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Abstract 

 

During Kwame Nkrumah’s years in power (1957-1966), the newly independent state of Ghana 

became a vibrant cosmopolitan center, drawing politically committed travelers, expatriates, and 

political exiles, who took an active role in shaping Ghana’s postcolonial project. Ghana’s 

pronounced cosmopolitanism was a deliberate and significant component of the postcolonial 

experiment conducted by the ruling Convention Peoples Party (CPP), which was invested in a 

transnational, pan-African vision for the decolonizing continent. This study is concerned with the 

ideological, political, and rhetorical exchanges among such political “translocators” and the 

official ideological articulations and programs promoted by the Ghanaian state. It argues that 

Nkrumah’s ambitions to “export” local political and ideological formations and render them a 

model for postcolonial Africa not only created the possibility for Ghana’s cosmopolitan scene, 

but were constantly being shaped and redefined by Ghana’s engagements with the foreign 

political actors that it hosted and the foreign audiences it targeted. 

 The underlying argument in this dissertation is that the early years of independence in 

Ghana offered unique notions of a transnational and cosmopolitan citizenship, which need not be 

anachronistically overshadowed by the later entrenchment of the nation-state in Ghana and 

Africa in general. This postcolonial cosmopolitanism had its own modus operandi, which often 

transcended and even conflicted with the political intentions of the Nkrumaist regime. This study 

offers insight into two institutional or spatial nodes – the All-African People’s Conference 

(AAPC) in 1958, and the University of Ghana during the early 1960s – which served as salient 

points of convergence between foreign political actors and state sanctioned ideology. It seeks to 

discuss these nerve centers on their own terms, by reconstructing – through a variety of primary 

sources – specific discursive and ideological exchanges facilitated by each node. Thus, the 

AAPC, which convened in Ghana and was attended by a South African delegation, exposed 

South African dissidents to the Nkrumaist ideological vocabulary and served them as a platform 

for discussing the meaning of ‘race’ and ‘racism’ in apartheid South Africa during the era of 

decolonization in Africa. Similarly, the University of Ghana, which hosted a large body of 

expatriate scholars, was the focal point of another lively and tense debate over the meaning of 

knowledge production in postcolonial Africa. This study shows how political travelers were 
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instrumental agents in these debates, and how they negotiated the very meaning of the Nkrumaist 

vocabulary and the terms of Nkrumaist cosmopiltanism. 

Part I of the dissertation concentrates on the AAPC’s role as a transnational node, 

drawing hundreds of delegates from across Africa to Ghana, and exposing them to the CPP’s 

pan-African ideology and rhetoric. Specifically, it focuses on the cultural translation of the 

Nkrumaist rhetoric of “race” and “racism” that took place as the CPP attempted to export its 

political program to an audience of dissident South Africans facing a regime of apartheid. Part I 

is divided into two chapters. Chapter 1 traces major trends in the evolving discourse over racism 

by prominent CPP ideologues during the period leading into independence (1951-1957). It shows 

how the unique form of decolonization in the Gold Coast, set within a context of the Cold War 

and struggles with the internal opposition in the decolonizing colony, dramatically affected the 

ways in which George Padmore and Nkrumah – key ideological architects of the CPP – 

articulated the phenomenon of racism as a predominantly psychosocial phenomenon, rather than 

a product of economic power-relations. The chapter also uses the motif of racism to demonstrate 

how the CPP rendered itself a model for anti-colonial nationalist movements in Africa, thus 

laying the ideological foundation for Ghana’s status as a cosmopolitan center for political 

radicals.  

Chapter 2 examines how the AAPC confronted South African dissidents with the 

“Nkrumaist” notions of racism described in chapter 1. The chapter examines the reverberations 

of the AAPC among South African dissidents, and the latter’s desire to create a sense of 

ideological continuity with the Ghanaian nationalist rhetoric, while “adapting” that language to 

the local anti-apartheid political syntax and agenda, including, importantly the relationship (or 

lack of) between African indigeneity and descendants of white colonial settlers. The chapter thus 

exposes the promise represented by the CPP for a variety of anti-apartheid activists of contesting 

political organizations in South Africa, as well as the major constraints faced by them as they 

attempted to render Nkrumaist political conceptions “legible” within their own political arena. 

The Ghanaian rhetoric of race and racism had to be culturally translated and redefined by South 

African activists in order to strike a chord with local dissident publics.      

Part II examines another aspect of Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism by focusing on the role of 

the University of Ghana as a transnational node, and the debate that ensued in Ghana over 
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postcolonial knowledge production and the role of the university in a postcolonial state. The 

University of Ghana was envisioned by Nkrumah as a center for a continent-wide process of 

intellectual and cultural rejuvenation, as well as an academic institution that had to be attuned to 

the specific needs of the Ghanaian state. Part II is divided into two chapters. The first of which, 

chapter 3, focuses on the transition period between the University College of Ghana and the 

independent University of Ghana, and the early stages of the university as an independent 

institution (1960-1962). The chapter describes what I term “visions of commensurability” 

between the postcolonial Ghanaian state and the leading university in Ghana, which were 

articulated by prominent actors associated both with the state and with the university elite. 

