late 1970s. As the External Affairs Minister Audu'put it,
the underlying aim of East-West rivalry "was to providé a
pretext for the entrenchment of neo-colonialism in that part
of Africa...Effort§ were being made", obyiou?1y by the
Réagan aﬁministrétion, "to forge a,link between the
withdrawal of‘foreign troops from Angola and progress
towards Namibiafs,indeeendenpe“.55° Nigeria rejects the
validity of such jinks and unreservedly fepudiéted the
claims of eftra-African pbwers to dictate to'anyvAfrican
country who'thejr friends should be when_their national
survivé] was threatened.®¢' However, Nigefia indicated its
willingness to provide troops for a U.N. peace-keeping force

560y . N. Monthly Chronicle, vol. 18, noJ 11, December 1981,
. PP. 82-83. ‘ : ’ :
56 1]pid.
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in Namibia, suggesting that such a force would be needed '
during the transition from South African rule to an
independent Namibia. In an interview with tﬁe Christian
rSCience Monitor, Ambassador Harrimanlpiﬁpointed the critical
issues relating to Namibian independence: the status of
Namibia’'s main port, Wa?;is Bay, and the withdrawal of South
African troops. In an apparent re-statemeﬁl of- Nigerian
policy.towards Namibia, he warned that it is unrealistic for
South Africavto claim jurisdiction over Walvis Béy.552,The
Nigerian leadership hoped that Walvis Bay would be .
re-integrated into Namibia as speedily.as circumstances
permitted after Namibia’'s independence.

Nigeria is still‘unequivocally opposed to any
expansionist'policy by any state against the territory Qf
another, and has given full support to SWAPO and.the people
of Namibia in their effort to recover their territorial
integrity. In 1978, Nigerian Commissioner for Extérna]
Affairs, Joseph Garba, éaid in speech at the United Nations
General Assembly that "the manner in which Namibia wés |
handed over to South Africa‘by the League of Nations in a
fit of absent-mindedness" was a lesson for all mankind. And
he added: "the failure of international community over the
years to insist upon ahd secure South Africa’s withdrawal
'waé a b1émj§h on everyone concerned."563 Nigeria's position
was well supported by tHe Carter administration when the

s62]pbid. ' ‘ '
;53U.N. Monthly Chronicle, vol. XIV, no. 4, April 1977, P.
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issue was brought to the attention Qf the United Nations.
Nigeria and the United States supported U.N. reiolution 432
(1978) on Walvis Bay. The resolution stated that Walvis Bay
must be part of an independent Namibia, and called for
negotiations ﬁetween the parties concerned.®®* But neither
Nigeria's effort at the U.N. nor diplomatic moves by the
Carter administration re;ulted in any meaningful change in
Namibia. When Carter’'s presidency ended in 1980, Nigeria's
concern with South African occupétion of that territofy was
no less obvious than it is during the present Reagan
administration.

The highlight of the Carter administration’s policy
towards Namibia was a 1978 agreement that promised Namibian
fndependencef The ¢omplicated pact which Young, Vance, and
Donald F. MpHenry, U.S. Deputy Representative to fhe U;N:
Security Counéil‘helped to negotiate provided for (1) U.N.
controlled elections, (2) ‘the withdrawa! of South African
armed forces prior to Némibfan independence, and (3) a U.Ni
peacekeeping fqrce to guarantee the country a proper
transition to independence after nearly sixty years under
South.African hegemony. 565 The agreemeét which'had géinéd
tﬁe_§upport of Nige}ia, and the Western "Contact Grbup"

s64Furthermore the Security Council declared that pending
re-integration of. Walvis into Namibia, South Africa must not -
use Walvis Bay in a manner prejudicial to Namibia's :
independence or the viability of its economy. U-N. Monthly
Chronicle, vol. XV, no. 8, August-September, 1978, PP. 6-7.
565 Jackson, From the Congo to Soweto: U.S. Foreign Polic
Toward Africa Since 1960, PP. 156-15 South Africa had
gained control of Namibia, a. former German territory, in
1920, had transplanted apartheid there,, and was now
enforcing it strictly. | ¢
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(which consist of Canada, Britain, France, Western Germany,
and the United states) was short-lived; it collapsed in
December 1978 when South Africa reneged by proceeding with
its own unilateral elections, rigged to maintain its control
over the territory. '

After the elections, the Carter administration, faced
with increasing Soviet activities in the Horn of Africa, was
beooming more sympathetic with the South African view of
Nemibia. The apparent tilt in the adhinistration’s policy,
towards Namibia was meant for domestic consumption in the
United States; it Was a]so a victory for the American
'conservatives who had worked hard to compel the
adminstration to support the South African position on
Namibia.566 Nigeria and other black African States wondered,
as they did during the Ford-Kissinger administration,
whether the United States genu1ne1y cared about Afr1can
problems, or whether the U S. wanted to protect Amer1can and
Western strategic interests through.a strong Republic of
South Africa shielded by'Namibia‘and other black client .v
states dependent on Pretoria’s economic, politicat,,and
military support. While this would appear.to‘strengthen the
argument that U.S. domestic political considerations shaped
N1ger1an Amer1can relat1ons. it is also true that |
increasingly conservat1ve pressure in the United States was
in turn shaped by helghtened Soviet act1v1ty 1n Africa and

elsewhere throughout both U.S. adm1n1strat1ons

566Ib1d PP. 256 257. -
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The Reagan administration has worked closety with the
five-nation U.N. Contact Group that has been negotiating
Namibia’'s independence, under U.N. Resolution 435, for seven
years. Resolution 435, the mandate under thch the group
operates, calls for the withdrawal of foreign troops fr8m
Namibia, the holding of internationally supervised
elections, and the drafting of a new constitution for
Namibia. But the efforts of‘the U.N. ContaCt Group in
arranging the implementation of the Resolut1on have ground
to a halt over the past two years. In an\effort to implement
A1ts policy of constructive engagement, the Reagan
~administration turned a blind eye to the Souﬂh African
decision to install the so-called "trans1t1qhal government
of nationel unity" on June 17, 1885, in Namibia wi thout
elections or representation from the Dvambof;Namibia's
lafgest black group.567 Thus although Nigeria\szfi believes
that a successful reso1ution of .the Namtbian problem
u requires the participatioh of the United.Statesﬁ pledges
madefhy'the Carter and Reagan administrations to work
towards an acceptable settiement have not. yielded the
exhected result. Nigeria’s belief in the efficacy of
,Amer1can part1c1pat10n suggest too much infliuence on the
part of the Un1ted States. There is no ev1dence to support
the assertion. that a d1fferent policy by Reagan
adm1n1strat1on, short of outr1ght m1l1tary 1ntert§?tlon

" would 1ead to a different South Afr1can att1tude v

. 567John R. Walker, "“Shape -Up South Africa” The Edmonton -
- Journal, .Wednesday. June 19, 1985.
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Although skepticism persisted concerning Nigeria's
eligibility for certain types of aid, the Carter and Reagan
adminstrations did not depart]from the basi¢ conditions
traditional]ylassociatéd with U.S. aid. The use of foreign
aid to promote American political and ecbnomfc interests in
Nigeria remained much the same as it was a decade earlier.
For instance, in the 1960s and early 1970s, American aid to
Nigeria was designed to help lay the foundation for the
‘eventual creation of private business. The reason being that
private sector deyelopment was perfect]y in line with
American values. The political role of aid was equally
‘ihpoﬁtant. The principal objective was to build political
democracy, instill democratic beliefs, and as sfated |
earlier, bring Nigeria inté the orbit of the so-called free

A
world.568

For'political'andwgconomic reasons, the United?States.

