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The Problematique in its
Historical Setting
The problem of culture and development
is at least as old as the social sciences,
which are largely the product of the West.
Within the West two principal traditions
which date back to the nineteenth cen-
tury can be identified. These are idealism
and materialism, which in contemporary
society feature as liberalism and Marxism,
respectively. Of the two, the former is
hegemonic and fully elaborated in the
social sciences. In contrast, Marxism
has not been part of academic social sci-
ence until the onset of the current world
economic crisis, which saw the resurrec-
tion of political economy and the ascend-
ancy of neo-Marxist studies, especially
in development theory. This has meant a
renewed confrontation between these
two major European traditions. In the
Third World this has coincided with the
questioning of Eurocentric social science
which, in turn, is a reflection of the inten-
sification of anti-imperialist struggles
which are its antecedents.

Here, we do not propose to go into a
detailed history of these different
traditions. However, in order to set the
stage for a possible African debate and
research on the question of culture and
development, it might be expedient to
identify the relevant western schools of
thought:

(a) The best known school “moderni-
zation theorists”. Amongst them
would be included writers such as W.
E. Moore, N. J. Smelser, B. F. Hoselitz,
E. E. Hagen, S. N. Eisenstadt, E. M.
Rogers, D. McClelland, etc. Although
these writers are a mixture of sociolo-
gists and what could be called “insti-
tutional economists”, basically, their
work derives from Talcott Parsons’
theory of “pattern variables”, as ex-
pounded in The Social System (1948).
In his book Talcott Parsons set up a
paradigm which consisted of two po-
lar ends or binary opposites, moder-
nity and traditionalism. These could
be identified by means of certain indi-

ces, which he called “pattern vari-
ables”. Simply put, these were: tradi-
tionalism is to modernity as parochi-
alism is to universalism, ascription to
achievement, affective to effective,
and diffuseness to specificity. These
attributes depended on the type of
social values each society has. Sig-
nificant shifts from the traditional end
of the spectrum towards the other
marked social change. Parsonians have
always argued that theirs is not a di-
chotomous schema, counter-posing
the traditional against the modern, but
rather a continuum capable of several
combinations of variables. If granted,
this implies a significant departure
from Weber’s sociology, of which
Talcott Parsons is supposed to be the
American heir-apparent. Max Weber
is renowned among sociologists for
his ideal-type analysis and cultural
relativity. In the hands of Parsons the
former became real-types, capable of
measurement along a progressive
scale of modernity. Secondly, modern
capitalist society such as that of the
United States became a terminus of
all development. This dispensed with
cultural relativity and replaced it with
an absolute ethnocentric standard, the
western bourgeois society. It also im-
plied a unilineal model of deve-
lopment.

(b) Over-time the Parsonian paradigm in-
fected cultural anthropologists as well
in America, especially what came to
be known as the Chicago School.
Prominent among these were Robert
Redfield (The Primitive World and Its
Transformation, 1953) and Oscar
Lewis (The Children of Sanchez,
1961). In their case traditional/primi-
tive society was explicitly associated
with “low culture”/“Little tradition”,

as against the “high culture”/“great
tradition” of modern industrial soci-
ety. Regrettable as it was from the
point of view of liberal romanticism,
the primitive or traditional societies
were destined to be swept away by
modern civilization. This was sup-
posed to be reflected in the way tradi-
tional villages were being penetrated
by metropolitan mores even in the
most remote parts of countries such
as Mexico. This found expression in
the so-called “rural-urban” continuum
which is associated with the Chicago
School. The basic thesis was that with
the spread of European Industrial cul-
ture, rustic or traditional values were
being gradually displaced by modern,
“universal” values. Unlike the “mod-
ernization” theorists, cultural anthro-
pologists did not think of this as ei-
ther desirable or necessary but inevi-
table. From this point of view their
position was more akin to that of We-
ber than to Talcott Parsons.

(c) The third and less well-known school
which dealt with the problem of
development and social values is that
of the technological evolutionists.
They are often referred to as the
Columbia School of technological
evolutionists. Marvin Harris and
George Foster are the best known
representatives among anthropo-
logists. But there are others, mainly
economists, who derived their ideas
from C. E. Ayres instrumentalist
philosophy. Among these, K. Baldwin,
R. Manners, E. Service and Louis
Junker are the best advocates. Their
basic thesis is that social values can
be divided into two main categories,
ceremonial and instrumental.
Traditional societies are characterized
by the predominance of “ceremonial”
values which militate against experi-
mentation, whereas modern societies
are characterized by instrumental
values which encourage experimen-
tation and reward techno-logical
innovation. This is reminiscent of
Talcott Parsons’ “effective” versus
“affective”, and “achievement” versus
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“prescriptive” values. Both ascribe
social progress to individual initiative
and achievement. The only difference
is that in Parsonian sociology techno-
logical progress is endemic in modern
societies and this is how “the social
system” regulates itself in such a way
that it maintains its equilibrium
indefinitely. In contrast, the techno-
logical evolutionists saw technology
not only as a prime mover but also as
liberating force from retrograde
“ceremonial” values.

(d) The fourth and opposed school within
the western tradition is Marxism, as has
already been remarked. If it were not
for its epistemology, the Marxist para-
digm comes closest to that of the tech-
nological evolutionists. Whilst in
Marxist theory a distinction is made
between the superstructure, which
represents philosophical and legal
rationalizations, social ideologies and
cultural forms and beliefs, and the
infrastructure, which represents
material and productive forces, it is
the latter two (accumulated and live
labour) which are accorded a determi-
nant role. The superstructure is treated
as a derivative category i.e. it is a re-
flection of what goes on in the infra-
structure. For this reasons, in Marxist
theory the concept of “culture” is
hardly elaborated (see Worsley, 1981),
except in the general sense of “civiliza-
tion” or the development of the arts.

The only occasion in which “culture re-
ceived a positive treatment in Marxist
theory is in relation to the question of the
right of nations to self-determination or
definition of nation, as such. Even then,
it remains a subjective category. This is
notwithstanding the fact that Marxists
have had some difficulties with language
and family, both of which straddle the
supra- and infrastructure. Kinship rela-
tions can denote both culture and pro-
duction relations. Language can be sym-
bolic/expressive as well instrumental at
the level of cognition and concep-
tualization as in the development of sci-
ence. What all this points to is the fact
that Marxism is a child of European ra-
tionalism and is ill-equipped to deal with
what is perceived as subjective aspects
of social existence. However, it must be
recognized that its emphasis on material
factors at the expense of non-material fac-
tors was a reaction against Hegelian ide-
alism. The question, then is whether
Marx’s followers the world over should
forever be haunted by Hegel’s ghost.

The Problematique in its
Contemporary Setting
As is well-known, “modernization theo-
ries” have suffered a sharp decline since
the mid-sixties. This was part of a general
disillusionment with functionalism (see
Gouldner 1971). But more specifically, it
was a nationalistic revulsion from Third
World social scientists against the west-
ern or northern presumption that in order
to develop, their countries should be car-
bon copies of the west/north. The strong-
est attack on “modernization theories”
came from Latin-America, spearheaded in
particular by the “dependencia” theorists.
They all denied that underdevelopment
in Latin-America was due to traditional
values or culture (see Sunkel, 1980). In-
stead, they maintained that it was attrib-
utable to structural factors that gave rise
to the dependence of the south on the
north, which had a constraining effect on
the autonomous development of the
south. As is acknowledged, Gunder Frank
is probably the one who put in the last
nail on the coffin of “modernization theo-
ries” when he published his article, “So-
ciology of Development and Underdevel-
opment of Sociology” in 1966. The final
verdict was that, on the basis of the Latin-
American experience, “modernization theo-
ries” were empirically invalid and theoreti-
cally wanting “by their own standards”.

A straight reading of this would lead to
the conclusion that culture qua culture
was irrelevant to the problem of develop-
ment. Structural relationships between
developed and underdeveloped coun-
tries was the underlying problem. In other
words, while not ascribing an active role
to culture in the process of development,
the Latin-Americans were satisfied that
whatever cultures existed in their region
were not a barrier to development. It is
conceivable that Latin-Americans whose
modern culture is a derivative of Euro-
pean culture (including language) could
afford this minimalist position. Therefore,
if culture could be treated as a common
variable between them and Mediterranean
Europe, then their underdevelopment
could not be explained by recourse to the
same variable. The logical conclusion
which could be drawn from this is that
the nationalism of the “dependencia”
theorists was structural rather than cul-
tural. This deduction might not appeal to
some chauvinistic Latin-Americans. But
from the point of view of the sociology of
knowledge, it is not without significance
that the most effective critique of theo-

ries which attributed lack of development
to cultural differences came from Latin-
America. In order to test the critical role
of any variable, it is always convenient to
be able to hold certain variables constant.
For the reasons already given, Latin-
America is the only region in the Third
World which could do that *, culturally.

The 1970s saw “modernization” theorists
on the retreat (see Gouldner, 1971 and
Bottomore et al., 1982), yielding ground
to the dependistas. The “dependencia”
theorists anticipated anti-imperialist or
nationalist struggles. What they did not
anticipate was cultural revivalism in the
Third World, which received its most dra-
matic expression in the Iranian revolution
and Islamic fundamentalism in general.
Notwithstanding the ambiguity of the
political results thus far, it is clear that
revulsions against western domination
have issued an increasing and general
emphasis on local culture and traditions.
This is the fountain from which national-
ist movements draw their sustenance.
However, such a quest for authenticity
and an independent identity has not nec-
essarily been linked directly to what in
the current jargon is called “develop-
ment”. Third World nationalists often
appeal to local culture, without saying
clearly what kind of new society they wish
to build, as is exemplified by Iran or
Afghanistan. In Africa the nationalists
have shown a great inclination towards
western capitalism. Then, the interesting
question is: if a genuine case were to be
made, where would the African intellectu-
als begin?

It is obvious that evolutionist theories
would oblige them to accept industrial
capitalism and bourgeois culture as the
apogee of development so far. The an-
thropological view of writers such as
Kroeber or Redfield and Weber’s cultural
relativism would seem attractive, but this
would be succumbing to liberal idealism
which has very little to do with the nasty
praxis of development. It is true that We-
ber in his The Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism (1921) did tackle head
on the question of values and develop-
ment. Nevertheless, Weber, along with
classical anthropologists, has been criti-
cized for ignoring structural and material
forces in his theory of development and
change. Most of this criticism came,
though not exclusively, form Marxists,
starting with Lukacs’ tour de force, His-
tory and Class Consciousness: Studies



 CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008 Page 61

in Marxist Dialectics (1926). But as has
been warned, Marxists have never used
“culture” as a critical concept in their
theorization of society. Therefore, a radi-
cal call for the re-instatement of culture in
development studies, justified as it is in
the context of anti-imperialist. On the
other hand, it is a deviation from classical
Marxist theory, which is anti-imperialist
in so far as it is anti-capitalist. Conse-
quently, any explorations in this field rep-
resent a terra nova which should be ap-
proached with some reverence.

The Necessity of Culture
As is well-known, culture distinguishes
man from brutes. It characterizes the hu-
man species and simultaneously divides
it over time and space. The history of
human civilizations testifies to this. Mod-
ern western civilization is the first civili-
zation to try and homogenize culture. This
is not only impoverishing, culturally-
speaking, but is also inimical to develop-
ment in so far as it denies so many other
unexpected possibilities. Nonetheless, the
invitation to the study of these possibili-
ties should not be seen as affirmation,

without negations. All cultures are sub-
ject to mutations and transformations.
Since Tylor’s celebrated definition in 1871,
it is generally known what culture encom-
passes in its complexity. What is not
known in advance is what elements are
possessed with a potential for farther de-
velopment. This is a sensitive and intri-
cate problem which cannot be deciphered
through received theory or contrived
universalism. It requires intimate knowl-
edge of the dynamics of African culture
in a contemporary setting. This has to be
so because there is no way in which mod-
ern Africans can re-live their pre-colonial
past. This does not detract from any calls
for authenticity. Indeed, there have been
calls from Third World intellectuals for the
indigenization of the social sciences. This
presupposes a rejection of received
theory and an awareness and knowledge
of indigenous modes of thought and do-
ing. Africa is the worst victim of intellec-
tual and cultural imperialism and, conse-
quently, is in the grips of the worst
development crisis ever. And yet, no clear
views have emerged from African intel-
lectuals as to how the situation could be

remedied. This could be a measure of the
social alienation of most African intellec-
tuals. For instance, when views are solic-
ited on the problem of rural and agricul-
tural development, “experts” form the
former imperial countries have more to say
than the indigenous scholars. The rea-
son is that the latter suffer from illusions
of grandeurs. They imagine that they
could reach the summit, without having
established a solid foundation. The foun-
dation in Africa culturally- and practically-
speaking, in the agrarian sector. If any-
thing unique is to be discovered on the
continent, it is most likely embedded there.
The immediate challenge is to produce
intellectual tools for unraveling it. This
cannot be a solitary but a collective enter-
prise, involving a series of workshops and
seminars in which well-considered papers,
grounded on regional or local reality, are
presented.

FESPAC in December, 1988 in Dakar could
offer a useful and convenient platform for
introducing the topic, raising the relevant
questions and for setting up the machin-
ery for further discussions and research.

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 1, 1988, (p. 7-8)

Archie Mafeje



CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008  Page 62

Preamble
Since the beginning of the present eco-
nomic crisis in Africa, the continent has
been inundated with “approved” pro-
grammes of economic recovery. These
mainly came from credited international
agencies, whose job it is to contrive such
programmes for underdeveloped regions,
especially. In Africa the most predominant
since 1980 has been the Structural Ad-
justment Programmes (SAPs), sponsored
by the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). These have been
implemented in more than thirty African
countries to date. In addition, there has
been the FAO programmes, African Agri-
culture: the Next 25 Years (1986), and the
United Nations Programme of Action for
African Economic Recovery and Devel-
opment 1986-1990 (UN-PAAERD).

During the same period (1985) the Organi-
zation of African Unity (OAU) adopted
Africa’s Priority Programme for Economic
recovery 1986-1990 (APPER). From the
point of view of re-direction of the Afri-
can economies and the analytical grounds
for it, there was nothing distinctive about
APPER. Consequently, it had virtually no
impact on its African audience. This is to
be expected because the majority of Afri-
can countries had already adopted the
SAPs and had accepted the loans offered
for the purpose – the so-called Structural
Adjustment loans (SALs). Under the cir-
cumstances APPER was politically hollow,
intellectually platitudinous, and finan-
cially uncompetitive.

In contrast, the programme sponsored by
international agencies had everything
going for them. Invariably they had the
blessings of the developed countries, al-
ways bolstered up by great intellectual/
technical pretensions and seductive fi-
nancial benefits. Therefore, to varying
degrees their sponsors tend to take for
granted their intellectual and ideological
presuppositions in dealing with Africa,
especially. This is not to suggest that their
postures are identical or static but that
the intellectual reasons for any shift of
positions have been for a very long time
internal to them as far as Africa is con-
cerned. Thus, the scope for scientific li-

cence, political paternalism, and ideologi-
cal mystification was unlimited.

In practice this has led to a situation
where in changes in policy are highly ar-
bitrary and dependent governments such
as the African ones are tossed form pillar
to post, without any clear scientific ex-
planation. For instance, while in the 1960s
and 1970s FAO was advocating indi-
vidual land tenure and capitalist agricul-
ture as a matter of policy and a “scien-
tific” basis for development, since the
World Conference on Agrarian Reform
and Rural Development (WCARRD) in
1979 it has emphasized the role of the poor
in agricultural development and the need
to alleviate rural poverty. In that context
in 1981 it published a policy document
entitled, The Peasants’ Charter. These
were significant policy changes and FAO
perceived them as such. Confronted with
them in the 1980s the present author
could not help remembering being re-
buked, as a young consultant in 1974, for
advocating the same thing and being
described as “too ideological” by one of
the FAO chiefs.

In 1986 when I read African Agriculture:
the next 25 years, I knew FAO had come
full circle. In a written response (Mafeje,
1987), I wanted to know the scientific/
theoretical reasons for it. I knew that there
were none for, if there were, they would
have appeared in the document itself.
Africans would have had the pleasure of
learning a new scientific theory about
agrarian transformation, new methods for
allocation of production factors, espe-
cially distribution of land or improved land
tenure regimes for future development.
The only deduction that could be made
from this lack of intellectual consistency
is that while FAO might be sensitive
enough not to push too hard its earlier
neoclassical orthodoxy, in the case of
Africa this has left it with neither a coher-

ent theory of agrarian transformation nor
clear recommendations on land policy.
Instead, it is guided by normative values
which are noble in themselves but do not
advance our scientific understanding of
the development problems of the conti-
nent. Existing theories must be upheld or
discarded according to their explanatory
power, and not be merely suspended for
anybody’s convenience.

This demand is perfectly consistent with
the canons of scientific positivism. In-
deed, what on the surface gave the World
Bank its intellectual dominance among the
international development agencies over
the last ten years is that it prides itself on
applying these proven principles, with-
out compromise. Despite Robert
McNamara’s flirtation with the idea of
“small producers” in the late 1960s and
the early 1970s, the World Bank techno-
crats were theoretically less concerned
about this and were itching to get back to
undiluted neoclassical economic theory.
With the change of guard in that vaunted
power-house later in the 1970s, they got
their chance. McNamara’s policies in Af-
rica had failed and the African economies
were in shambles because of certain eco-
nomic irrationalities and a certain interna-
tional soft-mindedness or sentimentality.
The new marching orders were foreshad-
owed in the now famous or infamous (de-
pending on how one looks at it) Berg re-
port, Accelerated Development in
Sub-Saharan Africa: An Agenda for Ac-
tion, World Bank, Washington D.C., 1981.
As is well-known, the report had a great
impact but largely negative. African gov-
ernments, which had just the year before
adopted their own blue-print, the Lagos
Plan of Action (1980), were jolted. Pub-
licly, they refused to endorse the Berg
Report on the grounds that it contradicted
their own policy priorities, as set out in
the Lagos Plan of Action.

In spite of the unfulfilment of the Lagos
Plan of Action, the issues were clear. The
World Bank was insisting on the reinstate-
ment of neoclassical orthodoxy. Among
other things, this entailed concentration
on capitalist farmers and export agricul-
ture, elimination of price controls, removal
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of agricultural and food subsidies, liqui-
dation of parastatals in favour of the pri-
vate sector, and curtailment of public
spending. On the other hand, the African
governments, while not equipped with
any particular orthodoxy, knew from po-
litical experience that there was a range of
things they could not afford. Foremost
among these was the question of food
subsidies for populations which gener-
ally suffered from sub-minimal levels of
income and the plight of small producers
whose economic situation was getting so
desperate that, without government fi-
nancial support, the alternative was
chronic food shortages among the rural
and urban poor with predictable conse-
quences.

In the posture adopted by most African
governments on this issue there might
have been a huge dose of cynicism. But
this does not matter so much. What mat-
ters most is their sense of reality or of the
objective situation. If at first they were
afraid that they may might endanger their
survival by endorsing publicly the Berg
Report, since their individual capitulation
to the SAPs subsequently provoked noth-
ing dramatic, most might have got encour-
aged to forget about the Lagos Plan of
Action. This is particularly so that they
were promised continued blood transfu-
sion in the form of SALs and that, if they
played the game according to the rules,
recovery was inevitable. Whether or not
recovery has come to the SALs adopters,
as time ticks away there is bound to be
increasing anxiety, if not apprehension,
among both the adopters and the authors
of the programmes. This is especially so
that all along there had been a certain
amount of muted scepticism among some
African intellectuals and policy-analysts.
This received its first collective expres-
sion in The Khartoum Declaration on the
Human Dimension of Africa’s Economic
Recovery and Development (1988). This
as it may, the Khartoum declaration
amounted to nothing more than a com-
plaint. It was soft and constituted no real
scientific challenge to the SALs. None-
theless, the emotive impulses behind it
were strong and widespread enough to
set the stage for the next round, which
proved to be the greatest challenge that
has come out of Africa since independ-
ence. We are here referring to the African
Alternative Framework to Structural
Adjustment Programmes (AAF-SAP).

AAF-SAP: Its Intellectual and
Theoretical Significance
In reviewing AAF-SAP the intention is
not only to pay tribute to its architects,
the UN Economic Commission for Africa
(ECA) under the leadership of its Execu-
tive Secretary, Professor Adebayo
Adedeji, but also to bring it to the atten-
tion of African intellectuals and scholars.
Through OAU representatives and Afri-
can Ministers of Economic Planning and
Development, and of Finance, African
politicians and policy-makers are fully
aware of the document. As the document
represents basically a framework, it will
certainly require further elaboration and
research. In the given division of labour,
this falls largely on the shoulders of Afri-
can scholars. Here, one is reminded of the
role of the Latin-American scholars in the
1960s and early 1970s under the stimulus
of the UN Economic Commission for
Latin-America (ECLA). As is well-known,
this gave rise to a pervasive paradigm
which was distinctly Latin-American and
yet inspired scholars everywhere in the
Third World by proving the fallibility of
northern conventional wisdom. For a
paradigm to achieve such a transforma-
tional effect, it does not have to be “right”
on every specification within its field of
discourse. So it was with the Dependencia
paradigm. It is sufficient to show through
systematic analysis and methodological
rigour that there could be an alternative,
if the various omissions of existing theo-
ries were taken into account. In other
words, the selection of indices for meas-
urement is as important as the measure-
ment itself. In our view, this is precisely
what gave birth to the AAF-SAP.

Indictment Against the Bank
In its review of the World Bank’s report
Africa’s Adjustment and Growth in the
1980s (1989), the ECA accused the Bank
of the following:

a) manipulation of statistical data to con-
firm pre-conceived ideas;

b) a simplified approach which failed to
take into account external factors, the
social costs of adjustment, and long-
term negative effects of the recom-
mended adjustment policies;

c) ignoring the role of aid flows which
favoured adjusting countries and thus
penalized non-adjusting countries;

d) arbitrary classification of sub-Saharan
African countries into “strong” ad-

justing, “weak” adjusting, and non-
adjusting,

e) indiscriminate price decontrol; and

f) anti-social curtailment of public
spending.

On (a) the evidence presented in a docu-
ment entitled Statistics and Policies
(1989) was devastating. Using weighted
averages and 1980 as the baseline, instead
of the unweighted averages used by the
Bank and 1985 (an exceptionally good
year) as its baseline, ECA was able to
show that: “…during 1980-1987 the per-
formance of Sub-Saharan African coun-
tries with strong SAPs was the worst of
any group; a negative annual average
growth rate of -0.53 percent contrasted
with a positive 2.00 percent for countries
with weak structural adjustment pro-
grammes and a relatively strong positive
rate of 3.5 percent for non-adjusting coun-
tries in Sub-Saharan African”. Although
the World Bank tried to find formal ex-
cuses for its omissions, substantively, it
was not able to prove in this reply that its
findings were not spurious. The rest of
the points by ECA concerned approach
to development itself. While at first the
Bank was inclined to argue that its pro-
grammes are basically a stop-gap and do
not aim at long-term development, later it
produced a report, Poverty Adjustment,
and Growth in Africa (1989), which pur-
ported to deal with all the social issues
and problems of equity raised by agen-
cies such as ECA and UNICEF. Therefore,
the challenge form the ECA’s African Al-
ternative Framework should help to clarify
the matter.

The Challenge
Although the ECA at times made it ap-
pear that its critical comments on the or-
thodoxy of the structural adjustment pro-
grammes were nothing more than a call
for a modification of policy instruments
and measures, in fact they were tanta-
mount to an explicit rejection of the ap-
proach of the World Bank and the IMF.
Likewise, the attempt by the World Bank
to give the impression that it could em-
brace a “human-centred” development
strategy, without abandoning its basic
philosophy of development, was mislead-
ing. If, as the ECA did, the following were
declared unacceptable:

• Drastic budgetary reductions, espe-
cially with respect to expenditures and
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subsidies on social services and es-
sential goods;

• Indiscriminate promotion of traditional
exports through price incentives of-
fered only to “tradeables”;

• Across-the-board credit squeeze;

• Generalized devaluation through
open foreign exchange markets, cur-
rency auctions and large and frequent
currently depreciations;

• Unsustainable high real interest rates;

• Total import liberalization;

• Over-dependence on market forces for
getting the “prices right” in structur-
ally distorted and imperfect market
situation and

• Doctrinaire privatization.

What would the World Bank be left with
as building blocks for its programme? For
all intents and purposes, the World Bank
is committed to laissez-faire policies and
by implication to old-fashioned “trickle-
down” suppositions. In contrast, the ECA
upholds the principle of government in-
tervention in the allocation of resources
and income distribution. These represent
two different approaches to the problem of
development and transformation in Africa.

In the light of this, one of the questions
that has been raised is whether the rejec-
tion of the World Bank orthodoxy
amounted to a serious questioning of
neoclassical assumptions and a new con-
tribution to African development theory.
This might not be part of the ECA’s brief
but that of the African academic commu-
nity in general. However, the supposition
could be made that there is a relationship
between ECA’s intellectual/scientific en-
deavours and those of the African aca-
demic institutions. If this turns out not to
be the case, as one suspects, then the
implications are very serious indeed.
Therefore, it might be worthwhile to check
to what extent are the ECA’s prescriptions
under AAF-SAP informed by the dis-
course that has taken place beforehand
in African academic institutions.

Broadlyspeaking, the AAF-SAP advo-
cates a mixed economy approach. This
idea had been on the agenda since the
Indian second five-year plan in the fifties
and had been adopted in Africa since in-
dependence as a matter of necessity for
the same reasons as advanced by the
ECA. Secondly, the problem of growth

with equity had been debated fiercely in
academic circles since the Arusha Decla-
ration by the Tanzanian government. Ac-
tually, the debate spreads from the Uni-
versity of Dar-es-Salaam to other
university campuses in Zambia, Nigeria,
and Kenya towards the end of the 1970s.
For that matter, it might not be an acci-
dent that the SALs have had an extremely
mixed reception in countries such as Tan-
zania, Zambia, and Nigeria. Thirdly, the
concept of “self-reliant” development,
nationally and regionally, had also re-
ceived a great deal of attention from Afri-
can scholars between 1968 and 1975 un-
der the influence of the Latin-American
dependencia theory. Fourthly, though to
a limited extent, the question of the rela-
tionship between external and domestic
demand had already been raised in the
context of export crops versus food crops.
Fifthly, although not an area of concen-
tration by any means, since the end of
the 1970s the limitations of import-sub-
stitution industrialization strategy with
regards to production of essential goods
for mass consumption had been made
apparent.

It is, therefore, surprising to discover that
after a brilliant critique of the World Bank
SAPs the ECA technical staff have not
been able to take advantage of prior
insights by African scholars and go be-
yond what is given. For instance, in the
AAF-SAP under Strengthening and Di-
versifying Production Capacity in table
5.2 reference is made to “land reforms”
and “increased inter-linkages between
agriculture and industry”. “Land reform”
is a term which frequently features in
policy recommendations in Latin-America
and Asia. In Africa nobody knows pre-
cisely what it refers to, outside the settler
economies of Southern Africa. In Sub-
Saharan Africa it used to be associated
with the introduction of individual land
tenure and modern technology. But both
these indices have been under serious
review up to as late as the Third Govern-
ment Consultation on Follow-up to
WCARRD in Africa in Addis Ababa, Oc-
tober, 1989. As a result of sustained re-
search on land tenure systems in Sub-
Saharan Africa by no more than five
African scholars, FAO can no longer
vaguely refer to something called “land
reform” in Africa. How much more with
ECA?

Secondly, while there can be no question
about the desirability of food self-suffi-

ciency in Africa, it is not quite clear what
would be the role of agriculture in the
changed circumstances. This is bearing
in mind that conventionally and histori-
cally agriculture had been looked upon
as an earner of foreign exchange and a
source of primitive accumulation. Under
the twin concepts of “sustainable
growth” and “preservation of the envi-
ronment”, would African agriculture be
able to meet all these requirements? This
is particularly pertinent because contrary
to the assumptions of the AAF-SAP, Af-
rican agriculture has not suffered neces-
sarily because of technological level but
its performance continues to approximate
to the low technological level. In the mean
time, there are reports everywhere in Af-
rica about the degradation of the soil. In
the circumstance is intensification of tech-
nological factors a self-evident policy in-
strument, as the ECA is inclined to sug-
gest.

This brings us to the third issue, “in-
creased inter-linkages” between agricul-
ture and industry. It might well be that
what is at stake here is not the magnitude
of inter-linkages between the two but the
type of inter-linkages. It has been com-
plained that import-substitution industri-
alization led to a discrepancy between
resource use and domestic demand and
that agriculture was used, without any
transformational benefits. Likewise, one
of the charges against the SAPs is that
they are anti-industrialization in their ef-
fects. The question then is: at the stage
of primitive accumulation what is going
to be the relationship between agriculture
and industry and what is going to be the
dynamic link between the two, especially
under the rigours of “self-reliance” and
scarcity of foreign exchanges? The ECA’s
interesting idea of diversifying export
crops by diversifying their products can
be subsumed under “agro-industries”,
which need not be outward-oriented.
These are some of the questions on which
policy makers need guidance which goes
beyond the usual economic clichés.

Consistent with its idea of “human-cen-
tred” development, the AAF-SAP is very
strong on Pattern of Expenditure for the
Satisfaction of Needs. By placing a pri-
macy on the satisfaction of critical social
needs, investment in human capital and
raising the living standards of the major-
ity of the population, the AAF-SAP suc-
ceeded in putting upside-down the para-
digm of the World Bank. But it would seem
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that the emphasis on increased consump-
tion is not matched by equally stout policy
instruments and measures for increased
production. In recommendations under
Improving the Level of Income and the
Pattern of its Distribution the main con-
cern is how to augment government rev-
enues. Although frequent reference is
made to “productive investment” of rev-
enues so gained, this remains unspeci-
fied and no clear long-term pattern of in-
vestment emerges under the section. It is
true that under the previous section,
Strengthening and Diversifying Produc-
tion Capacity, agriculture is given prior-
ity mainly from the point of view of food
self-sufficiency and employment oppor-
tunities. This still leaves us with a largely
consumption-oriented development strat-
egy. The same comments could be made
in regard to the separation of social serv-
ices from production and treating them
as a purely bureaucratic responsibility.

It would seem that whatever happens in
Africa in the next few years, “diversify-
ing production capacity” must go beyond
the usual pre-occupation with crop diver-
sification within agriculture and confront
the problem of diversification of produc-
tion within the economy as a whole. For
instance, is agriculture going to be main-
tained in the intermediate future as the
leading sector, despite the low added-
value in its products and high market
inelasticities? This question could be an-
swered in relation to the role of mineral
wealth in the future development of the
continent. Very little attention has been
paid to this factor and no reference is
made to it in the AAF-SAP. Yet, the stra-
tegic value of minerals in a rapidly indus-
trializing world and their potential for re-
gional industrialization cannot be
minimized. It must be remembered that it
is this kind of wealth which made coun-
tries such as South Africa. Among Afri-
can countries Botswana is making effec-
tive use of it and it is hoped that Namibia
will follow suit. But what about the rest of
mineral-rich African countries? One can-
not help feeling that the AAF-ASP could
have been more forthcoming on pros-
pects and strategies for industrialization

in Africa i.e. an alternative to mere import-
substitution.

Finally, we come to the section on Insti-
tutional Support for Adjustment with
Transformation. Here, the concern is
agrarian development and transformation.
The frame of reference used is fairly con-
ventional – credit facilities, extension serv-
ices, mobilization of small producers (es-
pecially women), popular participant,
NGOs, self help, and promotion of cot-
tage industries. All these activities are
subsumed under the concept of “inte-
grated rural development”, which has
gained currency in recent years. But the
question is: what is “transformational”
about it? Be it noted that historically, this
referred to a transformation from one set
of institutions to another or from one level
of technological development to another.
In Sub-Saharan Africa the rural institu-
tions are kinship- or communally-based.
Modernization advocates, including the
World Bank, conceived of transformations
as a movement away from such institu-
tions to more individualized and privatized
forms of ownership and production. Tech-
nologically, they equated this with the
adoption of western machinery and pro-
duction techniques. Both assumptions
have become a source of controversy in
contemporary Africa.

Therefore, it would have been useful if
the AAF-SAP had spelled out the kind of
transformation its authors had in mind.
Allusions to accelerated “process of
achieving a green revolution in Africa”
will not allay the worst fears among some
African analysts, given the Asian experi-
ence and that of African countries such
as Nigeria. If what is envisaged is indus-
trialization of agriculture, then this can-
not be realized, without basic industriali-
zation of the African economies
themselves. Therefore, what is needed
most is advice on the intermediate steps.
There are enough ideas and research find-
ings to make this feasible. In fact, some of
the evidence would have come from ECA
itself. When they discovered that it was
the “weak adjusting” and non-adjusting
African countries that did best during the

crisis of the 1980s, they should have been
able to derive clues from that experience
for formulating practicable policies for the
future. What adjustments did these coun-
tries make on their own to survive the cri-
sis?

Conclusion
From the point of view of the psychology
of knowledge-making, it is of historic im-
portance that the ECA was able to issue
the challenge it did. Even more signifi-
cant, psychologically, is the fact that what
its technical staff wrote is something
which they had already known or was
known but for one thing: the implicit be-
lief in the infallibility of external agencies
such as the World Bank. The simple dis-
covery that the statistical claims of the
World Bank were spurious gave them the
confidence to give vent to suppressed,
authentic, intellectual knowledge. Prior to
this, the same external intellectual domi-
nation might have led to the devaluation
of internal intellectual capital. Otherwise,
how else do we explain the fact that the
recommendations of the AAF-SAP start
from a lower scientific base than would
be justified by the state of the arts within
Africa?

Nonetheless, it is worth reiterating that
the AAF-SAP is an effective critique of
the SAPs and thus has created a new
policy environment in Africa. It falls short
of providing a recognizable alternative,
as against a modification of the World
Bank’s flawed framework, this should be
welcome as an invitation to African re-
searchers scholars to make good any de-
ficiencies therein. It is very rare for a ho-
listic framework to be evenly developed
in a single shot. Above all the temptation
towards reformism is ever so present, es-
pecially when social indices are included
as an integral part of development models,
which are by convention “economic”. This
political economy approach favoured in
the AAF-SAP has been in disuse for
sometime or associated with “leftists”.
Now that there are no leftists to worry
about any more, it might be the time has
come to experiment with new models, with-
out appealing to the usual prejudices of
the west.* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1990, (p. 11-14)
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In the context of Jibrin Ibrahim’s po
lemic against ‘Icons’, it could easily
be retorted that the opposite of ‘Icon’

is ‘neophyte’ (from the Greek word, neo-
phytes, meaning ‘newly planted’).
Whether we think of it as ‘newly initiated’
or ‘novice’ the emotive connotations
would not be soothing to anybody’s ego.
Therefore, why appeal to those terrible
things, human passions - green, yellow,
and red? Why not keep to essence – black
and white – so that we can tell with clarity
whether it is a funeral or a wedding; a req-
uiem for the ‘icons’ or an overture for ‘neo-
phytes’.

Jibrin Ibrahim’s strictures against what he
calls ‘icons’ can neither be clarified nor
validated because they violate all the rules
of intellectual discourse. First, nowhere
in his diatribe does he define his terms.
Second, he uses abstracted single sen-
tences as substitute for studied texts.
Third, he shows great disregard for his-
torical and empirical facts. Fourth and
most disconcertingly, he has no argument
but merely a series of subjective com-
plaints. Fifth and sadly, he seems to be
oblivious of the dangers of “finger-point-
ing” or of ad hominem accusations. Fail-
ure to become “unabashed celebrants of
liberalism” does not in all honesty render
any of Ibrahim’s chosen ‘icons’ liable to
accusations of having spent ‘too little time
learning or practising (in this case fight-
ing for) democracy’. To be a breaker of
images (eikonoklastes in Greek), one does
not have to be a jaundiced biographer, a
theoretical nihilist, or an epistemological
anarchist. This defeats the whole purpose
of intellectual discourse and militates
against the development of an intellec-
tual community. Therefore, without mini-
mizing the importance of Ibrahim’s legiti-
mate concern and disillusionment with
senior African scholars, it behoves every-
body to play the game according to the rules.

On Liberalism and Liberal
Democracy
Jibrin Ibrahim simply fails to define either
of these two terms. The nearest he comes
to define ‘liberal democracy’ is to make a
vague reference to people’s “attachment to

their civil and political rights as individu-
als”. Be it noted that the shift in his for-
mulation from collective nouns and pro-
nouns to individuals is mystifying.
Sociologically-understood, at what point
does collective political action become
the social property of individuals and de-
fendable by them as such?

Contrary to liberal ideology, what became
known as individual freedom, rights, or
civil rights, is not attributable to indi-
vidual achievements but rather to social
struggles. In the case of feudal Europe it
was a question of liberating whole classes
from either bondage or political subordi-
nation. It is obvious that to liberate peo-
ple from generalised servitude or oppres-
sion, recognition of the individual has
great intrinsic as well as strategic value.
However, this does not detract from the
fact that social liberation of any kind is a
collective responsibility.

This is an issue which plagued European
bourgeois social thought and philosophy
until the first quarter of this century. For
both its realisation and protection bour-
geois individualism relied on collective
action. This irony of history did not es-
cape the attention of such well-known
‘laissez-faire’ individualists as Auguste
Comte (1789-1857) and Hebert Spencer
(1820-1903). Their problem was how to
reconcile individual freedom with the ne-
cessity for social organisation. Accept-
ing the latter as a necessary evil, they
resolved the issue by drawing a sharp
distinction between the ‘state’ and ‘civil
society’. In this context the state was
seen as generally inclined to impose its
will on individuals and it was thought
that individuals could save themselves
from the imposition by insisting on in-
dependent existence outside the state.
Thus ‘civil society’ came to symbolise a
community of private citizens who by
virtue of their collective existence and

political vigilance guaranteed individual
freedom. Part of this was, of course, illu-
sory for two major reasons.