Expatriate scholar-activists played a crucial role in articulating such visions. The chapter 

explains the intense sense of transition and opportunity afforded by independence in the sphere 

of knowledge production, and discusses the relationship between the large expatriate community 

at the university and the heuristic (and official program) to “Africanize” knowledge and the 

university institution. 

Chapter 4 focuses on a later period of state-university relations, which corresponds with 

the increasing authoritarianism of Nkrumah’s regime. This period, 1963-1964, was marked by a 

growing rift between the university elite and the state, and expressions of a principled 

incommensurability between the Nkrumaist state and the university, as the university leadership 

raised the banner of academic freedom against a government that portrayed the university as a 

neocolonialist hub. The chapter examines the various responses of university- and government-

affiliated expatriates, who were increasingly on the defensive as the terms of Ghana’s status as a 

cosmopolitan node were being redefined. Part II also includes an appendix discussing the unique 

role of Israeli expatriates at the University of Ghana, thus shedding further light on the 

government’s ambivalent eagerness for foreign aid to realize its dream of rapid economic 

development amidst fears of neocolonial subversion. The appendix expands on the ways Israel 

was constructed in Ghana as ideally suiting Ghanaian interests, and the ways Israeli scholars and 

technicians understood the University of Ghana as an arena not only for personal professional 

growth, but also for the realization of their morally-laden Zionist ideals, which converged with 

Israel’s foreign policy agenda.      
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Introduction 
 

Writing in 1984 to Miriam Basner, wife of the late South African exile H. M. Basner who had 

spent four years in Ghana as a close advisor to Kwame Nkrumah, historian Richard Rathbone 

described his own impressions, as a young student in 1963, of Accra’s vibrant cosmopolitanism. 

“It was,” he wrote, “a very odd, and perhaps unique society – cosmopolitan, committed, 

frustrated and sadly doomed as well. Thomas [Hodgkin], who despite numerous conceits was a 

very modest man, could never understand my fascination with the fascinating conjuncture of 

biography that made up the spiderweb of Accra/Legon society but it was extraordinary.”1 This 

cosmopolitan conjuncture has been dubbed by scholars a “transnational node,” “transnational 

hub,” or an “extra-metropolitan” center, serving as a host to a unique society of expatriates, 

travelers, émigrés, and political refugees and exiles, who were drawn to the political vision and 

sense of opportunity provided by Nkrumah’s postcolonial experiment in Ghana. This dissertation 

investigates how Accra’s “extra-metropolitan” cosmopolitanism unfolded, in Ghana and beyond 

its national borders, in the realm of political ideas, as activists flocking to Accra from their 

respective home countries were confronted with “Nkrumaism,” the political ideology, 

vocabulary, and program promulgated by the postcolonial Ghanaian state during Nkrumah’s 

reign, between 1957-1966.2  

Frederick Cooper’s paradigm-setting article, “Possibility and Constraint: African 

Independence in Historical Perspective” (2008), lamented that “historians are still in the early 

stages of taking up the topics pursued by political scientists during the 1960s, when […] detailed 

analysis of organization and ideology emerged, mostly through ‘country studies.’”3 Since Cooper 

made his critical observation, a number of historians have returned to the independence moment 

in Ghana and revisited organizational and ideological aspects of the Nkrumaist regime. Their 

perspective, however, shifted from the limited territorial or national framework dominant in the 

 
1 Richard Rathbone to Miriam Basner, September 24, 1984, ICS88/1/11, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, 
University of London; for Basner’s political memoirs from his period as an activist in South Africa, see Miriam 
Basner, Am I an African? The Political Memoirs of H M Basner (Johannesburg: Witwatersrand University Press, 
1993). 
2 Alternative spelling: Nkrumahism 
3 Frederick Cooper, “Possibility and Constraint: African Independence in Historical Perspective,” The Journal of 
African History 49, no. 2 (2008): 173. 
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1960s, to a transnational approach, underscoring Ghana’s embeddedness in a network of political 

activism transcending Ghana’s boundaries.4 A number of scholars, including Jean Allman, Kevin 

Gaines, Meredith Terretta, Jeffrey Ahlman, Matteo Grilli, Klaas van Walraven, and others, have 

explained how the sense of postcolonial opportunity and the material resources afforded by 

Nkrumah drew a myriad of political (and other) travelers to Ghana.5 Encouraged by Nkrumah, 

such travelers engaged with a political agenda that extended well-beyond the confines of the 

Ghanaian nation-state. This novel scholarly direction has introduced a productive theoretical and 

figurative vocabulary, created with the intention to provide appropriate discursive frameworks to 

handle the complexity of transnational encounters in Ghana, which converged multiple historical 

settings. This dissertation builds on these efforts, further investigating the ways in which 

transnational political imaginaries were articulated through the political activities and 

expressions of various cohorts of political translocators – a term which I extend from the 

scarcely used concept of political translocation to denote the agency of political players whose 

movement from one locale to another is politically motivated.6  

This dissertation applies the term Nkrumaism to denote not only an “orthodoxy” defined 

by Nkrumah’s ruling Convention People’s Party (CPP), but, following Ahlman’s thesis 

presented in Living with Nkrumahism: Nation, State, and Pan-Africanism in Ghana, also the 