- has extended various kinds of aid to Nigeria during the _
Carter and Reagan adminfstrations. Sjnée the subbort for
suéh aid cut ééross_party l}nes, there has been a remarkable
qontinuity.in the bénditions ahd natUEe of'American aid to
Nigeria.’FQr example; in the late 19705 and early 19805, aid

to Nigerian agriculture was in line with the Carter and

568 For this view of foreign aid see Eugene R. Wi titkopf , -

- Western Bilateral Aid Allocations: A Com arative Study of
Recipient State Attributes and Aid Received (Beverly Hills:

Sage Publications, 1972), PP. 15-17; Robert A, Packenham,
Liberal America and the Third World: Political Devlopment
Ideas in Foreign Aid and Social Science (Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1973), PP. 3-22; Robert
" B. .Shepard, - "Superpower: and Regional Power: The United =
States and Nigeria 1960-1979, Ph.D. -Dissertation, The Johns .
Hopkins University, 1984, PP. 116-117.. - * .° :
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Reagan administration’s belief in an open internationa]
economy as the system that best promotes prosperity for.the
United States. ;id to Nigeria during this period was
tnerefore.motivated by polttical and economic
considerations, as was the case in the 1960s and early
1970s. In the late 1970s and early 1980s political
considerations were probably more impor tant than the
. economic ones. Du;1ng th1s period the pr1nc1pal objectives
of aid was apparently to influence N1ger1an politics in a
desired direction and to lend a'he]ptng hand to Nigeria's
experiment with the Amerioan syst?m ofﬁgovernment. Tne \
secondary objectives were to promote pr1vate sector
development in that country. and to open up the Nigerian
- market for American products.568 R
If the main:purpose was the promotion and preservation

of democracy in Nigeria through American aid, then there was
very little‘oy way of positive outcome. On the other hand,
aid was apparently more succesefuT in terms of tne secondery
‘bobjeCtive of oromoting private sector deve lopment thanain
‘promoting and preserving democracy in Nigeria. A1though U.S.
aid commitmentsl grants and credits’had become neglig{ble ggk
during the late‘19703'and early 1980s, (Tables 2 and 3), \
Amer ican aid to Nigerian agr1culture had started to pay
d1v1dends in terms of 1nvestments and contracts ‘worth $37

----—------—------

569 Sysan G11p1n,‘"Reagan s Private Sector Thrust", Afrlca

Report, vol. 27, Junuary-February, 1982, PP. 51-54; ‘Roger' D.
Hansen, U.S. Fore1qn Policy and the Thr1d World: Aqenda 1982
(New York: Praeger, 1982), PP. 96-128; Crawford Young,

Ideology and Devel nt 1n Africa (New Haven & London:. Yale
University Press, 1982], PP. 275-326. . ,
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K4

million in-U.S. goods and services in 1984. This probably

explains why aid to Nigerja continued after the 1983

o

military coup at had overthrown the democratic government
in that country. One can'fn faot question the effectiveness
of aid as a means of preserving democracy given the co}tapse
of the democratic experiment in Nigeria at the very time
that U. S aid, especially to Nigerian agricultlre, was in
' progress in that country. It could be argued that the
adm1nlstratlon in Wash1ngton was probably not doing its best
to help Nigerian democracy. |

Trade played an imoortant role in Nigerian-American
relations during the late 1§70s and early 1880s. But the
development in the functiona]_area of trade'was-closely tied
to political developments in the internétional arena. FfFor
example, having lost its major source of oil in the |
aftermath of the Iranian revolution of 1979, the Carter
administration turned to Nigeria with a formal request to
step'up its oil'production to help the United %tates make up
the difference created by the iranian-oii’embargo.57°
Nigeria complied with the requestt This understanding
between the two countries has far out-]iVed the Carter
administration. After the electoral defeat of President
Carter in 1980, a similar deal between Nigeria and the : .
AUnited States was negotiéted when the EastFWest‘struggle and

‘the pollt1cs of the African sub system forced the new Reagan

adm1n1strat1on to cancel U.S. oil 1mports from L1bya in

- e .- - - - -

70y, K. OnoF The N\ger1an 0il Economy: :From Prosperxty to
Glut .(Londont & Canberra Croom Helm, 19835 PP. 107-124.
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\985. Again, Nigeria was ashed lo maho up tor any shoet ftall
in oil supply the United Htales ml'uhl p\‘;)c‘;i‘lét\rn an a tresull
ot A/Hu p(x_\h"y towards l\hya.. Sy POl _);:Sl ab 1 eavly 19UL,
Colonel Gaddati ot Libya was accusaed hy’.llm‘llnllml “laton
nf apoONsBOr NQY internattonal tevroriam, ur Aranaforming his
Ccountry int‘n a leading third World dl:bcl\ftl ot

Snv‘lct supp lied hardware, Aancl‘u’t Lien nu\ltf\uiz. n ma Jor aonie e ol
Atrican, inatabhility »7! Gy

| [t U.%. trade with Nigerta during ‘/j(l]"li::'—,,.(,dl‘lcﬂ'
administrat ion had helped Amm fea to nvul vome Lhe
incoventence caused by the llanlan lcvulm ton then, 1 wan
an eftective way of |'ql ly iy Niucrlan, u"t.tmuwl tor I(dnum\’;
attempl lo (:un!/aln the | 1hyan and ‘.uvl,erl aclivilles which
his admintstration percelved as ”ll‘ndl.'él\lllu Amess l‘n.nn
interests. In both cases, Nigerld s rdy[innuc was ldanlilcal,
although as discutised cd-l‘llbl‘, Niger ia had m.(:nuunlt ,
political and security molives tor uumijm-l ing the lintted
Slaltes ul;(i oppas ing l.ihy&n act i\)illub, in the Atrican
sub-system. However, Nigerta's Fole 'i;_;,;fha s | l‘b‘t.nni o

sanctions against Libya ia much nuu-n‘.(nrrmm. lor ascortaln

than its role in 1942 g%%

Conoclusions

Which perspective is most appropriale 1o the sludy Ot -

Nigerian'Amertcan“relations? While the 6lale pbrbpayllvé

T

b7 1Chester A. Crocker, "Re fonal Strategy fm Houthern
Africa”, De nt o lletin, vol. #i, ¢ teher ~
1981, Pp. -27 e ‘ Journal, Ihuraday, danuary Y,

1986, P.‘A3. | ‘ , \
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remains the dominant view of students of Nigerian-American
relations, it is not the most appropriate way of explaining
this relationship because of its tendency to down-pliay the
external variables at a time when both countries are
becoming more end more involved in the potitics of the
African sub—system:”The debate Qithin the Carter
_administration as to how to deal with Africa is evidence for
a state level interpretation of nger1an American relations.
However, the state interpretation is greatly 11m1ted in that
it tgnores the impact of the external environment on
Nigerian-American bilateral ties. The systemic perspective
serves as an alternative to the state end‘dependency
perspectives because of its superior explanatory
capabilities. The comprehensiveness of the'systemic
interpretation is achieved mainly through its appreciation
of the new Afriean'rea]itiés which emerged in the 1970s,
notably, the emergence of Nigeria as a regional power in
international relations and the*resurgence of African
nationaiism tﬁreughout the continent. By imp1ication,
vNigeria's emergence';s a regional or fmiddle,power"_ eans

' 'thatxthe country has (1) come to exerciee%more autonomy’ in
the conduct of its foreign pelicy, (2) become more involved
in the politics of the African sub-system, thereby (3) -
41n1t1ated more interaction with the Un1ted States, and (4)
sought 1mprovement 1n its redations with the Un1ted States.
lThlS development was ev1dent in the late 19705 and early

19805, a per1od character1zed by Amer1can recogn1t1on of

s

s
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Nigefia’s status in internationa]‘politice. For the United
States, Nigeria becomes increasingly impor tant as an actor
in the Easi-West struggle for influence on the African
continent. For Nigeria, the United Stdtes is an important
source of economic support for Nigeria’s pursuit of
increasing inf]uencevin African politics. Niéeria benefitted
enorgouslx through trade with the United States and
improVemeﬁt in other areas of bilateral relations.
Furthermore, Nigeria and the United States both were
becoming increasjngly aware of their role as.he; p}gyef%fin
Afriéan politics. Although pollcy d1fferenqLe bet@een the
two countries were evident durlng the Carter” and Reagan’
administrations, some paralells in their p051t1oqs were
beginning to eherggfduring the conflicts in Chad.?Zinbabwe,
and the Ethiopian-Somali d1spute over Ogaden. Froﬁ;the |
systemic perspective, the malntenance of regiona}” peaée and
secur1ty has been the ba51c d1spos1t1on of both countr1es
towards the pol1t1cs of the African sub-system even if for‘
' é:fferent reasons. Consequently, America’ s view of the role
of Nigeria in internatiohal holiticé,'or more precisely its
view.of theria’s rote in the'East-West sthugglef’nqtebly, |
how to deal with thekberceived Soviet threat, not only\
formed the sources from which'the particulaLs of U.S.
fore1gn policy were der1ved but also the 1mmed1ate 1mpetus

for Nigerian- Amer1can relat1ons dur1ng th1s per1od As

—_
-
i

7Amer1can leaders are fond of rem1nd1ng Nigerians, both -

)