First, as is known, civil society derived
its strength from organisation. Secondly,
insofar as civil society is organised into
different social groups with different in-
terests, it is open to social competition
for power. Thus, the necessity for social
organisation and the self-imposing im-
perative to protect common interests in
practice make nonsense of the abstracted
‘individual’ of the laissez-faire theorists.
Without collective commitment, individu-
als cannot be defended. The significance
of this assertion becomes apparent only
if we are able to decide in our own minds
whether individuals are subjects or ob-
jects of freedom. Bourgeois thinkers be-
came self-contradictory on this matter
because while they insisted on individu-
alism and treated the state with great sus-
picion, they at the time maintained that
not only was it the right of the state to
guarantee civil liberties but also its duty
to protect them. But the state could not
guarantee all this, without reserving the
right to overrule individuals or even
groups if justified according to the same
constitution which theoretically binds it
to its citizens.

The second major point is that the coun-
ter position between ‘state’ and ‘civil so-
ciety’ is part of bourgeois mystification
because it fails to identify the state ac-
cording to its origins and social charac-
ter. There is no such a thing as an undif-
ferentiated civil society. Part of civil
society accounts for the origins and the
social character of the state and this part
is organised to guarantee the social re-
production of the state and benefits by it.
For instance, what is popularly called
‘petit bourgeois’/‘neo-colonial’ govern-
ments in Africa is not autogenous appari-
tions but rather a reflection of the social
interests of the emergent African elites.
Sociologically, these are identifiable as the
educated elite, politicians, senior bureau-
crats, estate/commercial farmers, and busi-
nessmen – mainly parasitic merchants.

On ‘Icons’ and African Perspectives on Democracy:
A Commentary on Jibrin Ibrahim’s Views

Archie Mafeje
American University

Cairo, Egypt
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Despite the denial of civil liberties and
frequent violation of human rights in Af-
rica, these elements swear by bourgeois
democracy and in most cases it is written
into their national constitutions. They are
sufficiently indoctrinated in bourgeois
ideology and in their own inferiority that
they are consumed by a great desire for
bourgeois respectability. When this can-
not suffice, they opportunistically appeal
to ‘traditional’ African values such as the
justification for the one-party state and
life presidencies in Africa. They know that,
objectively, they cannot afford bourgeois
democracy and the most they can do is to
pretend. The result is that there are nei-
ther guiding principles nor authenticity
in the running of national affairs. In the
circumstances the road is open to arbi-
trary and personalized use of power by
the rulers and what would have been the
objective functions of the state, even a
reactionary one, become secondary. Con-
trary to Ibrahim’s fervent belief, the cure
of this socio-political aberration is not
reversion to liberal democracy anywhere
in the world. This is, indeed a foreclosure
which befits an ‘icon’. However, in miti-
gation it can be stated that it is not born
of dogmatism but of a more than casual
reading of the development of bourgeois
democracy.

Philosophically speaking, World War I
marked the end of ‘liberal democracy’ as
a leading bourgeois ideology. Different
issues had emerged. First was the ques-
tion of whether ‘bourgeois democracy’
was realisable at all in ex-colonial coun-
tries dominated by imperialism. This was
raised by socialist idealists in the wake of
the Russian revolution. Their concern
was not repudiation of civil liberties as
had been attained under liberal democ-
racy but rather socialist democracy which
was seen as a negation of class rule and
exploitation. Although this got associated
with the ‘proletariat’ revolution and inter-
national ‘socialism’ among Marxists or
members of the Third International, the
critique of liberal democracy itself was not
limited to them. It had become general in
capitalist countries in a way which is
hardly acknowledged by their historians.
The risk of labour parties or social demo-
cratic parties in different parts of West-
ern Europe and the failure of the liberal
parties to win popular support in the in-
ter-war period and after the Second World
War were strong pointers to the inadequa-
cies of liberal democracy. These did not
centre on civil liberties but on actual dis-
tribution of power and wealth. This re-

mains the issue whether raised inside or
outside capitalist societies.

In this connection it is well to remember
that social indictment is not about the
good that is given but about the good
that is seen but denied. Therefore, it is
rather inane to suppose that a critique of
liberal democracy is necessarily a denial
of the value of the rights which liberal
democracy ushered in its heyday. Conse-
quently, the cutting edge of any contem-
porary demands for democracy should be
the perceived good which is denied by
existing social systems. If, for instance,
liberal democracy is offered as a sop to
the African ‘masses’, is it not the duty of
African intellectuals to show in what ways
this is historically fraudulent? It might
come as a surprise to Ibrahim to discover
that his African ‘icons’ did not have to
‘demolish’ liberal democracy because that
had already been done by the societies
which invented it.

First, it was European voters who passed
a negative verdict against liberal parties
in the aftermath of World War I. It was
not an ideological revulsion but a well-
founded perception of the good that was
not being delivered. This did not become
crystal clear until the onset of the ‘Deep
Depression’ of 1929-1933. Liberal indi-
vidualism could not give any solace to
multitudes of unemployed and starving
individuals nor could ‘laissez-faire’ theo-
ries of the 19th century suffice. The lib-
eral model with its trickle-down supposi-
tions had collapsed. This cleared the way
for the Keynesian revolution in econom-
ics. Adam Smith’s ‘invisible hand’ was
jettisoned in favour of the visible hand of
the state in the management of national
economies. For political expediency, the
state interference in the allocation of la-
bour and resources, and in the redistribu-
tion of value in the form of free social serv-
ices was beguilingly referred to as
‘indicative planning’. In fact, this sig-
nalled the rise of the welfare state which
had different ideological underpinnings
from those of liberal individualism or
‘laissez-faire’. The governments of the
day were called upon to intervene to
stimulate economic growth, to create em-
ployment, and to guarantee the livelihood
of the unemployed/unemployable. This
is precisely what the social democrats had
been agitating for since the end of the
19th century.

In the circumstances the only crime the
African ‘icons’ might have committed is

to take all this for granted and for good
historical reasons to ask for more. It is the
‘more’ which is, theoretically and politi-
cally, interesting because it is not self-
evident. It leads to divergent views which
are worth considering in their own right,
especially with regard to the question of
whether or not African and other Third
World countries can hope to reproduce
the socio-historical experience of the
West. Failure to confront this fundamen-
tal question can only lead to such drip-
ping-wet arguments as ‘half a loaf is bet-
ter than no bread’. These are no
arguments but jaded apologetics which
sounded the death knell of liberalism –
the inclination to be charitable where else
fails. Although Ibrahim confuses “liber-
alism” with “liberal democracy”, the two
terms have come to denote two entirely
different things. “Liberalism” has become
an expression of contempt in intellectual
and political debates precisely because it
does not offer any solutions but apolo-
gies. Witness the contempt in which
democratic Americans hold ‘liberals’ since
the doomed attempt by President Truman
to set the clock back after World War II.
Yet, the Americans nationally are willing
to destroy half of humanity in defence of
“liberal democracy”. Social democracy
having been publicly renounced on their
continent, the Europeans are also willing
to beat the drums of war but are not brash
enough to do it themselves. In the cir-
cumstances, why would any self-respect-
ing African ‘icon’ be expected to condone
such cynicism and to engage in a feck-
less parody of ‘liberal democracy’?

On “Liberal” and “Socialist
Democracy
On this particular issue Jibrin Ibrahim can
be accused of muddled thinking and a
woeful lack of sense of historiography.
Metaphorically, albeit inelegantly, it could
be said that: “liberal democracies evolved
social democracy”. But, historically and
analytically, this obscures the fact that it
was those who objected to the omissions
of liberal democracy, namely, the workers
and their socialist/Marxist allies, who
were instrumental in the evolution of so-
cial democracy within bourgeois society.
Secondly, if ‘liberal democracies’ is used
as a metaphor for bourgeois society, then
it must be granted that, historically, bour-
geois society produced a number of other
things such as fascism, dictatorships,
socialists, Marxists, colonialists, racists,
and imperialists. To avoid depicting
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Ibrahim as a starry-eyed neophyte, it could
be granted that he knows about all these
things but that his ideological interest is
to affirm the virtues of liberal democracy
and to decry the iniquities of “socialism”
or Marxist doctrines. The moment for this
type of exercise could not be any more
felicitous. However, history does not be-
gin or end with the rise and fall of the so-
called socialist societies in Eastern Europe.

It is very demeaning to suggest that
American ‘icons’ should celebrate ‘liberal
democracy’ simply because “socialist re-
gimes did nothing else but degenerate into
dictatorships. In the event what would
be African about them? Or is their alleged
‘universalist Marxism’ the rub? Naturally
the collapse of Eastern European socie-
ties has theoretical implications for so-
cialists/Marxists but it does not dispose
of social problems that inhere in capital-
ist society. The issue concerning ‘liberal
democracy’ versus ‘social democracy’
was about distribution of the social prod-
uct and political power between classes
in capitalists societies. Whether this is-
sue is referred to as “socialism” or “so-
cial democracy” is immaterial. What is of
critical importance is that liberal democ-
racy does not address it and consequently
it got superseded by programmes which
do. Everywhere the battle lines are drawn
very clearly between the Right, which
firmly believes in concentration of wealth
and power and to that extent is prepared
to dismantle the welfare state and to dis-
pense with distributive justice, and the
Left, which fervently believes in the re-
distribution of wealth and power in favour
of underprivileged classes. The left hav-
ing suffered defeat and loss of credibility
since the reversals in Eastern Europe, is
finding it difficult to formulate a new pro-
gramme and to devise strategies for its
implementation. At the same time, it is
obvious that retreat into liberalism under
conditions in which it has been over-taken
by historical events is of no avail, despite
Ibrahim’s illusions. New and critical think-
ing is what is required.

Pronouncements by African scholars, like
any other, can fruitfully be reviewed
against the background of changing his-
torical perspectives. For instance, in re-
jecting liberalism and the limitations of lib-
eral democracy as were experienced in
Europe, the African ‘icons’ are sailing in
well-chartered waters. In advocating
socio-democracy as well as democratic
pluralism, they are on firm ground since
this has in fact become a universal issue

precisely because of the collapse of the
so-called socialist societies in Eastern
Europe. They helped to re-introduce the
question of social democracy in ‘united’
Europe which, predictably, issued in the
rise of fascism in Western Europe, the
centre of wealth and privilege. Mahmood
Mamdani’s point about the rights of citi-
zens and ‘non-citizens’ would apply here
but would not necessarily be attributable
to ‘liberal democracy’ but rather to the
anachronistic conception of the ‘nation-
state’ at the moment of its historical sup-
pression. In the Third World the collapse
had the effect of intensifying popular re-
bellion against external control and
comprador regimes in the wake of an ag-
gressive drive by the Western powers to
consolidate their global stranglehold in
the name of a ‘new world order’, as is
boisterously declared by “ugly American”.
It is this popular energy which the Ameri-
cans and their allies are trying to channel
into ‘liberal’ solutions which they them-
selves have long forsaken. They patron-
ise Third World countries by setting
lower standards for them than for them-
selves and by telling them that ‘half a loaf
is better than no bread’. Where is the full
loaf? Is it the privilege of the Western
bourgeoisie?

Universal struggles, despite the supposed
collapse of “socialism”, would indicate
that nowhere is this accepted
unquestioningly. In Europe the struggle
for social democracy is such that the
triumphant right-wing is not able to
consolidate the power of the bourgeoisie,
without making social democratic
concessions, as is shown by the vicis-
situdes of the Maastricht Treaty or the
frustrated GATT talks for more than, six
years. The pressures are felt most acutely
at the national level. The gullible Eastern
European reformist regimes have
discovered, in the shortest possible time,
the folly of offering liberal democracy at
this historical juncture, without social
democracy. Some have even imagined that
they could escape their plight by selling
their countries piece-meal to the West for
a morsel of bread. Empty promises and
the shutting of the floodgates has been
the response from the West partly because
of the fear of internal repercussions but
basically because it still harbours
imperialistic motives towards Eastern
Europe. Therefore; the struggle for social
democracy in Europe will continue
unabated. What needs to be reviewed is
the relationship between such struggles

and what was perhaps erroneously called
‘socialism’ in Eastern Europe. In this
regard, Samir Amin is correct in
maintaining that the collapse in Eastern
Europe does not foreclose any discussion
on socialism. However, it would seem that
the burden for elucidating the logical
implications of social democratic
struggles by extra-population as
happened in the past, falls squarely on
the shoulders of the left.

There are pragmatic grounds for posing
the question this way. In Third World
countries the struggle for social
democracy entails a number of other
freedoms which might have already been
attained in the North e.g. civil rights and
national self-determination. Anti-
imperialist struggles are still reality in their
case and, nationally, denial of civil liberties
by regimes which lack legitimacy but
enjoy enough external support to hold
onto power indefinitely is common-place.
These jointly put the national question
firmly on the agenda. Therefore Amin,
Shivji and myself are hardly mistaken in
emphasizing the right to self-determination
and the right of the people to chose for
themselves. It is also known that the
people do not only want to be free to
organise themselves and to express their
views but also to have adequate access
to means of livelihood or a fair share of
the national product. This could mean any
of a number of things. Therefore, in
dismissing liberal democracy as ina-
dequate it is incumbent upon the African
‘icons’ to say what their conception of
the new dispensations would look like
almost in the same way that progressive
Northerners would be required to say
what is the possible articulation between
social democratic struggles in advanced
capitalist countries and the transition to
full social equity, whatever it is called.

In approaching the national question, say,
in Africa it is an acceptable orthodoxy
among African ‘icons’ to think in terms of
a ‘democratic national alliance’, certain
classes having been left out after indepen-
dence. It is also a Marxist or socialist or-
thodoxy to think in terms of ‘classes’. But
are members of a class always organised
as such everywhere? For instance, what
happened in Ethiopia, Chad, Somalia or
Liberia? Was it a purely class phenom-
enon? It would seem that in evolving a
social-construct for our social democratic
revolution it would be necessary to take
into consideration forms of social organi-
sation other than ‘classes’. Claude Ake,
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whom Ibrahim describes as a “Universalist
Marxist”, is at the same time credited with
having made un-Marxist references to
some ‘societal characteristics’ in Africa
which would be incompatible with liberal
democracy. What would have been rel-
evant here is to press Ake not only to
identify such but also to evaluate them
accordingly, for Wamba-dia-Wamba is
chastised by Ibrahim for proposing to
base African social democracy on tradi-
tional mechanisms such as the “village
palaver and Mbongi (lineage assembly)”.

Is all this romantic nonsense, as Ibrahim
so strongly contends?

It is quite conceivable that here Ibrahim’s
liberal individualism is getting the better
of him. But, suffice it to say, a close study
of village palavers (which apparently are
peculiar to Africa according to the Oxford
English Dictionary) and mbongi has led
one to yet another unMarxist conclusion,
namely, that there is no necessary rela-
tionship between forms of social organi-
zation and the purpose for which they are
used at different times in history. For in-

stance, African lineage can be used for
presidential elections, capitalist accumu-
lation, collectivisation, or planning at the
community level. This area and its impli-
cations for social democracy and equity
in Africa is largely terranova, especially
to the African Marxist ‘icons’. Nonethe-
less, one dares to say that it is sheer per-
versity for Ibrahim to invite the few Afri-
can ‘icons’ who are on the march to
abandon any search for alternative solu-
tions and instead to lose themselves into
a veritable jamboree in celebration of Eu-
ropean ‘liberal democracy’, no matter how
misconceived it might be.

Alarm Bells Ringing
Some time in October last year I received
some frenzied telephone calls from some
Egyptian intellectuals and scholars, en-
quiring indignantly: ‘What kind of Afri-
can scholar is this Ali Mazrui? How can
he say that Africa needs recolonisation?’
‘Where and when?’ I asked in my bewil-
derment. It turned out that some had seen
it as a commentary in Arabic newspapers
and others had heard it in the newsreel.
However, none could identify the source
of the news. This seemed to be of lesser
importance than the message itself. It was
that dramatic and probably this is what
Ali Mazrui had intended. Of course, be-
ing an African myself, I had to see it to
believe it. This proved very difficult and
frustrating. It was not until I went to Eu-
rope in January, 1995 that I could get hold
of a copy of the original text from African
colleagues. Significantly enough, they
had been discussing the article among
themselves while their European ‘hosts’
looked on smilingly.

The conjuncture is most unfortunate as it
coincides with the period when European
racism has reached new heights under the
leadership of the Christian Democrats or
Conservatives. This might not have en-
tered Mazrui’s mind whose extreme ego-
centrism is well-known among African
scholars within the continent and in the
diaspora. Suffice it to say, the article had
appeared in the International Herald
Tribune of August 4, 1994 but distributed

by the Los Angeles Times Syndicate.
Ironically enough, the particular copy I
received was printed in Pretoria, where
Africans have just ascended to power. The
juxtaposition must have infuriated them,
as it did the OAU and some ECA repre-
sentatives in Addis Ababa. But, as will be
seen later, Ali Mazrui spares the South
Africans for entirely different reasons.
Some African scholars I talked to over the
phone were also shocked but not sur-
prised, including those who are person-
ally close to Ali Mazrui. Among other
things, this makes it possible to discuss
Ali Mazrui’s utterances, without personal
rancour.

Ali Mazrui’s Record
Ali Mazrui is by some reckoning the most
prominent African professor. According
to report, he is at present one of the three
‘mega-professors’ in the social sciences
in the USA. He is also one of the only two
African scholars who have ever been
asked to give the Reith Lectures in Eng-
land. Likewise, he has had the rare privi-
lege of being put in charge of a multi-mil-
lion dollar programme for the BBC called
The Africans. Furthermore, he has had the
honour of being invited to join the Advi-

sory Board of the World Bank. There are
many lesser honours which Ali Mazrui
would reel out without any prompting for
there is one thing he did not learn from
the British, namely, that self-praise is no
recommendation. His pride lay elsewhere.
As he declared in an Afro-Arab confer-
ence in Sharja in 1977, this was part of
what he described as ‘counter-penetra-
tion’ of the colonizers by the colonized.
Nobody was convinced. In fact, one of
the African scholars from the USA walked
out of the conference room, protesting
that ‘This fellow is obscene’. It was not
to Ali Mazrui’s Freudian metaphor that
he was objecting so much but rather to
his grotesque intellectual rationalisations.
But even so, what Ali Mazrui had going
for him was enough to excite the envy of
many a professor in Africa and, indeed,
elsewhere.

For these accomplishments Ali Mazrui is
often described in the Western media as
a ‘leading African scholar’. Even in the
article under review, the editors did not
forget to project him as a ‘Kenyan au-
thor’. Why not Albert Schweitzer Profes-
sor of African Studies in New York? The
fact of the matter is that Ali Mazrui is serv-
iceable to the Americans or the British as
an African. The latter is more relevant than
anything else for there are other outstand-
ing African scholars but who might not
be so serviceable. Samir Amin is first and
foremost among them. Not only has he
made a lasting contribution to the devel-

‘Benign’ Recolonization and Malignant Minds
in the Service of Imperialism*

Archie Mafeje
American University

Cairo, Egypt

* CODESRIA Bulletin, number 2, 1993, (p. 19-21)



 CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008 Page 70

opment of social science in Africa but also
his scientific integrity and scholarship is of
a different order altogether compared to Ali
Mazrui’s. Owing to the fact that his is not
serviceable to imperialism, instead of hon-
ouring him, they dishonoured him in the
UN system, despite the fact that IDEP was
flourishing under his intellectual leader-
ship. (Ali Mazrui might not even remem-
ber this, given his preference for airy-
fairy-effusions.) Needless to say, all this
was done with the complicity of the same
putrid African governments whose coun-
tries Ali Mazrui is recommending for
‘recolonisation’.

Another interesting and illustrative exam-
ple right next door to Ali Mazrui is Edward
Said, the illustrious Palestinian Professor
of Literary and Cultural Criticism at Co-
lumbia University. His scholarship and
erudition would put Ali Mazrui to abso-
lute shame. Yet, in the same way as in
Samir Amin’s case, his unserviceability to
imperialism (see his book, Culture and Im-
perialism, 1993) has brought him nothing
else but Levitical abominations. This makes
one wonder whether what we are talking
about is scholarship or something else.

There is no doubt that Ali Mazrui has a
brilliant mind that by all counts he is a
prolific writer. He has written more than
20 books and numerous articles. He is a
gifted writer, a master at coining catchy
phrases and at conjuring up images of
the grotesque and the ridiculous. For the
same reason his oratory is unsurpassed
and attracts big audiences. Yet, with all
this in his favour Ali Mazrui has hardly
any followers among African Scholars. He
has produced no body of knowledge
which they could use for building sus-
tainable systems of thought about Afri-
can societies. Like newspaper articles or
commentaries, his books are read albeit
with pleasure and forgotten. Even worse,
in immediate encounters he tends to draw
a negative intellectual and ideological re-
sponse from African scholars – young
and old. This is something one has ob-
served since our days at Makerere Col-
lege in the mid-1960s. He has been called
names in his face by angry or outraged
African scholars.

The same thing happened 25 years later
at a CODESRIA symposium in Kampala
in 1991. Some of the people involved were
fairly senior e.g. President Museveni,
Tarsis Kabwegyere and, of course,
Mahmood Mamdani. I also tried to have
a quieter dialogue with Ali Mazrui. All

seemed to be of no avail. This was most
embarrassing because during that sym-
posium there was a deliberate effort to
rehabilitate Ali Mazrui at a time when the
Zionist lobby in the USA was doing eve-
rything possible to undermine him, in-
cluding some unworthy personal attacks
in Newsweek. This aside, once in a re-
view of some of Mazrui’s work
Christopher Fyfe, who has long been as-
sociated with African Studies, asked rhe-
torically, ‘Need our author be such a gad-
fly?’ This raises question about the role
in which he is cast by this western admir-
ers. If Ali Mazrui is a leading African
scholar, whom is he leading and where to?

Apart from ideological divergences, Ali
Mazrui’s African Scholarship is in doubt.
Since he escaped in 1971 from the
clutches of Idi Amin whom at first he had
given support against Milton Obote’s
‘violent constitutionalism’ and ‘The
Move to the Left’, Ali Mazrui has been
visiting Africa like an intellectual tourist.
Not that this matters much as he has
never been a believer in solid scientific
work. In 1966 when we were gathered in
Makerere to discuss field work and its
importance, Ali Mazrui’s only question
was whether in our considerations we had
left room for library work. Everybody
laughed knowingly. As is revealed by the
references in his books, his data is culled
largely from newspaper cuttings, radio
newscasts, and conversations with lead-
ing politicians when the opportunity of-
fers itself. Using his known mental agility
and great sense of imagination, from these
he produces bright but ephemeral ideas
like white phosphorus in a bowl of water.

In 1966 in Makerere he dramatically as-
serted that, if it had not been for the Eng-
lish language, there would have been no
African nationalism. This assertion dis-
concerted African nationalists but de-
lighted British ex-colonial officers who
had turned academics after independence.
In 1970 in Dar-es-Salaam University he
castigated the leftists for their intolerance
and declared that everybody was entitled
to his ideas, including racist Verwoerd in
South Africa (he could have included
Adolf Hitler in Nazi Germany). The implicit
contradiction here is that while ideas are
perceived as primary, their practical impli-
cations are eschewed unless they come
from the ‘left’.

In 1991 in Kampala Ali Mazrui had come
full circle. Along with others, he declared
that a nation which does not produce

knowledge in its own language cannot
develop. But according to his 1966 testi-
mony, English had developed African
nationalism. And why not an African ‘na-
tion’? Fully aware of the fact that the total
eclipse of Eastern European communism
was a foregone conclusion, he for the first
time put socialism on a part with capital-
ism. He ostentatiously observed that so-
cialism is best at redistribution and poor
at production while capitalism is best at
production and poor at redistribution.
With great aplomb, he suggested that in
the event what would be ideal is to com-
bine the socialist redistributive system
with capitalist production – a perfect
recipe for African countries which took
into account neither the practical implica-
tions of the actual existing crisis of accu-
mulation in these countries nor the his-
tory of social democrats in Scandinavia
and other countries such as Holland and
the problems they are facing now under
the drive for greater concentration of capi-
tal in Europe. Barely three years later; in
1994 Ali Mazrui has yet another ideal so-
lution for Africa: ‘recolonisation’.

‘Benign Colonization’: Intellectual
Bankruptcy or Self-prostitution?
Ali Mazrui’s discourse on ‘benign colo-
nisation’ is intellectually bankrupt, ana-
lytically superficial, sensational, and
downright dishonest. First, as is typical
of him, he uses what would be social sci-
ence concepts as mere words or slogans
e.g. social ‘decay’, ‘decomposition’, ‘de-
pendent modernisation’, ‘national freedom’
etc. Historically, the concept of ‘social
decay’ or ‘social decomposition’ is used
with reference to old societies that were
once cohesive and viable but were get-
ting outmoded under changed socio-eco-
nomic conditions. Post-independence
states in Africa are only one generation
old nor could it be proved that during this
short period they had become cohesive
and self-sustaining. In fact, the opposite
is generally true of most of them. Power
struggles ensued within them almost im-
mediately after independence. These took
the form of competition between political
elites with different regional or ethnic
backgrounds and later between different
fractions of the bureaucracy e.g. the ci-
vilian vs. the military establishment. This
was a reflection of the artificial nature of
the colonial state. African leaders were
fully aware of it, as is shown by their per-
petual concern about ‘nation-building’.
This presupposed the attainment of a
unitary nation state. But the conception
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itself was ill-founded and inevitably de-
generated into one-party state dictator-
ships. This in turn exacerbated centrifu-
gal tendencies within the African
ex-colonial state and destroyed the nec-
essary conditions for economic produc-
tion and social reproduction. In this sense
Africa is definitely undergoing a process
of political and economic disintegration.

However, it cannot be assumed that this
necessarily means social decay. The suc-
cessive collapse of African states in the
1990s that Ali Mazrui finds so alarming
has been accompanied by new demo-
cratic social movements which have
brought to power new regimes or at least
held at bay the old dictatorships. True
enough, there is hunger and civil strife in
Africa. But there is also social vibrancy
and militancy we have not seen since the
independence movement. Popular civil
wars like in Eritrea, Ethiopia, Sudan, Togo,
Somalia, Western Sahara and so on might
be the social price that has to be paid in
order to deconstruct dominating and co-
ercive structures. The collapse of totali-
tarian regimes in Eastern Europe was cel-
ebrated in the West, as would be
expected. What is of interest to us is that
the same processes of political and eco-
nomic disintegration that are found in
Africa are taking place in the various East-
ern European countries. In several of them
is increased poverty among the mass of
the people and there are civil wars which
are epitomised by the war in Bosnia,
which the UN and NATO have not been
able to stop, despite Ali Mazrui’s illusions
about an ‘African Peace-keeping Force’.
By failing to recognise these obvious his-
torical parallels Ali Mazrui can be accused
of being an unconscious agent of West-
ern racism.

Concerning civil wars in Africa more could
be said. Ali Mazrui, like a breast-beating
liberal, flaunts to the world ‘the bitter
message that has emerged from the horri-
fying events in Rwanda’. Africans know
better than that. We do not know yet with
certainty what happened in Rwanda and
for that reason CODESRIA is planning a
special workshop on the Great Lakes so-
cial formations. What happened in
Rwanda is not new in Africa and contrary
to Mazrui’s facile assumption, it might
have nothing to do with ethnic imbalance
between Ba-Tutsi and Ba-Hutu. The civil
wars in Angola and Mozambique cost

millions of lives. The same imperialist
countries that are now crying, ‘wolf’, con-
tributed to the tragedy in no mean way.
The US Strategy of ‘low-intensity war-
fare’ adopted since the Angolan and
Mozambican civil wars means that when
it is necessary warring Africans will be
helped to engage in mutual extermination
or genocide. For southern Africa this has
been fully documented by Horace
Campbell, among others. Therefore, con-
flicts in Africa need not to be associated
with ethnicity. Since independence
Lesotho, a single-ethnic country, has had
a series of coups and countercoups.
Lately, another single-ethnic country,
Somalia has been plunged into the worst
kind of civil war in Africa.

The proposition that Africa be reco-
lonised is not only preposterous but is
also mischievous in that it is not meant
for African consumption. It is again Ali
Mazrui playing up to his Western gallery.
He is acutely aware of the racist and im-
perialist connotation of the term and for
this reason he tries to dispense with the
‘white man’s burden’ (a crude cliché). He
does this by inviting Asians and Africans
to be custodians of the envisaged ‘benign
colonisation’ – a contradiction in terms,
as ‘colonisation’ implies political imposi-
tion by whosoever does it. In trying to
deal with this hare-brained scheme Ali
Mazrui makes suggestions which verge
on lunacy. For instance, he proposes a
‘Trusteeship’ system – like that of the
United Nations over the Congo in 1960’.
He seems to be oblivious of the fact that
it was under the same imperialist trustee-
ship that Patrice Lumumba was eliminated.
Likewise, as an East African, he should
have known that the relationship between
Asians and Africans still suffers from an
unresolved imperialist legacy. Ali Mazrui
definitely goes overboard and loses all
sense of reality when he imagines that
Egypt could be called upon to ‘re-estab-
lish its “big brother” relationship with
Sudan’, or that Ethiopia, despite the chal-
lenge from former oppressed nationalities,
could resume not only its imperial role but
also ‘run Somalia on behalf of his sup-
posed ‘United Nations’, or that South
Africa and Nigeria could be invited to play
the role of benign sub-imperialist powers
in their regions. How absurd!

This is most amazing because every po-
litical scientist in Africa knows that these

are huge incompatibilities and that Ali
Mazrui’s prescription is in fact contrary
to popular sentiments on the continent.
‘The rejection of the monolithic one-party
state, the demand for ‘democratic plural-
ism’ and regional autonomy or ‘decentrali-
sation’ are a sufficient indication of cur-
rent trends on the continent. Hegemonic
powers are resented or at best treated with
suspicion. This is true of South Africa in
the SADC region and of Nigeria in
ECOWAS. It is also true of Egypt vis-à-
vis the Sudan. The Ethiopian empire has
already been dismantled and will not be
resurrected. All these facts cast serious
doubt on Mazrui’s sense of reality and
renders his claim that there is a ‘colonisa-
tion impulse that is resurfacing’ in Africa
spurious. Above all, he is basically con-
fused because he cannot advocate
‘recolonization’ of Africa and at the same
time proclaim that regional integration is
the order of the day and that:

If Africa does not follow this path,
the lack of stability and economic
growth will push the entire continent
further into the desperate margins
of global society.

Johan Galtung, a brilliant but hard-headed
European professor, addressing the Eu-
ropean Parliament, warned that in the com-
ing division of the globe into regional
blocs, Africa will be cut adrift. In the same
vein he advised that Africans should see
this as a blessing in disguise because for
the first time they will be left alone and in
the event they will be forced to find their
own solutions to their problems. There is
a certain wisdom in this which is lost to
our African professor.

Instead of fantasizing about ‘recolonisation’
and the reproduction of the UN system
(which is itself under review) in Africa,
Ali Mazrui could have contemplated the
question of why our own UN, the OAU,
has not been able to fulfil all the func-
tions he ascribes to his ‘benign colonisa-
tion’; second, why the ECOWAS Peace-
keeping Force in Liberia has not been able
to fulfil its mission; third, why the real UN
failed in its intervention in Somalia; and
four, why it proved impossible for the
OAU to intervene in the Rwanda crisis,
even though it had been invited to do so
by the UN Secretary-General – something
which France did unilaterally? It would
seem that, far from needing recolonisation,
we need decolonisation in Africa not only
of the body polity but also of the mind.

*  CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1995, (p. 17-20)
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Perhaps in my naïveté, I had as
sumed that Professor Archie
Mafeje was a professional friend

since he had been very gracious to me on
a number of occasions in the past. But, as
the saying goes, with friends like Mafeje,
who needs professional enemies? He
trivializes and denounces a lifetime’s work
of a colleague without showing any evi-
dence that he has read any of the twenty
books written by his victim. He uses as
evidence anecdotes and hazy memories
of what I might have said twenty or more
years ago – and then accuses his victim
of slipshod scholarship!!

If Dr. Archie Mafeje had read no other
book of mine than Towards a Pax Afri-
can: A Study of Ideology and Ambition
he would have realized that I have been
concerned about the issue of Africa’s self-
pacification for about thirty years.

…perhaps the most crucial aspect of
the ethic of self-government in Africa
lies in the African’s ambition to be his
own policeman. The following ques-
tion has often been asked in the last
few years: Now that the Imperial or-
der is coming to an end, who is going
to keep the peace in Africa? It is con-
siderations such as these which make
Africa’s freedom itself sometimes de-
pend on an African capacity for self-
pacification. This is what the concept
of Pax-Africana is all about… Just as
the notion of self-government is cen-
tral to African political thought, the con-
cept of Pax Africana is in turn central
to the ambition of self-government in
the continent (Mazrui 1967).

It is true that while in the 1990s I some-
times use the vocabulary of Africa’s ‘self-
colonisation’, in the 1960s I had used the
vocabulary of Africa’s ‘self-pacification’.
But my central concern has remained con-
stant – how can Africa develop a capac-
ity for effective inter-African control, in-
ter-African pacification, and collective
self-discipline?

Both in the 1960s and in the 1990s I have
allowed a role for the United Nations. But
contrary to one more unfounded assump-
tion by Archie Mafeje, I am not blind to
the limitations and even injustices of the
United Nations as presently constructed.

My following statement, (Mazrui 1967:
204-216), still holds up:

As between the old idea of imperial
pacification and the new ambition of
Pax Africana the United Nations tem-
porarily provided a third alternative.
And yet it was soon clear that the
United Nations as an alternative could
never be as self-sufficient as imperial
pacification had been and as African
self-policing aspired to be… Towards
the end of 1964 the United Nations
therefore withdrew from the Congo.
And yet pacification of the Congo by
Africans themselves from internal
continental resources was as yet not
a practical proposition… In the mean-
time conflict between (African) lead-
ers themselves, or between them and
the military, or between one soldier
and another, remains an aspect of the
African political scene. So does the
risk of foreign intrusion. The quest
therefore continues for an African
tranquillity capable of being pro-
tected and maintained by Africa her-
self.

I am advocating self-colonization by Af-
rica. I am against the return of European
colonialism and the equivalent of Pax
Britannica. But I fear that if Africans do
not take control of their destiny them-
selves, including the use of benevolent
force for self-pacification, they will once
again be victims of malevolent colonial
force used by others. I was discussing
the dream of Pax Africana decade before
we experienced failed post-colonial states
and before Africa paid the post-colonial
price of four million lives. Does Mafeje
feel that we have to lose a few more mil-
lion lives before we help each other?

The United Nations help is needed but it
has to be subject to the consent of Afri-
cans themselves. The UN has been a help
to Mozambique, and may continue to be
needed by Angola. The UN mishandled
Somalia, and was grossly, almost crimi-

nally, negligent over Rwanda. But Africa
will continue to need the United Nations
for the foreseeable future. I am not sure if
Archie Mafeje would like to join Republi-
can extremists in the United States who
would want to end the peacekeeping role
of the UN, and perhaps even destroy the
world body.

It is not the big countries which, in the
final analysis, need the United Nations
and its specialized agencies. It is the small
countries, and the vulnerable people. That
includes most of Africa. Archie Mafeje
thinks I am being used by Westerners. Is
Mafeje being used by Newt Gingrich?

Mafeje accuses me of being an ‘intellec-
tual tourist’ in Africa. He assumes that I
had a choice about being based either
inside or outside Africa. When was the
last time Mafeje offered me a permanent
job in Africa and heard me turn it down?
And has he forgotten his own long years
as an ‘intellectual tourist’? Has his own
exile ended? Such chaotic thinking is
enough to make one recommend inter-
African intellectual colonization and re-
education.

Professor Mafeje seems to regard inter-
African colonization as a kind of fairy tale.
In reality that is what happened in 1964
when Tanganyika annexed Zanzibar to
form the United Republic of Tanzania.
Nobody consulted the people of Zanzi-
bar in a referendum or by a prior general
election whether or not they wanted to
give up their sovereignty and independ-
ence. Julius K. Nyerere of Tanganyika
signed an agreement with Zanzibar dicta-
tor Abeid Karume – the same way British
empire-builders used to get African chiefs
to affirm the equivalent of the 1900
Uganda Agreement for so-called British
protection.

Zanzibar was in disarray following the
revolution of January 1964. The union with
Tanganyika provided Zanzibar with a form
of pacification. Although the terms of the
union were very generous to Zanzibar, it
was nevertheless a case of inter-African
colonization.

Dr. Mafeje also cites a case where inter-
African intervention has so far resulted
in a stalemate – i.e., the case of ECOMOG
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in Liberia in the 1990s. Mafeje conven-
iently forgets the case of the intervention
of the Tanzanian army in Idi Amin’s
Uganda in 1979. The Tanzanian soldiers
marched all the way to Kampala and suc-
cessfully ousted the brutal dictator. ‘Mis-
sion impossible’ turned out to be ‘mis-
sion accomplished’ after all. The ill-trained
army of a poor African neighbour was still
strong enough to end Amin’s tyranny.

Dr. Mafeje has convoluting speculations
as to why my article on ‘Recolonization’
was datelined Pretoria. It never occurred
to Archie Mafeje that the most obvious
explanation was the correct one – that I
was myself in Pretoria, South Africa, on
August 4, 1994, when the article was pub-
lished in the International Herald Trib-
une (and simultaneously in such African
newspapers as The Daily Nation of
Kenya). If I had been in Kampala, Dakar,
Nairobi or Abuja, the dateline of the arti-
cle would have been changed accord-
ingly. Instead, I was invited to South Af-
rica to listen to Archbishop Desmond
Tutu, to extend my personal felicitations
to President Nelson Mandela, and to at-
tend a conference on ‘Islam and Civil Soci-
ety in South Africa’. The dates of these
different events were not fixed for the pur-
poses of datelining a newspaper article of
mine.