! -
J
I
/

nations have s1m11ar goals ‘and dreams; hav1ng labored under
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the yoke of British colonialism.57?2
The priﬁcipél challenge to this view is the
neo-Marxfst/structuralist interprétation'in%erent in the
dependence perépective. This perspecitve stresses Nigeria’'s
fate as the subordinate partnef in a dominance-dependence
rel?tiqnship with the United States, rather thaﬁ
commonalities and interdependehce.573 It suggests that the
peculiarity of America’s relationship with Nigeria is its
drastic asymmetry. Fgrthermore, implicit in the dependence
perspective is the contention that it is difficult to
imagine a B{Iateral combination in which the power of the
first partner to affect the second is so great and that of
the second to affect the‘first so small. However, a]ihough
there are cléar signs of djsparity'in power and cléar signs
of Nigeria’sAtechnological dependence on the United States,
the structura1;conditions of dependence in this case are not
_aS pervasive as dependency writers w6h1d;h§9e us believe. .
'Nfgéria’s unique Pistorical éxperien9e, wealth, and stétus
mu;t be taken‘into consideration before méking any
»géhera]fzatibns'abogt structUral dependency . For examplé,.if
trade with the United States in the 1970$‘and early 1980s is
any guide, then therinterpbetation'of Nigerian-American
572Africa Business; August, 1985, P. 73. | o
$73" From ,the dependence perspective, Nigerian politics is an
activity-in the periphery of the world capitialist system;
and Nigerian state, the apparatus of an externally oriented
~ruling class bent on exploiting and oppressing the mass of
its citizens. Sam E. Oyovbaire, "The Nigerian Political - .
System and Political Science", The Nigerian Journal of .
conomic_and Social Sciences, Vol. 23, No. 3, November 1981,
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relations offered by the dependence perspective beoomes more
difficult to sustain than that of either systemtc or state
perspective. As a result, such interpretation has limited
utility since it does not tell the whole truth. It is
deficient in its_portrayal_ of the dynamics of
Nigerian-American relations, because it assumes certain
conditions of structural dependence as inherent im that
relationship which are not well supported by factoal
experience. It ignores the balance of trade between the two
countries which has clearty been in favor of N{geria since:
~the early 1970s. Finally, it ignores;the fact that Nigeria's
‘technological dependence on the United States does not
always translate into total acceptance of~Amerjca’s African .
.policies.

Nigerian-American bilateral relations can be understood
if one focuses on the politics of the-East-West struggle in
the African sub- system, to the extent that the Un1ted States‘
percelves its pol1cy in Afr1ca as a progectlon of its power
struggle with the Soviet Un1on and Nigeria a potential a11y
in that strugg]e Shor1ng up u.s. relat1ons with nger1a
during the Carter and Reagan adm1n1strat1ons had the
tremendous symbo]1c 1mportance of‘send1ng the r1ght message
to Moscow that Amer1ca would protect its 1nterest by '
foster1ng gqu relat1ons w1th a newly 1nfluent1al country
such as. N1ger1a In the f1na1 analys1su51t wou]d be a b\g

loss to- America. and the West if N1ger1a one of Amer1ca S

‘largest overseas suppller of sulphur-free o1l and AfPICa s.s
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,,-‘[.}, ’ ' . ‘ K :
. most populous country, falls into the communist hands.

The United States finds it advantageous to court

p3

Nigeria’'s support in matters relatIng to the peaceful
settlement of d1sputes before they create an opportun1ty for
‘ Sovget intervention. The Carter adm1n1strat1on s wooing of
o Nige>ﬁgﬂ£esulted in é Kind of collaboratioh that ﬁade
Nigeria’'s understanding a useful asset to the administration
during negotiattons'on Zimbabwe. This understanding between /
the two powers led to N1ger1a s energetic attempt to mediate
- the Shaba confl1ct between Zaire and Angola in the summer of
‘-t1977r as wel] as 1ts support for the American position on
*the Namibian negotietions early that year. However,.that
~attempt was made poeéible,only because Secretary Vance was
able to assure Nigerian Foreign Minister Garba that the .
Uniteo States would not over-react to the reported role of
‘the Cubans end East'Germans in the Shaba affair; Nioertens
are not happy about Soviet influence in Afrlca, or the
presence of Cuban troops in Ango]a At the same ttme§ 6hey
are equally troubled by the fact that Washingtonloften'
formulates its policy in terms of the U.S. strategic
conswderat1ons, thereby fa1]§ng to take 1nto account the'

h1stor1ca1 roots of Soviet influence in Afr1ca as evident in

-thgiAngolan case. 57"
. IR
o8

---—-—-_-——---————

S74Richard E. Fe1nberg,.The ]ntemgerate Zone: The Th1rd
Wor 1d Challenge to U.S. Foreign Poticy (New. YorK: W.W.
Norton, 1983), P.. 245; Donald B. Easum, "Why ngera is
Important to . the U.S. “, West Africa, June 15, 1981, PP.
1345-1347; Cyrus Vance, Hard Choices: C Cr1t1cal Years in

Amer ican Fore1 n Policy (New York: Simon and Schuster,
o PP -270, ,291.292__304 305.
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Presideqt Carter’'s promise of a "new orientation” in
America’s A%rican policy did not materia]izer The
administration had bledged to discard cold:-war stereotypes
because (1) they can cut across that senae of African
nationalism that is the surest barrier to external
intervention, (2) they can make crisis more dangerous, (3)
they inhibit African diplomatic efforts that‘offer the best
hope of resolving disputes before they become conflicts.>7"
G1ven this recognition, it was ironic that the

Adm1n1strat1on s policy had shifted from regional to purely

strategic considerations during thez 1979- 1980 period. This

~ change of emphasis was conditioned by several factors,

notably. (a) Soviet invasion of Afganistan, (b) massive
1evels of Soviet and Cuban assistance to the Marx1st
government in Eth1op1a; ﬁ:aact which had rev1ved the old butw
still unresolved debate on the meaning of United
States-Soviet detente, (c) wars in Western Sahara, Chad and
the Horn of Africa, as well as (d) the continued presence oé'
Sovfet advisers and Cuban troopa in Angola. Given these —
factors, the adm1n1strat1on had become more concerned with

how to respond to the perce1ved threat of Sov1et Cuban

’adventurlsm in Sub- Saharan Africa than majority rule in

South Africa of'finding'aAsolution to the Namibian problem.