I do not see myself as being in competi-
tion with either Edward Said, the distin-
guished Palestinian man of letters, or
Samir Amin, the eminent Egyptian politi-
cal economist. I am a great admirer of them
both. However, in view of Dr. Mafeje’s
vitriolic attack on me, I am wondering if
Mafeje sees himself as being in competi-
tion with me? If that is the problem, I sin-
cerely wish I could help Dr. Mafeje. Must
we see each other as rivals?

In 1971 when Idi Amin came into power in
Uganda; it was not the year when I ‘es-
caped from… Idi Amin’ or when I resigned
from Makerere University. Since Dr.
Mafeje is pouring scorn on my scholar-
ship, he should at least check his own
facts and dates more carefully.

Dr. Mafeje says that my thesis about
recolonization was intended for non-Af-
rican audiences and especially for the West-
ern gallery. Did he check on the geographi-
cal sequence of my presen-tations? I
distributed a conference paper on the sub-
ject of recolonization at the Seventh Pan-
African Congress in Kampala in April
1994. I presented a paper on the failed
state and Africa’s self-pacification (with

my 5 pivotal states) at a conference in
May 1994 in Cairo sponsored by the Or-
ganization of African Unity, the Govern-
ment of Egypt and the International Peace
Academy. I presented a paper on related
issues at a conference in Addis Ababa
sponsored by UN High Commission for
Refugees and the OAU. And the Kenyan
newspapers published different articles of
mine on ‘recolo-nization’ from time to time.

It was only then that the Western media
sat up and took notice. The Washington
Post quoted me from what I had said in
the Sunday Nation in Nairobi. And the
Los Angeles Times Syndicate called me
to ask me to elaborate on my views. The
article which Dr. Mafeje read in the Inter-
national Herald Tribune was written
long after many African audiences had
heard me discuss those issues of
‘recolonization’ – in Kampala, Cairo, Ad-
dis Ababa, Nairobi and later Abuja. Dr
Mafeje cannot go around accusing oth-
ers of shoddy scholarship when he does
not even try to find out where else I had
discussed the issue of ‘recolonization’
and for what kind of audiences.

Mafeje refers to a remark I made in Kam-
pala in 1991 that socialism was best at
redistribution and poor at production
while capitalism was best at production
and poor at redistribution. (Mazrui’s epi-
gram is ‘The genius capitalism produc-
tion’ the genius of socialism is distribu-
tion’). Which par of the epigram does
Mafeje want to contradict? He mentions
some ‘crisis of accumulation’ in Scandi-
navia and the Netherlands. Mafeje care-
fully side-steps the examples of China and
Vietnam which have been moving towards
market Marxism. Fidel Castro has declared
similar intentions for Cuba. Had my epi-
gram anticipated the momentous eco-
nomic changes in China and, increasingly,
in Vietnam? The Chinese have certainly
demonstrated the truth of the proposition
that ‘the genius of capitalism is produc-
tion’. So have their neighbours in Japan,
Taiwan, South Korea, Malaysia and else-
where. But the Chinese also want to res-
cue the second part of the epigram – ‘The
genius of socialism is distribution’. Mafeje
may prefer weary and all-inclusive
phrases like ‘crisis of accumulation’ to
explain global changes. That is Mafeje’s
privilege.

Archie Mafeje refers to my BBC Reith
Lectures (Mazrui 1980) and my BBC/PBS
television series (The Africans: A Triple
Heritage, 1986). Mafeje suggests that I

am given these opportunities so that I can
sing political songs which the West likes.
If that is what Mafeje thinks, once again
he has the books which emerged out of
my BBC Lectures and television series.
He would know that I infuriated Western
listeners by nuclearising my concept of
Pax Africana:

It is not enough that Africa should
have a capacity to police itself. It is
also vital that Africa should contribute
effectively towards policing the rest
of the world. It is not enough that
Africa should find the will to be
peaceful with itself; it is also vital that
Africa should play a part in pacifying
the world (Mazrui 1980:113)

In pursuit of this wider global goal, I rec-
ommended a temporary nuclear prolifera-
tion of the Third World (including Black-
ruled South Africa and Nigeria) in order
to shock the big powers towards univer-
sal nuclear disarmament. That was not a
message which the West wanted to hear.

My TV series The Africans was regarded
as ‘anti-Western’ and ‘anti-American’ by
powerful forces in the United States. The
Africans caused a national debate about
the TV series; and the National Endow-
ment of the Humanities (which had con-
tributed to its funding) condemned The
Africans as ‘anti-Western diatribe’ and
withdrew its name from it.

Western media may give me a platform
from time to time to express my views.
The media may also give a high visibility
platform to Edward Said, our Palestinian
colleague at Columbia University. Neither
Edward Said, nor I play to the Western
gallery. We interpret the world as we see
it. If Archie Mafeje did more research, he
would have found out these simple facts.
The facts are well documented and most
are in the public domain.

Should I have treated Professor Archie
Mafeje with greater politeness than he has
shown towards me? In fact, I have treated
him with less venom and less abuse, I have
not used words like ‘bankrupt’, ‘egotisti-
cal’, ‘self-prostitution’, ‘downright dishon-
est’, ‘malignant mind’, ‘servant of imperial-
ism’, or ‘obscene’ – which are freely
scattered in his attack on me. There are
depths of unprofessionalism to which I
refuse to descend even under provocation.
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I wish to thank Ali A. Mazrui, Director of
the Institute of Global Cultural Studies
and Albert Schweitzer Professor in the
Humanities, State University of New York
at Binghamton, Albert Luthuli Professor-
at-large, University of Jos, Nigeria, and
Senior Scholar and Andrew D. White Pro-
fessor-at-large Emeritus, Cornell Univer-
sity, Ithaca, for having refused to descend
to certain depths of unprofessionalism
even under provocation. If that had been
my crime in the initial response, I wish to
assure him that his magnanimity and pro-
fessional propriety will not go unappreci-
ated. Secondly, I would like him to note
that, if I had treated him graciously be-
fore, it was not because I ever shared his
views. It was because we are who we are
and this will not cease. However, if we
live in a divided house, it is in the best
interests of the community that this be
known. It is in this context that I am pre-
pared to cross swords with Ali Mazrui. If
in the process real blood is drawn, it might
be overdue sacrifice to the African gods
or an invitation to young African warriors.

Indeed, this is a very good time for
clarifying intellectual and political
standpoints among African scholars for
it is not only a period of deconstruction
of old models and structures but also of
increasing popular pressures of
reconstruction and independent styles of
thinking. Therefore, ‘leading’ African
scholars can ill-afford to fudge issues that
arise from their own intellectual praxis. I
believe that Ali Mazrui did not answer
the questions which pertained to his
article in the Herald Tribune. These may
be summarised as follows:

a) Although in this rejoinder he repeat-
edly refers to ‘self-colonisation’, in the
text in question he suggested a ‘once
unthinkable solution: recolonisation’.
This was not a slip of the tongue or
lapse of memory because in the same
text he unambiguously recommended
‘external recolonisation under the ban-

ner of humanitarianism’. To be sure,
he advocated an international trus-
tees system whose members could be
drawn ‘from Africa or Asia, as well as
from the rest of the United Nations
membership’. He surmised that this
way the ‘white man’s burden would,
in a sense become humanity’s shared
burden’. This cannot be construed as
‘self-colonisation’, as he is at pains
to prove in this rejoinder. In the event
he has clear choice to withdraw the
statement or to accept its connota-
tions. If he chooses the latter, then he
has an obligation to say on whose
behalf he is speaking. This is particu-
larly so that he was one of the partici-
pants at the Seventh Pan-Africanist
Congress in Kampala in April, 1994,
where the guiding slogan as is re-
flected in the final declaration was:
‘Resist Recolonisation: Organise
Don’t Agonise’. Secondly, if Ali
Mazrui’s ideas about recolonisation
are so well-known to African audi-
ences, why did his article send such
shock waves in many quarters in
Africa?

b) The second issue which followed im-
mediately after the first was whether
a UN-like trusteeship system for Af-
rica would be able to do what the OAU
and regional organisations such as
ECOWAS and SADC (contrary to
Mazrui’s false charge, I was not con-
cerned with the UN proper) could not
do. If the latter were the case, then it
had to be explained before any pre-
suppositions could be made about the
necessity or efficacy of ‘recolonisation’
of Africa. At issue was the political
and ideological implications of such

a suggestion at this juncture in Afri-
can history. Personally, I could not
credit such a reactionary stance form
any African scholar whether ‘at-large’
or in-house. Closely related to this
was the question of whether coloni-
sation of any sort could be benign,
given the element of imposition at a
time when African peoples are rebel-
ling precisely against this. One is mind-
ful of the fact that in the text Ali Mazrui
used ‘recolonisation’ and ‘self-colo-
nisation’ interchangeably. In this I
found a certain sloppiness and flip-
pancy which I do not associate with
serious scholarship. ‘Self-colonisa-
tion’ is a contradiction in terms and is
contrary to ‘self-liberation’ which is
what the current struggles for democ-
racy on the continent would signify.

c) The third question was whether there
was a political raison d’être for sub-
imperialist powers in Africa to presume
that they could take charge of the
affairs of their weaker or ‘chaotic’
neighbours. In our view this would
be a condonation of that which we
seek to terminate, namely, domination
and coercion by bigger powers. It
would also militate against democratic
regional integration. Leadership is not
imposed but attained. Hence, the
question posed to Ali Mazrui was how
does he reconcile the notion of
‘colonisation’ with the principle of
regional integration? If it were not the
question of ‘might is right’, what
would be the moral, ideo-political
grounds for casting in a leadership role
countries such as Nigeria, Zaire, South
Africa, Ethiopia, and Egypt (Mazrui’s
pivotal states’)? What is it that they
offer as a solution in the current crisis
in Africa, seeing that they themselves
have not resolved the national ques-
tion under their own sovereignty? Is
it not the case that Ali Mazrui is in
fact reproducing the ideology of the
Great Powers? If this is the product of

‘Recolonisation’ or ‘Self-colonisation’ in Pursuit of
‘Pax Africana’: Another Response to a Reactionary Thesis*

Archie Mafeje
American University

Cairo, Egypt

and London, the University of Chicago

Press and Weidenfeld and Nicolson

Mazrui, Ali, 1980, The African Condition: A
Political Diagnosis. New York and Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press (First

published).

 * CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1995, (p. 20-22).



CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008 Page 75

Ali Mazrui’s life-long work, call it
‘recolonisation’ or ‘self-colonisation’,
then there might be no value in read-
ing all his books. Secondly, if it is a
measure of his African scholarship,
then it remains my conviction that we
could do better than this and that
probably we have already done so,
especially under the sponsorship of
CODESRIA.

d) The final point raised had to do with
the idea of African nationalism in the
1960s and 1990s, as is seen by a
scholar like Ali Mazrui. According to
him, much of Africa is in a state of
‘decay and decomposition’. This is so
much so that ‘even the degree of
dependent modernisation achieved
under colonial rule is being reversed’.
(If Mazrui did not know, this is precisely
what the term, ‘crisis of accumulation’,
refers to in the circumstances it can-
not help being ‘weary’). He observes
that: ‘The successive collapse of the
state in one African country after an-
other during the 1990s suggests a once
unthinkable solution: recolonisation’.
The movement of the 1950s and 1960s
in Africa was described as ‘anti-colo-
nial’ or as ‘African nationalism’. If all
this seems to have evaporated in the
1990s, what are we left with? What
was the significance of the 7th Pan-
Africanist Congress in Kampala in
1994, which Ali Mazrui apparently at-
tended. According to the conference
papers sent to me the spirit and the
mood in Kampala was decidedly at
variance with Ali Mazrui’s projections.
Disillusionment with the post-inde-
pendence states in Africa has not led
to a feeling of helplessness but rather
has generated a new spirit of Pan-
Africanism and cultural nationalism
reminiscent of the 1950s and 1960s.
The issue, therefore, is whether these
political impulses are compatible with
the notion of ‘recolonisation’.

The Role of African Intellectuals
I have never been comfortable with this
expression because it assumes too much.
The reason is that it is not so much the
role which is expected of African intellec-
tuals than the role which African intellec-
tuals choose for themselves that makes
the difference. Here, the interaction be-
tween ideology and scientific endeavour;
and between intellectual praxis and per-
sonal vicissitudes makes it very difficult
to prescribe any single ethical system for
intellectual behaviour. This has been hotly

debated in the CODESRIA and AAPS
symposia, without any clear resolution.
Nevertheless, the effect it has had is to
set minimal ideological psychological,
and political standards for African intel-
lectuals. This has created a climate in
which intellectual representations by Af-
rican scholars can be judged as authentic
or unauthentic. This is the issue between
me and Ali Mazrui and it was the same in
Kampala in 1991.

In my response to Ali Mazrui’s article in
the Herald Tribune I charged that his in-
tellectual representations, as an African,
were neither leading nor authentic. They
were, I contended, addressed to the
‘other’. In his rejoinder Mazrui denied this
absolutely. His rebuttal took various
forms, which I will take in their order of
importance. First, he argued that if I had
read all his books (which I did not for good
reasons), I would have known that for him
‘recolonisation’ is synonymous with ‘self-
colonisation’ which is the essence of his
life-long trajectory on Pax-Africana. This
is an inadmissible conflation and is cer-
tainly not a mark of great scholarship and
scientific rigour. Historically understood,
the independence movement in Africa
was an explicit rejection of colonialism. In
the wake of disillusionment with post-in-
dependence governments in Africa, popu-
lar representations make no reference to
colonialisation but rather to deconstruction
of hegemonic structures and realisation
of ‘democratic pluralism’.

In an attempt to refute my assertion that
his intellectual representations are unau-
thentic, Mazrui refers me to many African
fora in which he had the occasion to
present his ‘self-colonisation’ alternative.
According to him, the ‘geographical se-
quence of [his] representations’ took him
from Kampala in April, 1994 to Cairo in
May 1994, and to Addis Ababa (no date
mentioned). What is interesting is that
most of this is at the invitation of the same
leaders who, according to his confession,
are responsible for the African collapse.
In South Africa, where he got the dateline
for the article at issue, he had been in-
vited to listen to Bishop Tutu, to extend
his-personal felicitations to President
Mandela and ultimately to attend a con-
ference on ‘Islam and Civil Society in
South Africa’. It is not clear who invited
him but the accent is unmistakably on
powers that be. This is in contrast to what
happened at the Seventh Pan-Africanist
Congress in Kampala where he refers

merely to the fact that his paper was dis-
tributed. Did they or did they not put him
on a pedestal in Kampala? Did the West-
ern media, as represented by The Wash-
ington Post, the Los Angeles Times Syn-
dicate, and the International Herald
Tribune, take as much interest in the Pan-
Africanist declarations in Kampala as they
did in his ‘geographical representations’?
If not, why not?

The platforms on which one speaks are
not unimportant. In Ali Mazrui’s case this
is best illustrated by the Western reac-
tion to his Reith Lectures and the BBC
series on The Africans. My comment re-
garding these was more on the platform
rather than their content. It is not that
Mazrui missed the point than that he was
too anxious to prove that his representa-
tions are not in the service of imperialism.
In the event he confirmed what he sought
to disprove. Not unnaturally, his spon-
sors expected him to make affirmations
on behalf of imperial history and inter-
ests. When he failed to come up to their
expectations, they denounced his repre-
sentations both in England and in the
United States. Given that kind of invita-
tion or platform, why should the imperial
reaction be so surprising, Like Dr. Faustus,
Mazrui had sold his soul to the devil for
immediate glory. For that matter, it is mis-
chievous and misleading for Ali Mazrui
to compare his intellectual praxis to that
of Edward Said. Edward Said’s intellectual
representations are consistently anti-co-
lonial and anti-imperialism. This has over
the years determined the platforms to
which he is invited in the west and in Pal-
estine. Secondly, while he is prepared to
talk to Mazrui, he has made it known that
he profoundly disagrees with his episte-
mology of colonialism.

There is a name for the attempt by any-
body to have the best of both worlds. Ali
Mazrui’s theory of ‘counter-penetration’
gives him an excuse for betting on the
strong at all times whether it be in the
West or in Africa. It is hard to imagine
how anyone could hobnob with the op-
pressors for the benefit of the oppressed.
It is the same regimes or neo-colonial or-
ganisations that are objects of popular
resistance in Africa which invite Ali Mazrui
to indulge in his usual mystification to
their great delight. He is happy to refer to
the dictator Idi Amin but will not answer
the specific question as to whether or not
he lent support to Idi Amin before he de-
cided to flee the country. It is also curi-
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ous that he proffers the role played by
Tanzanian forces in Uganda as a vindica-
tion of his advocacy of ‘self-colonisation’.
Little does he know that the Executive
Committee of TANU had consistently
opposed such a policy. It was only after
Amin’s forces had crossed the Tanzanian
border and attacked some villages that
an attack on Uganda could be justified. It
is true that President Nyerere saw Amin
as a dangerous usurper and wanted his
ally, Milton Obote, reinstated. Whether
this was a felicitous thing or not, it be-
came a source of great controversy among
East Africans. Nonetheless, from Mazrui’s
perspective Tanzania gets a plus.

Yet, when we gave intellectual and politi-
cal support to Tanzania after the Arusha
Declaration, Ali Mazrui saw us as suffer-
ing from a terrible disease he called
‘Tanzaphilia’. Or is this again a contrast
between oral history and scholarly amne-
sia? The fact of the matter is that he was
ideologically opposed to the Arusha Dec-
laration and the union between Tangan-
yika and Zanzibar. The latter is clearly re-
flected in his denunciatory statement that:
‘Julius K. Nyerere of Tanganyika signed
an agreement with Zanzibari dictator
Abeid Karume – the same way British
empire-builders used to get African Chiefs
to affirm the equivalent of the 1900
Uganda Agreement for so-called British
protection’. The analogy is outrageous
and the characterization of the agreement
a good illustration of Mazrui’s superfici-
ality and journalistic predisposition. The
union was an agreement between the
revolutionary party in Zanzibar (includ-
ing such prominent figures as Babu) and
progressive nationalists in TANU for
mutual benefit. Mazrui partially grants this
for he states that: ‘Zanzibar was in disar-
ray following the revolution of January
1964. The union with Tanganyika pro-
vided Zanzibar with a form of pacifica-
tion’. But then he makes a volte-face and
declares that: ‘Although the terms of the
union were generous to Zanzibar, it was
nevertheless a case of inter-African colo-
nization’. This makes nonsense of the term
‘colonisation’ and contradicts Ali Mazrui’s
self-declared aspiration for the continent.

Concerning the actually existing crisis of
accumulation in Africa, all I wanted to say,

‘Mazrui’s epigram’ notwithstanding, is
that the supposition that the capitalist
mode of accumulation could be combined
with a socialist mode of social redistribu-
tion might be difficult to sustain. Not only
is it a contradiction in terms but also, as is
shown by the experience of modern wel-
fare states such as the Scandinavian
countries and Holland, this presupposes
that there would be a continued surplus
to guarantee social distribution. Yet, un-
der conditions of an actual or threatened
crisis of accumulation capital seeks to
guarantee the conditions for its own re-
production by putting a stop on ‘waste
of money’ on social services and even on
foreign aid. This is what underlies the
policies of the Christian Democrats in
Europe, the Conservatives in Britain, and
the Republicans in the US. Therefore, Ali
Mazrui’s ‘epigram’ is of no avail. But the
debate centring on it goes back to the days
of the Second International and the emer-
gence of socialist reformism in the hands
of Bernstein and Kautsky within SPD in
Germany.

However, this has nothing to do with what
is happening in countries such as China,
Vietnam, and Cuba. Apart from the inten-
sified pressure on remaining socialist
economies since the collapse of the So-
viet Union, it is not true that commodity
relations did not exist within these econo-
mies and between them and capitalist
economies. In the case of Cuba she did
not choose not to engage in trade with
her neighbours. Rather she was and still
is a victim of trade embargo on her by the
United States. The dichotomy between
‘planned economies’ and ‘market econo-
mies’, which Ali Mazrui seems to take at
face value, was not a creation of the so-
cialist countries. As far as they were con-
cerned, the issue was how to reconcile
between ‘blind’ market forces and the
need to rationally plan the economy so
as to guarantee social equity.

This problem is not peculiar to socialist
economies. The various interventions in
the economy by African states, which the
World Bank so strongly opposes, were
meant to contend with the same basic
problem. Whether or not the result was
positive in all cases is not the issue. What
is at issue is how to maximise economic

efficiency and equity at the same time.
The same issue is implicit in Keynesian
economics in the aftermath of the Great
Depression in the West. These are major
issues which cannot be comprehended
by resorting to nonconcepts such as ‘mar-
ket Marxism’ (whatever that may be), in-
stead of ‘crisis of accumulation’ and the
‘problem of equity’ under the present in-
ternational economic order. If indeed Ali
Mazrui admires Samir Amin, then familiar-
ity with his work on this particular sub-
ject might prove a useful antidote to his
supra-structural illusions.

Finally, the reference to intellectual tour-
ism might have nothing to do with exile
but with the extent to which one’s intel-
lectual representations are rooted in Afri-
can reality and not on impressions gained
from ethereal visits. As somebody who is
preoccupied with the question of the
indigenisation of the social sciences in
Africa, I can afford to make this remark.
Also, I should like Ali Mazrui to know
that my intellectual exile ceased since I
went to Tanzania in 1969 and that within
Africa there is no exile for me. This has
been the case since 1976. At times it has
been hard and painful. Yet, it has been
the source of my intellectual emancipation.
I judge the authenticity of my representa-
tions not by what any organisation or
commentator abroad might think or say
but by communion with similarly placed
African scholars. I feel accountable and,
therefore, I cannot with impunity speak
on behalf of the ‘other’. I might be con-
sumed by envy but certainly I am not in
competition with Ali Mazrui simply be-
cause we are not looking for the same
thing. But then he should not make ex-
cuses for himself by referring to such
things as job opportunities. He did not
have to be Albert Luthuli Professor at-
large at Jos University. He could have
become Professor in-residence, if he so
wished. Anybody can guess why that
would not be so attractive for him. Is it
not high time that Ali Mazrui stopped pre-
varicating and came to terms with him-
self? His intellectual representations be-
tray his African claims, I still maintain and
I am not the only one.

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 3, 1995, (p. 16-19).
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I am not sure why I am continuing to
debate somebody who takes pride in
not having read any of my books and

yet thinks he is qualified to judge my en-
tire career. I am not sure why I am agree-
ing to debate a scholar who cannot dis-
tinguish between intellectual argument
and personal abuse. I am not sure why I
let myself cross-swords with somebody
who judges my whole career on the basis
of a single newspaper article – and yet
thinks such reductionism is scholarly.
Perhaps I am continuing the debate more
out of respect for readers of CODESRIA
Bulletin than out of conviction that this
debate is much above a gutter brawl.

If Archie Mafeje insists on making this
the kind of brawl which mixes abuse with
argument, I can meet him halfway. I can
even come half-way towards the gutter –
but not all the way! But I have no idea
how long I can keep up this unseemly
exchange. In Mafeje I am clearly dealing
with a more brash and less subtle antago-
nist than Wole Soyinka, with whom I had
a debate earlier this decade (1991-1992) in
Transition. In combating Soyinka I was
inspired towards a higher level of discourse.
In combating Archie Mafeje I find myself
on the downward spiral of cheap invective.

Self-Colonisation: Benevolent,
Benign and Malignant
Dr. Mafeje seems a little confused about
how I use the two terms ‘recolonization’
and ‘self-colonization’. Actually, it is quite
simple. Recolonization can be by non-
African countries, or by the United Na-
tions, or by other African states. I reserve
the term ‘self-colonization’ for inter-Afri-
can colonization only especially when its
purposes are substantially benevolent. In
such a context inter-African colonization
could become part of Pax-Africana.

Africa’s capacity to control its destiny
requires a capacity to stabilize and pacify
itself. African countries which are larger
and potentially more influential have a
special responsibility in a world organ-
ized on the basis of nation-states. There
may be occasions when a larger country
has to be its brother’s keeper, or even its
brother’s guardian. Inter-African pacifi-

cation can become a form of benevolent
self-colonization – a Pax Africana.

Inter-African colonization can be benevo-
lent, benign, or malignant. It is benevo-
lent when the intervening power stands
more to lose than to gain from the inter-
vention; and when the short-run advan-
tages of the country which is occupied
are considerably greater. Tanzania’s inter-
vention into Idi Amin’s Uganda seemed
to be, in the final analysis, benevolent –
for it ended eight of the most brutal years
in Uganda’s twentieth century history,
Archie Mafeje rightly points out that the
Tanzanian government’s intentions were
not necessarily benevolent. Their motives
were defensive against Idi Amin’s territo-
rial claims. But the consequences of Tan-
zania’s intervention included the ending
of eight years of Idi Amin’s tyranny. Tan-
zania’s temporary military occupation of
Uganda was benevolent. Nyerere erred
in trying too hard to restore Milton Obote
to power – whose second administration
turned out to be almost as disastrous as
Idi Amin’s. Pax-Africana received a setback.

At the other extreme is malignant inter-
vention or colonization which is very dam-
aging to the weaker country, and usually
perpetrated entirely in the interest of the
powerful country.

Benign intervention is a situation where the
moral case for and against intervention is
about equally compelling. In such a situa-
tion the moral issues hang in the balance.

Was Tanganyika’s annexation of Zanzi-
bar in 1964 benevolent, benign, or malig-
nant? It would have been benign but for
the attempt to make the annexation per-
manent. The wedding between Zanzibar
and Tanganyika was a forced marriage,
but the bride wealth from Tanganyika to
Zanzibar was exceptionally generous.
Zanzibar was over-represented on union
institutions.

The moral issues were hanging in the bal-
ance. But since the bride never gave her
consent, the unions could not be made
permanent without ascertaining the
wishes of the bride sooner or later. Zanzi-
bar needs to give its consent to the un-
ion. Only then will this form of inter-Afri-
can colonization be saved from becoming
malignant, and become ethical under Pax-
Africana.

In the final analysis inter-African coloni-
zation should never be permanent. It
should happen only in times of despera-
tion. It should then either end or be legiti-
mized by a vote of the colonized people.
The vote can either be a referendum or full
participation in a truly democratic order.

In did not think that I would have to teach
Mafeje the laws of logic. European colo-
nialism meant colonization by category A
countries (European). Self-colonization in
my sense meant being colonized by cat-
egory B countries (fellow African). Zanzi-
bar was previously colonized by category
A (the British). Zanzibar was subsequently
colonized by category B (i.e. Tanganyika).

Therefore Zanzibar was recolonized. Ob-
viously there is no contradiction between
‘self-colonization’ and ‘recolonization’.
Just as self-conquest is a meaningful con-
cept, ‘self-colonization’ is equally opera-
tional. But self-colonization can only be
saved from being malignant if it is not
permanent or if it is legitimized by a vote
of the colonized people.

But between the self and the other is there
something called the United Nations? Is
that an intermediate political and moral
actor? I thought it was self-evident in
both my original Herald Tribune article
and in my first response to Mafeje that I
believed that Africa needed the United
Nations and its specialized agencies. How
much guidance does Mafeje need in in-
terpreting my sentences? There are two
forms of recolonization which I regard as
potentially defensible under certain cir-
cumstances – by fellow Africans and by
a multi-racial United Nations. I do hap-
pen to believe in both Africa and the
United Nations, but both are for the time
being dominated by the West. Just as I
am unwilling to reject Africa simply be-
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cause it is Western-dominated, I am un-
willing to reject the United Nations either.
If Mafeje read more of my work (instead
of just the Herald Tribune) he would know
my real position.

Mafeje thinks I am an Afro-pessimist be-
cause I have identified areas of decay and
vulnerability. On the contrary, I am an
Afro-optimist because I come up with
ideas about how Africa can transcend
those problems. Mafeje’s paradigm fo-
cuses more on ECOWAS and SADC as fail-
ures. My more optimistic paradigm views
these as organizations which simply need
more experience, better leadership, and a
will to act more creatively. We also need
more effective continent-wide organiza-
tions. Endless verbiage about some ‘cri-
sis of accumulation’ will get us nowhere.

Nor must we be limited to what will work
in the next few years. It is time we planned
the future of our continent with longer
term horizons in mind. That means we
need to institutionalize Pax-Africana.

On exile and Domesticity
Dr. Mafeje taunts me for being in exile. As
a neo-Marxist Mafeje should know that
exile is for some people a more creative
condition than being at home. Does
Mafeje remember for how long Karl Marx
was in exile from his native Germany? Over
thirty years! All those years he spent at
the British Museum were much more fruit-
ful for the intellectual history of the world
than if Marx had remained at home in Ger-
many to be silenced or imprisoned. V.I.
Lenin also had a spell in exile before the
1917 Russian revolution.

What about Marx’s friend and benefac-
tor, Friedrich Engels? What was he doing
making money from capitalist ventures in
Manchester, England, while the German
people suffered from tyranny? Engels
also found exile much more productive
than political domesticity.

History is littered with radicals, liberals
and intellectuals who were forced into
exiled by the intolerance of power at home.

Just as exile is not necessarily barren, resi-
dence at home is not necessarily fruitful
either. Indeed, as a South African, Mafeje
should know that being located in Africa
is no guarantee that one is rooted in Afri-
can reality. The whites of South Africa
were located in Africa for generations, but
to all intents and purposes they were ra-
cial exiles. The question which arises is
whether the Archie Mafejes of Africa are

ideological exiles in spite of being physi-
cally located in Africa. I suspect that if he
and I were to address the same audience
in South Africa, and I discussed ethnicity
and race, and he addressed ‘the crisis of
accumulation’, I would be closer to the
real nerve of South African reality than
he would, given his ‘exile vocabulary’.
Would he like to test this out in practice
before a live audience in a debate with me
in South Africa or Kenya?

What about my own physical exile? How
voluntary is my own exile in the United
States? What about Mafeje’s location –
is he in Africa by default?

Mafeje says I did not have to be a profes-
sor-at-large at the University of Jos when
I could have become a professor-in-resi-
dence. It is obvious that Archie Mafeje
does not have a clue that I had been a pro-
fessor-in-residence at the University of Jos
for years. Since he knows so little about
my life, why does he presume to judge it?

He does not know that I have offered
myself more than once to my old univer-
sity, Makerere, in Kampala, Uganda, and
not been taken up. He does not know that
I have not been invited to give a public
lecture on any of the campuses in Kenya
since Kenyatta died in 1978.

How much freedom to say what I want
would I have in Kenya? One test was the
fate of my television series. Mafeje does
not seem to know that my television se-
ries, The Africans: A Triple Heritage,
which has been shown in dozens of coun-
tries, in several languages, has not been
shown in my own country. Mafeje thinks
I am hob-nobbing with the powerful in
Africa. He does not have a clue about my
life and its relationship with the powerful
in Kenya.

Since he knows so little about me person-
ally why is he giving me personal advice?
I do not know much about his life either.
But I hear rumours that Mafeje recently
applied for a job in the United States. He
was even short-listed. If he did not suc-
ceed in his application, it is not hard to
understand why he is making a Pan-Afri-
can virtue out of his failure to get the job.
Is he in Africa by default?

On Power and the Intellectuals
Mafeje is right to raise the issue of power
in relation to the role of intellectuals. But
Mafeje has a few contradictions to sort
out. I have been to South Africa every
year since Nelson Mandela was released.

My credentials have been intellectual and
academic. Dr. Mafeje would like to know
who has been playing host. Actually it
has varied. The range of hosts has in-
cluded universities, religious groups, a
Black Chamber of Commerce, a major na-
tional newspaper, students’ groups, and
a non-profit organization for international
peace. Admittedly, I have never been in-
vited by the poorest South African, partly
because they have never heard of me. But
I suspect they have never heard of Archie
Mafeje either.

Mafeje assumes that I interact only with
the powerful in Africa, and he regards this
as evidence that I am against the people!
And yet suddenly Mafeje is on the side
of dictator Abeid Karume’s decision to
end the independence of Zanzibar with-
out consulting the people in a referen-
dum. Suddenly Mafeje is on the side of
the power-structure controlled by Karume
and Julius Nyerere. What happened to
Mafeje’s support for the people?

Nor does Mafeje seem to realize that part
of the reason for Nyerere’s decision to
embark on a union with Zanzibar was the
pressure from the President of the United
States Lyndon Johnson, and the pressure
from the Prime Minister of Great Britain,
Sir Alec Douglas-Home. These two West-
ern powers wanted Nyerere to prevent the
emergence of an East African Marxist
Cuba. President Nyerere colonized Zanzi-
bar partly to appease President Lyndon
Johnson of the United States. I thought
Mafeje was on the side of the people. Has
Mafeje’s democratic instinct run out of
steam over the issue of Zanzibar?

It is possible to argue that the power struc-
ture in Africa consists of politicians, sol-
diers and intellectuals, each category
broadly defined. Politicians rely on skills
of verbal manipulation and electoral
horse-trading. Soldiers rely on the use or
threat of military force to achieve desired
goals. Intellectuals invoke the skills of
wider expertise and the analytical power
of the mind. Sometimes intellectuals like
Julius Nyerere and Leopold Senghor be-
come politicians. Sometimes the three cat-
egories enter into alliances with each
other. How will the three units respond to
the imperative of inter-African colonization?

Did I serve as an intellectual advisor to
President Idi Amin Dada? Amin did want
me to play ‘Henry Kissinger’ to his ‘Rich-
ard Nixon’, but I successfully wormed out
of such a role. I had mixed feelings about
Idi Amin.
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Mafeje would liked me to tell him more
about my attitude to Idi Amin, either when
he took over power or afterwards. I have
written a whole book about such matters
entitled Soldiers and Kinsmen in Uganda:
The Making of a Military Ethnocracy. If
Mafeje is too lethargic to read my books,
he can continue his blind speculations
about my relationship with Idi Amin. I in-
vented the term lumpenmilitariat after Idi
Amin captured power, and when I still
lived in Uganda. The term was later
adopted by a West-Indian colleague at
the University of Dar es Salaam. I may
write another book about the Amin phe-
nomenon one day.

Behind Tanzania’s invasion of Idi Amin’s
Uganda were there politicians, intellectu-
als and soldiers in alliance? Mafeje points
out certain fundamental disagreements in
Tanzania about the wisdom of invading
Uganda. But the differences of opinion
did not coincide with the divides between
politicians, soldiers and intellectuals.

Dr. Mafeje keeps on trying to hold me to
some intellectual standard ostensibly set
by the Seventh Pan-African Congress in
Kampala in April 1994 at which I was a
participant. But the organizers of that
Congress deliberately decided to
marginalize intellectuals and scholars –
including Makerere academics. I was
amazed at how few Makerere colleagues
were in the programme, or even in attend-
ance at all. I and other scholars (academic
intellectuals) were relegated to relatively
obscure workshops. High visibility roles
were given to either those politicians al-
ready in power (a head of state or a foreign
minister) or those military leaders struggling
to share power (like John Garang of Sudan
and Mohammed Farrah Aideed of Soma-
lia). Is Mafeje’s support for the people as
against the power-structure. Mafeje
changes like a chameleon according to
which power-structure he approves of.

I turned up at the Kampala Congress with
30 copies of my own paper concerning
the spectre of recolonization. Copies of
my paper disappeared without a trace –
but with no impact at all on the final
communiqué, since nobody in the draft-
ing committee had read it! I gave copies
of my paper to the Uganda Press, who were
also slow. Strangely enough, Uganda did
not pay attention until the same material
was published in the Kenya Press.

Mafeje as a long-established intellectual
should know by now that where an arti-
cle is published can make all the differ-

ence in its impact. My views on
recolonization were known in Africa be-
fore they were published in The Interna-
tional Herald Tribune – but once they
were published in The Herald Tribune and
in a syndicated column of the Los Ange-
les Times, even Mafeje sat up and noticed.
African intellectuals themselves react dif-
ferently to articles published in major West-
ern media than to articles published in Afri-
can newspapers and magazines. That is one
of the facts of life of international power-
relations and intellectual know-how.

Mafeje is right to compare African intel-
lectuals with other intellectuals abroad.
But how much does Archie Mafeje really
know about Edward W. Said and his ideas?
Mafeje keeps trying to cast me against
Edward Said, the Palestinian scholar and
man-of-letters. I assume Mafeje trusts
Edward Said’s judgment. In his book Cul-
ture and Imperialism (1993) Edward Said
described me as ‘a distinguished scholar…
whose competence and credibility as a
first-rank academic authority were ques-
tioned’ (page 38). Professor Said went on
to defend me against the furious attacks
against me by the New York Times’ televi-
sion critic, John Corry. This is how Edward
Said (1993:38-39) put it:

Here at last was an African on prime-
time television, in the West, daring to
accuse the West of what it had done,
thus reopening a file considered
closed. That Mazrui spoke well of Is-
lam, that he showed a command of
‘Western’ historical method and po-
litical rhetoric, that, in fine, he ap-
peared a convincing model of a hu-
man being – all these ran contrary to
the reconstituted imperial ideology for
which Corry was perhaps inadvert-
ently, speaking.

Elsewhere in the book Edward Said in-
cludes me among a handful of intellectu-
als whose ‘scholarship [has been] a cata-
lyst for other scholars’. (p.261). Earlier Said
had made the following observation in
another context (1993:239):

…it is no longer possible to ignore the
work of Cheikh A. Diop, Paulin
Hountondji, V. Y. Mudimbe, Ali Mazrui
in even the most cursory survey of Af-
rican history, politics and philosophy.

Why is Archie Mafeje trying to deceive
readers of the CODESRIA Bulletin that
Edward Said and I are ideologically and
epistemologically at war with each other?
I have myself always admired Said’s work.
And I have quoted Edward Said’s own

words of his scholarly solidarity with me.
Does Mafeje have any evidence from Said’s
writings to the contrary? Or is Mafeje as
ignorant of Said’s writings as he is of mine?

While it is a good idea to discuss African
intellectuals in relation to intellectuals from
other cultures and societies, we need to
begin from a higher level of discourse than
Professor Mafeje has afforded us so far.