§

As a result, the Carter ddministration did not live up to
its prdmise of a new orientation in Amer ican-African and

Nigerian-American relations. It can be safely concliuded that

- e o m e e e o s e e e em e

575Anthony Lake, "Africa in Global Perspective", Africa
Report, Vol. 23, no. 1, dJanuary- February, 1978 PP. 44- 48
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.

the administration’s decision to keep Nigeria fully informed
of U.S. intentions in Africa, like its decision to form
military ties with Kenya and Somalia, was made because of
straﬁegic rather fhén regional considerations. The increased
impo;tance of Nigeria in Carter’s African policy also
signalled a trend towards American perception of Nigeria as
a"potential ally in the struggle against communist{iptrusion
in the Africad sub-system. | ~
The Reagan admihistretion has also conducted ‘American

Eelations with Nigeria in the context of the East-West
struggle, although President Reagan prefers to talk about
Nigerian-American bilateral ties in terms of . |

‘ "interdependence" or "mutual dependenceh in economic,
politieal; andcultura]»spheres.“6 He regards Nigeria as a
leader among African nations which share U.S. foreign policy

objectives, even though, as Carter later discovered this

+

.support does not usually mean Nigeria's dec151on to abandon
the policy position‘adopted by a majority of African states.
Nevertheless, the point to note is that Reagan’'s view |
concerning the'importanee of Nigeria is comparablie to that.
of the Carter administfation Throughout the.pefiod covered
by both administrations, the Unlted States has placed a hlgh
'value on the 1mportance of co-operation and consultation
with Niqeria on important African issues. To the
policy-makers in Washington, thelperception,of Nigerian

i

576 ake, "Africa in Global Perspect1ve PP. 44-48; Richard
Deutsch, "Carter’'s Africa Pol1cy Shift", Africa Report, vol.
25 no. 3, PP. 15- 18

“
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"power", its reliability as an ally, and its Heightened
sense of independence since the 1970s hardly mattered at
all. In a lettér to then President Shagari, Reagan promised
to maintain close ties and strengtheﬁ various dihensions of
Nigerian-American bilateral ties. He stated:
| As we value your advice, and views, we look forward

to consulting you on Afrlcan and international

issues of mutual concern. [ share your concerns

about the importance of the situation in. Chad and

the future of Namibia, and sincerely hope we can

work together to resolve these issues.®77

In fact, the impoftance of Nigeria’s concern over

Namibia in particularlhés been consciously down-played by
Reagan administration officials in Washington due to the
over-dramatization of the Eagt-West factor. The
administration has formulated its policy almost exclusively
within the cohtext'of‘whai Nigé}ian leaders see as Américan
attempt to coﬁ?ain commun i sm iqﬁAfrica.578 A distinct
impression is formed that the U.S. is only interested in
containing cbmmUpism rather than trying‘to understand the
forces of Africaﬁ\nationalisma or alleviate the conditions
of want and instaﬁility;which'breeds cémmunism.

The, evidencé‘¥or which of'the thréé.perspectives best
‘ descr1bes and exp]a1ns Nigerian- Amer1can relat1ons is rather
mixed. The state levsl approach sheds l1ght on the 1nternal
'funct1on1ng of the th governments, but generally fails .
.}because of its lacK o% acKnow]edgement of the very 1mportant

L

East-West d1mens1on of \Nigerian-American relations. While

__________________ )

s77West Africa, March 23, 1981, P. 652.
s78West Africa, duly 27, \1981 P. 1687.

\
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there are shifts, for example, in the Carter administration
policy towards Africa depending on which advisers are
influential, the source.of that influence does not depend on
the individuals, personalities or peréona] retationship with
the President, but on their promotion of a partichar view
of how to deal with the Soviet Union in the African context,
based on Soviet activities there. Thus the issue in the
final analysis becomes a‘systémfc one based.on the American
perception of its need to contain the Soviet Union. Théﬁ
dependency perspective fails in the lack of adequate
évidence and, in fact, contrary evidence. U.S. dependence on
.Nigerian oil and u.s. proﬁ]ems with its balance of trade
with Nigefia,lindicate a much more interdependent o
relationship than the dependency literature forecasts. It is
only in the East-West context that one can achieve a broad
and yet'cémpiete picture of a relationship that is driven by
the perception of mutual system needs: the United States‘tb

contain the Soviet Union, and Nigeria to further its status -

as a major actor in the African sub-system.



VI. Bibliography

1. Government Publications

Nigerian High Commission (Ottawa). News Review, November 1,!
1985.. ' g
K

.S. Congress. House. Africa: Observations on the Impact of
American Foreign Policy and Development Programs
in Six African Countries. Committee on Foreign
Affairs. House of Representatives, 97th

‘Congress, 2nd Session, 1982. '

. House. Congress and Foreign Policy 1974. Committee
on International Relations. House of

o Representatives, 94th Congress, st Session,
1975.

House Congress, the President and the War Powers.
. Hearings, before the Subcommittee on National
Security Policy and Scientific Developments.
Committee on Foreign Affairs. House of

regreSentat1ves. 91st Congress, 2nd Session,
1870. .

. House. Report of the Delegation to Africa. Comm1ttee
on Arms Services. House of Representat1ves, '96th.
 Congress, ist Session, 1980.

. House. War Powers. Hearin gs. before the Subcomm1ttee
on National Security Policy and Scientific
Development. Committee on Foreign Affairs. House
og7gepresentat1ves, 93rd Congress st Sess1on,

¢,

Senate. Angola. Hear g , before the Subcomm1ttee on
Afrlcan Affairs. Committee on Foreign Relations.
Senate, 94th congress, 2nd Sess1on, 1976

323



324

Senate. "United States-Nigeria Relat1ons U.S.
Policy Toward Afrigda. Hearings, before the
Subcommi ttee on African Affairs. Committee on

s Foreign Relations. Senate, 94th Congress, 2nd
Session, 1976. : o

U.S. Department of ‘Commerce. Foreign Economic Trends and
Their Implications for the United States.

Foreign Economic Trends and Their Inpllcat1ons for’
the United States. FET 85-05, January 1985.
Prepared by American Embassy Lagos.

Nigeria: A Survey of U.S. Export Opportunities.
~ Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1981. FET 81-043, April 1981.

Hightlights of U.S. Import and Export Irade. FT 990,
December 1970. , :

Aﬂ}th1qhts of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT_990,
December 1974, X

Highlights of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 9@0,
December 1975. - ' _

Highlights of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 990,
December 1976. ’ ' ‘ '

H1qh11qhts of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 990, .
December- 1977. ' ‘ ' .

. Highlights of U.S. Import and'Export Tfade. FT 990,
December 1978. L . ,
. Highlights of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 990,
December 1979. o . - o
. . Highlights of u.s. Impoht'and.Export Trade. FT 990,
' - December 1880. N - :

Highlights of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 990,
December'1980¢ : oo '

Highlights of U.S. Import and Export Trade. FT 990,
- December 1981. S , o

. __ghl1gbts of U.S. Imbort and Export Trade. FT 990,
December 1982. i ‘ ' '

. Highlights of U. S;_Imgort énd-Exbort'TEade_FT 990,
December 1983. . -

/

. ﬂ_ghllg ts of U.s. Imgprt and'Exgoht Tradei FT 990,



. Market Profiles for Africa.

December 1984.

Reports, 0OBR 78-20,

’

. Marketinq In Nigeria.

June

79-11, April 1979.
. Marketing In Nigeria.
83-03, April 1983.
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
.'U.Si Genera1 Imports. FT 135,
. U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
U.S. General Imports. FT 135,
. U.S; General ImHErts, %T 135,
. U.S. Genefal Imports FT'135,
. U!S; General Imports. FT 135,

.‘Stat1st1cal Abstracts of

the

Overseas Business

1978.

Overseas Business Reports,

Overseas Business Reports,

December 1970.

December 1974.
1975.

1976.

December
December
December 1977.
December 1978.
December 1979.
December 1980.
1981.
1982.
11983.

1984.

December
December
December

December

United States 1973.

94th Edition. Washington.
Printing Office, 1973.

Statistical Abstracts of the

D.C.: Government

United States 1974.

95th Edition. Washington
Printing Office, 1974.

Statistical ‘Abstracts of the

D.C.: Government
a4 . )
United States 1975.

96th Edition. Wash1ngton
- Printing, Offlce, 1975

. Statistical Abstracts of the

D.C.: Government

United States 1976.

g6th Edition. Washington
Prlnt1ng 0ff1ce. 1976

.,Stat1st1cal Abstracts of the

. 98th Edition. Washington
Printing Office, 1977.

D. C;; Government

Un1ted States 1977.
D.C.: Government



326

Statistical Abstracts of the United States 1978.
95th tdition. Washington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1978..

/

Statistical Abstracts of the United States $979.
100th Edition. Washington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1879. ‘

Statistical Abstracts of the United States 1980.
101st Edition. Washington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1980. '

Statistical Abstracts of the United States 1981.
102d Edition. Washington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1981.

Statistical Abstracig of the United States 1982-83.
- 103rd Edition. shington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1983. .

Statistical Abstracts of the United States 1984.
104th Edition. Washington D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1984. ' L

Survey of Currént Business, August 1977.

Survey of Current Business, Auguét 1978.

. Survey of Current Business, August 1979.

Survey of:Current Business, August 1980.

Survéy of Current BUsiness, August 198%1.

Survey of Current Business, August 1982,

. Survey of Current Business, August 1983.

U.S. Department of Interior. Mineral Yearbook 1983.
‘ Washington D.C.: Govermment Printing Office,
1982. : - :

" U.S. Department of State. Nigeria: Military Assistance
Deposits Under Foreign Assistance Act of 1971.
- Lagos, April 1972. ‘ . v a

Technical Cooperation Agreement Between the United
‘States of America and Nigeria. Washington D.C.:
Government,Printing Office, 1978. o

. U.S. Department of the Army. Nigeria: A Country Study.
“ Edited by Harold D. Nelson. Washington D.C.: -
GOVernment;Printing Office, 1982. »



\ 327

i
U.S. President. Public Papers of the President of the United
States. Washington D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1978. Jimmy Carter 1978.

I1I. United Nations Publications.

United

Nations. General Assembly,
1977. Official Records,

32nd Session, December 14

. General Assembly,
Official Records,

. General Assembly, 39th Session, December g,
(A/C.3/39/SR.35).

——————

32nd Session December 8,
(A/32/PV.97).

Official Records,

(A/32/PV.102) . e
1977.

1884.

. General Assembly, 39th Session, October 26, 1984.

Official Records, (A/C.4/39/SR.11).

. General Assembly, 40th Session, October 14,

1985.

Official Records, (A/C.3/40/SR.9).

. General Asseﬁbly, 37th Session, October 20,
(A/C.4/37/SR.5).

Official Records,

. General Assembly, 37th Session, October 25,

Official Records, (A/C,4/37/SR.8).

11982.

1982,

Security Council, 32nd Year, October 27, 1877.

Official Records, (S/PV.2042).

UN Monthly
UN Monthly

Chronicle,

Chronic]é,

UN Monthly

Chronicle,

UN Monthly

Chronicle,

UN Monthly

Chronicle,

UN

Monthly

UN Monthly

Chronic1e,

Chronicle,

UN

Monthly.

T A
Chronicle,

UN Monthly

Chronicle,

UN

.

Monthly_

Chronicle,

vol.
vol.
,TVQ].
vol.
vol.
Vol. .

o,

vql

vol.
vol.

vol.

14,
14,

14,
15,
15,

16,

18,
18,
18,

. 4, April 1977.

10, November 1977.

11, December 1977.

. 8, Auguét-September 1878.
..9, October 1978.
. 4, April 1979.-

.. 1, January 1980.
January 1981.

No. 6, June 1981.
No.;i1, December 1981-



328

UN Chronicle, Special Supplement, March, 1984.
UN Chronicle, Vol. 21, Nos. 10/11, November /December 1984.

United Nations. Yearbook of the United Nations, 1978. New
York: U.N.T Department of Public Information,

1981.

Yearbook of the United Nations, 1979. New York: U.N.
Department of Public Information, 1982.

w &

i

e
O
:

b4

D4

I1I1. Newspapers and Periodicals.

African Diary

Africa: An International Business, Economic and Political
Magazine

Africa’ Report L;‘;H
. R0 TE

Africa Research Rilletin

Christian Science Monitor

Depar tment of State Bulletin

Edmonton Journal

 Facts Ok File

Keesing’'s Contemporary Archives

Ménchester Guardian Weekly

The New Republic

New YorK Times

- Time ’ - ¥ &
-Wall Street Journal i ‘p

Washington Post

' WestjAfricé

'WOfld‘PreSS Review




328

IV. Unpublished Dissertations

Ate, M. Bassey Eyo. "Effects of Nigerian-United States
: Bilateral Ties On Nigeria's Decolonization
Policies 1960-1966." Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Columbia University, 1980.

Shepard, Robert Benjamin. "Superpower and Regional Power:
The United States and Nigeria 1960-1979."
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, The dJohns
Hopkins University, 1984.

V. Articles.

Akinyemi, A. Bolaji. "The Emergence ofNigeria as a Regional
: Power in International Relations."” Studia
Diplomatica, vol. 35, No. 3, 1983, PP. 227-243.

Aluko, Olajide. "The Civil War and Nigerian Foreign Policy"
The Political Quarterly, vol. 42, No. 2 '
TApri1/dJdune, 1971), PP. 177-190.

"Nigeria and the Super-Powers.” Millehuim, Vol. 2,
"No. 5 (Autumn, 1976), PP. 127-141.

"Nigeria,>the United States angd Southern Africa."
African Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 310 (January,
1979), PP. 91-102.

Anable, David. “Nigeria Looks to U.S. on South Africa.’
Christian Science Monitor, September 19, 1977,

P. 5.

Andérson, David. "Amerﬁca«in Africa, 1981."'Fohe1qn Affairs,
Vol. 60, No.‘3. 1981,_PP.4658-685. * a

Anglin, Douglas G. "Nigeria:'Pqufical Non-alignment and
: Economic Alignment.” Journal of” Modern African
Studies, Vol. 2, No. 2, 1964, PP. 247-263. "

Barret, Lindsay. "Superpower Spheres: The Roots of Soviet

and U.S. Interests in Africa.” Atlas World Press -

Review (October,‘1978), PP. 41-42.

Be]l,‘Coral.‘"From Carter to Reagaﬁf"-ﬁgpeigﬁ Affairs, Vol.
o 63, No. 3, 1985, PP. 490-510. R

\



‘Berstein, Edwérd&ﬂ‘ “Do We Need a New Bretton Woods?"

,é§'

F1naneéx& Development, Vol. 21, No. 3.
\September, 1984), PP. 5-7.

Bissell, Richard E. "United States Policy in Africa.
: Current History, Vol. 73, No. 432 (December

19777, PP. 193-195.

Bogdanow1cz Bindert, Christine A. "World-Debt: The United
States Reconsiders. " Foreign Affairs, Vol. 64,
No. 2, 1985/86, PP. 259-273. :

Cardoso, Hendrique F. "Dependent Development in th1n
America." New Left Review, Vol. 74 (July/August,

1972), PP. 83-85.

Chaufournier, Roger. "The Coming of Age." Finance &
Development, Vol. 21, No. 2 (June, 1984), PP.
A .

30-34. .

Christopher, Warren. Human‘R;ghts: A‘ Important Concern of
U.S. Foreign Pplicy." Department of State
Bulletin, Vol. 76 (March 1977) P. 289.

Cookey, S.U.S. "Colonialism and t e Process of
Underdevelopment in Nigeria." dJournal of As1an
and African Studies, Vo\.‘14 Nos. 1-2
(danuary/Apr1l 1979), Q. 19-31.

" Crocker, Chester A. "FY 1983 Ass1stance Requests.’ e

.State Bullet1n, Vo] 81 (Augus\ 198?)

‘Department of State Bulletin, Vol, 82 (d%ly,
‘1982, PP. 61-63. \1\ A

"StrengthenIng U.S.-African Relat1oks " Department of

57-58. | W

"Regional Strategy for Southern Afr1can. ' Department
1981), PP. -

of State Bu]let1n vol 81 (October,
24-27. , :

Darnton, John. "Carter’s Elect1on is Ra1s1ng Hopes in Black
Africa."” New York T1mes, ‘December 25, 1976, P.

1 g o,
Davis, Jenni fer . "All1es in Empife: Part 1 - U.S. Ecbnom1c
~ ' Involvement." Africa Toda , Vo1.17, No. 4 :
: (duly/August 1970) - 5

Deutsch Richard t"Carter Africa: Pol1cy Sh1fta“ Afr1ca
: Re 8t, Vol. ,25 No. 3, (May/dune, 198 5
5_1 o : . :

c———————

4;‘/(

'"Reagan s Afrlcan Perspect1ves " Africa Regg tYVOJ.-i

\f .

"Q.



331

25, No. 4 (Jaty/August, 1880), PP. 4-7.
ek, Vol. 26, No.
PR. 4-6.

“Rea an and Africa." Africa R
January/February, 1981},

“Reagan’s Unruly Review." Africa Report, Vol. 26,
No. 3 (May/June, 13881), PP. 23-26.