Conclusion
In spite of it all, I am grateful to Professor
Archie Mafeje for creating a situation in
which I had to explain my concepts of
self-colonization and Pax-Africana to read-
ers of CODESRIA Bulletin. I am prepared
to believe that Mafeje genuinely misun-
derstood my original article in the Inter-
national Herald Tribune. Perhaps so did
William Pfaff when he quotes me in his
own article ‘A New Colonialism?’, pub-
lished in the influential American journal
Foreign Affairs (1995:26).

On the other hand, Leenco Lat, an Afri-
can normally living in Canada, fully un-
derstood my idea of inter-African coloni-
zation, but rejected it as both immoral and
impractical Sunday Nation (Nairobi).

In the same newspaper in Kenya, Stephen
Harrison’s rejection of inter-African colo-
nization was based on a more unique ar-
gument. He argued that since post-colo-
nial African governments had been so
incompetent in governing their own coun-
tries, why should they be any more effi-
cient in governing their neighbours? To
Stephen Harrison (1995), the European
colonizers were much more efficient.

The solution, I think, would be to in-
vite them back to run the continent
until the local population has been
given proper time and training to take
over again. This should be a commer-
cial arrangement, in the same way that
companies in trouble have to bring in
temporary management expertise, or
when receivers are appointed to run
the affairs of near-bankrupt companies.

This is different from William Pfaff’s call
in Foreign Affairs. Pfaff called upon Eu-
ropean powers to return to Africa and
complete their unfinished moral responsi-
bility of trusteeship as colonizer. Harrison,
on the other hand, was proposing a new
business contractual relationship be-
tween the colonizers and the colonized.

I prefer my original position of inter-Afri-
can colonization for benevolent reasons,
preferably under a system which includes
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The Debate
Ever since the beginning of the decade,
at the same time that the democratization
process was launched, Africa has been
plagued by serious problems which recall
those it experienced on the eve and imme-
diately after the era of independence. Not
only is Africa confronted with unprec-
edented economic doldrums never expe-
rienced during the colonial regime, from
the East to the West, North to the South,
it is also rife with conflicts of all kinds,
and exceptionally violent, which consti-
tutes a matter of great concern to the in-
tellectual elite.

As observed by Fares (1993:19), Africa is
in ‘troubled waters’ and has become the
subject of major concern. Already in 1991,
Kâ Mana wondered whether Africa was
going to die while Mbembe expressed the
view that it was going to implode.

In an article published in the International
Herald Tribune, Mazrui (1995:24-26)
noted that the continent ‘was losing its
elite’ and ‘disintegrating’. He proposed
‘a benign colonization of disintegrating
areas in Africa, a form of ‘self-coloniza-
tion in search of Pax Africana’. At the
institutional level, he suggested, as an
instrument of this ‘self-pacification’, the
establishment of an ‘African Security

Council’ composed of ‘five key regional
States’ or ‘potential States’ (South Africa,
Egypt, Nigeria, Ethiopia and Zaire, in spite
of the reservations he expressed about
the last two States, due to the problems
with which they are presently con-
fronted). The said council would super-
vise the continent and be entrusted with
the ‘burden’ of ‘recolonization’.

He also proposed the setting up of a
‘Pan-African Emergency Force’, an army
that will be charged with any indispensa-
ble intervention and peacekeeping opera-
tions as well as an ‘African High Com-
mission for Refugees’, in collaboration
with the United Nations Agency for Refu-
gees. His major concern is that Africa
should undertake its own colonization
through the use of a ‘well-intentioned
force’ for its own pacification, to avoid
falling victim to the misuse of authority
and colonization by foreign powers. Ac-
cording to him, ‘our self-managed colo-
nization would be better than the type
administered by foreigners’.

As could be expected in Africa where
such debates are well-sustained since the
establishment of CODESRIA, Mazrui’s
proposals were met with angry protests
from Mafeje who saw in this ‘benign
recolonization’ attempts by the ‘malignant
minds’ serving the cause of imperialism.
He in turn proposed a ‘decolonization of
the body politic and esprit de corps’
(Mafeje 1995:20-24) instead of a
‘recolonization’. Most naturally, Mazrui
riposted (Mazrui 1995:24-26).

In its Bulletin (2, 1995), CODESRIA pub-
lished items from both parties and sought
the points of view of its members. We
have just received this entry after it had
probably been circulated in the capital
cities and libraries around the world.
However, it would be a wrong step on
the part of CODESRIA to hurriedly end
the debate which is of great interest to
the African Social Science Community. If
it has already done so, this reflection on
the topic will constitute, for that matter, a
request to reopen debates on the issue.

Parties to the Debate
Mafeje and Mazrui should be commended
for initiating the debate on how to settle
conflicts in Africa, and fortunately, with-
out making an in-depth analysis of the
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a Pan-African Security Council, a Pan-
African Emergency Force and a Pan-Afri-
can High Commission for Refugees.
Assuming they survive in their present
form my five pivotal states for the African
Security Council will be South Africa,
Egypt, Nigeria, Zaire and Ethiopia. Some
of these are currently more in need of treat-
ment themselves than of providing it But
I must emphasize that my proposed de-
sign for Pax-Africana has longer time ho-
rizons well into the twenty first century.

We in Africa can occasionally live with
benign (as distinct from benevolent) in-
ter-African colonization when the moral
arguments for and against even out – as
was the case in 1964 when Tanganyika
annexed Zanzibar. But we should be on
guard against malignant recolonization –

as when the Emperor Haile Selassie I uni-
laterally ended the autonomous status of
Eritrea, or when Morocco attempted to
deny Western Sahara self-determination.

Outside Africa, India’s annexation of Goa
from Portugal in 1962 was clearly either
benevolent or benign, whereas India’s
annexation of Kashmir in the teeth of mili-
tant opposition of Kashmiris themselves
continues to be tragically a malignant an-
nexation. Also malignant was Indonesia’s
unilateral annexation of East Timor in 1975.

I can understand why my old colleague,
Professor Archie Mafeje is sometimes
confused. The ethics of inter-African (or
inter-Asian) colonization are often com-
plex. But in the quest for comprehension
what we need is more light and less heat,
more argument and less abuse. Perhaps

one day Professor Mafeje and I will suc-
ceed in conquering our feelings in order
to liberate our intellects? If such self-con-
quest is achieved, can self-colonization
be averted?
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subject, thereby making it possible for the
African social science community to fur-
ther examine the issue while leaving the
door open for other analyses.

I have not yet had the privilege of meet-
ing directly with any of them although it
has been my ardent desire for nearly a dec-
ade. It was when I attended CODESRIA’s
Summer Institute on ‘Constitutions, In-
stitutions and Democratic Governance in
Africa’ in 1994 that I took interest in ac-
quainting myself with some of the arti-
cles written by Mafeje and Mazrui.

The little I knew of Mafeje was that he
was one of the leading intellectuals of the
continent. The several telephone calls he
had received from Egyptian intellectuals
and those from other African countries,
in reaction to Mazrui’s article, testify to
his position in the African social science
community. I knew Mazrui as one of the
celebrated social scientists of the conti-
nent. He is one of the best social science
professors in USA and in Africa where
the sense of solidarity makes it obliga-
tory on us to express satisfaction at the
beautiful hut built by one’s neighbour. I
hold him in high esteem! Consequently,
Mafeje and Mazrui are leading personali-
ties in the social science field. Conse-
quently, a young researcher should bow
before such monuments with the great-
est respect and admiration, even if he
does not fully share the ideas expressed
by any of his elders.

I did not know that Mafeje and Mazrui
were both lecturers in American universi-
ties, one in Cairo and the other in New York.

I was however convinced that, as leading
social scientists from East Africa, they
must surely have known each other very
well. Mafeje found it necessary to sum
up the ‘itinerary of Ali Mazrui’ in a few
words and even if the latter did not deem
it necessary to do the same for the former,
there is no doubt that they both know
each other very well. For more than a quar-
ter of a century, they have established sus-
picious friendly relations characterized by
cordial and fraternal contempt. On this
point, I have not been disappointed. The
critical stand taken by Mafeje against his
colleague Mazrui and the strong rejoinder
of the latter constitute a sufficient proof.

Mafeje’s Critical Outlook
Personally, I did not understand why, in
response to the proposals made by Mazrui
on the settlement of conflicts in Africa,

Mafeje made such a strong attack on the
former, referring to his professional life
and his works. The impression created is
that Mafeje went ‘too far’.

In his criticism of Mazrui, Mafeje de-
scribed the famous professor as a ‘malig-
nant mind serving the cause of imperial-
ism’. Fortunately, the term does not imply
‘evil spirit’ in Islam as it is in Christianity.
Otherwise, Mazrui and his abundant ‘dia-
bolic works’ would be subjected to the
sentence passed on Salman Rushdie and
his Satanic Verses. In fact, that is exactly
what Mafeje is praying for.

Before criticizing his ideas, Mafeje at-
tacked the colleague’s personality in the
following terms: ‘Mazrui’s self-centere-
dness is well known to African intellectu-
als residing in the continent and abroad’.
He then made ironical statements about
him: ‘It is said that Mazrui is the leading
African professor. He is reportedly one
of the three “mega professors” presently
in the social science field in the United
States of America’.

According to Mafeje, the celebrated
Mazrui owed his fame to the certificates
lavished on him, the publicity made
around him by ‘his western show case’
for which he ‘operates’ and whose inter-
ests he serves. For Mafeje, Mazrui is sim-
ply useless as a social scientist:

Mazrui […] has become a master in
the art of forging attractive expres-
sions which recall ludicrous and ri-
diculous images. He has never be-
lieved in carrying out a real empirical
work […] the only issue he once raised
was whether work done in a library
was worth anything. Indeed, judging
by the bibliography of his works, he
obviously culled most of his data from
newspaper clippings, news items from
radio broadcasts and his conversa-
tions […] He conceives brilliant but
short-lived ideas comparable to phos-
phorus in a bowl of water. Is it lack of
sufficient intellectual ability or self-
prostitution?’

Mafeje’s answer to this question on
Mazrui is certainly affirmative:

the discourse of Mazrui leaves much
to be desired intellectually… it is su-
perficial, sensational and dishonest…
Mazrui makes suggestions bordering
on mental alienation. He is easily ex-
cited by an idea and loses any sense
of reality […] Above all, he has a con-
fused mind.

Instead of talking about himself, Mafeje
showed his preference for Edward Said
‘the illustrious Palestinian professor’ at
Columbia University whose works and
scholarship ‘would totally astound
Mazrui’ and Galtung ‘a brilliant and prac-
tical European professor’ who made to
Africans a recommendation ‘with some
wisdom which our African professor did
not have’. Complex (which?) or refusal to
recognize the merits of a renowned col-
league? Such were the sentiments shared
by African intellectuals. In any case, more
than twenty books and about a hundred
articles published as well as chairs in lead-
ing universities prove that our brother
Mazrui is an eminent intellectual.

Cheikh Anta Diop, our scholar and our
celebrated Samir Amin are not prominent
because they are not in the good books
of the western world. However, they are
eminent by virtue of their intrinsic quali-
ties. The western world did not offer them
red carpets. Never mind if it offers Profes-
sor Mazrui red carpets. Would one refuse
to recognize him if a Nobel Prize were
awarded to him, simply because one does
not share his ideas or that the prize would
have been awarded to him by the western
world? As confessed by Mafeje, ‘in spite
of all that, Mazrui had a lot of qualities to
make professors in Africa and elsewhere
envious of him’. He still has them.

Mafeje asserts that ‘praising oneself does
not constitute, in any way, a recommen-
dation’. However, it is difficult to believe
that the lack of courtesy towards a col-
league or an unrestrained insult of an
opponent whose ideas are not shared can
constitute lessons learnt from the British!

The nihilism shown by Mafeje in his di-
rect quotation of theses defended by
Mazrui amply reflects the scope of the
gap created between the two men over
the years and which they now seem deter-
mined to bridge through heated debates.

Settling Scientific and/or
Ideological Scores?
Mafeje and Mazrui have had stormy ex-
changes for nearly thirty years. Mafeje
often felt frustrated. On several occasions,
he was offended by the haughty, proud
and contemptuous attitude of Mazrui,
this very self-conceited liberal, towards
his African papers:

His direct meetings with his African
colleagues, the young and old alike,
generally led to negative intellectual and
ideological reactions of the latter […]
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This remark dates back to our univer-
sity days at Makerere College, in the
mid-1960s […]

The situation remained the same 25
years later, as revealed at a colloquium
organized by CODESRIA in 1991 in
Kampala […] I also tried, on my part,
to engage Mazrui in a more peaceful
debate but all my efforts were in vain.

During an Afro-Arab conference held
at Sharja in 1977 […] one of the
intellectuals from the United States
left the Conference hall in protest
against this man’s obscenity.

Ali A. Mazrui
Binghamton University, USA Mafeje
therefore had several scores to settle with
Mazrui personally and on behalf of other
African intellectuals who, at one time or
other, felt scandalized by the remarks of
the latter.

Furthermore, when the article written by
Mazrui was published in October 1994,
Mafeje received telephone calls from Af-
rican intellectuals and scientists who were
‘outraged’ and in January 1995 in Europe,
a copy of the original text was sent to him
by African colleagues. These reactions
confirmed my fears: Mafeje is a great man;
nonetheless, why the ‘alert’ and calls
solely to Mafeje? Why did the Egyptian
correspondents ask him such questions
‘with indignation’: ‘What kind of African
intellectual is this Mazrui?’ Why were the
African colleagues so preoccupied with
sending him the original article written by
Mazrui? The response to these questions
seems clear. His correspondents knew
fully well that Mafeje was one of the rare
African academics who was quite familiar
with the itinerary of Mazrui, his personal-
ity and his ideas. He was one of the few
personalities who could confront him.
They were also aware that no one else
had ever been so outraged by Mazrui as
Mafeje and that the Cairo American Uni-
versity Professor was the only African
intellectual better armed to lead the battle
with all the force required to break the
myth built around the famous East Afri-
can Professor of the Institute of Global
Cultural Studies, Binghamton, University
of New York. An ‘alert’ by way of tel-
ephone calls was enough. Mafeje did not
have cause to solicit such entreaties. One
could count on his immense talent at this
crucial moment. One could take him into
full confidence as to his ability to insti-
tute, as expected, a brainstorming debate

on Mazrui, and he really deserved it. He
was not disappointing, for he discharged
his duty with enthusiasm.

Since Mazrui is presented by his oppo-
nent as a ‘malicious spirit in the service
of imperialism’, a self-conceited liberal
acting for his western audience, an unre-
alistic intellectual hostile to ‘leftist’ ideas,
a conscientious agent of capitalism who
is unconscious of racism, as well as the
peripheral adviser of centralism and the
neo-colonial order guaranteed by the
United Nations, the brainstorming debate
launched against him by Mafeje should
also be directed against ‘imperialism’, ‘lib-
eralism’, the western world, ‘rightist par-
ties’, capitalism, racism, centralism,  colo-
nialism, neo-colonialism or
‘reco-lonization’ and, to a certain extent,
against the United Nations system.

In any case, was it a prophecy or provo-
cation? – Mazrui had warned that his
comments were ‘frightening ideas for a
proud people who had spilled so much
blood and deployed all the necessary
political will to liberate themselves from
the hegemony of European powers’. He
should therefore have expected to be con-
fronted by Mafeje, one of the most digni-
fied adversaries of ‘imperialism’ in Africa
and one of the most ardent defenders of
African nationalism, resolutely committed
to the ‘Left’ out of conviction and neces-
sity.

Mafeje denounced the demons of ‘impe-
rialism’ (the term is used abominably three
times along with ‘imperialist’, four times),
of capitalism (two times as a noun and
two times as a qualifying adjective) and
racism (three times) who accompany the
‘devil’ of colonialism or ‘recolonization’ of
which the professor acts as a prophet.

As a self-styled radical nationalist, Mafeje
has not forgotten that, in 1966 at
Makerere, Mazrui had made a disturbing
statement affirming that, without the Eng-
lish language, there would never have
been any such thing as ‘African Nation-
alism’. However, in 1991, Mazrui returned
to his point of departure: like other intel-
lectuals, he declared that ‘a nation which
does not produce knowledge in its own
language cannot develop’. Mazrui never
reacted. Nevertheless, since it is never too
late to return to one’s good opinion or
idea, should we reproach him for this?
Unless we wish to preach some fixed ideas
in social sciences or demonstrate scien-
tific fetishism, both of which do not fit

Mafeje at all. The important thing now is
to, among other things, find out whether
since 1991, those excellent ideas have
begun to materialize or whether these Af-
rican intellectuals who take pleasure in
abstract phraseology, have finally moved
on from slogans to concrete actions so
that African nations produce knowledge
in their own languages. Unfortunately,
several of them, alienated to the marrow,
continue to act as sycophants of Anglo-
phonie or the puppets of Franco-phonie.
The conclusions we drew from the collo-
quium on Educational Innovation in Post-
Colonial Africa, held in Cape Town in
December 1994, remain a dead letter for
lack of support from governments which
are on the payroll of western ‘cultural im-
perialism’. Swahili, for example, which can
serve as a tool for the production of sci-
entific works in East Africa, continues to
be regarded as ‘degrading’ and I have
observed with much admiration that
Mafeje and Mazrui continue to produce
knowledge in a style of Shakespearean
English which they communicate to their
students in American universities with
great skill, with one demonstrating his
talent in Africa, and the other in America
itself. The sad reality is that we do not
only continue to produce works in for-
eign languages; we also seem to impart
knowledge not to our people primarily but
to people in the western world.

In Mafeje, one observes the expression
of a ‘leftist’ who has not forgotten and
who is not likely to forgive or make con-
cessions to the too liberal Mazrui who
has built a solid reputation for himself by
waging war against the African ‘leftists’.

‘In 1970, he denounced the leftists of Dar-
es-Salaam University for their intolerance
and declared that everyone had the right
to express his opinion’.

Is intolerance the ‘strong point’ of the
‘left’? Mafeje also had a grudge against
this generally ‘unrealistic’ man who per-
ceived the fundamental ideas but ‘refused
to draw practical lessons from them un-
less they emanated from the ‘left’.

Finally, it is the colonial monster itself that
Mafeje is fighting, there is no such thing
as ‘recolonization’ or ‘benign coloniza-
tion’. From this point, the professor sud-
denly shifts from scientific thinking to
concrete action, threatening and warning:
‘Africans will not allow themselves to be
deceived’.
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Decolonization and Conflict
Settlement in Africa
Mafeje begins by affirming that contrary
to the ‘disintegration’ issue raised by
Mazrui, Africa was rather ‘decaying’.
However, beyond the divergences about
concepts and discourse on the sex of an-
gles which African intellectuals are so
fond of, there are basically no concrete
differences and this is reflected in the fact
that, notwithstanding the beautiful ex-
pressions used and the scholarly theo-
ries propounded, Africa’s situation is
worsening each day as if the continent is
infected by the Acquired Immune Defi-
ciency Syndrome (AIDS) as a result of
colonization.

Mafeje sees conflict settlement in post-
colonial Africa as being contingent upon
‘the decolonization of the body politic and
esprit de corps’.

Mafeje has most probably presented his
idea of ‘decolonization’ in one of his nu-
merous publications which, unfortu-
nately, he does not mention.

The fundamental issue which events
brought to bear on Mazrui consisted in
knowing how to settle conflicts in Africa
and put an end to the ‘disintegration’ of
the continent. Mazrui tried to respond to
it and could not escape criticisms. For his
part, Mafeje seems to be in the clouds. In
the end, who is more realistic than the
other? In criticizing Mazrui’s ‘unrealistic’
proposals one unfortunately gives the
impression of coming up with vague sug-
gestions. Galtung may have to be called
in to impart wisdom to another African
professor. However, it should be recog-
nized that his so-called wisdom never es-
caped Mazrui who, like him, had sug-
gested regional integration and who
contradicts himself while insisting on self-
colonization and on the need for Africans
themselves to address the problems fac-
ing the continent.

Harsh Rejoinder from Mazrui
In a short rejoinder to Mafeje, Mazrui re-
affirmed his proposals as already pub-
lished in the International Herald Trib-
une. He first defended himself against the
accusation that he was serving the cause
of imperialism and bent on destroying
Africans. Thus, he produced supporting
documents to prove that the issue of
‘self-pacification’ and the search for ‘Pax
Africana’ had preoccupied him for sev-
eral years. The international scholar reaf-
firmed his support for the United States

and immediately after, like an answer from
the shepherd to the shepherdess, like a
seriously wounded animal it seems that
is called to self-defence in the trial of a
scientific case the lawyer returned blow
for blow, insult for insult and discourtesy
for discourtesy. He loaded his anger in
one of those magic words known to him
alone and hurled his bomb spitefully at
Mafeje whom he accused of expressing
‘confused reasoning’ and for whom he
recommended ‘colonization and inter-Af-
rican intellectual re-education’. Even
though Mazrui confessed that he had
been ‘less spiteful and less insulting’, he
is not justified for that matter. He is in a
better position to know that to reply spite-
fulness with spite and trade insults, even
if moderately applied, is not an excellent
source in the social sciences.

I hope Mafeje and Mazrui, are still prac-
tising Muslims I have the greatest respect
for Islam, even if I disapprove of certain
Islamic principles and practices. Perhaps
it might be necessary to recall this verse
of the Spittle of Jude (1,9) which teaches
Christians that even when involved in an
argument with the Devil – the true one –
about the corpse of Moses, Michael the
Archangel dared not utter insults against
the Devil. Alas, the brainstorming debate
between the two men appeared to be vio-
lent. It was marked by the regrettable lack
of courtesy and was rife with insults,
whereas the two professors were expected
to put up a better behaviour. Mafeje dis-
tinguished himself by his lightning attack,
characterized from beginning to end by
the type of annoyance said to be rare
among Anglophones, even when they
disagree. Provoked, Mazrui unfortunately
also ended up not observing professional
ethics and the rules of propriety. As a re-
sult, the two fighting eagles were swept
off by the devil’s tide toward murky wa-
ters of the debate.

Recolonization and Conflict
Settlement in the Continent
Issues such as ‘self-pacification’, ‘self-
colonization’ and ‘Pax Africana’ are fun-
damental and date back to the early works
of Mazrui. In ‘Toward a Pax Africana: A
Study of Ideology and Ambition’ (1967),
his major work in this domain, Mazrui had
already expressed concern about the fu-
ture of peace in Africa after the collapse
of the colonial order. His proposal makes
recolonization the mechanism for conflict
settlement in Africa and the very basis
for peace on the continent.

Peace as Conceived by Mazrui;
Mazrui’s Peace Proposal
Mazrui is absolutely a man of peace! He
very well merits an African Peace Prize
and even a Nobel Peace Prize. He is ob-
sessed by peace and really believes in it.
If he spontaneously accepted the invita-
tion to go to South Africa to listen to Arch-
bishop Desmond Tutu, personally con-
gratulate President Mandela, both
winners of the Nobel Peace Prize, it was
partly because he was convinced that he
was following their foot steps. Was it not
because they had also seen in him a po-
tential Nobel Prize Winner that they in-
vited him? It will therefore not be surpris-
ing if Africa is again honoured with
another Nobel Peace Prize through
Mazrui, after being totally ignored in the
past whereas it had offered shelter to the
Son of God when his life was threatened
in Israel.

However, Mazrui’s conception of peace
is not the same as that of Tutu or Mandela.
The latter conceive peace without servi-
tude, peace without colonization or apart-
heid which negates it. Mazrui, on the other
hand, conceives peace under slavery,
under colonization, under apartheid or its
new form, ‘recolonization’. Since the
‘peace professed by the professor’ is prac-
tically opposed to that of the South Afri-
can leaders and that the latter very well
knew the professor they had invited, one
may wonder whether Archbishop Tutu
and President Mandela had not invited
Mazrui to South Africa to subject him to
what Mazrui himself called ‘interafrican
intellectual re-education’! Was it not to
have him change his ideas on peace that
they considered it worthwhile to see him
directly listen not to the Te Deum but
rather the requiem in aeterna of coloni-
zation and apartheid which he always
claimed to be a better guarantee for peace?
The invitation was too enticing to be re-
fused and the aim too far-fetched to be
understood. Did this smack of foolhardi-
ness or misunderstanding? The profes-
sor seized the opportunity to publish right
in the heart of South Africa, which was
just throwing off its cloak of racism, his
famous article on ‘recolonization’, while
making sure he had reserved a place for
South Africa on his ‘African Security
Council’. This attempt to seduce had no
impact in the South African political cir-
cles and on the intellectual elite, for they
did not react. However, in Soweto and the
townships, the people who had paid the
highest price to see the end of apartheid
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were outraged. Mafeje became their
spokesman and legal adviser; unfortu-
nately, he did not present any special au-
thorization to the court of CODESRIA.

As Mazrui is concerned, peace should be
attained at all costs, irrespective of the
means used and the conditions. Mazrui’s
peace is that of the cemetery and nothing
else. It does not matter whether the peace
comes from Allah or Satan. The question
which quickly comes to mind is: if Idi
Amin’s peace were good, why did Mazui
resign from Makerere University when the
peace-loving Amin came to power in 1971?
He can still find another pretext to say
that in any case, it was an excellent evil
given that his flight finally opened for him
the gates of the world as well as the road
to fame with the result that he is now pre-
senting himself on the Nobel platform.

Mazrui’s peace unfortunately remains
associated with the defence of the dicta-
torial, colonial or neo-colonial order.

Mazrui’s Colonial Order:
‘Recolonization’ and Peace
‘Now that the colonial order has come to
an end, who will undertake peacekeeping
in Africa?’ (Mazrui: 1967).

Mafeje was wrong in situating the decline
of several African States in the 1990s as
the basis of Mazrui’s frustration. In fact,
Mazrui’s frustration dates back to the
1960s and is linked to the collapse of the
colonial order which, according to him,
maintained perfect peace.

One would say that Mazrui adored the
colonial order to the extent that he be-
came demoralized by its collapse. As a
man with foresight, he considered that the
independence movement was not a good
thing and for that matter, that independ-
ence would lead to several conflicts (he
was right as regards the form). This ex-
plains his preference for colonization and
the colonial order.

For Mazrui, if the colonizer has not ex-
isted, it would have been necessary to
create him; if he has left and cannot be
recalled from overseas, it is necessary to
find a local one, an ‘authentic’ model, as
the President of Zaire might say. It can
thus be understood why Mazrui outrages
and provokes several Africans who are
hidings behind Mafeje. In law, it is always
the good intention which is presumed. I
am tempted to believe that Mazrui simply
tried to lead a debate on a social science
subject and I think he succeeded in that

respect and therefore merits our gratitude.
For one thing, science makes progress
through the exchange of ideas and debates.
Did Mazrui really want to conduct debates
in the African media? It is difficult to say
so because he confesses through his re-
joinder that his opinion on the subject
has not changed over thirty good years.

Mazrui seems to have the nostalgia of the
colonial order. Terms such as: ‘colonial’,
‘recolonization’, ‘self-colonization’ etc.,
have been accorded special attention in
his works. In 1977, ten years after his bril-
liant defence of the colonial order which
was on the verge of ‘disintegration’, he
placed the Afro-Arab Conference in Sharja
within the framework of ‘the counter-pen-
etration of the colonizers by the colo-
nized’. In August 1994, he came up preach-
ing ‘recolonization’ or self-colonization’.
In 1995, in spite of the ‘criticism’ levelled
against him by Mafeje in the second edi-
tion of CODESRIA Bulletin, he persisted
in his arrogance, a style which threw his
enemies into panic. The Western world
might have found in Mazrui its best Afri-
can adviser during the colonization era
and since this ‘humanitarian mission’ is
still not over, Mazrui is one of the cel-
ebrated heads who should be exempted
from presented a job application or cur-
riculum vitae.

The peace conceived by Mazrui is peace
in hell, sustained by inequalities, oppres-
sion, exploitation and servitude. As far as
we are concerned and, as observed by
Patrice Lumumba, ‘there is neither hon-
our nor peace in servitude’. It is not this
chimeric and empty peace that the Afri-
can people want. Besides, if the ‘colonial
peace’ administered through flogging and
exploitation had really been the right
peace, nobody would have felt the need
to fight or sacrifice himself for independ-
ence, unless the prominent professor as-
certains that independence was an error!

Besides, when he refers to ‘recoloni-
zation’ it is because at a given time, colo-
nization has ceased and the colonial or-
der considered better than the previous
one needed to be restored. However, he
who spends most of his time meeting with
the colonial masters in their home coun-
tries, does he, Professor Mazrui, think that
the colonization of Africa ended, and
hence his proposal of ‘recolonization’?
The independence attained has remained
nominal and the Western world is still
pursuing its colonization activities in new
forms through its peripheral agents and

interna-tional institutions. This fact can-
not be denied, unless one should con-
tinue to consider Africans as eternally
under-aged or the fake independence as
a genuine achievement. I cannot believe
that Mazrui, who knows so well the secrets
of the colonial deities, can make the mis-
take of taking the superficial for the es-
sence, lightning for light, starlit night for
day and the wrong side as the right one.

In his first statement, Mazrui envisaged a
‘recolonization from outside, inspired by
humanitarianism […]’ and administered by
powers from Africa, Asia or member coun-
tries of the United Nations Organization.

Is ‘recolonization’ by Africans conceiv-
able for countries of Eastern or Western
Europe, America or Asia which are facing
problems similar or comparable to those
of the African countries where the term
‘colonization’ has already been thrown
into the dumping ground of history and
‘recolonization’ is viewed as a dangerous
ghost to be fired at sight by nationalists?
For instance, when will Bosnia, Ireland,
some former Republics of USSR, certain
provinces of Spain or Corsica be ‘recolo-
nized’ by Africans? Perhaps the Professor
proposes a one-way ‘recolonization’ of
Africa by foreign powers with preference
to ‘the former’ colonizers, this would con-
stitute a kind of repetition of the history
of colonization, this time, upon request!

It is obvious that the West does not need
to make any request before carrying on
with an enterprise it had never really
stopped. It has become the self-pro-
claimed guardian of the democratization
process and distribution of patents for
‘good governance’, the moral authority
to decide on the fairness of elections –
manipulated by it at any rate – and to an-
nounce the corresponding results. It has
already intervened in Zaire under cover
of the Troika (the coalition comprising
USA, Belgium and France) which actu-
ally constitutes the country’s supervisory
authority. However, democracy under su-
pervision is a mere farce.

In recommending a ‘recolonization based
on humanitarianism’, is Mazrui forgetting
so soon that humanitarianism has always
served as a Trojan horse for colonial in-
vasion? Has he forgotten that at the Ber-
lin Conference of 1885 the objective put
forward for the colonization of Africa was
equally humanitarian in character – to
being ‘civilization’ to barbaric peoples and
put an end to the slave trade […] – or that
without sharing the views of the Bagh-



 CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008 Page 85

dad dictator, ‘the humanitarian’ phenom-
enon had also been advanced by the West
to justify its colonization of Iraq? I have
only a slight knowledge about this sub-
ject but I do not know of any colonizer
who never uses humanitarian motives to
justify his enterprise.

In fact, colonization always goes hand in
hand with violence and enslavement of
the colonized peoples. Whether it was the
work of States of the West, Asia or even
Africa, the colonial order hides some real
objectives which consist in exploiting their
subjects under the pretext of humanitari-
anism. The African type of colonization,
with Namibia under South Africa, West-
ern Sahara under Morocco and part of
Chad under Libya, were not underscored
by humanitarian or charitable provisions.
At any rate, it is that aspect that justified
or still justifies all the means employed
by the people of Western Sahara to put
an end to the colonization of their broth-
ers as well as those initiatives taken by
the latter to settle on their fatherland.

Whether it came from Africans themselves
or from foreigners outside Africa, coloni-
zation remains a bad experience for the
colonized peoples. The black devil is not
preferable to the white one. Moreover, a
good devil or a good colonist cannot be
found anywhere. It is therefore of no use
to bring the colonial monster back to life
in Africa, it this monster is already dead
or about to die. Who can control it?

Colonization establishes the colonial sys-
tem which crystallizes into a permanent
system of exploitation. The lightning in-
tervention of the Tanzanian army in
Uganda in 1979 to rescue the people of
that country from the bloody claws of
monstrous Idi Amin from whom Mazrui
escaped and for which Africa is grateful
to God – and the intervention of
ECOMOG troops in Liberia cannot be in-
terpreted, in my opinion, as cases of ‘Af-
rican colonization’ or ‘recolonization’.

In advocating ‘self-colonization’ or
‘recolonization’ Mazrui seems to forget
that ‘Pax Africana’ has already been im-
posed or is still being imposed in certain
States by authoritarian regimes. In such
cases, the central authoritarian state had
certain regions or provinces of the coun-
try ‘recolonized’ by the national dictator.
Soon after the passage of the festivities
marking the nominal independence, new
African leaders took over the seats and
armory of the white colonizers and thus

put on their helmets and held their whips.
The neo-colonial state colonizes some of
its provinces and a segment of its popu-
lation. However, like the peace preferred
by any authoritarian system, colonial
peace is an antithesis of genuine peace.

‘Recolonization’ would only generate
new liberation struggles. Mazrui could
also have advocated the procedure for
settling conflicts created by the
‘recolonization’ process.

Mazrui commends the United Nations
Organization for its peacekeeping efforts
in the world. He admits and deplores the
failure of some UN missions, but he does
not go farther. He was also expected to
have pointed to the lacunas inherent in a
system in which certain entities have a
complete say in the affairs of the Security
Council while others do not have much
or anything to say and only applaud or
laugh during General Assembly sessions
which offer several African Heads of State
and their Ministers an opportunity to tour
New York and its suburbs. I also expected
Mazrui to express, in passing, the fact that
he supports Africa’s membership of the
Security Council. However, this issue does
not seem to interest him, as attested in
his proposals. Maybe he has discussed
it in one of this twenty works which, un-
fortunately, are more available in the West-
ern world than in the African continent.

Africa will always need the United Na-
tions services but that does not mean it
will swell the ranks of those extremists
who bear a grudge against Africa for their
own reasons. It seems to me that the UN
system suffers from serving as a tool for
‘recolonization’ managed, moreover, in an
undemocratic manner.

Does Mazrui give the United Nations Or-
ganization more than its due on account
of its peacekeeping vocation or because
it is an instrument of ‘recolonization’ ma-
nipulated by the countries forming the
UN Security Council, particularly the five
permanent Members?

The two aspects go hand in hand, accord-
ing to Mazrui’s philosophy. First, it is by
virtue of its status as an instrument of
‘recolonization’ vital to world peace that
the United Nations Organization has won
the favours of the celebrated professor.
Indeed, the UN system makes it possible
for the give ‘great’ powers to ‘recolonize
the world, using all procedures including
even those that are contrary to the provi-
sions of international law which is itself

in an indisputable state of imperfection.
The UN peace is first the peace proclaimed
by America, Britain, France, Russia or
even China as well. This type of peace
imposed as a new form of colonial peace
is too fragile not to carry Mazrui away.

It is difficult to support Mazrui’s point of
view that ‘the great countries’ are not
those that need the services of UN and
its specialized agencies but rather ‘the
small countries’ of which the majority are
in Africa. Thus, taking into account the
fact that UN is a charitable enterprise for
the ‘small countries’, which should be
grateful to the ‘great’ countries, only one
step is quickly taken. Even though he does
not contradict Mafeje – who considers
that the westerners have been using him
but only asks to know whether it is ‘Newt
Gingrich who has been using him – it
would be surprising to argue that Mazrui
does not serve western interests’.

The truth is that USA, France or Great
Britain, to cite only three countries, actu-
ally need the UN and its specialized agen-
cies. It is not because of the beautiful eyes
of the citizens of the ‘small’ countries that
USA for instance refuses to quit the
United Nations in spite of the strong criti-
cisms from a segment of its public opin-
ion. It is not for humanitarian reasons ei-
ther that the five ‘great’ powers refuse to
extend the membership of the Security
Council to include Africa, Asia or South
America. Their charity in this regard ac-
tually goes to Germany!

The Western states, i.e. the ‘great coun-
tries’ actually need the UNO to ‘recolonize’
the rest of the world, to exploit it and main-
tain their leadership in the world. Such an
interest is of great significance; it is also
essential and strategic in character. Gen-
eral de Gaulle even qualified UNO as a
machin (‘thing’) but neither the General
nor his successors withdrew from that
‘thing’. It was the same General de Gaulle
who said that ‘States have no friends,
they have only interests’. Ever since the
proclamation of this notion, France has
made that philosophy part and parcel of
her spiritual heritage. French interests in
the United Nations and its specialized
agencies are such that the ‘Liberator of
France’ dared not change course and his
successors did not do so either to dis-
credit the grandeur of France.

However, the greatness of France, like that
of the other counterparts, lies in their ‘im-
perialism’. France remains within the
United Nations to strengthen its position
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as a ‘super power’, to reconquer or en-
large its colonial empire.

Eventually, and as an instrument of
‘recolonization’, the United Nations Or-
ganization serves the ‘great countries’
more than it serves the ‘small’ ones, un-
less one considers that the apartheid sys-
tem benefited the blacks more than the
whites in South Africa, that the slave trade
was more advantageous to the slaves
than to those who sold them, that coloni-
zation was a ‘bad enterprise’ for the
colonizers and very lucrative for the colo-
nized people or that the exploitation of
Africa is more profitable to Africa than to
the Western world. I cannot imagine
Mazrui supporting such an argument that
would then call for Mafeje’s death threats.

Even ‘recolonization’ by Africa herself
within the framework of an African Secu-
rity Council will still benefit the Western
world. Mazrui’s five ‘key States’ that will
set up the said council are within the
framework and under the control of the
Western world. Consequently, they would
only constitute western proconsulates in
Africa entrusted with the administration
of African territories under the authority
of the West which would supply them with
arms, money and experts in addition to
teaching them the expedient techniques
that enabled it to exploit the rest of the
world for several centuries.

In his Security Council for ‘recolonization’,
Mazrui seems to have forgotten two other
key states which however have sound
experience in the field: Morocco and Libya,
which respectively inherited from Spain
and France the colonies of Western Sa-
hara and Northern Chad.

The Pan-African Emergency Force advo-
cated by the distinguished professor also
poses problems. How can Africa set up
such a force, ensure its efficiency and sus-
tain it if the continent already lacks the
means of maintaining ECOMOG troops in
Liberia? To intervene in Chad for example,
Zaire had to wait for several months until
France financed the operation and supplied
the Zairian troops with aircraft, vehicles,
provisions and arms. At any rate, this par-
ticular initiative of France was amply justi-
fied because the Zairian army intervened
as a platoon of black French parachutists
established in the continent, i.e. on the or-
ders and in the interest of France.

Africa lacks the requisite moral and mate-
rial resources for its ‘recolonization’. Sev-
eral millions of her sons have sacrificed

their lives to put an end to colonialism
and apartheid. Accepting ‘recolonization’
would therefore be tantamount to des-
ecrating the tombs of the martyrs.

Coming back to Mazrui’s five key states,
one notices that almost all of them are
plagued with problems of ‘disintegration’,
Egypt is shaken by internal tensions.
Ethiopia, Nigeria and Zaire are ‘breaking
up and the newly born South Africa is
very fragile. That being the case, from
where will these prominent states mobi-
lize the strength they need to ‘recolonize’
the others? From where will they derive
the resources required to enable them to
fight simultaneously on both fronts – on
the one hand, by arresting their internal
‘disintegration’ and, on the other hand,
by arresting the disintegration of the other
countries and foster Pax Africana?

The ‘disintegration’ of a ‘key state’ is yet
another relatively imminent problem. Who
will ‘recolonize’ such a state, supervise it
and act as its ‘big brother’. Indeed, sev-
eral lessons can be drawn from the above-
mentioned supervision of Zaire by the
‘Troika’. The guardian will definitely come
from the West.

What therefore prompted our great
Mazrui to declare support for coloniza-
tion or ‘recolonization’ and thus abandon
‘self-pacification’, the term he was using
in the 1960s? It is he who teaches us that,
at any rate, ‘self-colonization’ and
‘recolonization’ mean the same thing to
him. However, is it not possible to ‘pacify
oneself’ without being ‘recolonized’? The
answer is yes and it therefore seems to
me that Mafeje and Mazrui starved away
from that course which is identified with
democratization.

It is strange to notice that, in the 1990s,
Mazrui prefers ‘self-colonization’ or
‘recolonization’ as opposed to his prefer-
ence in the 1960s when he advocated ‘self-
pacification’! Is this because he has now
found a better opportunity than he did
find in 1960 to make people accept a pro-
posal he would never have attempted to
formulate for Africans who had just bur-
ied the martyrs of their independence?
Fortunately or unfortunately, he can still
find along his course nationalists such
as Mafeje who, in spite of his scientific
approach to the argument, does not hesi-
tate to draw on the wrath and violence that
marked the liberation movements, thereby
complying with courtesy and ethics.

Democratization and the
Settlement of Conflicts in Africa
More pragmatic than Mafeje, Mazrui takes
the merit especially since he expressed
his anguish, raised the problem of con-
flict settlement in Africa, proposed
‘recolonization’ as a means of fostering
peace in Africa and suggested at the same
time the framework for such an enterprise.
Mazrui makes observations and formu-
lates a proposal and therefore does not
limit himself to merely making observa-
tions and passively accepting the status
quo with resignation. He could not be
expected to do anything less than that in
his capacity as a scientist. Solicited on
many occasions and also pestered with
severe criticisms, he had the duty to re-
flect on this issue and he did fulfil that
obligation.

In social science, certain solutions are
often inappropriate because the corre-
sponding problems are not properly de-
fined, because efforts are not made to
master the terms of the equations gener-
ally comprising several unknown quanti-
ties or that the time dimension is not ad-
equately taken into consideration.

The fundamental question one should ask
oneself before proposing solutions –
‘Decolonization’ or ‘Recolonization’ –
appears to be as follows: what is or are
the cause(s) of the conflicts underlying
the ‘disintegration’ of Africa? This ques-
tion seems to have eluded Mafeje and
Mazrui.

CODESRIA organized a seminar on ‘eth-
nic conflicts in Africa’ from 16th to 18th
November 1992 in Nairobi. Several papers
were read on that occasion and these
made it possible to establish the fact that
almost all the countries are affected and
that most of the conflicts plaguing the
entire continent are closely linked to the
phenomenon of ethnicity or tribalism.

Conflicts arise whenever certain groups
of people are exploited by others, when-
ever certain provinces or regions are
marginalized by the central government
or consider their situation as the outcome
of the authoritarian attitude of govern-
ments toward the citizens. Others are ei-
ther orchestrated or entertained by forces
outside Africa. Some of the conflicts ap-
pear as true liberation struggles.

The effects of external and internal impe-
rialism cannot be permanently and effec-
tively overcome by imposing a new form
of imperialism or those forms identified



 CODESRIA Bulletin, Nos 3 & 4, 2008 Page 87

with colonialism through ‘recolonization’,
however light it may be.

The root causes of the conflicts have to
be overcome in order to ensure lasting
peace. The said root causes are many and
appear in the form of ethnocentrism, trib-
alism, regionalism, marginalization, op-
pression, inequitable development, etc.

As peace still constitutes the ultimate goal
of Pax Africana and, since Mazrui admits
that the United Nations Organization has
an important role to play in this regard, it
seems to me that the question he at-
tempted to answer – which interests both
Mafeje and myself – can be summed up
as follows: ‘what is the best procedure
for restoring peace in Africa?’. Perhaps,
in this regard, and as Africans, a ‘peace-
loving’ people, we should rather humbly
solicit the opinion of another African in
the person of Boutros-Boutros Ghali of
Egypt, also a professor, who is currently
reputed to know better the United Nations
and peace-related problems in the world,
and who, by coincidence, is the incum-
bent Secretary General of the United Na-
tions Organization at a time when we are
fighting scientifically and shaking fists at
opponents in an effort to find solutions
to the conflicts plaguing Africa.

More than one year before the publica-
tion of Mazrui’s article and two years be-
fore the debate between Mafeje and
Mazrui, Boutros-Boutros Ghali had al-
ready arrived at the conclusion that could
have been taken into account to spare us
heated and less courteous debates. Ac-
cording to him, ‘Democracy is a guaran-
tee for peace and that sound development
is impossible in the absence of democ-
racy’ (Ghali 1993:15). Ghali also warned
those who might be tempted to consider
positive economic performance as a so-
lution to conflicts: ‘if the States do not
initiate democratic reforms after obtain-
ing the first economic results, they will
eventually end up with declining growth
which is the source of the increasing lev-
els of inequalities and the attendant so-
cial disorders’. Ghali ended his argument
on an authoritative note: ‘I repeat, it is
democracy alone that gives development
a meaningful dimension’ (Ghali 1993:16).

The synchronous relationships between
democracy, development and peace were
also highlighted by Tafsir Malick Ndiaye
(1992:26).

After all, the general concern of every-
body – Mafeje and Mazrui, members of
the CODESRIA Community and all Afri-

can intellectuals – consists in settling
conflicts in Africa and beyond, ensuring
the survival of a continent in ‘decay’ or
being ‘disintegrated’. One of our col-
leagues, Ake, had earlier on observed that,
for Africans in the present situation, just
as for the citizens of all the States of the
world, ‘Democracy is the basic prerequi-
site for survival’ (Ake 1991:4). One can
hardly live or survive without peace. Be it
at the institutional or economic level, the
absence of democracy, in the broadest
sense of the concept, mainly accounts for
the wave of conflicts raging throughout
the continent and plunging it into a state
of hypertension.

Africans and all peace-loving people in
the world should first of all and right now
support the on-going democratization
process if they wish to see lasting peace
restored in each African country.

The Pax Africana worth its appellation
will depend on national peace in each
African State guaranteed by democracy.

Ther is no doubt that, as long as the hu-
man race lives, there will always be con-
flicts. Democracy is the ideal framework
for settling conflicts. It does not suppress
them but it helps to limit them and the
most serious conflicts are peacefully set-
tled through the implementation of rules
established by law and through dialogue.

Peace and servitude cannot be matched,
and neither can democracy and (re)colo-
nization nor paradise and hell, for that
matter. Without a real independence or
full sovereignty democracy and peace are
inconceivable.

Once we succeed in achieving ‘self-paci-
fication’ for each African country, through
democratization, we will then be able to
tackle with greater force and success the
political, economic, social and cultural
integration of the continent. To this end,
it will be necessary to redefine the man-
date of the OAU. The positive economic
results obtained through a transparent
and democratic management by people
who set themselves back to work after
winning the democratization struggle will
make it possible to finance and sustain
continental institutions such as the ‘Pan-
African Peacekeeping Force’ to restore
peace and not ‘recolonization’. Consoli-
dated democracy, peace and development
will considerably reduce the number of
political and economic refugees or even
ensure that there are no more refugees at
all, since the factors that make people

become refugees would have disappeared
completely.

However, we should not jump the stages
and we should not sleep on our oars. The
major challenge Africa has to meet at the
end of this 20th century and at the dawn
of the third millennium consists in ensur-
ing the success of the democratization
process and its consolidation.

The struggle for democracy and total
decolonization in Africa is already bitter
and will be worse. However, it is an exis-
tentialist requirement binding on all citi-
zens and peoples of Africa. Africans
should therefore be prepared to confront
‘imperialism’ and all of its demons.

The Western world continues to success-
fully implement the ‘divide-and-rule’
principle in order to maintain African
countries under its control. It plays the
role of prompter or even director in sev-
eral plays involving conflicts in Africa. It
pulls the strings! Indeed, but for its inter-
vention, many conflicts would not have
erupted or would have easily and quickly
been settled.

The action taken by the Western coun-
tries and particularly France during this
‘Transnational’ period shows that the
Western world is not ready to leave Af-
rica to assume its independence or to see
it implement democracy in its own way
with the men and the regimes it wishes to
have but rather to follow plans with ex-
perts and men chosen and prepared by
the West. Togo, Gabon, Burkina Faso,
Algeria, Zaire and many other more exam-
ples can be mentioned. The recent coup
d’état orchestrated in the Comoro Islands
by the famous French mercenary Bob
Denard, against a democratically elected
African president, is heavily loaded with
implications. For one thing, Bob is very
popular in eastern Zaire and that was not
the first coup d’état he had ever engi-
neered; he had always wished to reign in
Africa over Africans and France, his coun-
try, had always been more lenient with him
than with ‘terrorists’. There is therefore
cause to wonder if he did not operate un-
der cover of the authorities of his country!

Furthermore, a democratic and independ-
ent Africa will be detrimental to he inter-
ests of the Western world and all those
who live by exploiting Africa. After sup-
porting the most bloodthirsty dictators
in the service of its interests, the Western
world continues to support the totalitar-
ian regimes.
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To prove its goodwill and to support the
pacification of Africa, the Western world
should cease intervening in the internal
affairs of the States; they should stop
imposing regimes and people of their
choice on the States and rather rid the
continent of the numerous mercenaries,
wild dogs who are the cause of terror and
many conflicts in Africa.

It is first and foremost the duty of Afri-
cans themselves to accelerate the
decolonization and democratization of the
continent as well as fight to cut the um-
bilical cord binding Africa to the Western
world just as it links a baby to its mother.

In this struggle against the ‘disintegra-
tion’ or ‘decay’ of the continent and for
the settlement of conflicts, scientific re-
flection should play a predominant role
and debates constitute an important
framework. ‘Yes’ to actions in favour of
democratization and decolonization. ‘No’

to ‘recolonization’, which one would
however have considered understand-
able, in view of the status quo in Africa.
Neither Mafeje nor Mazrui should be ex-
communicated. We should hold discus-
sions without fighting one another. The
temptation to give into Afro-pessimism
is quite great but we should also con-
sider the time-frame. Fortunately, the
CODESRIA court has this characteristic
quality as it receives direct summons,
presides over hearing sessions and pro-
duces evidence. Moreover, it can delib-
erate over issues while making provision
for an appeal without necessarily pass-
ing sentences or pronouncing judge-
ments.
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Preamble
First, it is important to note that this pa-
per is not a book review but rather a re-
view article which aims at discussing the
major ideas and perspectives which
emerge from Sally Moore’s book. Al-
though no special effort will be made to
follow the exact format of the book, every
attempt will be made to follow through
the ideas presented in a systematic way.
Second, such an undertaking might serve
as an advertisement of Sally Moore’s
ideas about Africa and anthropology
which, I daresay, are not familiar to most
African scholars. In fact, it came as a sur-
prise, at least to me, that of all the anthro-
pologists who have worked in Africa she
was the one who elected to make the final
pronouncement on anthropology and
Africa. Perhaps, this should be taken as a
sign of her courage and deep commitment
to her craft.

Nevertheless, this is not to say that in
certain situations a fine distinction be-
tween courage and foolhardiness could
not be made. This is meant in both the
professional and the political sense.

The history of anthropology in Africa is
one thing; its ideological import and prac-

tice in modern Africa is another. Besides,
the question of which anthropology and
which Africa is still far from being re-
solved. Probably, the younger generation
of anthropologists and what Sally Moore
contemptuously refers to as the ‘colo-
nial mentality’ advocates are less san-
guine about the future of their craft than
her. The African anthropologists who do
not feature at all in her book are still in a
political and intellectual quandary. In
South Africa and its environs
volkekunde anthropology is part of the
bitter past and at present is being rejected
by Africans as colonialist and racist. It
transpires, therefore, that ‘anthropology’
and ‘Africa’ are abstractions which could
refer to any number of things at the con-
crete level. In this context it is interesting
to note that Euro-Americans can easily
talk and write about ‘African studies’ but
not ‘African anthropology’. The differ-
ence in connotation is not in the phrase-
ology itself, which is perfectly symmetri-
cal, but in the noun agency. In African

studies, Africa is unambiguously the ob-
ject whereas ‘African Anthropology’
could, among other things, refer to a spe-
cific claim by Africans. Although not rec-
ognised by the proprietors of anthropol-
ogy, this impulse exists and is probably
strongest in southern Africa. According
to this reckoning, the alternative is the
abolition of anthropology which, as is
well-known, is exactly what African na-
tionalists did elsewhere in Africa.

It is apparent, therefore, that in the present
epoch scholars, whoever they are, have
to contend with the antimony between
intellectual imperialism and the desire by
Africans for self-liberation. This is not
merely a matter of ‘framework of thought’,
as Sally Moore might suppose, but ac-
tual politics of knowledge-making under
conditions of global imposition and its
antitheses. In this respect a certain sense
of sociology of knowledge even among
anthropological stalwarts might be of
value. Who are the makers of anthropol-
ogy in the 1990s and for whom? Who are
the objects of anthropology and why?
Why ‘Anthropology and Africa’ and not
‘Anthropology and Europe or America’?
A number of answers to these questions
are implicit in Sally Moore’s text? It is the
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intention in this review article to make
them explicit?

The orientation
Anthropology and Africa is obviously
not meant for an African audience. None-
theless, it is the author’s particular hope
that it will be read in Africa (Moore
1994:vii). By whom and what for, it is not
clear. Nor could have the book been in-
tended to be a guide to anthropology for
the creators of anthropology in Africa –
the British. Therefore, one can only sur-
mise that it was written largely for the
benefit of the American anthropologists,
old and young, who are late-comers to
Africa and might not be so well-versed
with the inside story of British anthropol-
ogy in Africa. Even so, looked at from a
perspective of an African who was nur-
tured in the best Oxbridge anthropologi-
cal traditions, the whole book could be
described as a lie intelligently told. This
does not reside so much in what the book
says but in not saying what it means,
which is the opposite of tendentious
historiography. This might be a clever
strategy for denying potential opponents
of easy targets or a diplomatic ploy for
avoiding being too obvious.

If an established lady from Harvard such
as Sally Moore wishes to tell her fellow-
anthropologists that:

a) they should not concern themselves
with anti-colonial ‘noises’, because
they are antiquated and that
colonialism itself was not the evil it
has been made out to be but simply a
product of its time, which nonetheless
created unlimited access to the
colonised (p.20);

b) they should pay no attention to crude
radical upstarts within the ranks who
are obsessed with the ‘colonial
connection’ in the constitution of an-
thropology and that anthropology
was a noble profession, despite colo-
nial meddling (p.20);

c) it should be recognised that anthro-
pology from start and by definition is
an imperialistic discipline which stud-
ies ‘others’ (p.9) and that the anthro-
pologist always comes from the impe-
rialist world (p.2);

d) Africa is by its very nature an anthro-
pological laboratory which is destined
to yield ‘a bountiful harvest of stud-
ies of non-European cultural ideas and
practices’ in which no social or intel-

lectual issue that exists cannot be ex-
plored (p.1) (It reminds me of tropical
diseases and Africa);

e) Africans should stop crying and whin-
ing about colonialism because it was
their own condition which made it
possible and at present, without co-
lonialism, this is manifesting itself in
unpayable national debts to AIDS, fam-
ines to population explosions, and in
political violence to refugee camps; and

f) Under the circumstances the rich and
the dominant cannot help using Africa
as a playground and anthropologists
have no reason to be self-effacing but
instead should march forward and
only be wary of capricious African
governments (p.117), would not this
throw everything into relief and make
existing contradictions more
apparent? Instead of beating about
the bush, is it not better that the
candid self is revealed so that we all
know what we are about? For an
anthropologist, it is well to remember
that one thing ‘primitives’ do not know
is how to fight in the dark.

The Colonial Legacy
Anthropology and the colonial era con-
stitutes half of Sally Moore’s short sur-
vey and rightly so. Before anything else
it should be granted that there is no drama,
without characters. There is no question
about it, the colonial anthropologists
were great characters and personable per-
sons. I got to know personally the suc-
ceeding generations of British Anthro-
pologists since Malinowski,
Radcliffe-Brown, and Evans-Pritchard. I
do not remember disliking any of them,
except Henry Forsbrooke, the last colo-
nial Director of the Rhodes-Livingstone
Institute and a former District Commis-
sioner in Tanganyika – a half-baked colo-
nial anthropologist by all counts. The
anthropologists I knew in Britain and in
Africa such as Audrey Richards, Fortes,
Leach, Goody, Firth, Schapera, Gluckman,
Mitchell, Beattie, Victor Turner, Mary
Douglas, Lucy Mair, Phyllis Kaberry,
Monica Wilson, Philip Mayer, Southall,
Gulliver, Maquet, Jappie van Velsen,
Gutkind, Apthorpe, Blacking and a few
other less well-known figures were, in-
deed, liberals. But once in a light conver-
sation Mary Douglas reminded me that,
that was a swear word and that it was
‘kosher’ to be left.

Whether this was a friendly dig at me or
not, the fact of the matter is that I used to

have bitter arguments with some of them
on the colonial question and white rac-
ism. In one occasion the exchange became
so intense that one of my mentors, Audrey
Richards, had to remind me that during
the Second World War they sweat blood
in the colonies, presumably for the colo-
nised. Yet in another meeting in Lusaka
Max Gluckman, the Zulu warrior, feeling
betrayed shook his fist at me warning me
that my strictures against them would not
do because only yesterday they were
being accused by colonial whites of be-
ing traitors and now independent Afri-
cans are accusing them of being
colonialists. Richards and Fortes eventu-
ally disowned me whereas Monica Wilson
prayed for my soul and told the others
that if they wanted to know what the other
side thought I was one of the people to
listen to. In contrast, Sally Moore (p.20)
makes it appear tranquil and blissful:

Despite the fact that the anthropolo-
gists came from the dominant society,
they were preoccupied with the domi-
nated population, its affairs, and its
well-being. Anthropologists mixed
freely with the Africans among whom
they worked, often living among them,
acknowledging no colour bar and re-
specting none of the many social
boundaries between rulers and ruled
that were conventional among white
administrators and settlers.

Sally Moore’s claim is as unanthropolo-
gical as it is false. Everywhere they
went, the anthropologists were Bwana
Mkubwa or Mama by virtue of their skin
colour in a colonial setting. They com-
manded the attention and the services of
the natives at will. The fact that some of
them were more gentle than others and
did not use Nadel’s ‘bullying method’
whereby he ordered his informants to his
tent and hotly interrogated them is irrel-
evant. What remains is relations of
superordination and subordination or
social and political exploitation. At the
formal level there is yet another distinc-
tion that should be made. By virtue of
their class background, the first genera-
tion of British anthropologists in Africa
enjoyed as much power as the colonial
administrators with whom they collabo-
rated in developing what became known
as applied anthropology. There are well-
known examples such as the Seligmans,
Nadel, and Evans-Pritchard in the Sudan,
J.G. Jones in Nigeria. Audrey Richards in
Uganda, Mitchell in Rhodesia, Lestrade,
van Warmelo, Odendaal, and Hammond-
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Tooke in South Africa. Likewise, Daryll
Forde did his best from the Royal Anthro-
pological Institute in London. Sally Moore
(pp.19-20) is our witness:

In London, the profession tried inter-
mittently to persuade the government
that anthropology could indeed help
in the affairs of colonial rule. By the
mid-1920s the nature of the interface
between scholarly and administrative
interests in Africa had become clearer
(pp.19-20), (note the choice of words).

This did not apply to the next generation
of British anthropologists who went to
Africa in the period leading up to inde-
pendence e.g. Victor Turner, Mary Doug-
las, John Beattie and a number of their
contemporaries from the Manchester
School. Not only were they not empire-
builders but not also they took no par-
ticular interest in the colonial government.
All the same they still enjoyed some pres-
tige and respectability. Things were to
change rapidly with the advent of inde-
pendence. The first generation of British
anthropologists who came out to Africa
shortly after independence e.g. Caroline
Hutton, Ann Sharman, Suzette Heald,
Joan Vicent, Rachel Yeld, Sandy
Robertson and a few others enjoyed nei-
ther prestige nor respectability. They were
on their own. The political and ideologi-
cal environment was hostile. They were
under pressure to account for themselves.
They responded by being generally anti-
colonial, anti-colonial anthropology, and
denounced structural-functionalism.
They avoided tribal studies like plague
and opted for thematic topics which
focussed on processes of transformation.
Most of them were good researchers but
it was never clear whether or not what
they did was reproduction of anthropol-
ogy under changed conditions. One thing
certain is that they never enjoyed the same
eminence as their predecessors. In fact,
by the time I left Cambridge in 1968 none
of my students wanted to go to Africa for
fieldwork. One of them chose to go to
Mongolia, another to the Amazon, and
yet another to the Atlas Mountains. So,
when Sally Moore refers to a flourishing
anthropological enterprise in Africa I truly
do not know what she is referring to. In
her book she has great problems proving
her case. But for the time being, my con-
tention is that the trends I have sketched
above marked not only the decline of co-
lonial anthropology in Africa but also the
ensuing atrophy of anthropology itself
in Africa.

It is obvious that in the context of the
foregoing discussion, personalities and
individual attributes were not the issue.
Colonialism was the issue. Anthropology
got identified with colonialism because
of its object and epistemology of alterity.
It was introduced by people whose pro-
fessional interests were the same as those
of the colonial administrators. The fact
that the two shared the same structural
position and often collaborated to per-
fect the desired system of political con-
trol made it possible for the Africans to
distinguish between them, politically and
ideologically. The argument that the an-
thropologists cared for their objects of
study and defended them when neces-
sary misses the point and is too subjec-
tive to be useful. Apart from the implicit
paternalism, protecting individual groups
did not amount to anti-colonialism on a
broad front, which is what African nation-
alism signalled.

Many liberal anthropologist hated black
‘agitations’ and trouble-makers and did
not want them to come anywhere near
‘their people’ almost in the same way that
Sally Moore hates the ‘colonial mental-
ity’ critics within anthropology. The only
two anthropologists I know of who joined
the nationalist movement in the countries
where they were doing research caused a
stir not only among colonial administra-
tors but also among their fellow-anthro-
pologists who felt  that it was ‘not neces-
sary’. Likewise, when an anthropologist
from the Rhodes-Livingstone Institute fell
in love with a young woman from the
‘tribe’ he was studying and wanted to
marry her, he was forced to resign and
was advised to disappear from Northern
Rhodesia. A similar situation occurred in
Makerere when a British woman shortly
after independence had a child by a Masai
elder but this time could insist on keep-
ing it and remain in independent Uganda.
Colonialism went hand in hand with rac-
ism even among anthropologists. This is
to be expected because they were part of
the colonial community. If any changes
were taking place, they were not due to
change of ‘framework of thought’ among
the anthropologists, as Sally Moore is so
well aware, but to the dynamics of
decolonisation.

Deconstruction or Reconstruction
of Anthropology?
Understandably, Sally Moore does not
believe in the deconstruction of anthro-
pology as an historical-determined proc-

ess and is obviously contemptuous of
those who so believe. In her book she
remarks (p. 22):

These connections between, anthropol-
ogy and the colonial enterprise became
the subject of considerable invective in
the 1960s and 1970s. Thus the ‘colonial
connection’ became a political issue
among ‘radical’ internal critics of anthro-
pology just at the point at which such
connection no longer had any practical
relevance, i.e. in a post-colonial reaction.
Other attacks came from African academ-
ics who wanted to repossess control of
scholarship concerned with their own so-
cieties. This invective went on for decades.

In a book which purports to be a histori-
cal guide to anthropology one would
have expected that even these bastard
children of anthropology would be men-
tioned as authors in their own right. But
none of them features in the text, except
James Clifford and Paul Rabinow. Their
omission is definitely tendentious. What-
ever one thinks of the deconstructionist
literature of the late 1960s and the 1970s
in anthropology, it is historically and so-
ciologically important. Anthropology and
the Colonial Encounter (Asad 1973),
Reinventing Anthropology (Hymes 1974)
and ‘The Responsibility of the Social Sci-
entist Symposium’ in Current Anthropol-
ogy, 9, 1968 probably marked a turning-
point in anthropology. Any arguments by
people such as Sally Moore that the au-
thors of these texts were merely reiterat-
ing what anthropologist had already been
doing are misguided and superficial. The
intensity of that debate which lasted for
‘decades’ indicates that there was more
than meets the eye.

First, they signalled a growing paradig-
matic crisis within anthropology which
was brought about by social and eco-
nomic transformations of anthropologi-
cal units of analysis. Second, they were a
response to the anti-colonial revolution
in regions such as Africa. The former co-
lonial subjects were refusing to be treated
as objects of curiosity and hence the po-
litical intervention by newly independent
African governments. Third, there was a
political and intellectual ferment in Europe
and America in the form of the student
movements of the 1960s which ques-
tioned traditional forms of knowledge and
their organisation, something which
threatened an epistemological break, es-
pecially in the social sciences. There was
also the rise of Black Power which pro-
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duced the Montreal hurricane in 1969, and
the anti-Vietnam War protest in America.
Here, we witness a conjuncture of his-
torical forces which made the so-called
invective protracted. One is not sure if
the battle is yet over, despite Sally
Moore’s complacency. For the time being
and contrary to what she claims, one
notes that there is no observable theo-
retical framework at the moment which
characterises anthropology as a discipline
nor are there emerging paradigms at least
in Africa which distinguish what passes
as anthropology from other social science
disciplines. What seems to be the case is
that if one declares oneself an anthropolo-
gist in advance, then, as if by fiat, one’s
work becomes ‘anthropological’. Also,
most interesting from the point of view of
Sally Moore’s testimony and epistemol-
ogy of subjects and objects, the anthro-
pological enterprise in Africa is flourish-
ing, without Africans. As if to rub in the
point, she does not refer to any African
authors, except Mudimbe for negative
reasons which will be commented upon
later. Suffice it to say, from what one knows
about the current situation in African stud-
ies the veracity of her claim is in doubt.2

In rejecting the deconstructionist critique
as spurious, Sally Moore (pp. 22-23) has
this to say:

Apart from the vituperation of the
1960s and 1970s, which often became
as drearily conventionalized as the
vulgarized conceptual straw men it
attacked, there was in addition con-
siderable serious questioning of the
models on which so much of anthro-
pological theory had been founded.
The ahistoricity and selective con-
structions of the structural-functional
paradigm became strikingly clear. The
‘colonial period mentality’ critiques
represented one dimension of the
more general proposal that a new set
of problematic be addressed.

This is a grand statement like Sarastro
quelling the hysteria of the Queen of Night
in the Magic Flute – completely unillus-
trated but commanding. At what point did
the ahistoricity of structural-functional-
ism become strikingly clear and what
brought about this new revelation, apart
from the ‘vituperation’ of the 1960s espe-
cially? While it is true that structural-func-
tionalism did not mean the same thing to
all British anthropologists and that indi-
viduals such as Leach, Firth, and Audrey
Richards could hardly be described as
structural-functionalists, it is also true that

they were not responsible for the demise
of the structural-functionalist paradigm.
It was the younger generation who
mounted a sustained attack on structural-
functionalism first as graduate students
in the mid-1960s and later as Sally
Moore’s ‘radical’ upstarts from within.
Among these may be mentioned Adam
Kuper, Maurice Bloch, Ralph Grillo, Jim
Faris, Jack Stauder (whom they sacked
from Harvard for his ‘colonial mentality’
obsession), and Marilyn Strathern, to
mention only those I knew in Cambridge.
There were others at University College
in London. The Protest of this younger
generation had an impact not on the sen-
ior generation of anthropologists but on
the intermediate generation notably Jack
Goody and Mary Douglas. In Oxford to
achieve the same effect, it seems that one
had to undergo a certain kind of spiritual
transformation as in the case of Rodney
Needham. But certainly, in seminars and
in informal discussions people like Jack
Goody and Mary Douglas used to listen
with interest to these ‘noises’ and began
to address them indirectly lest (?) they
were accused of encouraging rebellion by
the old guard. Insofar as this is true, un-
like Sally Moore’s sages who knew it all
from the beginning, they were liberated
by the younger generation. In Jack
Goody’s case one could draw a graph
which portrays these changes accurately
and which would amuse Enid Schildkrout
and Keith Hart who became members of
his extended family.

As far as the ‘ahistoricity’ of structural-
functionalism is concerned, it is obvious
that one had to stand outside this par-
ticular paradigm to be able to accuse its
adherents of ahistoricism. The founders
of British structural-functionalism were
ahistorical by choice and conviction: an-
thropology was meant to be a science
which established causal connections
from direct observation, whereas history
belonged to the humanities and estab-
lished casual connections indirectly and
through extrapolation. So, history was not
and could not be an integral part of an-
thropology. This has nothing to do with
awareness of the ‘time dimension’ in Sally
Moore’s simple sense. Of course, every
anthropologist was aware of time and
change but for structural-functionalism
the problem was how to incorporate it into
its theoretical-construct, without becom-
ing historical, probably, in the sense of
social history. This had deconstructionist
implications which could not be faced,

without radically transforming the disci-
pline itself. To wit every good British an-
thropologist concluded his/her mono-
graph with an appendix on current
changes in the community under study.
Some even went further and revisited their
‘tribes’ after some years so as to get two
static pictures separated by tune in order
to compare them in what was called the
diachronic method.

There were also monographs devoted to
social change, of which the best know is
Analysis of Social Change by G. and M.
Wilson (1945). As Sally Moore correctly
points out, the book was a comparison of
two static models or stereotypes of ‘primi-
tive’ vs ‘modern’ society. Implicit in this
were a number of colonial and Eurocentric
presuppositions which were critically re-
viewed by Ben Magubane in his article, A
Critical Look at Indices Used in the
Study of Social Change in Africa (1971).
His critique included some of the works
by the members of the Manchester
School, to which Sally Moore is unmis-
takably partial. The amazing thing, per-
haps not so amazing, is, that she does
not even mention Magubane’s work, de-
spite the impact it had on the younger
generation of anthropologists both in
Britain and in America.

Sally Moore believes that ‘situational
analysis’ and ‘extended-case method’ in-
troduced by the members of the Manches-
ter School helped anthropology to move
away from the ‘closed system’ version of
functionalism. However, she does not say
whether or not they remained functional-
ist or became historical. No doubt,
‘situational analysis’ was dynamic and
exciting like all drama. But where did it
lead to? It led to confirmation of func-
tional equilibrium through ordered or ritu-
alised conflict. As Sally Moore acknowl-
edges, most of this was inspired by
Gluckman’s work and ideas as are found,
for instance, in Rituals of Rebellion in
South-East Africa (1952). Custom and
Conflict in Africa (1955), and Order and
Rebellion in Tribal Africa (1963). Victor
Turner’s Schism and Continuity in an
African Society (1957) was in the same
mould. Even in his later work which was
on symbolic systems, e.g., The Forest of
Symbols (1967), and The Drums of Afflic-
tion (1968) he never abandoned the idea
of structural reconciliation or respite by
affirming community solidarity through
ritual. In this sense he was more
Durkeimian than Levi-Straussian. Another
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interesting example from the Manchester
School is Tribal Cohesion in a Money
Economy by William Watson (1958). He
sought to show that Mambwe in then
Northern Rhodesia participated in a
money economy without losing their tribal
cohesion i.e. they managed to maintain
dynamic equilibrium under changing eco-
nomic conditions. As would be noticed,
the referent in all these studies is the
‘tribe’. This means that, far from tran-
scending the tribal framework, situational
analysis succeeded only in recognising
rhapsodic explosions with the same me-
lodic lines as in medieval motets.

Sally Moore credits Gluckman for having
planted the seed, referring in particular to
the analysis of a situation on the bridge
in Zululand and his assertion that an Af-
rican miner is a miner, meaning that once
they sell their labour in the urban areas
Africans cease to be tribesmen but be-
come urban proletarians as everyone else.
But in the context of discussions about
‘detribalisation’ in Africa, Gluckman was
not able to sustain his position in the his-
toric symposium on social change in mod-
ern Africa in Kampala in 1959 because he
granted that once an African worker re-
turns to his village he is ‘retribalised’
(Southall, 1961). It was Watson who gave
a clearer answer to this apparent paradox
by arguing that the African migrant worker
did not have to choose between these
two worlds; he belonged to both
Gluckman could not have liked this much
because his subjective position (stated
to me in several occasions) was that ei-
ther the Africans were left alone to enjoy
their traditional splendour or, if that could
not be sustained, that there was a com-
plete revolution. To this extent he sympa-
thized with the South African Communist
Party. Even so, he remained a colonial
rebel, something he could never under-
stand or accept. Neither would Sally
Moore because of an inability or unwill-
ingness to see history as so many inter-
pretations of reality and also because of
a deep-seated belief in the absolute ob-
jectivity of their own perceptions.

Social Change as Unrecognized
History
In her book Sally Moore sees some sig-
nificance in the fact that Gluckman was
brought up in South Africa, where the
confrontation between black and white is
more direct and self-imposing? Whether
for this reason or another, under the topic
‘detribalisation’, she introduces a sus-

tained comparison between the Wilsons
and the Mayers. The works in question
are Analysis of Social Change (1945) by
the former and Townsmen or Tribesmen:
Conservatism and the Process of Urbani-
sation in a South African City (1961) by
the latter. The issue is whether ‘culture
loss’ or ‘detribalisation’ on the part of the
African signifies that great transformation
from ‘primitive’ to ‘civilized’; or con-
versely whether retention of ‘tribal’ tradi-
tions is a mark of conservatism or unwill-
ingness to be ‘civilized’. These are basic
and topical issues in Africa. But I would
say, the choice of texts by Sally Moore is
less than perfect. It is hard to imagine how
she could compare a 1945 text with a 1961
text. The counterpart of the Mayers’ book
is Langa: A Study of Social Groups in an
African Township (1963) by M. Wilson
and A. Mafeje or ‘The Growth of Peasant
Communities’ by Monica Wilson in M.
Wilson and L. Thompson (eds), The Ox-
ford History of South Africa Vol. II (1971).

In Townsmen and Tribesmen the Mayers
identified a category of people they call
the ‘red people’ i.e. those who paint them-
selves with red ochre or dip their tradi-
tional shawls and skirts in red ochre
(amaqaba in Xhosa). According to the
Mayers, these people are conservative
because they refuge to give up their tra-
ditional values and habits and to assimi-
late to the urban environment. The Mayers
admired them for their insistence to be
themselves but at the same time admit that
in the urban environment they are disad-
vantaged because preference is given to
‘school people’. The latter are Christian
converts, otherwise called ‘amagqoboka’
in Xhosa. At the beginning they were
forced to learn the three Rs in missionary
schools and hence they were referred to
as ‘school people’ (abantu basesikolweni
in Xhosa). These represented modernity
according to the Eurocentric model and
were favoured. However, as time went on
and segregation or apartheid took over
not all Christian converts had access to
education and not all pagans rejected
modern education. Consequently, the dis-
tinction between the two was getting
blurred, especially in the urban areas
where everybody wears European
clothes. Therefore, the Mayers could only
have arrived at their classification by ask-
ing projective questions to which they
would get answers according to the con-
venience of the respondents. So, we ac-
tually do not know whether the people
they interviewed were in fact ‘red peo-

ple’. All we know is that they were con-
servative rural migrants.

In undertaking the Langa study we
avoided what we thought was a proce-
dural error on the part of the Mayers. In-
stead of thinking in terms of ‘school’ and
‘red people’, we thought of urban-ori-
ented people. In Langa this was not diffi-
cult to determine because the migrant
workers were quartered in the barracks
whereas the permanently urbanised Afri-
can population was housed in individual
municipality bungalows. The first cat-
egory was referred to by the people them-
selves as ‘amagoduka’ (those who return
home) and the second category as
‘abantu basekokishini’ (location people
or townspeople). Secondly, mindful of the
fact that labour migration to cities like
Cape Town favours those who have some
education, we tried to see whether urban-
orientedness among the migrants was at
all correlated with more than average rates
of education among what was called
‘amagoduka’. It turned out that the least
educated or the uneducated migrants
tended to be more conservative and ru-
ral-oriented than those who had received
better education and found it easy to in-
teract with the location people whose
codes they had acquired through mod-
ern education. This had nothing to do
with ‘detribalisation’. It had something to
do with social differentiation or class-for-
mation among urban Africans in Cape
Town. For that matter, even the conserva-
tive migrants could not be thought of as
‘red’ or ‘school’ people or as ‘tribesmen’.
They were merely peasant migrants who
recognised common regions or districts
or origin. For this reason, instead of refer-
ring to them as ‘tribesmen’, we adopted
the commonly used urban terminology,
‘homeboys’.