——

Diamond, Larry.."Nigerja Update" Foreian Affairs,lvdl. 64,
No. 2, 1985/86, PP. 326-336.

A\]

Easum, Donald B. "NigeriénrAmerican Relations.f’Africa )
Report, Vol. 25, WNo. 4 (July/August, 1981, PP.
- 52-54,

"Why Nigeria is I?gortanf to the U.S." West Africa,
“June 15, 198t1P. 1345, .

Evans, Roland and Robert Novak. "A Double Standard on Human
Rights." Washington Post, April 12, 1978, P. 27.

Faundez, Julio. "What Use is International Law." West
‘ Africa, November 19, 1984, PP. 2315-2316.

Ferguson, clyde and Cotter, William R. "South Africa: What
is to Be Done." Foreign Affairs, Vol. 56, No. 2,
1978, PP. 253-274. '

b4

Feustal, Sandy. “Nigeria:-Leaﬁership in Africa.” Africa
Report, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May/June, 19777, PP.
-48:-50. : ' . .

Frank, Andre Gunder . ”The'Developmént of Underdevelopment.”
Monthly Review, Vol. 18,"No. 4, 1966, PP. 17-31.

i . . | : S . ¥

Galtung, dJohan. “Conflict on a Global Scale: Social .
Imperialism and Sub-Imperialism - Continuities
in the Structural Theory of Imperialism." World
Degelo%mentj Vol. 4, No. 3 (March, 1876}, PP. -
153-165. - - ' o C

Gambari, Ibrahim A. "Nigeria and the World: A Growing

‘ . " Internal Stability, Wealth and External .
Influence." Journal of International Affairs,- -
Vol. 29, No. 2, 1975, PP. 155-169. ., =~ 7'

" Gana, Aaron T. "The State ‘in Africaj‘Yesférday, Today" and’
o Torrow." International Politjcal Science Review, '
Vol. 6, No. 1, 1885, PP. 115-¥32. " - -

:fGilpin, SUSan;,"ReaganfS‘PriVate $éct0r'Thrust.?:Afhica o
BQEQLL.SVOI‘,27, No. 1 (UaOUaTY/Febnuary-1982),, o



[

- o | 332

i

Hab1b Philip C. 'Southern Afriga in the Global Context

Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 76 (March
19777, PP. 318-319.

Harding, Timothy F. "Dependency, Nationalism and the State
in Latin America." Latin American Perspective,
Vol. 3, No. 4 (Fall, 1876), P. 3.

-

Herskovits, dean “Nigeria: Africa’s New Power." foreign
‘ Affalrs, ‘Vol. 53 No. 2, 1975, PP. 314-333.

%ﬁ “"Nigeria: Africa’s Emerg1ng New Power." Saturday

‘Review, (February, 1974), PP. 14-17.

"Dete]ine Nigeria: A Black Power." Foreign Policy,
No. 29 (Winter, 1977-78), PP. 167-188.

"To Ease Nigeria’s Debt Crisis." New York Times,
October 5, 1983, P. A27. '

. "U.S., Help Nigerian Democracy." New York Times, May
) 11, 1983, P. A23. :

Hoopengardner, Thomas and Garc1a Thoumi , Ines “The World
Bank in a Changing Financial Environment:
Increasing Borrowing Flexibility and Reducing
Costs." Finance & Development, Vdl. 21 No. 2
(June, 1984), PP. 12-15.

'Huniington, Samuel P. "Human Rights and American Power .

Commentary, Vol. 72, No. 3 (September 1981) _
PP. 37-43. , N

Kamark Andrew "The Wor1d Bank and Development: A Personal
Perspective." Finance & Development Vol. 21, No.
v 4 (December, 1984), PP. 26- 28

K1ll1ck Tony “The IMF’s RoTe in Develop1ng Countries.
Finance & Development, Vol. 2f,»No. 3
(September, 1984), PP. 26-28.

, Kraus, John. -"American: Fore1gn Policy in Africa." Current

History, Vol. 80, No. 463 (March, 1981
»97‘100.‘ ’

Lake, Anthony "Afrlca in Global Perspective." Africa ,
: s 'Report, Vol. 23, No, 1 (danuary/February, 1878),

PP, 44- 48. | ,

Langell1er. dean Pierre. "The Rise of N1ger1a " Atlas World
Press Review, (dune, 1978), PP. 21-23.

Leipz1ger, Danny M. "The Concess1ona11ty of Fore1gn
Ass1stance Toward a Better Understand1ng of the



333

Concept.” Finance & Development, Vol. 21 No. 1
(March, 1984), PP. 44-46.

.Livingstone, Neil C. and Nordheim, Manfred Von. "U.S.
Congress and the Angolan Crisis.” Strategic |
Review, Vol. 5, No. 2 (Spring, 1977), PP. 34-44.

Louis, William Roger. "American Anti-Colonialism and the

Disolution of the British. Empire.” International
Affairs, Vol. 61, No. 3, 1985, PP. 395-420.

Mazrui, Ali. "Nigeria and the United States: The Need for’
Civility, the Danger of Intimacy." Orbis, Vol.
25, No. -4 (Winter,b1982), PP. 858-864.

Mcgee, Gale W. “The U.S. Congress and the Rhodesian Chrome
Issue." Issue, Vol. 2, No. 2 (Summer, 1972), PP.
2-7. ‘ ‘

Meltzer, Ronald 1. "United States Trade Policy: An
Overview." Current History, Vol. 76, No. 447
(May/June, 1976), PP. 193-&96. :

Miller, J.D.B. "South Africa’s Departure.” Journal of
. Commonwealth Political Studies, Vol. 1
(Noyember,‘1961), PP. 56-74.

Minter, William. "Allies in Empire: PartvII - U.S. Military
Involvement." Africa Today, Vol. 17, No. 4
(July/August 1970), PP. 28-32.

"Alljes in Empire: Part IIl - American Foreign
Policy and Portuguese Colonialism." Africa

Today, Vol. 17, No. 4 (July/August, 19707, PP.
28-32. . :
. } .
Nettl, Peter. "The Concept of System in Political Science.”
' Political Studies, Vol. 14, No. 3, 1966, PP.
305-338. - : o

Nicol, Davidson. “Africa and U.S.A. in the United Nations”,
Journal of Modern African Studies, Vol. 16, No.
3, (September, 1978), PP. 365-395.

‘Obasanjo, Olusegun. "Africa’s Needs.” Foreign Policy, No. 57
. (Winter, 1984-1985), PP. 80-90. -

IOberdorfer, Don. "Haig, Nigerian Dfficial discuss .
‘ Peace-Keeping Force in Chad." Washington Post,
December 11, 1981, P. A1S.

‘Ogunbade jo, Oye} "Idéologf/and.Pragmatism; The Soviet Role
' in Nigeria 1960-1877." Orbis, Vol. 21, No. 4
(Winter, 1878), PP. 803-830. t



334

4

-~

“A New Turn in U.S.-Nigerian Relations." The Wor 1d
Today,_(March,'1979), PP. 117-125.
Osoba, S.0. "The Deepening Crisis of the Nigerian National
Bourgeoisie." Review of African Political
Economy, Vol. 13 (May/Augwst, 1978), PP. 63-77.

Podhoretz, Norman. “The Reagan Road to Detente.” Foreignl
' Affairs, Vol. 63, No. 3, 1985, PP. 447-464.

Polehemus, James H. "Nigeria and Southern Africa: lnteresf
Policy and Means." Canadian Journal of African
Studies, Wal.j1, No. 1, 1977, PP. 43-66.

Puddington; Arch. “Jesse Jackson, the Blacks and American
Foreign Policy." Commentary, vol. 77, No. 4
(April, 1984), PP. 19-27. .

—

Rondos, Alex. "The Reagan ‘Realism’ ingfrica." West Africa,
i May 11, 1981, P. 1013. A
“~

Rubens, Monique. "Congress Focuses on Clark Amendment." West
Africa, December 7, 1981, PP. 2922-2924.