Clyde Mitchell contended with some of
these problems in what was then the
Rhodesians. Sally Moore refers to his
Kalela Dance (1956) but not so much to
his Tribalism and the Plural Society
(1960). There were often questions as to
whether Mitchell’s work was anthropo-
logical or sociological. In his urban stud-
ies Mitchell frequently used ‘tribalism’ as
a term of reference but maintained that
substantively it referred to more than one
thing. For instance, he believed that in
the Kalela dance the Bisa were not as-
serting their tribal identity but rather their
ethnic identity in a multi-ethnic environ-
ment in the Copperbelt. He contended
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that ethnic identity in everyday interac-
tion in the Copperbelt was more impor-
tant than anything else. Even this claim
he qualified by pointing out that his ob-
servation applied only to inter-African
relations and not to black and white rela-
tions. In the latter case ethnic differences
were of no consequence. He elaborated
on this theme in his Tribalism and the
Plural Society. This was effectively about
the interaction between race, ethnicity,
and class in a colonial society. In the con-
text of this late analysis Mitchell had the
opportunity to decide whether his term
of reference was going to be ‘tribalism’ or
‘ethnicity’ and ‘class’, but he did not. His
Kalela dancers in the Copperbelt could
have been looked upon as rural-oriented
peasant migrants as against the urban-
oriented, educated, and non-ethnic trade
union leaders who were destined to be
among future nationalist leaders who led
the anti-colonial movement. In Southern
Rhodesia and South Africa once again it
is the urban-oriented, educated class
which spear-headed the struggle against
racial domination and oppression under
white minority regimes. So, the Wilsons
could not have been altogether wrong in
supposing that the modernizing African
elites were antithetical to pre-colonial so-
cial formations. Their major crime was
Euro-centrism. They supposed that these
elements would be European-like and not
just be modern Africans with their own
social peculiarities. In a surprising out-
burst in a seminar in Leiden some years
ago Adam Kuper accused the Christian
anthropologists in Africa of proselytizing
in that they used conversion to Christi-
anity as an index of modernity or civiliza-
tion. Although he did not say as much,
this indirectly explained why Jewish an-
thropologists, at least in South Africa,
identified more with the conservatives
than ‘school people’. To an African, this
was not immediately comprehensive be-
cause most Africans do not know who is
a Jew or a Christian. They simply know of
whites in Africa. Whether this indicated a
subtle competition among anthropologists
for the souls of Africans, it is unknowable
and probably is inconsequential.

The review above shows that the so-
called urban studies in Africa were a mixed
bag. Some of them were anthropological
only in name and not in subject matter.
But in all of them the major referent was
‘tribe’, ‘tribal’, or ‘tribalism’ (I might have
prevailed on Monica Wilson not to do
the same in Langa). Why is this the case?

Sally Moore (p. 92) in a rather annoying
and self-satisfied manner proclaims:

The idea of the ‘tribe’ was firmly fixed
in the consciousness of African and
outsiders, but was far from a natural
unit of analysis. It was patently not ‘natu-
ral’ and for many issues did not repre-
sent the most meaningful unit of study.

This is in contrast to an honest declara-
tion by Gulliver (p. 92) whom she quotes.
In his words: “The natural ‘unit’ of study
for the anthropologist in Africa has been
the tribe – not the ‘tribe’ under colonial
rule but the ‘tribe’ tout simple.” Despite
Sally Moore’s Euro-centric pretensions,
they did not deconstruct the concept of
‘tribe’ in anthropological discourse. The
Africans did in my person in 1971 when I
published my article on ‘The Ideology of
Tribalism’. It is interesting that my start-
ing point was not Gulliver’s (1965) article
quoted above but the 1969 treatises enti-
tled Tradition and Transition in East Af-
rica: Studies of the Tribal Element in the
Modern Era, of which he was the editor.
In his introduction Gulliver explained that:

We do not continue to use it (the term
‘tribe’) in any spirit of defiance, let
alone of derogation and disparage-
ment. We use it simply because it con-
tinues to be widely used in East Af-
rica when English is spoken… among
the citizens there (p.2).

In 1994 Sally Moore offers the same justi-
fication. How often must it be pointed out
that in African languages there is no
equivalent of the term ‘tribe’ and that the
concept of ‘tribe’ is a European imposi-
tion in Africa? What is ethnographically-
known is that Africans like everybody else
are conscious of the linguistic and ethnic
group to which they belong. The theoretical
question then is how do we know that this
predicates ‘tribal consciousness’ or that the
collectivity to which they claim affinity is nec-
essarily a ‘tribe’? The fact that English-speak-
ing Africans and foreigners use the term does
not prove anything anthropologically and in
fact conceptually it might be a confirmation of
my contention. The second theoretical ques-
tion which follows is; in the absence of con-
ceptual ‘tribes’ or real tribes what semantic
categories are there for the anthropologist to
use to designate her/his unit of analysis?

Sally Moore has no answer to the above
question. Instead, she takes refuge into
thematic issues such as gender, food sys-
tems, land reform, legal history, some so-
cial history, guerrilla warfare, and devel-

opment studies. But then she admits that
the discipline has broken up into
subspecialisations which have prolifer-
ated to the point where they often have
more in common with parallel topics in
other disciplines than with other sectors
within anthropology’ (p.122). This con-
tradicts her claim that anthropology as
such is flourishing more than ever before
in Africa. Out of approximately 500 refer-
ences cited in her book, there are only
about 40 studies on Africa by anthropolo-
gists since 1986. This paucity had already
been foreshadowed in her discussion of
anthropology after ‘African Independ-
ence’ in which she warns her readers that:
‘…there will be a certain amount of tack-
ing back and forth form earlier to later
monographs…’ (p.87). In the event she
invoked the names of the anthropologi-
cal ancestors in vain for there was not
much to go ‘forth’ on. When the chips
were down and she had to demonstrate
the current presence of anthropology, she
cited only five works to illustrate the exu-
berance of the anthropological enterprise
in Africa. Realizing that even these did
not cohere in the disciplinary sense, she
indulged in special pleading:

Their authors have three things in
common – a knowledge of the earlier
anthropological literature in Africa a
familiarity with the general theoretical
problems addressed in the discipline
and a commitment to the fieldwork
method (p.122).

In the context of deconstruction of colo-
nial anthropology and anthropology at
all, this is methodologically and epistemo-
logically naïve because background to
anthropological literature and the field-
work method is now given to Africanist
social scientists of all kinds and the theo-
retical issues which are supposed to be
addressed by anthropologists are now
common property, as her own testimony
shows. Therefore, there is no place to hide!

Finally, on the question of ‘Africanity’,
Sally Moore is in all probability right in
describing Mudimbe’s text in The Inven-
tion of Africa (1985) and in general as ‘com-
plex, indigestible, and highly opinionated’
But Mudimbe’s hostility to colonial an-
thropology is shared by many African
scholars. To harbour such feelings an
African scholar does not have to be a
trained anthropologist. Familiarity with
classical anthropology texts is sufficient.
What is important is the images of Africa
they conjure up and their association with
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the colonial past. Sally Moore mistakenly
thinks that this does not matter any longer
in the post-colonial era and pours scorn
on the ‘colonial period mentality’ critique.
These issues are still very much alive
among African intellectuals, to whom she
seems to pay no attention as is reflected
in her references in which African are con-
spicuous only by their absence. This
might confirm existing beliefs among Af-
ricans about white racism and Eurocentrism.
The insistence by writers such as her that
anthropology is, not in so many words, a
study of the uncivilized by the civilized is
likely to aggravate such feelings. Inde-
pendent Africans are in a position to de-

cide what kind of relations in knowledge-
making will be tolerated and which will
not be tolerated. Mudimbe’s apparent
obsession with the problem of alterity is
not socially uninformed, despite the fact
that he is resident in the United States.
What interests me in his book is not his
grasp of anthropology or otherwise but
his command of the etymology of the
Africanus alterity as perceived by Euro-
peans over ages. The classical texts
(which I have no problem in decoding
having wasted my youth learning clas-
sics in a missionary boarding school)
have one advantage, namely, that their
authors had no inhibition about express-
ing their prejudices concerning Africa. It

was simply a continent of savages (read
‘tribes’) and venomous beasts. I do not
mind such candour; I got used to it in
Southern Africa. As a matter of fact, I like
black mambas lethal as they are and wish
Africans could learn from them. Perhaps,
in the circumstances their continent
would cease to be a playground for
knowers of absolute knowledge and they
in turn would lose their absolute alterity.

Notes
1. Sally Falk Moore, 1994, University Press

at Virginia, Charlottes-Ville

2. For collaborative views, see special edition

of Issue, Vol xxiii, Winter/Spring, 1995.

If it is not indecent for an ‘outlander’
whose only justification for speaking
out is the dubious honour of being an

‘Old Man’, a title given to me by African
friends. I would like to enter into the inter-
African debate launched by an article by
Professor Mazrui (International Herald
Tribune, August 4, 1994) and continued
in the columns of the CODESRIA Bulle-
tin (issues 2 and 4 of 1995). Firstly, it is
imperative I comment on a matter of form.
It saddened me to note that among the
comments made on Ali Mazrui’s article,
there were several ad hominem attacks
directed against a colleague and compa-
triot who, in his own way, has helped
spread a current of African thought. The
urgent need for this has already been
pointed out by M. Kamto. Characteriza-
tions such as ‘completely dishonest dis-
course’ and ‘retrograde ideas’ are not ac-
ceptable. No one expects that kind of
treatment in the academic milieu. Differ-
ences of opinion are no excuse for reflec-
tions which are at the very least discour-
teous and which do nothing to further
intellectual debate.

The right and, indeed, the duty to criticize
are part of the intellectual’s mission. How-
ever, as Konrad Lorenz and Karl Popper
pointed out, ‘it is important for politeness’
sake and it is extremely important for de-
mocracy’s sake… that criticism be as ob-
jective as possible instead of succumb-
ing to the urge to cut down he who dared

think the unthinkable and cast out the
demon, the unpure’.

Now my readers must also pardon me for
pointing out that most African states are
undergoing a profound crisis, whatever
the cause [the causes of the crisis have
been analyzed among others, by Samir
Amin (1995)]. Professor Mazrui is legiti-
mately worried about the failure of poli-
cies implemented since the 1960s and one
cannot blame him for being naïve enough
to suggest a solution which could only
be reproved by any African wanting to
preserve an independence which was won
at great cost. How could one imagine a
single instant that a state such as South
Africa, which has been on ‘a long walk to
freedom’ (title of Mandela’s autobiogra-
phy, 1995) since the beginning of this cen-
tury, might agree, as suggested by
Mazrui, to collude in placing its sister
States under a protectorate? Moreover,
at the end of his original article in the
Herald Tribune, Mazrui clearly indicated
that his idea would provoke opposition
from ‘proud peoples who have shed so
much blood and used all the political will
necessary to liberate themselves from the
yoke of European powers’. It would only

be fair to give Ali Mazrui the benefit of
this statement. It would also be fair to
admit that the author sees his idea as a
‘last resort’. After all, he suggested in this
conclusion that ‘it would be even better
if Africans conquered themselves’.

Therein lies the real problem. Professor
Mazrui can be reproached with resusci-
tating an old idea whose origins are them-
selves suspect. In 1990, an American jour-
nalist, N. Pfaff, broached the subject in a
Herald Tribune article (April 24), when
he spoke of the need for an ‘international
recolonization of Africa’. A year later, B.
Lugon, in a paper on ‘The Results of De-
colonization’, concluded with the ques-
tion: Should Africa be recolonized? Quite
rightly, he felt that recolonization would
be of no help for Africans and suggested
they instead practice the old saying. ‘The
Lord helps those who help themselves’.
An African would probably equate that
with the saying from Burkina Faso: if you
go to the pond and someone scrubs your
back, the least you can do is scrub your
own belly!

In this contribution, Bangura (1994) ad-
dresses the real problem: remaking the
state. One may dream about a United
States of Africa and integration on a re-
gional and sub-regional scale. That is
probably the future of Africa. But one
must admit that the road to integration
has been long and hard. I have already
pointed out the obstacles in the path of
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politically – and/or economically inte-
grated assemblies (Gonidec, 1987).

For the moment, reality lies in the irreduc-
ible state, which is sovereign although it
is not a nation-state.

How can the state be remade? Bangura
(1994) proposes ‘a radical reform of the
nation state is urgent for political stabil-
ity and economic development’, two ob-
jectives which, according to Mazrui, have
not been reached due to Africans’ inabil-
ity to ‘band together’. A radical reform of
the nation state, or rather, a plan for a na-
tion-state, since there is as yet no nation,
would be the solution to the crisis. I think
the real solution is even more daring. It is
essential to break away from the imposed
ideology of the nation state.

Like all states, African states are the prod-
uct of a long history, dating back to pre-
colonial and colonial times, as well as a
more recent post-colonial history. Realis-
tically, if Africa is to progress, the state
must be made, or remade, using the mate-
rials at hand. At the present stage, not all
the materials necessary to create a nation
corresponding with the state are available.
Thus, nation-making can only be carried
out under conditions similar to those in
Europe, that is, under the auspices of a
dominant ethnic group bent on imposing
unification. This is hardly an acceptable
solution, since it goes against the grain
of democracy. Indeed, spokespeople for
ethnic minorities cut off from power have
just that reproach to make against the
post-colonial state and those who con-
trol it: they are victims of a dominant eth-
nic group which benefits from what
Bayart (1993-94) calls ‘politics of the belly’.

f progress is to be made, this reality must
be accepted and African states must be
accepted as they are, with all their inter-
nal diversity. In that case, African leaders
must agree to modify the form of the state
in order to adjust to social reality. The
national is not a reality. As the Ethiopian
constitution wisely states reality is the
‘nations, nationalities and peoples’ (Con-
stitution 1993, Article 8) of Ethiopia, de-
fined as ‘groups of people who share a
great deal of common culture or similar
customs, who mutually understand each
others’ languages, believe in a common
or closely affiliated identity, and of which
the majority live in identifiable and con-
tiguous territory.

These nations, nationalities and people
closely resemble ethnic groups, which are
wrongly seen as characteristic of Africa

alone (Cf. Herald, 1971). We must put the
misuse of ethnic realities behind us
(ethnicism or tribalism as opposed to eth-
nic group or tribe) and concentrate on
ethnic difference as a rich contribution to
the diversity of cultures.

Having thus defined the elements that
give the state its human foundation, the
constituent uses this as a basis for the
form of the state. The Ethiopian state is a
federation with all that entails in terms of
legal institutions that protect, in the name
of the rights to difference, the national
treasure of cultural diversity. Under this
system, federal powers embody the nec-
essary unity of the state, while local pow-
ers, recognized by the constitution, are
the expression of a diversity which is con-
stitutionally guaranteed. Thanks to a les-
son learned from bitter experience
(Eritrea) the constituent goes very far in-
deed in terms of the right to diversity,
since the right to secede is recognized
under certain circumstances. This conces-
sion can calm the passions that spark re-
bellion in oppressed peoples.

South African has also taken the path of
wisdom, although, in terms of sheer math-
ematics, the ANC could have simply im-
posed its will. Although it rejected the
federal solution, which is not the only way
to combine unity and diversity, it has ef-
fected a compromise which recognizes a
large degree of political autonomy for the
provinces, since each province has its
own constitution and its own institutions.
According to the 1994 South African
Constitution (Annex 4-XI), ‘diversity of
language and culture shall be recognized
and protected, and the conditions for their
promotion shall be fostered’. Besides au-
tonomy for the provinces, there is local self-
governance which includes traditional in-
stitutions, including the Zulu monarchy.

These two examples should be consid-
ered, along with the plans for a pluralistic
state and democratic society developed
by Mwayila Tshiyembe and Mayeka
Bakasa for Zaire (see also the thesis pre-
sented by Tshiyembe at Nancy in 1995).

In any case, wisdom (or realism) means
proceeding from the complexity of soci-
ety and affirming the imperative of plural-
ism (Kamto, op.cit. p71).

Of course, it is not enough to radically
change the form of the state while taking
diversity into account and organizing it.
Recognition of pluralism of all kinds (cul-
tural, judicial, economic, social, political)
within a state whose form combines unity

with diversity also implies the need for
institutions (both public institutions and
those of civil society) that are able to over-
come the many contradictions affecting
African states. This problem raises an-
other debate, which is no longer on the form
of state, but on the form of government.

Today, only those who look back on the
authoritarian regimes with nostalgia
(some still do) would dream of suggest-
ing that the objectives mentioned both
by Professor Mazrui and Bangura (namely
political stability and economic develop-
ment) can only be attained through au-
thoritarian government.

The current trend is to seek democratic
solutions, but the problem is what form
of democracy? Whatever form is chosen.
It seems necessary, according to the logic
of a pluralistic society, that democracy it-
self be pluralistic, whether it is seen as a
means, or tool; or as an end in itself, or
philosophical value. From this standpoint,
democracy cannot be arbitrarily reduced
to its judicial-political aspects alone, since
these are too easily borrowed from for-
eign systems. Economic, social and cul-
tural democracy remains to be invented,
and will require deep reflection in order to
define the respective roles of the state
apparatus and the various organizations
representing civil society which have re-
cently mushroomed in Africa and which
have been the object of countless stud-
ies (see especially the Dakar conference,
March 15-17, 1993).

Debates on the concept of civil society
have occasionally blurred the distinction
between ‘state’ and ‘civil society’. But
that means ignoring the idea of a totality
which implies, as Gramsci demonstrated
that a society which has reached the level
of a state necessarily includes both a state
(in the sense of a state apparatus), and a
civil society, which is the social sector
voluntarily and spontaneously organized,
to a great degree independently from the
state. Naturally, the state and civil soci-
ety cannot be dissociated and must work
together for the greater good of society
as a whole, civil society, which was ab-
sorbed by the state (apparatus) during
the times of monocratic and autocratic
government, is reawakening and bring-
ing social contradictions to the fore, in-
cluding pluralism in African societies.

This reawakening of civil society, mani-
fested by a sort of ritual slaying of the
state by society in sovereign national
conferences, which are dreaded by some
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Apparently Anthropology and
Africa irritates Archie Mafeje. It
does so to the point of provok-

ing him to say, ‘the whole book could be
described as a lie intelligently told. This
does not reside so much in what the book
says but in not saying what it means’
(Mafeje. p. 7) Mafeje then takes it upon
himself to say what it means. In fact, he
presents Anthropology and Africa as
meaning just the opposite of what it says.
He seems to think I am hiding something.
He says that there is a concealed subtext
that he intends to make explicit (p. 7). I
can only react by protesting that he mis-
represents Anthropology and Africa for
his own purposes by pretending that the
book and anthropology in general fit a
stereotype he wants to knock down.

I wonder how much current anthropologi-
cal work he has read. He certainly has read
my book rather carelessly. Thus he re-
bukes me (Mafeje, p. 9) for not referring
to Talal Asad’s Anthropology and the
Colonial Encounter. But, in fact, I refer
to three of the articles in that book that
deal with Africa, those by Brown, James
and Lackner. Similarly, on the same page,
Mafeje says ‘she does not refer to any
African authors except Mudimbe’. A little
more care and he would have noticed ref-
erences to Busia, Danquah, Deng, Dike,
Diop, Hountondji, Mabogunje, Obbo,
Oppong and Kenyatta. Could it be that
he means that I do not refer to him? Mafeje
also says of the qualifications of anthro-
pologists that one becomes an anthro-
pologist by ‘declaring oneself an anthro-
pologist’ (page 9). And where, I wonder,
is that the way it is done?

Anthropology today does not resemble
the entity Mafeje seems to have in mind.
It is a very diverse field encompassing

many sub-specializations, geographical,
topical, and theoretical. Mafeje’s argu-
ments attack an outdated vision of the
discipline. He needs to prop up that vi-
sion to legitimize his hostility. The preoc-
cupations of the colonial period are not
representative of current thinking.

In Anthropology and Africa I say that,
‘The subspecializations of anthropology
have proliferated to the point where they
often have more in common with parallel
topics in other disciplines than with other
sectors within anthropology’ (Moore, p.
122). Mafeje echoes my statement but
treats it as an assertion of his own which
like most of his commentary turns into a
complaint. He says, ‘There is no observ-
able theoretical framework at the moment
which characterizes anthropology as a
discipline nor are there emerging paradigms
at least in Africa which distinguish what
passes as anthropology from other social
science disciplines’ (Mafeje, p. 9). And
how much does that add to what I said?

The common ground within social anthro-
pology is the basic commitment to field-
work as a major form of knowledge pro-
duction. Such research is not only
informed by a background knowledge of
earlier and comparative work, it is infused
which the habit of problematizing cultural
and theoretical concepts and categories.

The topics and sites of recent anthropo-
logical fieldwork in Africa are very di-
verse, as diverse as the African scene it-
self. Recent ethnographic studies look at

everything from local systems of land ten-
ure to refugee camps, from ritual practice
to legal ideas, from the economy of rural
households to the nature of the tourist
art market, from population issues to gen-
der ideology. Many of these studies are
of very high quality. The topical diversity
with regard to work in Africa reflects a
more general state of affairs in the disci-
pline. A look at the themes addressed in
the Annual Review of Anthropology over
the past ten years shows that this breadth
of topical and theoretical interest is mani-
fest whether the anthropologists are work-
ing in Europe, the Middle East, in Malay-
sia, China, Peru, Mexico, Africa or Texas.
This is not a question of my ‘taking ref-
uge in thematic questions’ nor is the in-
tersection with many disciplines some-
thing I must ‘admit’ because ‘there is no
place to hide’ (Mafeje, 12). This is a de-
scription of the multiple preoccupations
of the discipline today.

Like all other Africanist anthropologists I
hope that there will soon be many more
Africans in the profession (Moore, p. 133).
Their absence in recent decades is not
due to exclusion by ‘Europeans’, but to
the fact that for political reasons formal
training in anthropology has not been
available in many African universities for
a long while. There is no longer any po-
litical reason to treat anthropology as a
form of knowledge to be avoided by Afri-
can intellectuals. Books that give an over-
view of a discipline, its history and cur-
rent debates should help to open up the
arena of discourse to many more entrants.

The history of the division of intellectual
labour in the academy is of intellectual
interest in itself. A critical understanding
of the past of a discipline exposes present
academic practise to similar critical inspec-

Concerning Archie Mafeje’s Reinvention
of Anthropology and Africa*

governments, should not mean the state
is sacrificed to civil society, or vice-versa.
Given the current state of the Democrati-
zation Process, democratization reached
by African societies, a strong and well-
structured civil society has an irreplace-
able role to play in consolidating democ-
racy and thwarting attempts of former

monocrats to regain their monopoly on
power. Conversely, too strong an empha-
sis on civil society leads to a risk of weak-
ening the state. In Africa, civil society
could hold back the development of a
strong state if the process of making or
remaking the state does not keep up with
that of civil society. In a democratic sys-

tem, a strong state and a strong civil soci-
ety must coexist in a situation which   nec-
essarily includes both tension and conflicts
as well as cooperation. Such a system is
dangerous and its results are difficult to
predict, but that is the price that must be
paid to preserve Africa from the recolonization
proposed by Professor Mazrui.

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1996, (p. 13-15)

Sally Falk Moore
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tion. A central point in Anthropology and
Africa is that there are many critical de-
bates current in anthropology today.
These debates centre around at least five
critiques. I describe them this way:

The first critique is the attack on co-
lonialism, no longer, of course, in its
old political form because that is in
fact long since over, but in the form
of neo-colonial relationships and
ideas or metaphoric frameworks of’
recolonization’. The second is the
global economy critique, which has
many different versions and subver-
sions, including classical economic,
dependency oriented. Marxist, world
system, and other. The third is the
gender critique, which prescribes a re-
understanding of the literature, a re-
casting of ethnographic observation,
and a redesign of the ethnographic
imagination to repair the distortions
of the past and prevent their repeti-
tion? The fourth argues that all read-
ing and discussion should be re-
thought in light of the Foucaultian
discourse of power. The fifth is the
post-modern, literary-critical under-
standing of the problematic of mean-
ing, which for the anthropologist is
associated with all the many dilem-
mas of dialogue, translation, repre-
sentation, and textual reading …’
(Moore p. 86-87).

Mafeje not only has nothing to add to
this, he wants to reduce the debate to
one theme, the colonial mentality argu-
ment. He says that I ‘pour scorn’ on this
critique (Mafeje  p 12). I do nothing of
the sort. I say:

The colonial mentality argument was
one of the earliest themes in a series
of major post-1960s attack on anthro-
pology from within. These attacks
found much the same audience as did
the contention that independence
had not delivered what it had seemed
to promise, that post-colonial African
economies were neo-colonial i.e. in-
stances of continued economic domi-
nation without formal administrative
control. Thus, as one looks at subse-
quent critiques it becomes clear that
the colonial mentality attack had im-
plications that went far beyond its ini-
tial focus. It gave relative weight to
the power of frameworks of thought
over the appearance of facts. It was a
statement about the nonautonomy of
intellection. Some of the elaboration
of Antonio Gramsci’s ideas about he-
gemony and about domination

through cultural supremacy also per-
colated into anthropology. The unwill-
ing and unwitting captivity of con-
sciousness has also recently engaged
Africanists interested in the histori-
cal products of the European-African
‘dialogue’ for example, John and Jean
Comaroff (1991), (Anthropology and
Africa p.79).

Mafeje asks on page 7. Why ‘Anthropol-
ogy and Africa’ and not ‘Anthropology
and Europe or America’? In fact, there is a
great deal of anthropological fieldwork
being done currently in Europe and in
America and indeed, all over the world.
Along with this world-wide ethnographic
work, there also has been a good deal of
interest in the distinctive histories of an-
thropological work in different regions
(Fardon, R Localizing Strategies, 1990)
Surely Africa should not be left out of
this kind of review.

But back to Mafeje’s essay and its invidi-
ous comments. He opens by saying on
page 6 ‘it came as a surprise, at least to
me, that of all the anthropologists who
have worked in Africa she was the one
who elected to make the final pronounce-
ment on anthropology and Africa. The
book is not offered as a final pronounce-
ment. As I say very clearly in the preface.
‘Other authors might have written differ-
ent versions of the story, and no doubt
they will’ (vii). Mafeje is as much at lib-
erty to write his own version as is any
one else. His comment that for me to write
this book was foolhardy both profession-
ally and politically (Mafeje, p 7) moves
me to tell your readers how this book hap-
pened to be written.

Some time in 1990 or early 1991 I was asked
by V.Y. Mudimbe, Robert Bates and Jean
O’Barr to contribute a chapter a book they
were going to edit to be called Africa and
the Disciplines: The Contributions of
Research in Africa to the Social Sciences
and Humanities (Chicago, University of
Chicago Press, 1993), I was asked to write
the chapter on anthropology. The idea
behind the book was that such a volume
might persuade colleges and universities
in the United States to maintain the study
of Africa on their campuses. There has
been some anxiety about the future of
such studies in American universities.
Downsizing of faculties and spiralling
costs have obliged administrators to
choose in which disciplines and in which
areas instruction and training will be of-
fered and which to drop. The editors of
Africa and the disciplines wanted the in-

tellectual importance of Africa to many
disciplines brought home to those who
would be making such choices.

Anyone interested in the current institu-
tional state of affairs in the US should
have a look at Jane I. Guyer’s African Stud-
ies in the United States: A Perspective
(African Studies Association Press 1966).
African Studies encompasses all the dis-
ciplines that offer instruction relevant to
Africa from agriculture to urban planning.
Anthropology is only one of them. The
preface to Guyer’s report says that ‘the
African continent risks becoming increas-
ingly marginalized in (American) academic
life’ (1966: vii), were the contributors to and
the editors of Africa and the Disciplines
wrong in wanting this not to happen?

When I had nearly finished the chapter
Mudimbe and his colleagues had re-
quested, I happened to be asked what I
was working on by a publisher visiting
Harvard. This is a common experience of
faculty members in many American uni-
versities, since publishers are always so-
liciting manuscripts. I explained what I had
been writing. They asked to see it. Since
no bibliographical book of this kind ex-
isted, they thought the anthropology
material might be of interest outside the
multidisciplinary volume, standing by it-
self in a slightly enlarged version. I re-
quested permission of the editors of the
interdisciplinary volume to publish a spin-
off book and I was granted it.

Now, to turn to the more substantive is-
sues of anthropological history discussed
in the CODESRIA essay. One of the his-
tories traced in Anthropology and Africa
is the story of how, by the 1960s, many
anthropologists had moved away from
using ‘the tribe’ either as a descriptor or
as an analytic concept. Not only what was
‘the tribe’ understood as a construct of
colonial administration, but the ‘tribes-
and-traditions’ anthropology that was
preoccupied with ‘custom’ was gradually
replaced by an anthropology preoccupied
with change and social transformation. In
the discipline as a whole (i.e. not just in
African studies) the structural–functional
paradigm went under.

Anthropology and Africa shows that one
of the early shifts away from the ‘tribes-
and-traditions’ model was the result of the
challenge of urban fieldwork, the study
of African labour migrants in towns and
cities. This urban fieldwork began well
before 1950, began to alter the question
anthropology was asking and the methods
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it used to try to find answers. Some ‘tribes-
and-traditions’ anthropology continued
alongside of this advance, and there were
some curious theoretical contradictions
and mixtures. But ‘tribes-and-traditions’
anthropology was on the way out. By the
early 1960s the achievement of African
independence radically shifted the intel-
lectual ground. Political and economic
change in Africa altered the basic terms
of academic analysis.

Mafeje pretends that I offer justification
for the continued use of the idea of the
‘tribe’ (Mafeje, p. 12). That is not so. He
imputes to me the opinions of persons
whose views I describe. He goes so far as
to misplace a quotation mark to make me
appear to be agreeing with Gulliver in a
sentence in which I was in fact criticizing
him for not emphasizing the colonial con-
text of tribe (Mafeje, p. 12 citing page 92 of
Anthropology and Africa) Mafeje also al-
leges that I do not take note of the histori-
cal conjuncture that led to the intellectual
transformations associated with decolo-
nization (Mafeje, p. 9). Mafeje may have
reasons of personal vanity for making these
allegations. He states without modest that
he was responsible for the alteration of
anthropological thinking, for the backing
off from the idea of tribes and tribalism. He
says, alluding to the social anthropologists,
‘Despite Sally Moore’s Euro-centric preten-
sions, they did not deconstruct the con-
cept of “tribe’ in anthropological dis-
course. The Africans did in my person in
1971 when I published my article on the
ideology of Tribalism’ (Mafeje p.12).

This claim Mafeje makes about his influ-
ence is exaggerated, to say the least. The
critique of the idea of tribalism had been
on the table for at least a decade before
Mafeje wrote his article. This was true
inside and outside of academic circles,
inside and outside of Africa I call Mafeje’s
attention to Joan Vincent’s remarks in her
history of political anthropology when
she says, ‘By 1968 political anthropolo-
gy’s stance was almost wholly revision-
ist…. The politics of ethnicity emerged
and began to replace what had previously
been called tribalism (1990:334). For a co-
gent example, one has only to look at Plu-
ralism in Africa, edited by Leo Kuper and
M. G. Smith (1969) to see how engaged
with colonialism and the ethnic issue the
contributing scholars were in the sixties.
Without the benefit of instruction from
Mafeje’s very brief 1971 articles.

The intellectual history of anthropology
has always been connected with its po-
litical context and historical moment. That
is a central argument in Anthropology and
Africa. That is why I have periodized the
history of the discipline in colonial and
post-colonial chunks. I agree with Mafeje
that academic thought is a historically
determined process (Mafeje, p. 9, see my
statement from p. 79 quoted above about
the non-autonomy of intellection). But by
definition, political contexts change and
historical moments succeed one another.
A great deal has happened in Africa since
the nineteen sixties. Some obviously wish
to relive the glory of their youth when
they protested the anthropology of the
colonial era in the Oxbridge seminars of
the late 1960s. Mafeje has every right to
continue reliving that happy moment
when he and his friends joined many oth-
ers in expressing their critique of the an-
thropology of the colonial period and
some (such as Mafeje) conceived them-
selves not only to be instructing their
elders but changing the field. Never mind
that the field was already changing radi-
cally and that he and his friends were get-
ting on a bandwagon that was already
occupied by many others. In transitional
periods old and new paradigms overlap.
That fact and the way various anthropolo-
gists dealt with the logical inconsisten-
cies between and among their models,
was one of the point I was making in my
historical account of the discipline. This
is not something that happened then (and
only then) and only in anthropology. It
was (and is) true of all the social sciences,
and of many other disciplines. It was some-
thing that surfaced in many countries, not
just in Africa, but in France the United
States and elsewhere. A great wave of self-
consciousness about paradigmatic
change was under way. It was surely not
an accident that Thomas Kuhn’s the Struc-
ture of Scientific Revolutions was published
in 1961. Today, in 1996, must there be only
one orthodoxy, one acceptable social sci-
ence paradigm? What king of conception
of open academic discourse is that?

By creatively misrepresenting Anthropol-
ogy and Africa Mafeje manufactures an
opportunity to credential himself. He lists
for us the names of many of the anthro-
pologists he has known and not only re-
fers to his collaboration with Monica
Wilson on a 1963 book on Langa town-
ship in South Africa, but alleges that he

changed her mind, too (about what I won-
der). The Preface to Monica Wilson’s
book acknowledges the fieldwork Archie
Mafeje did but says, ‘The formulation of
the problems, the direction of the field
work , and the writing of the book was
done by professor Monica Wilson’ (p.
viii). As far as I can tell (from their titles
and catalogue notes in the library) since
the Langa study, Mafeje’s books have
concerned political theory and develop-
ment, and have not involved any ethno-
graphic fieldwork of his own. His most
recent book, The Theory and Ethnogra-
phy of African Social Formation (Lon-
don, CODESRIA, 1991), is a rereading and
reinterpretation of classical, colonial pe-
riod, anthropological texts on the
interlacustrine kingdoms. The issues he
raises in that book are very interesting. He
obviously thinks the history of anthropol-
ogy is important and that reanalysing the
old classics can be turned to present pur-
poses. I agree. His book could be an ad-
vertisement for Anthropology and Africa
had he read mine without so much animus.

Mafeje chides me for omitting various ar-
ticles and books I did not cite. I can only
reply that I had to make choices. Several
hundred entries are not enough to be all-
inclusive I focussed on books rather than
on the periodical literature, and on
ethnographies and fieldwork monographs
rather than on commentary. No doubt I
left out as many interesting pieces of work
as I included. A short book cannot include
everything.

I should add that I am saddened by the
fact that Mafeje’s tone is so insulting. I
realise that there are audiences for which
one has only to shout ‘colonialist, racist,
Eurocentrist’ as he does referring to me,
and it is like shouting fire in a crowded
theatre. There are some people who re-
spond instantly to this kind of name-call-
ing and many namecallers who legitimate
themselves by doing the labelling. I be-
lieve that the social science community
represented by CODESRIA is more sober
in its judgments than that. Surely this
undignified display does not pass for
scholarly disagreement. There is so much
work to be done, there are so many re-
search themes to be explored, so much cur-
rent history to be recorded, so many seri-
ous questions about methods and models
to be debated, so many difficulties in the
way of open communication, it is a pity to
have to waste time on crude invective.

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1996, (p. 13-15).
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Several issues from the Mafeje-
Moore debate in CODESRIA
Bulletin nos. 2 and 3 (1996). One

relates to the place of African scholars in
African studies as conceived in the West.
Second, concerns the unending empha-
sis by African scholars on colonial pe-
riod anthropology in Africa. Last is the
general question of historical process in
anthropology studies on Africa.

The Mafeje-Moore debate must be seen
in the light of the discussion on the role
and relevance of Africanists in African
studies today. The central thrust of
Mafeje’s argument (1996) is that Western
scholarship has always neglected or dis-
criminated against contributions by Afri-
can scholars to African studies. He illus-
trates this discrimination by putting his
experience at the centre of the critique of
Sally Moore’s book on Anthropology in
Africa. He opines that this omission
leaves her book lacking important per-
spectives of anthropology and Africa
which totters her analysis.

Moore on the other hand finds Mafeje’s
personalizing of the critique a mere ‘wish
to relive the glory of their youth when
they protested the anthropology of the
colonial era in the Oxbridge seminar of
the late 1960s’ (1996:22). Her response
scats from the pertinent issue of the place
of the African scholar vis-à-vis Africanist
scholars in the production of anthropo-
logical knowledge on Africa. She does not
respond to the important issue of the role
African scholars play in transforming the
study of anthropology in Africa and the
discipline at large. Instead she points out
a few Africans like Kenyatta, Dike, Busia
etc. to illustrate that she did not neglect
them. Moore has no worry parading
Kenyatta and Dike as anthropologists.
She does not inform readers that she re-
ferred to them only in relation to Africanist
i.e. Dike is quoted on what he says about
Herskovits while Kenyatta appears only
as a student of Malinowski (see Moore
1993). Furthermore they appear only in
the footnotes. Yet these names were meant
to show that Mafeje’s critique was ill-con-
ceived and in bad taste.

Sally Moore’s book on Anthropology and
Africa emerged from a chapter that ap-

peared in Bates, et al. (1993). The stated
aim of this book, says Zeleza (1994:181):
‘Is to provide a defence for the study of
Africa, not on its own terms, but to pro-
mote the marketability of Africanists…’
To achieve this objective, Africans are
treated as mere objects of study while
Africanist scholarship remains business
as usual. Thus, these Africanist contribu-
tors have no qualms about the relevance
of African scholars in scholarship. The
realities of Africa and African contribu-
tions to issues of disciplinary transforma-
tion and social justice are considered of no
value. In a sense, that is why in Moore’s
rejoinder, her only reply to the omission of
African anthropologists is that she had to
‘make choices’ (1996:22) a right which she
reserves and which nobody denies her.
However, in the process of making
choices, she denies others the right of
understanding their self-reflections. The
fact of making choices is not contestable,
but which choices, why and for who?

What is evident is that the Western per-
ception of Africa influenced Moore’s dis-
proportionate emphasis on Western texts
which were suitable for cementing her ar-
gument. By dismissing the colonial an-
thropology theme, Moore achieves the
aim of not saying what she intends to
mean. Colonial anthropology has a lot of
relevance for anthropology and Africa
even today. This is where many African
scholars deserve a fair hearing. Do the
likes of P’Bitek (1970), Mafeje (1971) and
Magubane (1971) deserve any place in
this? Or are the words ‘inventive vitupe-
rations’ fair and adequate summaries of
their long-term labour of debunking
Eurocentric and racist notions of Africa
by Anthropologists? It makes one won-
der what happened to Sally Moore’s
sense of sober judgment and uninsulting
commitment to scholarship (p. 23).

It is true as Mamdani (1995:609) puts it that:
‘I have always taken it for granted that,
should I want to study North American

society, I would approach it through its
own intelligentsia, through their writing,
their self-reflection’. This is not so for
Africanist scholars who seem to believe
that African scholars have no ability of
self-reflection and identification. They
hold that studies by Africans suffer cer-
tain defects. This has become a very criti-
cal issue in the attempts by African schol-
ars to publish their views on Africa.
Recently Hyden (1996:5) bluntly put it that:

Africans wishing to publish with Eu-
ropean and North American compa-
nies often run into difficulties because
their manuscripts have usually not
gone through the same rigorous peer
scrutiny and advising as the case is
with those submitted by scholars
based in these countries.

This of course is an untenable and dis-
criminatory excuse that cannot effectively
stand fair judgment. What is true is that
often, African scholars have been forced
to include Africanist texts in their bibliog-
raphies (Yankah 1995) while on occasions
they have been denied journal space on
the pretext that their sources are old and
outdated. On other occasions, editorial
double-standards have worked to effec-
tively shut out most Africans, from pub-
lishing. Such was the case with the Jour-
nal of African History until Nigerian
scholars decided to boycott it en masse
(Johnson 1995). The consequence of all
these is that most African scholars are
unable to publish thereby giving
Africanists disproportionate say on
things African. Does this say something
about Moore’s choices?

There is therefore no justifiable and fair
reason why Sally Moore could state that
her choices are representative of anthro-
pological scholarship in Africa. African
scholars are the main doors to understand-
ing anthropology in and on Africa. They
are significant to the transformations in
anthropology as a discipline. Thus it was
important that their reflections and per-
sonal experience be put at the centre of
any discussion on Africa. Many of these
early African scholars like Mafeje had in-
triguing experience in Western academies
of learning which provide extensive cor-
pus of testimony for upcoming scholars
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in Africa and African studies in general.
We therefore draw a lot of inspiration from
their experiences which help shape future
scholarship in Africa. Sally Moore may not
be in position to benefit from their exposition.

Western scholars, perhaps with the ex-
ception of those who have gone beyond
the short-lived participant anthropolo-
gists’ tenure in Africa, perform Western
studies of Africa for Euro-American audi-
ences. New evidence suggests that most
of them have a general dislike for field-
work in Africa (Hyden 1996:4). For instance,
forty per cent of British African historians
had not visited Africa since 1983
(McCracken 1993:243). Instead they de-
pend on official documents which give of-
ficial and distorted versions of African re-
alities. Such presentations must necessarily
be counter-checked by African realities and
African scholars are in the best position to
provide this data. That is one reason
why no effective study of Africa can avoid
African scholars and Africans in Africa.

Secondly, Sally Moore mentions five criti-
cal debates current in anthropology to-
day (1996:21). She uses them to demon-
strate that anthropology as a discipline is
up and alive in Africa. It was Mafeje’s
contention that: ‘there is no observable
theoretical framework at the moment
which characterizes anthropology as a
discipline…’ (1996:9). Moore found
Mafeje’s emphasis on ‘colonial mentality
argument’ reductionist and wrong. She
includes the five themes i.e. colonial, glo-
bal economy, gender, Foucaultian and
post-modern critiques to illustrate
Mafeje’s reductionism. But the question
remains as to whether there exists any
conceivable way of extricating these cri-
tiques from colonialism and its legacy in
Africa’s historical experience.

In retrospect, Mafeje had emphatically
argued that Moore’s book was ‘a lie intel-
ligently told’. This was not so much in
what the book says but in not saying what
it meant. The argument that Mafeje re-
duces all these themes to one colonial
mentality argument indeed illustrates that
Moore runs away from saying what she
meant. Let us demonstrate this by show-
ing how colonial the above five themes are
and why Moore prefers to emphasize oth-
ers and not the colonial one.

The fact that neo-colonialism exists in the
developing countries today imply that
colonialism never died. The themes which
Moore highlights as current in anthropo-

logical discourse today bear witness to
the persuasiveness of situation imperial-
ism in Africa’s intellectual and social
fabric. In the first place, all the five
themes she mentions are of Western ori-
gin. African struggles to intellectually
command their discourses have always
been thwarted by Western economic,
political and intellectual conspiracies.
Unfair economic arrangements and dis-
criminatory political decisions make sure
that the West defines areas of social in-
quiry. It is because of this that the West-
ern vision of the global is defended and
assured of dominating world scholarship
(Saltier 1995).

Given the centrality of power in the pro-
duction of knowledge, discourses are
hegemonically defined in Western terms.
The postmodernist critique, for instance,
is the latest neo-colonial mirage designed
to put the least important as priority on
African development agenda. Also, gen-
der studies as defined by Africanists are
cast in modernist terms, using African
women as examples to validate Western
theoretical approaches (Amadiume
1987:2-4). They reduce African women
into examples, infuse in their lives irrel-
evant analytical tools which never per-
meate into the social fabric of African so-
cieties. Such analytical tools have no
superior ability of combating the many
exploitative programmes which African
women face from external imperialist agen-
cies and internal cultural trappings.

Postmodernism is therefore a leap forward
in modernisation theory where themes
like gender studies are being presented
in new and sophisticated terms but they
retain their initial modernist objective.
What is defeating is that it does not an-
swer the question of whether Africans
have attained modernism or is it a case of
premodern postmodernism (Aseka
1996:22). Such postmodernist themes like
the Foucaultian critique have a hegemonic
agenda in Africa and must therefore be
interrogated. Foucault was a French
poststructuralist who was greatly fasci-
nated with Bentham’s elaborate architec-
tural and administrative plan for con-
structing a model prison called the
panopticon (Aseka 1997). He envisioned
the building of a disciplined society to char-
acterise the leap from the enlightenment
to modern between the ‘power to’ and the
‘power over’ in Foucault which has been
assertively expressed in the history of
progress and modernity through western

incursions of non-western societies.
Power over other societies has been codi-
fied and legitimated under signs of mani-
fest destiny and civilising mission. This
further reduces the Foucaultian critique
to colonialism.

In our view, some of these postmodernist
critiques are misplaced in Africa. In their
premodern variant, recolonization is the
objective while in their postmodernist
perspective, anthropology is being
historicised while history is being
anthropologised. The two objectives are
however inextricable and are going hand
in hand. This is distorting the historical
method and seeking to replace it with an-
thropology. Indeed in Moore’s book, an-
thropology is finding new assertive
ground. Some scholars are wondering why
history has been a target of postmodernist
onslaught especially as fronted by the do-
nor community and world financial insti-
tutions. It is because the systematic col-
lective memory of a people finds
expression in history, yet it is the inten-
tion of these donors to capitalise on the
alleged African ‘short memory of hate’.

Consequently, Africa is being invented
through language games, fracturing and
fragmentation of discourse. There is an
Afro-pessimist emphasis to justify
recolonization. Through postmodernist
eclecticism, facts are selectively being
used to explain poverty, war and anarchy
in Africa. Colonialism is sacrosanctly left
out as an explanation. Thus, Africa’s al-
leged mentality for war and genocide is
used to validate the colonial era as good
benevolent and to vouch for a recolo-
nisation prophylactic. ‘Even the degree
of dependent modernization achieved
under colonial rule’, we are told, ‘is being
reversed’ (Mazrui 1995:36). The core of
Africa’s current problems emanating from
colonialism is overlooked. That is why
Sally Moore would rather we emphasize
other themes and leave out the colonial
one. But some of the critiques that Moore
offers are mirages, defined in Western
academies of learning and couched in
Western ideologies. They are a product
of Western hegemonic intentions in Af-
rica, designed to perpetuate neo-coloni-
alism. By overlooking colonial anthropol-
ogy, Moore participates in overshadowing
eye opening historical experiences for
Africans. By neglecting African anthro-
pologists Moore hoped to set  aside an
inspiring and memorable historiographical
past whose significance exists to date and
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offers redeeming inspirations to Africans
and Europeans of real good will. Just how
successful she does it is illustrated by
Mafeje’s critique.

Thirdly, methodology demands that
Moore explains which anthropology for
which Africa. History has the method to
unravel this question. As a discipline,
anthropology was intended to study the
primitive other. The ‘other’ as distinct
from the European was an object of intel-
lectual curiosity and fascination. The Af-
rican other was studied ‘to illustrate the
past conditions of life which have existed
in our own country and in Southern and
Western Europe…’ At least that is the
message we so clearly get from Harry
Johnson. But anthropology first came to
Africa for the benefit of colonialism. Brit-
ish anthropologists were mainly trained
at the School of Oriental and African Stud-
ies (SOAS) for the benefit of advising co-
lonial administration. It also had to elabo-
rate the myth of the primitive African for
whom colonialism was meant to civilise
and modernise (P’Bitek, 1970). Colonial
structures and institutions became indi-
ces of measuring change. It would be too
much to expect Moore to quote P’Bitek
(1970) and Magubane (1971) given that
they don’t share her anti-colonial mental-
ity cup of tea. But this is the cup of tea that
Africans will never forget.

Magubane’s article (1971) revolutio-
nalised the perception of change and
process in anthropology. The diachronic
structural functionalist approach innova-
tive as it may have been merely took static
snapshots of events. Social change was
studied against the background of cul-
ture contact where they committed the ‘fal-
lacy of the ethno-graphic present’ (Smith
n.d:82). African values and institutions
were seen as unchanging traditional
givens which further reinforced the view
of the ahistorical Africa awaiting the mod-
ernism of colonial rule. These were very
feeble attempts at historicising anthropol-
ogy which failed to achieve much. It is
because of these failures that Mwanzi
(1972:1) suggested that anthropology
must either become history or nothing at
all because whenever anthropology is as-
sociated which history, there has been
nothing but recognizable error.

First, colonial rule was premised on the
view that Africa had no history. It was
given impetus by the alleged ‘ahistoricity’,
‘statism’ and uncivilised nature of Afri-
cans. Colonial rule was further justified

on the basis of the binary logic of civi-
lised/barbaric, traditional/modern, static/
dynamic etc. The contribution of anthro-
pology in colonial times was to study the
small self-contained units called ‘tribes’
and explain how colonialism detribalized
them. However, African anthropologists
contested the phraseology of colonial dis-
course. The early and most extensive
challenges to this phraseology were
Magubane’s and Mafeje’s 1971 arti-
cles. Other scholars may have talked
about these distortions, but not with
the experiential thoroughness evi-
dent in the above two articles. In their
view anthropology was misplaced in Af-
rica given its lack of appreciation of
change in Africa. Anthropology, they ar-
gued was the curse of African studies.
Moore can explain if anthropology has
shed off these hideous scales since then.

In a nutshell, the experience of anthropol-
ogy in Africa may be long and enriching
to Western scholarship but racist and
imperialist to Africa. Everyday discourse
in any human society is shaped by the
historical experience of that society. Afri-
cans may not have been the most brutal-
ised people in history but they are prob-
ably the most humiliated in their
dehumanising experiences of enslavement,
colonialism and neo-colonialism (Aseka
1995:1). It is definitely too much for Sally
Moore to expect us to forget about the
relationship between anthropology and
colonialism. In terms of scholarship, de-
cision-making and social justice, neo-co-
lonialism is still rampant. We cannot there-
fore fail to interpret Africa’s challenges
from a colonial angle, yet we experience
neo-colonialism from our houses to the
streets, from the offices to eating places,
from lecture halls to publishing houses
and even from the kitchen to sleeping
places. Our determination as Africans is
that nobody including Sally Moore takes
advantage of our motto of forgiving but
not forgetting.
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Self-colonization and Pax Africana
have begun in Africa. If my critics
have not recognized the trend in

the role of Uganda and Rwanda in the
overthrow of the Mobutu Regime in Zaire
(now Congo), my critics have been less
than fully alert.

When I started the debate about inter-
African colonization earlier, in this dec-
ade, few people took me seriously. By the
time Archie Mafeje discovered my thesis
about self-colonization, Archie went vit-
riolic and abusive! Other critics in your
columns have argued that my thesis was
either evil or unreal. Yet by mid-1997 it
was evident that history was indeed turn-
ing in my direction.

Africans were beginning to assert con-
trol over their unruly neighbours.

The most dramatic of these events was
Uganda’s role in helping the Tutsi to re-
assert control over Rwanda in 1994. This
was a kind of ‘Bay of Pigs’ operation, Af-
rican style. The original ‘Bay of Pigs’
project launched by President John F.
Kennedy in 1961 consisted of Cuban ex-
iles trained by the United States to invade
Cuba in the hope of overthrowing Fidel
Castro. They were intended to land in the
Bay of Pigs in Cuba and start an anti-
Castro revolution. The whole operation
was a total fiasco.

More than thirty years later exiled
Rwandans trained in Uganda invaded
Rwanda in order to overthrow the Hutu
regime there and end the genocide against
the Hutu. The aim of the Rwanda Patriotic
Front from Ugandan was not counter-
genocide but conquest and control. This
particular ‘Bay of Pigs’ operation – Afri-
can style – was completely successful in
1994.

In the face of the anti-Tutsi genocide in
Rwanda, Westerners have sometimes
asked: ‘Why don’t Africans themselves
stop this kind of thing?’ The answer in

1994 was: ‘The Africans did stop it. The
genocide was ended not by French
troops, but by the Rwanda Patriotic Front,
aided by Uganda’. It was an impressive
case of Pax Africana.

Then came the problems of 1996 and early
1997 in what was then Zaire. The Mobutu
regime over-reached itself when it tried to
empower remnants of the Hutu
[Interahamwe] in refugee camps in Zaire,
and strip indigenous Zairian Tutsi of their
Zairian citizenship.

The Zairian Tutsi – helped by Rwanda –
decided to resist the intimidation of the
Zairian armed forces. To the astonishment
of everybody, the Zairian armed forces
were a paper monkey, even less than a
paper tiger. They were easily defeated by
the Tutsi resisters.

Before long the Tutsi rebellion became
multi-ethnic. Enter Laurent Kabila with his
rendez-vous with history. The rebellion
also became multinational, aided by
Rwanda, Uganda and also Angola. The
anti-Mobutu movement was both Pan-
African and trans-ethnic. It finally culmi-
nated in the overthrow of a dictatorship
which had lasted from 1965 to 1996. At least
in ousting Mobutu Sese Seko, this was a
triumph for Pax Africana, though we still
do not know how much of an improve-
ment over Mobutu, Laurent Kabila will
become.

The optimists see him as another Yoweri
Museveni. Museveni too had created a
private army to challenge the official army
of the state, Museveni’s army like that of
Kabila had defeated the army of the state.
And then Museveni in power embarked
on three strategies of change: first,

stabilization of the country; second, restor-
ing the economic health of the country;
and third, initiating cautious democrati-
zation.

Museveni has had remarkable success in
the first two goals, the quest for stability
and the restoration of the economic health
of Uganda. His progress in both has been
faster than most observers (and most
Ugandans) ever expected. His third goal
of cautious democratization is still in its
early stages but so far, so good.

Will Laurent Kabila be another Yoweri
Museveni? The answer is only if Kabila
is lucky. What is clear is that Kabila’s ini-
tial triumph would probably not have oc-
curred without the help of Museveni,
both directly, and through Rwanda. For
the time being this is a success story for
Pax Africana, though its long-term future
is unclear.

A different kind of successful Pax Africana
is the story of Liberia and the role of
ECOMOG in ending its civil war leading
Liberia towards a relatively and peaceful
general election in July 1997. Once again
this was a case of neighbouring African
countries accepting responsibility for a
malfunctioning brotherly state, and go-
ing into the weaker state to try and do
something about it.

ECOMOG’s lack of experience, along with
disarray in Lagos, initially resulted in a
lot of disastrous false starts in peace-keep-
ing in Liberia. But in the end the mission
was relatively successful, and Liberians
had their say at the ballot box. While the
overwhelming choice of Liberians for
Charles Taylor (the architect of the civil
war) puzzled most observers, it was at least
a free democratic choice. Behind that
choice was the fumbling but historic role
of ECOMOG in pioneering Pax Africana.

How do we discourage African armies
from staging military coups against demo-
cratically elected governments? The di-
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lemma arose with the first Black African
military coup against Sylvanus Olympio
in Togo, which was also post-colonial
Africa’s first presidential assassination.
This was in 1963.

The initial Pan-African response was in
boycotting the successor regime in Togo.
At the inaugural meeting of the Organiza-
tion of African Unity (OAU) in 1963, there
was one vacant seat. It was Togo’s origi-
nally intended for the assassinated
Sylvanus Olympio. Julius K. Nyerere of
Tanzania wept publicly for Olympio. And
the Charter of the newly formed OAU ex-
plicitly included a clause ‘condemning
political assassination in all its forms’.

But was anybody prepared to use force
to oust the regime which had assassinated
Sylvanus Olympio? At that time no one
was. Pax Africana was alive but under-
developed.

Almost exactly ten years later (to the
month) a coup took place in Uganda. Idi
Amin Dada overthrew the government of
Milton Obote. Again one of those most
deeply shattered by the event was Presi-
dent Julius K. Nyerere of Tanzania. He
roundly condemned the coup, and per-
sonally refused to have any dealings with
Idi Amin Dada. But was anybody prepared
to use force to try and reverse the coup?
At that time not even Nyerere was! Pax
Africana was indeed sensitive, but not
yet forceful.

Eight years later Julius Nyerere was in-
deed prepared to use force against Idi
Amin’s persistent national and regional
destabilization. In 1979 Nyerere was at
least ready to order Tanzania’s army to
march all the way to Kampala to overthrow
Idi Amin. Nyerere was successful in oust-
ing the Ugandan dictator and in estab-
lishing a temporary Tanzanian protector-
ate in Uganda before multiparty elections
could be held. Nyerere made two mistakes
in his protectorate over Uganda. He made
his Pax Africana too brief, and he tried
too hard to ensure the return of Milton
Obote to power. Both decisions were cata-
strophic for Uganda. The interlude of Pax
Africana was good but not well-focussed.

And the second Obote administration in
Uganda turned out to be a tragedy, only
to be ended by Yoweri Museveni’s tri-
umph in 1986.

Then came the military coup on Sierra
Leone in 1997, which overthrew the
elected government of Ahmad Tejan
Kabbah. In this case Pax Africana took a
wholly unexpected turn. A military gov-
ernment in Nigeria decided to defend, and
attempt to reinstate, a democratically
elected government in Sierra Leone.

This was certainly an improvement on the
older story of Western democracies prop-
ping up military regimes like that of
Mobutu Sese Seko which was twice
saved militarily by the West in the face of
a domestic challenge from its own Shaba
province.

I personally would rather see a military
regime like that of Nigeria defending de-
mocracy in Sierra Leone, than see a de-
mocracy like that of France or the United
States propping up military dictatorships
in Less Developed Countries. Yet for the
time being the story of Sierra Leone seems
to be a stalemate. Pax Africana has not
yet fully triumphed, though the whole of
Africa has condemned the June 1997 coup
in Freetown.

The idea I have recommended of a Pan-
African emergency force is also gather-
ing momentum in the 1990s. The Blue Ea-
gle Project in Southern Africa has
involved training the troops of at least
eight African countries to be in readiness
for special responsibilities in situations
of political crisis. Much of the training so
far has occurred in Zimbabwe. The Blue
Eagle could develop into the ECOMOG
of Southern Africa, but with more appro-
priate training for a peace-keeping role.
Here again is a potential arm of Pax
Africana.

The Clinton administration in the United
States has been championing a rapid de-
ployment African force. It has also been
involved in training troops from countries
like Senegal and Uganda for peace-keep-
ing roles. My own disagreement with the

Clinton paradigm concerns the account-
ability of the African rapid deployment
force. The Clinton administration would
like to trace accountability ultimately to
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions, which is itself controlled by West-
ern powers. I believe that the Pan-Afri-
can Emergency force should be
accountable to Africa itself, through such
revised institutions of the OAU as Africa
may be able to devise. Alternatively, ac-
countability should be towards relevant
sub-regional organizations in Africa to
ECOMOG in West Africa, to SADEC in
Southern Africa, and to a newly evolving
Eastern Africa Economic Community.
Only such an Afrocentric accountability
would save Pax Africana from becoming
a mere extension of Pax Americana.

Also relevant to the unfolding saga of
self-colonization in Africa is the hesitant
hegemonic role of the Republic of South
Africa. Within the wider picture of Pan-
Africanism is an emerging sub-theme of
Pax Pretoriana, the muscle of Pretoria in
sorting out political crises in neighbour-
ing countries. Sorting out Lesotho’s prob-
lems with its military is one case in point.

In fact the Republic of South Africa is
under pressure to be more active in other
African crises from helping reconstruc-
tion in the Democratic Republic of Congo
to pressuring UNITA to stop fighting and
join the democratic process in Angola, Pax
Pretoriana at its best can be a branch of
Pax Africana.

Democratic trends in Africa are real, but
still very fragile. The remaining military
regimes are under pressure to democra-
tize; single party systems have been giv-
ing way to multiparty systems; authori-
tarian systems like that in Kenya are facing
angry demands for constitutional reform.
Africa is taking hesitant steps towards
democracy.

But democratization within individual Af-
rican countries is only part of the process
of resuming control over Africa’s destiny.
Pax Africana is the continental face of
this self-determination provided the mo-
tives, goals and means are in tune with
Africa’s ultimate well-being.

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 3, 1997, (p. 14-16).
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 Prelude
‘Vitriolic and abusive’ as I might have been
in my last exchange with Ali Mazrui; by
pretending that he did otherwise he only
succeeds in confirming one of my charges
against him. Not only did he respond in
kind but also went so far as to enlist the
services of some Kenyan journalists to
spread scurrilous propaganda against me.
This was acknowledged by such schol-
ars as Peter Anyang’ Nyong’o and Andre
Mangu who are not necessarily hostile to
him, if not in agreement. So, instead of
entertaining any hypocritical remarks in a
world where virtue is the gift of a few, I
propose simply to get on with the fables
of Pax Africana as propounded by him.
Even ‘vitriolic’ debates seem to have their
uses for it transpires from Mazrui’s latest
pronouncements that his sense of Afri-
can nationalism has got enhanced ever
since. It is also possible that they revived
his faith in ‘pan-Africanism’ which he
found difficult to ‘credit’ after his experi-
ence in the 7th Pan-African congress in
Kampala in 1994, as was shown by his
disparaging remarks about my attaching
any significance to such events (see
CODESRIA Bulletin, no. 3, 1995).

‘Self-Colonisation’ Revisited
In our last encounter Ali Mazrui accused
me of ‘changing like chameleon when it
suits me’ and of being ‘a little confused’
about his use of the terms, ‘recolonisation’
and ‘self-colonisation’. Without justify-
ing myself or attempting to address the
question of whether or not he himself was
chameleon-like and rather confusing (not
confused), it is noticeable that there is a
significant shift in his presentation be-
tween now and then. In spite of the fact
that in previous polemics he made a spe-
cial pleading concerning his use of the
term ‘recolonisation’ to include ‘self-colo-
nisation’, this time the accent is on ‘self-
colonisation to the exclusion of participa-
tion by non-Africans whether they be
invited trustees or the United Nations.
Whether this is an unintended volte face
on Ali Mazrui’s part or not, this time he
assures us that only ‘an Afrocentric ac-
countability would save Pax Africana
from being a mere extension’ of external

agents. Although in this context Mazrui
had argued that ‘self-colonisation’ could
become part of Pax Africana. It would
appear then that here we are witnessing
a chameleon-like change in shades of
meaning from ‘recolonisation’ through
‘self-colonisation’ to ‘Pax Africana’.
What remains incomprehensible though
to lesser minds like me, as Mazrui has
insinuated, is the persistent association
of Pax Africana with ‘colonisation’ of
any sort. Why is the prospect of regional
sub-imperialism any more justifiable mor-
ally and politically than imperialism from
elsewhere? Is the former part of Ali
Mazrui’s Pan-Africanist sensibilities? In
conformity with the dubious distinction
he seeks to make and with a certain
amount of nationalistic fervour he de-
clares:

I personally would rather see a mili-
tary regime like that of Nigeria defend-
ing democracy in Sierra Leone, than
see a democracy like that of France or
the United States propping up mili-
tary dictatorships in Less Developed
Countries (p. 15).

What a Choice! Or is it
Ideological Schizophrenia?
After aborting democratic elections in its
own country, trampling on the democratic
and human rights of its own citizens, and
murdering its opponents with impunity,
what moral/political justification has the
Nigerian military dictatorship to defend
in Sierra Leone what it ruthlessly denies
at home? Secondly, is it entitled to usurp
the ECOWAS Monitoring Group
(ECOMOG) at will? It is a question of
might is right, and then what would be
the logical grounds for denying France
or the USA the right to invoke the same
immoral principle? It is apparent that Ali
Mazrui’s perverse African nationalism
could only lead to a moral and political
abyss. The disturbing thing is that it is
consistent with his macabre idea of five

‘pivotal states’ in Africa which he shares
with the State Department, without going
into its political ethics and the question
of democratic rights of small states within
ever-increasing processes of regional and
global integration. There is a big differ-
ence between Mandela’s and Abacha’s
intervention in African politics. The ques-
tion of on what basis and how any inter-
vention is implemented is of cardinal im-
portance.

Pax Africana Misconceived
As is shown by his opening remarks in
the article under review, Ali Mazrui suf-
fers from grand illusions. Not only does
he believe that ‘Pax Africana’ exists be-
cause he authored it but also imagines
like Apollo in the Oracle of Delphi that
history can turn at his beckoning. Sec-
ondly, most of the time he labours under
very serious methodological misconcep-
tions such as treating analogies and meta-
phors as a valid method of social scien-
tific or historical analysis. For instance,
the historical analogy he uses between
the Bay of Pigs and the Rwanda Patriotic
Front (RPF) campaign against the regime
in Kigali is not sustainable structurally
and substantively. It is merely a flamboy-
ant way of talking and, as I have alleged
before, gives Mazrui’s writings an air of
superficiality. It would be absurd for Ali
Mazrui to postulate that the RPF was a
counter-revolutionary force in the serv-
ice of an imperialist master by name of
Yoweri Museveni. It would also make
nonsense (which probably it is anyway,
as will be shown) of his claim that the
RPF campaign, aided by Uganda, was ‘an
impressive case of Pax Africana’.

Likewise, while very appealing, the ‘pa-
per monkey’ metaphor does not explain
anything. The fact of the matter is that
the Zairian army had been for a very long
time a national army only on paper. Not
only was it demoralised because of very
poor service conditions (including unpaid
salaries for months) but also was experi-
encing high rates of disaffection from
Mobutu’s regime like the rest of the op-
pressed masses in the country. Conse-
quently, as an army, it had no cause to
fight for but to back various favoured
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political leaders. On the other hand, while
the  Banyamulenge1 who were being used
as scapegoats by the tottering Mobutu’s
regime had a genuine cause, their military
campaign fitted too well in what was be-
ing orchestrated by Museveni and
Kagame for them to be portrayed as ‘little
tigers’. The movement against Mobutu
was not only national but was also re-
gional and trans-ethnic, as Mazrui ac-
knowledges. In the event Kabila’s so-
called ‘rendez-vous with history’ could
only have been with him as a hyena, a
scavenger trailing an army of unknown
identity. All this has unsavoury implica-
tions for Mazrui’s vaunted Pax Africana.

So far, neither Museveni’s domino game
nor the RPF’s enlightened militarism has
brought about peace in the affected ar-
eas. Regarding Rwanda, Ali Mazrui boldly
states that: ‘The aim of the Rwanda Patri-
otic Front from Uganda was not counter-
genocide but conquest and control’. Even
so, it is fair to acknowledge that expedi-
ency dictated that they stop the large-
scale massacres by the Interahamwe (gov-
ernment-sponsored militias). What casts
doubt on their Pax Rwandaise is that
hardly had they pacified the country be-
fore their own enlightened militarism de-
generated into mass murders in the refu-
gee camps and roaming death squads. By
the time they had joined the war against
Mobutu’s regime they had become indis-
tinguishable from ordinary mercenaries
and got embroiled in mercenary-like
atrocities in eastern Zaire where mass
graves were one of the results and later
came to hang like an albatross around self-
declared President Laurent Kabila’s neck
and who as a consequence had to play
hide and seek with the proposed UN Com-
mission of Enquiry. Could it be that our
hero came to power with his hands drip-
ping with blood? Is it conceivable that
Ali Mazrui’s Pax Africana heroes,
Museveni and Kagame were actually an-
gels of death who brought neither peace
nor democracy in the region? This ques-
tion cannot be answered by reference to
the overthrow of Mobutu with their cov-
ert help because that was predetermined
by long-standing and intensifying politi-
cal and social struggles in former Zaire.
Mobutu was on his last leg in every sense
of the word. It is a matter of logic pace Ali
Mazrui that there cannot be Pax Africana,
without peace. ‘Good’ intentions, with-
out good deeds are a dead loss.

Democracy: Key to Genuine Pax
Africana
Ali Mazrui’s concept of Pax Africana is
necessarily undemocratic and reactionary.
It refers neither to democracy as a sine
qua non for peace nor to equality as a
necessary condition for political coopera-
tion among nations. Instead of being peo-
ple-centred, it is premised on state-power
(the bigger, the better) and verges on mili-
tarism. It grants the criminal military re-
gime in Nigeria the right to impose its dic-
tatorial will on weaker Sierra Leone. It
celebrates militaristic ‘little tigers’ such as
the Rwanda Patriotic Front for dispatch-
ing to hell ‘paper monkeys’ such as the
Zairian army while trampling on citizens’
democratic and human rights both in the
camps and in former Zaire. Museveni, the
‘fox’, whose regime undemocratically ex-
pelled Ugandan citizens of Rwandese ori-
gin2 (notwithstanding the fact that some
of them were his erstwhile comrades-in-
arms) and thus callously obliging them to
join the forced march to Rwanda, also
emerges as a shining symbol of Pax
Africana. Yet, as the saying goes, charity
begins at home. It is indeed extremely
unrealistic to suppose that there can be
peace in Africa, without democracy. By
‘democracy’ is not meant merely formal
individual rights but, above all, collective
social responsibility.

It transpires, therefore, that Pax Africana
cannot be a matter of individual govern-
ments or conspiring presidents deciding
unilaterally what is good for their neigh-
bours. It must be a collective responsibil-
ity including citizens and based on a well-
defined code of conduct. Regional
organisations such as ECOMOG and the
planned Blue Eagle in the Southern Af-
rica Development Community (SADC)
region should not be seen as a ‘potential
arm of Pax Africana’ à la Mazrui but as
prototypes for peace-keeping in Africa. It
is worth noting that, besides lack of an
established code of conduct and advance
training in peace-keeping. ECOMOG
faulted in Liberia partly because of au-
thoritarianism of the Nigerian contingent.
Militarisation of national politics in Af-
rica predispose peace-keeping forces to-
wards making war instead of peace in trou-
bled countries. This is one of the reasons
why demilitarisation in Africa should be
looked upon as an essential part of the
democratisation process. African armies
are not known to fight external enemies

but their own civilian populations, which
is an absolute negation of democracy and
ultimate violation of citizenship rights. For
this destructive role, African armies are
generally accorded budget allocations
which exceed those of the ministries of
education and health combined in their
respective countries. Insofar as African
armies have never been tested in battle
fighting a real enemy in defence of their
citizens (except Egypt and perhaps Tan-
zania), they are probably all ‘paper mon-
keys’ (to borrow Mazrui’s metaphor) but
in reality are a great political, social and
financial liability. Africa must be demilita-
rised for peace, stability, and collective
social development.

Under normal circumstances the respon-
sibility for the coordination of the requi-
site interventions would devolve upon the
OAU for which Ali Mazrui has high but
vain aspirations. In the meantime, the OAU
has yet to find a way of making itself rel-
evant to genuine Pax Africana and so-
cial development in Africa. This might be
on its agenda but is definitely not on the
cards. In the event what might prove in-
teresting and exciting in the foreseeable
future is Pan-Africanist initiatives and
deliberate integration at the regional level.
This might even create greater scope for
participatory democracy than is possible
through the ossified structures of the OAU.

Notes
1. It is ironical that Ali Mazrui, like the

Mobutu’s regime, refers to Banyamulenge

(inhabitants of the Mulenge hills) as ‘Tutsi’

after 200 years of settlement and

intermarriage in a gold mining area (Kivu).

Like Western journalists, he thinks of his

African subjects in primordial tribal terms.

In contrast to other contemporary African

political scientists and Africanist historians

who are grappling with the connotations

and social implications of supposed tribal

identities, he still employs them exactly the

same way he did in the 1960s.This makes

me wonder what tribe he thinks he belongs

to at this stage.

2 Tanzania at the worse time is doing the same

to people who settled and were settled in its

territory nearly 40 years ago precisely because

there is no collective responsibility and

established code of conduct among African

states. What makes Tanzanian citizens for

two generations ‘Tutsi’ and not the Bahinda/

Bahima in Buhaya, Buha, and Buzinza?

* CODESRIA Bulletin, Number 2, 1998, (p. 9-11).
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Prelude
This article is inspired by Out of One,
Many Africas (1999), an incredible intel-
lectual insurrection instigated by William
Martin and Michael West. For their cour-
age, persistence, and intellectual integrity,
they deserve all the recognition. The best
way of appreciating their contribution
would have been to review their book in
full but for me there was the danger of
biting more than I could chew. Therefore,
I chose to respond to some of the leading
ideas in the book. These include the pend-
ing demise of Africanity, and the neces-
sity of Afrocentrism. As would be readily
agreed, these issues are as big as they are
controversial but intensely that even ‘dis-
tinguished elders’ are willing to jump in
with both feet, perhaps, to the chagrin of
‘Brave New World’ advocates. Even so,
the risk is not too great since they have
the advantage of hindsight, unlike neo-
phytes who are often too easily infatu-
ated with fashions. Since fashions are
very changeable, it stands to reason that
ahistoricity is a greater risk than historic-
ity. To evolve lasting meanings, we must
be ‘rooted’ in something.

The fashionable ‘free-floating signifier’ is
an illusion in a double sense. First, no-
body can think and act outside histori-
cally determined circumstances and still
hope to be a social signifier of any kind.
In other words, while we are free to choose
the role in which we cast ourselves as
active agents of history, we do not put on
the agenda the social issues to which we
respond. These are imposed on us by his-
tory. For example, we would not talk of
freedom, if there was no prior condition in
which this was denied; we would not be
anti-racism if we had not been its victims;
we would not proclaim Africanity, if it had
not been denied or degraded; and we
would not insist on Afrocentrism, if it had
not been for Eurocentric negations, Sec-
ondly, unlike, the illusory ‘free-floating
signifier’, it is the historical juncture which
defines us socially and intellectually. At
this point in time there are certain critical
issues which African scholars have to
clarify so as to indicate what might be the
underpinnings of the eagerly awaited Af-
rican renaissance.

Of necessity, under the determinate glo-
bal conditions an African renaissance
must entail a rebellion – a conscious re-
jection of past transgressions, a deter-
mined negation of negations. Initially,
such representations will not be credited
by those who uphold the status quo. If
they be robust and persistent, they will
sooner or later elicit a plea from men and
women of reason and goodwill for a dia-
logue. Not surprisingly, this is already
happening. Before they have rediscov-
ered themselves and have exorcised all
the evil spirits that have harboured on
the continent for so long, African schol-
ars are being invited to an extraverted
contemplation about ‘our common fu-
ture’. The ostensible reason is that such
self-affirming constructs as
‘Afrocentrism’ are too confining and will
succeed only in ‘ghettoising’ African in-
tellectuals. These entreaties should be
resolutely spurned because the classical
liberal idea of a universal (wo)man is like
a mirage in the face of self-perpetuation
hierarchies in Bush’s and Clinton’s ‘New
World Order’. For the Africans who are
at bottom of the pile, authentic represen-
tations need not connote anything more
than that ‘charity begins at home (a very
fitting Anglo-Saxon adage) which is a
conscious refusal to be turned into ‘free-
floating signifiers’. Thus, Africanity, if
properly understood, has profound po-
litical, ideological, cosmological, and intel-
lectual implications.

Africanity versus Afrocentrism
Although in current debates the two
terms are often used as interchangeable
or, at least, as having a common referent,
this need not be the case. Conceptually,
it is possible to distinguish clearly be-
tween the two. Contrary to the supposi-
tions of the Temple University school rep-
resented by Tsehloane Keto (now back
in South Africa) in Out of One, Many
Africas which made a fetish of it,

Afrocentrism can be regarded as meth-
odological requirement for decolonising
knowledge in Africa or as an antidote to
Eurocentrism through which all knowledge
about Africa has been filtered. Although
this had been justified by appealing to du-
bious ‘universal standards’, the fact of the
matter is that Africa is the only region which
has suffered such total paradigmatic domi-
nation. In a simple and unpolemical man-
ner Kwesi Prah (1997) in an unpublished
but pointed communication makes the
same observation:

Rather strikingly, in comparative terms
it is remarkable that when Chinese
study Chinese culture and society in
their own terms and for their own pur-
poses, western scholarship does not
protest. This is because the sover-
eignty of Chinese scholarship on
China is accepted. India and the Arab
world have almost reached that point.
Russians do not look west for under-
standing their society… Neither do
the Japanese.