Samuels, Michael A.; Crocker, Chester A.; Fontaine Robert
W.: Simes, Dimi'tri K.; and Henderson, Robert E.
“*Implications of Soviet and Cuban Activities in -
Africa for U.S. Policy." Africa Report, Vol. 25,
No. 1 (dJanuary/February, 1980), PP. 51-53. =

‘Schaufele, William E., Jr. ."United Stateé Relations in
Southern Africa." Department of State Bulletin,
Vol. 76 (May, 1977), PP. 46?-471.

Segal, Aaron. "Uneasy Partners.” Afb{ca Report, Vol. 7, No.
o 1 (January/February, 1982}, PP. 11-16. .
& 8 .
Sesay, Amadu. "Comparative Study of Foreign Policies: A
‘ Critique", International Studies, Vol. 19, No. 1
(January/March, 1880), PP. 221-241. ,

Shaw, Timothy M. "Discontinuities and Inequalities in

. African International Politics." International,’
Journal, Vol. 30, No. 3 (Sumner, 1975], PP. ’
369-390. ' | '

-

. "Nigerian Cbups'and'Foreigh Policy."' Interhétjonal
Pgrsgectives, (November /December, 1985), PP.
17-19.-. o ‘ . : '

Sommers, Davidson. “The Wor1d Bank: From Reconstruction to
~ Development - An Institution Emerges." Finance &
ggvglggmgnt, Vot. 21, No. 2, (June, 1984), PP.



335

Stremlau, John S. "The Fundamentals of Nigerian Foreign
Policy." lssue, Vol. 11, No. 1/2, (Spring/Summer
1981), PP. 46-50.

Sullivan, B.C. "Structural Dependency: The Nigerian Economy
as a Case Study." Journal of Asian and African
Studies, Vol. 14, Nos. 1/2, (January/April,
1979), PP. 45-53.

Uchendu, Victor C. "Dependency ard the Development Process:
An Introduction." Journal of Asian and African
Studies, Vol. 14, Nos. 1/2, (January/April,
1979), PP. 3-15.

Ungar, Sanford J. and Vale, P. "South Africa: why
Constructive Engagement Failed." Foreign
Affairs, vol. 64, No. 2 (Winter, 1985/1986), PP.
234-258.

Usoro, Eno J. "Economic Transition from Colonial Dependency
to National Development: The Nigerian Case." The
Nigerian Journal Of Economic and Social Studies,
Vol. 24, No. 2 (July, 1982), PP. 209-231.

Vance, Cyrus. “The United States and Africa: Building
Positive Relations." Department of State
Bulletin, Vol. 77 (August, 1977), PP. 165-170.

Vayrynen, R. "Economic and Military Position.of Regional
: " power Centres." dJournal Of Peace Research, Vol.
16, No. 3, 1978, PP. 349-369.

and Herrera, Luis. "Subimperialism: From Dependence
to Subordination." Instant Research on Peace and
Violence, Vol. 5, No. 3, 1975, PP. 165-177.

Wachuku, Jaja. “Nigeria's Foreign'Policy." University of

Toronto Quarterly, Vol. 31, (October, 1961), PP..
62-73. ‘ '

Walker, John R. “Shape Up South Africa." Edmonton Journal,
June 19, 1985-P. A6. A ]

Williams, Maurice J. "Towards a Food Strategy for Africa.”
: Africa Report, Vol. 28, No. 5, . :
{September October, 1983), PP. 22-26.
The Wor1d Bank. FTowards Sustained Development: A Joint
. Program of Action for Sub-Saharan Africa.”

Finahce & Development, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Decembef,
1984),"PP. 29-30. |

WPight'Stephén! "Limits,oﬁ Nigeria's Power Overseas.” West
- Africa, July 27, 1981, .PP. 1685f1687. .




336

VI. Books

Adedeji, Adebayo, ed. Indigenization of African Economies.
London: Hutchinson, 1981.

Africa South of the Sahara 1984-1985. London: Europa
Pub]ications, 1984. :} .

Ake, Claude. A Political Economy of Afr1ca Har low: Longman,
1981,

Akinjogbin, I.A. and Osoba, S.0. Jopics On Nigeridan Economic
: and Social History. Ife: University of Ife
Press, . 1980.

Akinyemi, A. Bolaji, ed. Nigeria and the World: Readings in
Nigerian Foreign Policy. Ibadan: Oxford
University Press, 1978.

N

Fore1qn Policy and Federalism: The Nigerian
Experience. Ibadan: Ibadan Un1vers1ty Press,
1974. _

Albright, David E., ed. Communism in Africa. Bloomington:
« Indiana University Press, 1980. ‘

Aluko, QlaJ1de Essays on Nigerian Fore1qn Policy. London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1881. C

. Ghana and Nigeria 1957 70: A Study in'Inter-African
. Discord. London: Rex Collins, 1976.

Amin, Samir. Accummulation on a World Scale: A Critigue of
- the Theory of Underdevelopment. New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1974.

—e

"Anglin,. Doug]as G. Shaw Timothy M.; and W1dstfand Carl
G. Eds Conflict and Chanqe in Southern Africa:

F . __pers from a Scandinavian Canadian Conference.
» Wa§g1ngton D. C ] Unlver31ty Press of Amer1ca, :
19 - L

o , | .
Balabkins!.N1cholas nd1gen1zat1on and Economic

‘Develgggent The Nigerian Exger1ence Greenw1ch,
Connecticut: JAI Press, 1982 V

. ‘g s .
Biersteker, Thomas J. D1stort10n or Deve o nt° Contending

: - perspectives on Multinat fional Corgorat1on
’ -~ Cambridge, Massachussetts: ts: The MIT Press, 1978).

Bretton Henry L. Direct Forelgn Investment in Afr1ca Its

p e



337

Political Purpose and Function in Patrog Client
~relations. Morrlstown N.J.: General Learning
Press, 1976.

Brown, Seyom. On the Front Burneb: Issues in U.S. Foreign
Policy. Boston: Little, Brown, 1984.

Burton, J.W. Systems, States, Diplomacy and Rules.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968.

Brzezinski, Zbigniew. Power and Principle: Memoirs of the
National Security Adviser 1977-1981. New York:
Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983.

. Africa and the Communist Worid. Palo Alto,
California: Stanford University Press, 1963.
. : 2 ‘ :
Carter, Gwendolen M. and O'Meara, P., Eds. International
' Politics in Southern Africa. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1982.

Carter, Jimmy. Keeping Faith: Memoirs of a President. New
York: Bantam Books, 1982. -~

Cassen, Robert; dol]y, R1chard Sewell John; and Wood, R.,
Eds. Rich Country Interests and the Third WOr]d
development London Croom Helm 1982. ‘

Cohn, Helen D. Soviet Policy-Toward Black Africa. New York:
Free Press, 1972. 4

’CronJe Suzanne. The World and N1qer1a The Diplomatic
‘History of the Biafran war 1967- 1970. London:
S1dgw1ck and Jackson, 1972. ‘

Dougherty, James E. and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr.
- Contending Theories of International Relations:
A Comprehensive Survey. New York: Harper & Row,
2nd Edition, 1981.

Du1gan Peter and L. H. Gann The United States. and‘Afr1ca:
A History. Cambr1dge Cambrldge Un1vers1ty
Press, 1984.

El- Kawas, Mohammed A. and Cohen B ; Eds. The Kissinger Study
_ “of Southern Africa: National Security Study

Memorandum 39. Westport Connect1cut: Lawrence -

Hill, 1976 L o o '

Epelle, Sam. ‘ed. nger1a SQeaKs Sgeeches of Slr Abubakar
Tafawa Balewa Lagos: Longmans, 1964. :

™

~ Evans, Peter. Dggendent Development: The Alliance of
... Multinational, State and Local Capital in




Brazil. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1979.

qurell, R.B., ed. Approaches to Comparative International
Politics. Evanston: Northwestern University

Press, 1966.

Feinberg, Richard E. The Intemperate Zone: The Third World
Challenge to U.S. Foreign Policy. New York: W.W.

Norton 1983.

Frank Andre Gunder Cap1tal1sm and Underdevelopment in
' Latin America: Historical Studies of Chile and
Brazil. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1967.

Gaddis, dJohn L. Strategies of Containment: A Critical
‘ - Appraisal of Postwar American National Security
Policy. New York: Oxford University Press, 1982.