Interpreted this way, Afrocentrism is noth-
ing more than a legitimate demand that
African scholars study their society from
inside and cease to be purveyors of al-
ienated intellectual discourse. The under-
lying belief that this will issue in authen-
tic representations. Indeed, it is only
logical to suppose that when Africans
speak for themselves, the word will hear
the authentic voice, and will be forced to
come to terms with it in the long-run. This
might prove to be a long march, especially
under the unfavourable educational con-
ditions in Africa and the prevailing dearth
of requisite scholarship. But the principle
is a noble one and is worth nurturing. Once
again, Kwesi Prah (op. cit) has argued that
if we are adequately Afrocentric the inter-
national implications will not be lost on
the others. In this context he recalls Mao
Tse Tung’s words of wisdom regarding
internationalism: ‘If what we say and do
has relevance for our humanity, its inter-
national relevance is guaranteed’. Asia in
general is a living example of this. How-
ever, mutual awareness or recognition
does not breed universalism, as the domi-
nant West has been preaching since its
ascendancy. Contrary to current western
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suppositions about ‘globalisation’, differ-
ent conceptions of humanity and differ-
ent ways of ordering human life might well
lead to polycentrism rather than homoge-
neity/homogenisation.

Insofar as this is true, ‘universal knowl-
edge’ can only exist in contradiction. It is
perhaps recognition of this historical ex-
perience that led to the questioning of
classical European epistemological sup-
positions, especially by the post-modern-
ists who proffered a dialogue between
cultures as the only way forward. It seems
that, theoretically, even this can only suf-
fice if by ‘culture’ is meant civilisations in
which the intellectual and scientific func-
tion is primary. By some curious coinci-
dence, Afrocentrism might be an appro-
priate response. It is this probability which
African scholars have to investigate with
all seriousness. What forms of accumulated
knowledge do African scholars have? Are
they serviceable under modern conditions?
Modern Africans justifiably reserve the
right to address this question themselves.
Why not? They fought colonialism suc-
cessfully and have delivered Southern Af-
rica from white settler tyranny. They are
making steady progress in the arts and, as
the records of the African Academy of Sci-
ences show, they might yet prove them-
selves in the field of science, given enough
resources and opportunities which are
non-existent at the moment. As can be
seen, there is absolutely no reason why
Afrocentrism as an epistemological/meth-
odological issue should be ideologised
or demonised. Secondly, it is a mistake to
presume that it can be grown on foreign
soil or be universalised before its birth.
Probably, Kwesi Prah speaks for a signifi-
cant number of indigenous African schol-
ars when he declares: ‘We must be national
before we become international’. This
would seem to contradict the supposition
that Afrocentrism is or could be trans-At-
lantic, short of ideologising it for other rea-
sons – a problem to which we will return.

Africanity versus vindicationism
Unlike Afrocentrism, which we argued
was basically referential, Africanity has
an emotive force. Its connotations are
ontological and, therefore, exclusivist.
This is to be expected because its ontol-
ogy is determined by prior existing
exclusivist ontologies such as white rac-
ist categorisations and supremacist Eu-
ropean self-identities in particular. These
insinuated that blacks were inherently

inferior. Hence, the blacks in the New
World, especially, felt the need to prove
themselves and thus produced what Mar-
tin and West call the ‘vindicationist’ in-
tellectual tradition. On this side of the
Atlantic this found its greatest ovation in
Senghor’s famous concept of ‘Negritude’
and to some extent in Nkrumah’s idea of
‘African personality’. The idea of a dis-
tinct inner quality being, a ‘black soul’, if
you like, was not an appeal to race but a
claim to greater human qualities. For peo-
ple who had been degraded and accorded
a sub-human status, it would not take
much effort to fathom this reflex. Prob-
ably, even this would not suffice for ordi-
nary Africans who are not vindicationists
but firmly believe that they, as a people,
are endowed with greater human quali-
ties than the whites. In Bantu languages
the collective abstract noun for describ-
ing this is ubuntu, which is not translat-
able into English (carelessly translated, it
comes out as ‘humanity’ which is a ge-
neric term with no social-cultural conno-
tations). Highest among these qualities
are human sympathy, willingness to
share, and forgiveness. It is interesting
that during his African tour His Holiness,
Pope John Paul II, acknowledged the same
revelation (probably with South Africa in
mind) for which he specifically commended
and blessed the Africans.

This could not have been of any special
significance to his listeners because these
are taken for granted. Rather, it is their
absence which draws attention and com-
ment. It is a reflexive dialogue which
makes it easy for ordinary Africans to
make a distinction between themselves
and others, without feeling the need to
develop it into a discourse. In the hands
of modern black intellectuals Africanity
has been developed into something much
bigger than simply a state of social and
spiritual being. It has become a pervasive
ontology that straddles space and time.
Instead of being limited to continental
Africans, it extends to all black of African
descent in the Diaspora, especially Afri-
can-Americans.

Inevitably, it has acquired racial overtones
precisely because it is a counter to white
racism and domination, especially in
America. However, its intellectual project
is much wider than this. Among other
things, it aims to gain respectability and
recognition for the Africans by establish-
ing the true identity of the historical and
cultural African. This has necessitated

excursion into the past, going as far as
the beginnings of the Egyptian civilisa-
tion in the Nile Valley, and the decipher-
ing of African cosmologies and myths of
origin. This is undoubtedly a continua-
tion of the ‘vindicationist’ tradition in
which the first generation of African-
Americans played a leading role. But in
the present juncture, African-American
scholars have been joined by a younger
generation of African scholars and this
has presaged a possible rupture in what
Martin and West, perhaps unwittingly, re-
fer to as a ‘seamless treatment’ of all people
of African descent. Certain discontinuities
are beginning to manifest themselves.

From what one can discern, the idea of
Africanity as perceived by African schol-
ars such as Joseph Ki-Zerbo, Kwesi Prah,
Paulin Hountondji, and Valentin Mudimbe
refer to what is considered to be the es-
sence of Africa, as opposed to distorted
images that have been imposed on the
continent by others (meaning Europeans
and Americans). The point of reference is
the history and cultural underpinnings of
contemporary African societies. It is
hoped that a genuine understanding of
this heritage will enable African scholars
to develop theories and paradigms that
will help the Africans to combat foreign
domination and to forge an independent
Pan-African identity. In other words, the
emphasis on Africanity struggles for a
second independence in Africa or an Af-
rican renaissance. It has more to do with
African meta-nationalism than race or
colour. Therefore, those who feel com-
pelled to declare that ‘Africa is not black’
or that ‘Africanity is regressive’ are bark-
ing up the wrong tree. In Africa only
Southern African white settlers, who are
the prime authors of racism, are preoccu-
pied with colour and are unable to deal
with their Africanity for they have per-
sistently played ‘European’ to the extent
that they unconsciously granted that
they were aliens whereas blacks were ‘na-
tives’. Thinking individuals amongst
them are acutely aware of this anomaly.

Africanity is an assertion of an identity
that has been denied; it is a Pan-Africanist
revulsion against external imposition or
refusal to be dictated to by others. In this
sense it is a political and ideological re-
flex which is meant to inaugurate an Afri-
can renaissance. In our view, this should
not be confused with black solidarity in
the original Pan-Africanist sense, which
included blacks of African descent in the
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Diaspora. This is still valid and desirable.
But, socially and conceptually, it is odds
with reality. Culturally, socially, and his-
torically the African-Americans and the
West Indians have long ceased to be Af-
ricans unless we are talking biology,
which itself is highly hybridised. Black
Americans are first Americans and sec-
ond anything else they choose, like all
Americans. This also applies to the West
Indians or Caribbeans. The historical and
cultural heritage and contribution of the
black Americans to the making of America
is largely denied and grossly understud-
ied by American standards. Like
Africanity for the Africans, this is a prov-
enance of Black Studies, correctly con-
ceived. Irrespective of what they do, black
Americans cannot hope to re-appropri-
ate Africa. Any attempt to do so can only
lead to intellectual confusion and concep-
tual distortions. There is already evidence
of this.

Earlier, reference was made to a threat-
ened rupture between black American
notions of Africa and those of indigenous
Africans. Henry Louis Gates Jr. made a
name for himself when he published The
Signifying Monkey: A Theory of African-
American Literary Criticism (1988),
which made extensive use of Yoruba sym-
bolism, and subsequently established a
big Afrocentric empire for himself in
Harvard. But in the meantime, the authen-
ticity of his representations had been
questioned by Olufemi Taiwo in an article
entitled, significantly enough, ‘Appropri-
ating Africa: An Essay on New Africanist
Schools’ (1995). Using very fine tools in-
deed and relying on greater command of
Yoruba semiotics, he demonstrated that
Gates had done less than full justice to
his chosen texts. There is no doubt that
what gave Taiwo enough courage to
tackle a black American celebrity such as
Gates is the fact he was standing on home
ground, the ultimate firma terra. Nonethe-
less, it is not Taiwo who goes on a space
odyssey riding trains from Kampala to
Mombassa or Timbuktu in glorification
of Africa on TV. Has ‘Skip’ Gates Jr. be-
come an intellectual tourist in the name of
Afrocentrism? Anthony Kwame Appiah,
the author of the celebrated In My Fa-
ther’s House (1992), who is Ghanaian by
origin but ended up in Harvard as a mem-
ber of Gates’ ‘Dream Team’, suffered a
similar interrogation in the hands of a fel-
low-Ghanaian, Kwesi Prah. Surprisingly
enough, Prah questioned the authentic-
ity of Appiah’s conception of the African

and eventually accused him of holding
the stick from the wrong end by ‘accus-
ing the victims’ for what had been im-
posed on them by colonialism. Here, the
only possible conclusion to draw is that
Appiah’s discourse is extraverted pre-
cisely because it is not Afrocentric in
Prah’s sense of the term. In the meantime,
African students in the United States
have complained that Appiah is not ac-
cessible to them because he has priced
himself out of their reach and that he is
unwilling to stoop to conquer – another
instance of ‘accusing the victims’. Cer-
tainly, there is something afoot but as yet
has not been problematised.

Towards the end the Civil Rights Move-
ment, black Americans came to Africa in
droves. They found it very different and
by their confession preferred home, de-
spite their initial romantic desire to redis-
cover their roots in Africa. On their part,
the Africans complained that the black
Americans thought and behaved like
whites, including the tendency by some
to raid the continent for exotic artefacts
to go and sell in America. In Tanzania they
were referred to outrightly as bazungu
(whites), their colour notwithstanding. In
the States black Americans find the Afri-
cans a bit strange and say as much. This
is not simply a problem of false con-
sciousness, as some idealist Pan-
Africanists would like us to believe. Over
time the two cousins have grown apart
and in reality their common African iden-
tity cannot be assumed. We have the ex-
perience of Liberia and Sierra Leone where
the arbitrary return of ex-slaves by Brit-
ain and United States led to the estab-
lishment of a dual society, wherein the
‘westernised’ ex-slaves reserved the right
to lord it over the natives. The rest is well-
known to the Africans but they are too
embarrassed to talk about it openly. But
one thing certain, judging by the turn of
events in both countries, The creation of
Liberia and Sierra Leone by foreign pow-
ers was not a felicitous event by any
means. This marks the limits of transcen-
dental Africanism.

For the time being, it can be stated with a
fair amount of certainty that, whereas at
the political level there is a great deal that
co-joins Africans and the blacks in the
Diaspora, namely, what Skinner identifies
as white racism and ‘paradigmatic he-
gemony’ of the West, historically, cultur-
ally, and sociologically a significant, and
sociologically a significant disjunction
exists between the two. Skinner, who is

an unflinching defender of Africanity in
the vindicationist tradition, is equally
convinced that ontological claims to a
universal African culture are unsustain-
able and that African-Americans distort
certain aspects of African culture to suit
their needs. To Kwanzaa which, accord-
ing to the Economist as quoted by him
(Martin and West, op. cit, p. 80), the
founder ‘concocted his festival by bor-
rowing from a number of cultural
sources… His idea was to create a ritual
for America’s blacks to express pride in
their African roots’. Of course, Skinner
does not say anything about continental
Africans who trade in African ‘culture’ in
America for their own opportunistic pur-
poses. All this makes nonsense of onto-
logical claims to authenticity and African
cultural identity which transcends all
boundaries. If not fraudulent, these claims
are nothing more than an adulteration of
the truth.

In the totality of things, Afrocentrism
made in America is a contradiction in terms.
Black Americans, no matter how well-
intentioned they are, cannot make indig-
enous knowledge for Africans in Ameri-
cans nor could continental Africans do
the same for any length of time in
America. While individual African-Ameri-
cans can become ‘experts’ on Africa, they
cannot in the name of Africanity speak
for the Africans. Africanity, as is per-
ceived by the African scholars mentioned
earlier, is an insistence that the Africans
think, speak, and do things for themselves
in the first place. This does not imply un-
willingness to learn from others but a re-
fusal to be hegemonised by others, irre-
spective of colour or race.

In one of his many political pamphlets,
Kwesi Prah once remarked regretfully that
in the past African presidents have always
had foreign advisers. In the case of
Nkrumah, to one’s surprise, he included
George Padmore, one of the founders of
Pan-Africanism. This is a strong indica-
tion that in the new Africanity the primacy
is on African self-autonomy. In spite of
any possible temptation, this cannot be
described as chauvinistic or parochial
because it is the right of all peoples of the
world. The only difference is that under
the present international and racial dis-
pensation some have more and some have
much less. That is the rub, and the only
rub. By insisting on Africanity the Afri-
cans are staking their claim. For this rea-
son, it would be incongruous, if the in-
struments for establishing Africanity were
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forged elsewhere. In the same way that
Afrocentrism cannot be imported from
America, Africanity cannot be nurtured
outside Africa. As an ontology, it is in-
separable from the projected African ren-
aissance. It is a necessary condition for
the mooted African renaissance, the sec-
ond independence of African meta-na-
tionalists.

One is aware of the fact that in making the
various distinctions and sociological ob-
servations in the preceding section, one
is treading on hollowed ground and that
one might incur the wrath of black essen-
tialists and black intellectual careerists
alike. But that is no reason why black in-
tellectuals with any integrity at all should
forsoever deceive themselves or bury
their heads in the sand in an ostrich-like
fashion. The truth is staring them in their
faces, despite any grand illusions about
a universal African culture immune to
space and time. Whites in Southern Af-
rica have every chance of becoming Afri-
can themselves, instead of reserving the
right to tell Africans, how to be ‘modern’
Africans, meaning how to be like them-
selves, a presumption which is anti-Afri-
can in a profound historical, social, and
culture sense. Africanity is an antithesis
of this and, like all social revolutions, its
terms of reference are exclusive of its
negations. It is an attempt to put an end
to domination and self-alienation and the
collective level but anchored in this de-
nied, hot piece of land, full of strange ven-
omous creatures.

Africanity and the end of African
Studies
The rise Africanity, as is defined in the
foregoing discourse, spells doom for Af-
rican Studies for the simple reason that
African Studies is an American institu-
tion run by Americans for their purposes,
good or bad. African Studies are an
anomaly in African found only in South
Africa, the vortex of white racism. To
study themselves, Africans do not need
African Studies as a separate intellectual
or political endeavour. In instituting Afri-
can Studies both the American and the
white South Africans were politically and
ideologically motivated. Now that those
considerations have fallen by the way-
side since the end of the Cold War and of
Apartheid in South Africa, both Ameri-
cans and white South Africans are going
to find it nigh impossible to sustain or to
redefine African Studies. The fundamen-
tal reason is that, as an intellectual enter-

prise, African Studies were founded on
alterity. If those responsible deny this
absolutely, then they will be bereft of
Africanity in the contemporary setting.
Jane Guyer in defending what is clearly
her vested interests states:

Research on Africa by African schol-
ars as well as ourselves, is not just a
geographical stake in an ‘area stud-
ies’ world; it is a contribution to the
understanding of global phenomena
and common human experience that
has made African culture and socie-
ties ‘special cases’ (as quoted by
Martin and West, op. cit; p 11).

This is a convenient afterthought and
evades the issue altogether. African cul-
ture and societies became ‘special cases’
to whom and why? That is the question.
There is nothing Martin and West know
about the history of African Studies in
America that Jane Guyer does not know.
She knows as well as anybody else that
what she proclaims has never been the
case and that is why African Studies is in
a big crisis at this historical juncture. Af-
rican scholars predicted this not because
of their own growing intellectual matu-
rity. The article written by Mahmood
Mamdani, ‘A Glimpse at African Studies,
Made in USA’, which appeared in
CODESRIA Bulletin, No. 2, 1990, was a
clear signal and spoke for a sizeable con-
stituency of African scholars. The turn-
ing point was the meeting of thirty
Africanist scholars at the Carter Centre in
Atlanta in February, 1989. The designs of
the American Africanists were thoroughly
exposed. Instead of looking at themselves,
they treated the whole indictment as an
individual aberration (see Goran Hyden’s
rejoinder: ‘Mamdani’s One-eyed Glimpse’,
CODESRIA Bulletin, 4, 1990).

Nevertheless, the rebellion continued and
reached a climax in a meeting organised
by Martin and West at the University of
Illinois, Urbana-Champaign in 1994. The
African participants rejected in no uncer-
tain terms the idea of African Studies ‘made
in the USA’. Most outspoken amongst
them was Micere Mugo from Kenya. The
Africanist antithesis, as can be seen in
the introduction to Out of One, Many
Africas, vindicated the position of those
American scholars such as Martin and
West who had been arguing for develop-
ing a new concept of African Studies. Al-
though there are some Africanists such
as Jane Guyer who sincerely believes that
African Studies ‘made in the USA’ can

still be redeemed, it is apparent that the
rise of Africanity and Afrocentrism is its
ultimate negation.

This in itself does not mark an end to the
study of Africa by white American schol-
ars. It marks the end of their taken-for-
granted intellectual hegemony and insti-
tutionalised domination in African
Studies. One suspects that there will be a
forced retreat into traditional disciplines
from which lone (not lonely) American
scholars will pursue their research inter-
ests in Africa. It is conceivable that the
institutional void created by the disap-
pearance of African Studies ‘made in the
USA’ will be filled by such African organi-
sations as CODESRIA, OSSREA, AAPS,
SAPES/SARPIS, CASAS, CAAS, etc.
These are potentially democratic institu-
tions because they are run by African
scholars themselves and not beholden to
any government. If they prove viable, it
might be appropriate for foreign scholars
to work through them, while waiting for
the revival of the collapsed African uni-
versities. In other words, they hold pros-
pects for intellectual and scientific coop-
eration which could be of great mutual
benefit, as against the historical imperial-
istic appropriation of Africa by others.

The irony of all these developments is
that there might never be any African Stud-
ies anywhere in the future. Christopher
Fyfe and Catherine Coquery-Vidrovitch
in Out of One, Many Africas both report
the decline of African Studies in Britain
and France, respectively, as a sequel to
the end of empire and growing self-asser-
tion by Africans. Americans as the last-
empire-builders might suffer the same fate.
Coquery-Vidrovitch thinks that the col-
lapse of empires, whether political or in-
tellectual, is an auspicious event since it
creates opportunities for new initiates,
especially by those who had been denied.
In the Francophonie she sees a new
universalism spear-headed by the youth
from the former French colonies. While
one shares Coquery-Vidrovitch’s revolu-
tionary optimism, one is inclined to think
that she underestimates nationalism in the
developing world as a reaction to one-
dimensional globalisation from the West,
which transcends any supposed division
between Francophone and Anglophone.
Theoretically, it is arguable that the na-
tional democratic revolution had been
aborted in Africa. Responses are symp-
tomatic of this. As was suggested earlier,
this has nothing to do with colour or race
but with domination and the resultant
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politics of independence. It is predictable
that in this millennium everybody will pay
lip-service to universalism but it is equally
evident that all comers are going to pur-
sue their parochial interests. Naturally,
this will happen under different guises.

As was hinted above, African Studies will
certainly be one of the casualties of the
new millennium. It has reached its atro-
phy in Europe and America and it cannot
be resurrected in Africa. There has never
been any ‘African Studies’ in African uni-
versities, except in the damned Southern
African settler societies. There, they had
replicated the colonial paradigm, wherein
white subjects studied black objects. In
the ensuing process of subordination and
subordination black were not allowed to
study themselves, except as aids. After
independence in the sub-region it was
supposed that African Studies could be
rehabilitated by upgrading the African
handy boys and girls. Those who so
thought were courting trouble for they
had not clearly discerned the rising tide
of Africanity in the aftermath of the fall of

the old order. They thought that they
could stage-manage the whole thing. How
mistaken they were, as is shown by the
Makgoba affair at the University of
Witwatersrand and the Mamdani fiasco
and the ensuing debacle of the envisaged
African Studies at the University of Cape
Town which blew in their faces.

Owing to either their insularity or isola-
tion, the South African white academic
community behaved as if they lived in a
cuckoo-land of their own. They could
have learnt from the experience of the Brit-
ish and French colonialists and fellow-
American upstarts in Africa. This is apart
from the fact that they were caught be-
tween the devil and the deep sea and
could not define themselves as they were
neither European nor African. In the
newly conceived but doomed ‘African
Studies’ who is going to study whom?
Africanity predicates that there shall be
neither white subjects nor black objects.
Therefore, a plague upon both their
houses and everlasting blazes upon
Gomorrah and Sodom.
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Africanity: A Commentary by Way of Conclusion*

Socio-Historical Context
The publication of a special issue of the
CODESRIA Bulletin on Africanity could
not have come at a better time for a
number of reasons. Repeated publication
of solely editorial pronouncements had
already generated great concern among
African scholars, as shown by Zeleza’s
unpublished letter to the former Execu-
tive Secretary of CODESRIA and its rami-
fications on the Internet. Privileged edi-
torial declarations had truly become an
intellectual hindrance and threatened to
degenerate into a self-satisfied monologue.
Therefore, according space to a variety of
representations on the question of
Africanity was a felicitous and facilitative
event. It gave those concerned an oppor-
tunity to find out if there were still any
real issues to be addressed, apart from
personal fantasies or unnecessary mysti-
fication. Judging by the tenor of the gen-
eral discussion in the Bulletin, it is appar-
ent that Africanity is not a controversial
issue in the philosophical sense but sim-
ply a historically determined political and
social construct. It is an assertion of an
independent identity under the present
determinate conditions

A cursory glance would show that its re-
surgence among radical African scholars
is traceable to three important events in
contemporary African history. These are
(a) the Structural Adjustment Programmes
of the World Bank (b) the intellectual ne-
gation of African studies and (c) the de-
mise of Apartheid in South Africa. These
events are not related to one another but
their impact on the consciousness of Af-
rican scholars, particularly in the social
sciences, was the same. Whereas in the
1980s the World Bank Programmes in Af-
rica and African Studies ‘made in USA’
came to be seen as imposition from out-
side, continued white domination in post-
Apartheid South Africa in the 1990s is
perceived as a denial of Africanity. The
latter is particularly true of those African
academics who came from outside and
had no first-hand experience of white-set-
tler societies and mistook majority-rule for
‘independence’, as is known elsewhere
in Africa. Mahmood Mamdani’s vicissi-
tudes at the University of Cape Town and

Kwesi Prah’s preoccupation with
Africanity in the same environment tes-
tify to this.

For testimony of Africanist revulsion
against the intellectual and practical im-
position of the World Bank, reference
could be made to the startling represen-
tations of ECA in 1989 in a document en-
titled ‘African Alternative Framework to
Structural Adjustment Programmes for
Socio-Economic Recovery and Transfor-
mation’. This created a great stir within
the Bretton Woods institutions, as no-
body had ever imagined, that representa-
tives of African client-states could be so
defiant in their rejection of what they saw
as the excesses of the West.

The second example of an Africanist chal-
lenge to the economic presumptions of
the World Bank came from a research
group of about 20 African economists
whose primary intention was to stake their
intellectual claim against the World Bank
and its mischief in Africa. This is clearly
reflected in the title of their final product:
Our Continent, Our Future: African Per-
spectives on Structural Adjustment, ed-
ited by Thandika Mkandwire and Charles
Soludo (1999). As far as African Studies
is concerned, reference has already been
made in my contribution in the Bulletin
to Mamdani’s authentic representation,
‘A Glimpse at African Studies Made in
USA’ (1990) and to the final requiem for a
gringo edited by William Martin and Mar-
tin West, entitled Out of One, Many
Africas (1999).

Authenticity and Historical
Conjuncture
The representations cited above are not
random impulses. They are a culmination
of political forces which have been at work
over the last 20 years. In other words,
Africanity is an expression of a common
will. It is a historically-determined rebel-
lion against domination by others. There

is nothing new about it, except the his-
torical conjuncture. Since the era of white
colonialism, Africans have always referred
to themselves as Africans in  contradis-
tinction to their foreign oppressors and
exploiters. At no stage did this imply a
desire to oppress others: the underlying
sentiment has always been self-libera-
tion, At the present historical juncture,
what has made Africanity appear other-
wise is the political insecurity of South-
ern African whites who for so long had
treated the Africans as the ‘other’ now
that the chickens have come to roost, they
want the Africans to think of themselves
as something other than what they think
they are. This is a thoroughly perverse
reaction. Properly understood, the prob-
lem is not Africanity but rather the
‘otherness’ on which the whites thrived
and still do, as a socio-economic cat-
egory. Whereas Southern African whites
and their kith and kin overseas might
genuinely believe that events such as
land occupation in Zimbabwe are a trans-
position of ‘otherness’ by Africans, in
fact, they are a mark of their failure to ad-
just under changed conditions wherein
pre-existing relations of social domination
are being challenged. If Southern African
whites, like Bradley’s Iceman, are impelled
to grab everything and, in pursuit of their
avarice, are predisposed to treat the other
with absolute callousness, then they can
only succeed in confirming their histori-
cally-determined ‘otherness’. This is ex-
emplified by the white interviewee from
Johannesburg who, after nearly two years
of majority-rule in’ South Africa, insisted
that, to her, South Africa is a South Africa
of swimming pools and picnics’. This
made Mandela’s frequent declaration,
‘There shall not be any trains of gravy
any longer’, sound like a voice crying in
the wilderness.

This is not a philosophical or technical
question, as some apologists have to
make us believe. It is a straightforward
political and social issue determined by
the march of times. It has nothing to do
with race either, it is a social-construct.
Fabien Boulaga presents the matter in its
true perspective when he states: ‘History
shows that race is not a logical or scien-
tific problem, but a political problem in
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search of an absolute, metaphysical jus-
tification. Who should command and who
should obey? In the name of what?
(CODESRIA Bulletin, 1, 2000). But then
our philosopher detracts from this insight
by giving the impression that both the
subjects and the objects of racism are
guilty of the same crime. Rejecting racial
subordination or being treated as the other
cannot be construed as the reverse side
of the same coin. Rather, it is a negation
of a prevailing socio-construct and an
affirmation of what is denied. This can be
achieved only by proffering new self-iden-
tities. Africanity and the proclaimed ‘Af-
rican Renaissance’ feature very strongly
in this search for a ‘second independ-
ence’. In the African context there is no
evidence that these are aimed at debas-
ing others expropriating them, yes, if that
is the only way social equity and justice
can be guaranteed. It is, therefore, false
to suppose that those who had been vic-
timised necessarily use this as a moral
justification to debase or to dehumanise
others. For that matter, Mbembe commit-
ted a gross sociological transgression by
giving even the vaguest impression that
there is a similarity between ‘Jewish
Messianism’ (if by that he means Zion-
ism) and Africanity. In contemporary his-
tory, it is only the Israelis who used their
victimisation as a moral justification for
visiting on the Palestinians and the Ar-
abs in general the same sins as had been
visited upon them during the holocaust.
This does not seem to have earned them
as much disapprobation from the Ameri-
cans, the British and the South African
whites as Africanity is threatening to in
the case of the Pan-Africanists. The moral
duplicity implicit in this is not lost to the
Africans.

Race as a Form of Mystification
It is interesting to note that, while social
scientists and philosophers have still to
contend with the problem of the concept
of ‘race’. Once again, Boulaga assures us
that ‘there is only one human species or
race ‘and marshals a great deal of up-to-
date scientific evidence to prove his case.
But even I as a biology student in the late
1950s at the University of Cape Town had
been taught the same by my white pro-
fessors, who nonetheless regarded or
treated me as the ‘other’. Even anthro-
pologists suffered from the same intellec-
tual schizophrenia, despite the persuasive
writings by Ruth Benedict and Ralph
Linton in the 1930s.This is proof of the

fact that the theory of difference is not
based on scientific knowledge. It is so-
cially-founded. For instance, to justify
their claim to superiority, racists seize
upon morphological differences or phe-
notypes, as Boulaga points out. The most
pervasive of these is colour, which mani-
fests itself as an essential difference be-
tween black and white. Yet, in reality, col-
our is the most indefinite human feature.
This is made worse by the fact that hu-
man beings do not breed true. It is for this
reason that, contrary to Boulaga’s sug-
gestion, they cannot be divided into sub-
species or ‘sub-races’. At best, we can
talk of human varieties that run into one
another, i.e. they constitute a continuum.
For instance, the people who are called
‘black’ in Africa and America (not in South
India or Sri Lanka) are mostly not black.
They vary from dark brown to very light
brown. This is particularly true of South-
ern Africans and African-Americans. The
phenomenon is mostly attributed to con-
tinuous miscegenation among human
varieties. In South Africa, it is significant
that an uncompromising Africanist such
as Winnie Mandela would lay claim to the
so-called Coloured, as ‘our cousins, chil-
dren of our mothers raped by whites’. In
insisting on Africanity the advocates are
not blinded by sheer colour.

It is therefore surprising that, all of a sud-
den, a long-standing member of
CODESRIA, Mahmood Romdhane, finds
it necessary to make apologies for being
a ‘non-black African’. Is he afflicted by
social amnesia or has he been infected by
a new virus in CODESRIA? If so, it is well
to remind him not only did he become a
bona fide member of CODESRIA but that
the issues he is raising had long been re-
solved before his time. If he did not know,
CODESRIA was founded by North Afri-
cans led by Samir Amin as a Pan-Africanist
organisation. The Sub-Saharan Africans
took the latter at face-value and embraced
CODESRIA with both hands and became
its backbone. Although latter-day reac-
tionaries tried to introduce ‘race’ in the
organisation by making references to
strange notions such as ‘Arabophone’,
in CODESRIA circles North Africans were
referred to as such. This was consistent
with the division of Africa into four sub-
regions. West, North, East, and Southern
African for purposes of representation.
Not only this, if Romdhane’s memory is
failing him, it is well to remember that the
North Africans played a very prominent
role in the formation of OAU. Figures such

as Gamal Abdel Nasser and Ahmed Ben
Bella became shining symbols of the Pan-
Africanist movement and, to this day,
nobody in his/her right sense could ques-
tion their Africanity. In passing, it is also
worth noting that, during the Congo cri-
sis in 1960, which led to Lumumba’s as-
sassination, the victim’s sons were imme-
diately given permanent custody by an
Egyptian family, ‘black’ as they might
have been. Hence, pathetic and tenden-
tious responses from old colleagues such
as Romdhane, who should know better,
are to be regretted. In contrast, novices
such as Achille Mbembe, who believe that
‘Pan-Africanism defines the native and the
citizen by identifying them with black peo-
ple’, are to be forgiven, for they know not.

As it has been reiterated, the object of
Africanity is white racism as a pernicious
social-construct, not non-black peoples.
While in the ensuing political discourses
the terms of reference are ‘black’ and
‘white’, especially in South Africa and
America), it is important to note that both
terms are used metaphorically. As was
indicated earlier, ‘black’ is a social cat-
egory and ‘African’ is a social identity
used in opposition to ‘white’, whether this
be European settlers in Southern Africa
or the imperialist West. However, in real-
ity, ‘whites’ are not white. They vary from
pink to tan and olive-brown. What distin-
guishes them is that they have been
hegemonic over the last five hundred
years and still insist on it, as shown by
the new generalissimo dubbed ‘globa-
lisation’. As would be expected, this has
produced its own antithesis. It is the lat-
ter which should be the focus of discus-
sion and not the illusion of colour or race.
The whites in Southern Africa have not
been denied citizenship by black govern-
ments. But inexorably they are being de-
nied the right to dominate the blacks, how-
ever defined. Nevertheless, as the new
developments in Zimbabwe demonstrate,
this does not automatically confer upon
ascendant blacks the right to dominate
others. This has been made abundantly
clear to President Robert Mugabe, despite
his un-flinching stand on white racism,
as is socially defined. This contradicts
Mbembe’s metaphysical insinuation that:
‘The victim (meaning the African), full of
virtue, is supposed to be incapable of vio-
lence, terror, and corruption’. Supposed
by whom and where? As shown by the
intense struggles for democratisation sub-
sequent to the disillusionment with inde-
pendence, for the last 20 years, Africans
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have been fighting their own dictators and
African scholars have spent an inordinate
amount of time writing about dictatorship
and corruption in Africa. This is so much
so that they have been blamed for-being
long on criticisms and short on positive
suggestions.

The Way Forward
In their concept paper, ‘Race and Identity
in Africa’, Wambui Mwangi and Andre
Zaaiman contrived to make race and Afri-
can identity a problem for research. Sci-
entifically, it is agreed that ‘race’ is a mean-
ingless’ concept. Therefore, it cannot be
a subject for research. Secondly, the Afri-
can identity is a self-imposing concept.
In the same way as Europeans, Asians or
Latin-Americans take their identity for
granted, Africans know and have always
known that they are Africans at least since
the colonial imposition. Otherwise, the
independence movement would have
been inconceivable. The problem of iden-
tity concerns those who live in Africa but
do not know whether they are Africans or
not. Even this is not a problem for research
but rather for introspection. Once this
problem has been resolved, there would
be no need to talk about ‘minority groups’.
Indeed, this might not be for protection
of the human rights of minorities but an
excuse for preservation of privilege. It is
common knowledge that, in Africa, there
is a number of the so-called minority
groups that came to dominate the indig-
enous people. As pointed out earlier, this
was often achieved through racism in one
form or another. Thus, the issue is not ‘mi-
nority’ or ‘majority’ but social equality and
equity. These latter two know no colour.

Therefore, it comes as no surprise that
those African intellectuals who insist on
Africanity do not think of it only as a nec-
essary condition for resisting external
domination but also as a necessary con-
dition for instituting social democracy in

Africa. In support of this supposition,
reference could be made to the works of
African scholars such as Joseph Ki-
Zerbo, Claude Ake, Kwesi Prah, Ernest
Wamba-dia-Wamba, Jacques Depelchin
and many less obvious examples. Theirs
is a call for a new Pan-Africanism that
brooks neither external dependence nor
internal authoritarianism and social dep-
rivation. Currently, this is metaphorically
referred to as ‘second independence’ or
‘African renaissance’. These are glimpses
of utopia that need to be translated into
actionable programmes.

When the movement for democracy swept
throughout the continent towards the end
of 1980s and in the early 1990s, it seemed
that this movement was going to usher a
new era in Africa. Alas! This did not hap-
pen. The movement only succeeded in
authoritarianism, namely ‘democratic au-
thoritarianism’ since the two main criteria
for instituting it were multi-partyism and
regular elections. Both turned out to be
fraudulent and the African citizens were
back to square one. As far as African schol-
ars have not been able to explain why this
was the case.

Unconvincing references have been made
to the frailty of civil society in Africa. The
intriguing question though is, if the same
civil society had been strong enough to
sweep away the older generation of Afri-
can dictators, why has it not been able to
contend with the new petty dictators?
Furthermore, not all African societies can
be said to have weak civil societies. For
instance, South Africa (and Zimbabwe for
that matter) can hardly be accused of hav-
ing a weak civil society. Yet, while formal
liberal democracy prevails in the country,
it cannot be claimed that its civil society
has been able to guarantee social democ-
racy. When President-elect, Thabo Mbeki,
in his movement of glory proclaimed that
the South African revolution ‘has not
been completed’ and, accordingly, de-

clared his great aspiration for an ‘African
renaissance’, what was he actually allud-
ing to? Whatever it was and still is, it is
apparent that he cannot realise his dream,
without significant intellectual labours or
inputs.

Therefore, it would appear that, instead
of wasting their time debating sterile is-
sues such as race and how black or not
so black Africans are, African intellectu-
als could devote their energies to more rel-
evant conceptual problems. For instance,
the question of social democracy vis-à-
vis social development has to all intents
and purposes not been clarified. Further-
more, it could be asked: in the name of
Africanity, how do Africans combat
racism, without being drawn into unre-
warding discourses such as are being
proposed by some self-appointed
universalists? Secondly, in the name of
Pan-Africanism, how do Africans recon-
cile statehood and regional integration?
The existence of sub-regional organisa-
tions such as ECOWAS and SADC not-
withstanding, it is obvious that African
metanationalists have no clear formula for
resolving the manifest tension between
parochialism and universalism in their
own context, let alone in the global con-
text. These are some of the issues that
could give Africanity a substantive refer-
ent. Also, it is concei-vable that their reso-
lution could inaugurate the projected Af-
rican renaissance. In other words, Africa
needs not simply a metaphorical but a real
renaissance. For the last three decades or
so, Africa has been in the doldrums. As
would be readily agreed, it is impossible
to combine pride with depravity; or to
combat racism, without proving oneself
(including the actually despised Third
World within ‘united’ Europe). For the time
being, it is appropriate to recognise the
fact that the way ahead is paved with
stones and that some of the wounds suf-
fered are self-inflicted.

*CODESRIA Bulletin, Numbers 3 & 4, 2001, (p. 14-16).
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