Haas, M1chae1 International Conflict. New York:
Bobbs -Merrill, 1974.

Hansen, Roger D. U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World:
~ Agenda 1982. New York: Praeger, 1982.

Hoffman, Stanley. Gulliver's Troubles New York: McGraw
Hill, 1968.

The State of War: Essays on the Theory and Practice
of International Politics. New York: Praeger,

1865.

‘ dackson, Henry F. From the - Congo to Soweto: U.S. Foreign
.Policy Jowards Africa Since 1960. New York
William Morrow, 1982 "

. Jaster, Robert,S. Southern Africa in Conflict: Implications
for U.S. Policies in the 1980s. Washington:
. American Eneterprise Institute: for Public Pol1cy

Research 1982

Jorre, ‘John de St. The N1ger1an Civil War London Hodder
and Stoughton, 1972 ‘ : :

Lake Anthony The "Tar Ba x Option: Amer1can Pol1cy Toward
' Southern _Rhodesia. New. York Columbia Un1vers1ty :

Press, 1973

Leege David C. and Franc1s, Wayne L. Political Research:
- Design, Measurement. and Ana vsis. New York:
Bas1c BooKs, 1974 . i

Legum Colin, The Western Cr1s15 Over Southern Afr1ca New:
. .York: Afr1cana, 1979. : ‘



339

Africa contemporary Record: Annual Survey and
Documents -1979-1980. New York: Africana, 1980.

Africa Contemporary Record: Annual Survey and
Documents 1982-1983. New YorkK: Africana, 1984.

Africa contemporary Record: Annual Survey and
Documents 197751978. Néi York: Africana, -1979.

Lewis, John P. and Valeriana, K., eds. U.S. Foreign Policy
and the Third World: Agenda 1983. New York:
Praeger, 1983.

McGowan, P. and Kegley, Charles W. uF', eds. Foreign Policy
and the Modern Wor 1d- System Beverly Hills: Sage
publications, 1983.

International Institute of Strategic Studies. The Military
Balance: 1974-1975. London: IISS, 1974.

Morgan, Patrick M. Theories and Approaches to International
Politics: What are We to Think? San Ramon,
California: Consensus Publishers, 1972.

Morris, Roger Uncertain Greatness: Henry Kissinger and
American Fore1qn Policy. New York: Harper & Row,
18977. :

¥

Nafziger, E, Wayne. The Economics of Political Instability:
The Nigerian-Biafra War. Boulder, Colorado
‘Western Press 1983 :

Nation, R Cra1g and Kauppi, Mark V., eds. The Sbviet‘lmpact
o . in Africa. Lexington, Massachussetts: D.C.
- Heath, 1984,

Nelson, dJoan M. Aid, Influence and Fore1qn Pollcy New York
Macmillan, 1968.:

 Neustadt, Richard E. Pres1dent1al'Power The Politics of

Leadership From FDR to Carter. New York: Wiley,

- 1980.

'Ofoegbu, Ray. The Nigerian Forelqn Pol1qy Uwani, Enugu
Star, 1978. , . o

‘Onoh J. K The Nigerian 0itl Economy From Prosger1ty to -
Glut New York: St. Martin's Press, 1983 ’

Organ1zat1on of African Unity. The Pr1nc1ple of the 0. A U
' Charter, ‘the Lusaka Manifesto, Dialogue and
Future Strategy. Addis Ababa: 0.A.U.
Secretar1at 1971. t}j ‘




340

Oyediran, Oyeleye, ed. Nigerian GBvernment and Politics
Under Military Rule 1966-1979. Lgndon
Macmillan, 1979.

Oye, Kenneth A.; Rothchi 1d, Donald and Lieber, Robert dJ.,
(eds ). Eagle Entangled U.S. Foreign Policy in
a Complex World. New York & London: Longman, ™.

1979. \

Packenham, Robert A. Liberal America and the Third g@rld
Political Development ldeas in Foreign Aid and
Social Science. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1973. -

Pearson, Roger, ed. Sino-Soviet - Intervention in Africa.
Washington D.C.: Council on Foreign Affairs, .

1977.

Phillips, Claude S., dJr. The Development of Nigerian foreign
Policy. Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1964.

- . ' ! g;

Price, Robert M. U.S. Foreign Policy in Sub-Saharan Africa:

National Interest and Global Strategy.

University of California: Institute of African

Studies, 1978.

The Rockefeller Foundation. N1qerian~Ameﬂican Relations: A
Bellagio Conference. New York: Rockefeller
Foundatlon, 1978. ‘ .

Rodney, Walter. How Europe Underdeveloped Africa. ,
Dar-es-Salaam: lanzania Publishing House, 1973.

Rothstein, Rbbert L. The Third World and U.S. Fore1g_
. Policy: Co- operat1on and Conflict in the_ 1980s.
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1981,

Shaw Timothy M., ed. Alternative Futures For Africa.
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1982.  °

Shaw T1mothy M. and Aluko, Olajide, eds. Nigerian Foreign
Policy: Adternative Percept1ons and PrOJect1ons
London ‘Macmillan, 1983.

”Shogan, Robert Prom1ses to Keep Carter’ s F1rst Hundred
& Dax New York Thomas Y. Crowell, 1977.

Stoess1nger, John G ‘The. Un1ted‘Nat1ons and_ the Sugerg owers:

- United States- Soviet Interact1on at the United
Nat1ons 2nd Edifion. New. YorK Random House,
ond Edit1on, 1970. ‘

Stremlau, John. The Intennatjonal Politics of the Nigerian



341

Civil War, 1967-70. Princeton, New dehséy:
Princeton University Press, 1977.
Vance, Cyrus. Hard Choices: Critical Years in America’'s
" Foreign Policy. New York: Simon and Schuster,
1983. '

Wiallerstein, 1. The Modern World-System: Capitalist
Agriculture and the Origins of the European
World-Economy in.the Sixteenth Century. New York
& London: Academy Press, 1974.

Waltz, Kenneth. Man, the State and War. New York: Columbia
University Press, 1959. : : :
The‘Theory of International Politics. Reading,
Massachussets: Addison, Wesley, 1979.

Whitaker, Jennifer Seymour, ed. Africa and the United
\ ' States: Vital Interests. New York: New York
University Press for the Council on Foreign
Relations, 1978.

Wittkopf, Eugene R. Western Bilateral Aid Allocations: A
Comparative Study of Recipient State Attributes
and Aid Received. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications, 1972. '

The World Bank. World Development Report 1981. Washington
D.C.: The World Bank, 1981.

Young, Crawford. Ideology and Development in Africa. New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1982.




KA*'T  °38988_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _838988_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _B8j3sess_ _ _ _._ _ _ _838988_ _«_ _ _ _ _'_BuEwEs_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o9oIoo_ _ nAmt
: - T-4 .
.73 NO. 838%:¢® . WJNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA COMPUTING SERVICES (SYSTEM ARO46) 21:26:52 Wed -Apr 02/86
- -
Ly . . .
- A
o
o ‘ [} .
User : KANT
Project no: POAY
+e¢%In at  21:26:52 wed Apr 02/86 : :
#++¢ On at 21:26:52 Wed Apr 02/86 - kl1dﬂ .
. tees OFf at 21:27:37 Wed Apr 02/86 , s
se++ Batch,Low, Internal/Teaching,Research
tes+ Elapsad Time - 1733 Min. -
t+e¢ CPU Time Used 17.368 Sec. $2.32 o -
*sss CPU Stor VMI 85.435 Page-min. $3.76
svee Wait Stor VMI 1.747 Page-hr.
sse¢+ Cards Read 4 :
< s+xe+ { Anes Printed 42060 ’
. s++* pages Printed 1083  $14.08 "
«*** Images printed 1083 $19.06
t«+* Page-ins 24 o
s*++e Digk 1/0 2498 ‘ $.20 -
se** Approx. cost of_this run fs $6.27 $33.14
- sse+ Digk Storage 734 pPage-hr. $.03
. esev Approx. funds remaining $250.33 $302 .49
***+ Disk space remaining 164 Pages '’ .

*sLast Signon was: 19:24:18 wed Apr 02/86