“unorthodox” articulations of Nkrumaism. As Ahlman explains, Nkrumaism was “rooted in a 

shifting array of contested, experimental, and often contradictory ideas, practices, and policies 

 
4 This transnational approach, as evident from Jean Allman’s account of the shifting trends in scholarly writing on 
Africa, was not limited to Ghanaian historiography. Rather, it exemplifies the much wider trend of contextualizing 
African nationalism transnationally. See Jean Allman, “Between the Present and History: African Nationalism and 
Decolonization,” in The Oxford Handbook of Modern African History, ed. John Parker and Richard Reid (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2013), 224–40. 
5 Kevin K. Gaines, American Africans in Ghana: Black Expatriates and the Civil Rights Era (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2008); Jean Allman, “Nuclear Imperialism and the Pan-African Struggle for 
Peace and Freedom: Ghana, 1959–1962,” Souls 10, no. 2 (2008): 83–102; Meredith Terretta, “Cameroonian  
Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra,” Journal of African History 51 (2010): 189–
212; Jeffrey S. Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960: Debating ‘Violence’ and 
‘Nonviolence’ in African Decolonization,” Africa Today 57, no. 2 (2010): 67–84; Jeffrey S. Ahlman, “Road to 
Ghana: Nkrumah, Southern Africa and the Eclipse of a Decolonizing Africa,” Kronos 37, no. 1 (January 2011): 23–
40; Klaas van Walraven, The Yearning for Relief: A History of the Sawaba Movement in Niger (Leiden: Brill, 2013); 
Matteo Grilli, “Nkrumah’s Ghana and the Armed Struggle in Southern Africa (1961–1966),” South African 
Historical Journal 70, no. 1 (January 2, 2018): 56–81; Matteo Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism: Ghana’s 
Pan-African Foreign Policy in the Age of Decolonization (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2018). 
6 For similar use of the term “political translocation,” see for example James N. Green’s review, quoted in the blurb 
of the cover of Luis Roniger and Mario Sznajder, The Politics of Exile in Latin America (New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 2009). The term “political translocators” is my novel inflection. 
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put forward by Nkrumah and the CPP.”7 Ahlman, however, goes even further and applies the 

term to his novel attempt at writing a cultural history of Nkrumaism, one that transcends the 

boundaries of Nkrumaist orthodoxy. Ahlman argues that “multiple ‘Nkrumahisms’” may be 

discerned by moving away from state and party institutions and incorporating, as Ahlman does, 

the experiences of individual Ghanaians who “lived with” Nkrumaism, and “invoked the 

language of Nkrumahism as a means through which to articulate their personal aspirations or 

frustrations with their current political, social, or economic status, often as a mechanism through 

which to make claims on the new state.”8 Ahlman’s articulation of multiple Nkrumaisms should 

be understood in part as a response to a prevalent mood in the immediate post-coup period, 

highly critical of Nkrumah.9 Dominated by political scientists and modernization theorists, the 

post-coup debates became, as Matteo Grilli writes, “the academic and political grounds on which 

to debate the successes and shortcomings of modernist approaches.”10 Bound by Cold War 

ideological sensitivities, political scientists took on a highly polemical stance, applying 

comparative methods to place Nkrumah on the ideological spectrum of the period, and criticizing 

the fallen regime by underscoring its “failure” to realize the promises of decolonization. But as 

Ahlman explains, by doing so scholars embraced “the very specific and orthodoxical 

interpretation of Nkrumahism that purports to explain the presumed successes, failures, and 

realities of the Nkrumahist project.”11 

 Nkrumaist orthodoxy, then, was only one manifestation of much wider cultural 

phenomena. Nkrumaism set the “syntax,” the tone, and the backdrop of a period. The following 

chapters build on Ahlman’s understanding of Nkrumaism as a historically-contingent, dynamic, 

and experienced phenomenon, and examine how political travelers made use of the Nkrumaist 

 
7 Jeffrey S. Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism: Nation, State, and Pan-Africanism in Ghana (Athens, Ohio: Ohio 
University Press, 2017), 5. 
8 Ahlman, 21. 
9 For prominent examples of this body of scholarship see Ali A. Mazrui, “Nkrumah: The Leninist Czar,” Transition 
26 (1966): 8–17, https://doi.org/10.2307/2934320; Russel Warren Howe, “Did Nkrumah Favour Pan-Africanism?,” 
Transition 27 (1966): 13–15, https://doi.org/10.2307/2934195; Bob Fitch and Mary Oppenheimer, Ghana: End of 
an Illusion (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1966); Henry L. Bretton, The Rise and Fall of Kwame Nkrumah: A 
Study of Personal Rule in Africa (New York: Praeger, 1966); Jitendra Mohan, “Nkrumah and Nkrumahism,” The 
Socialist Registrar 4 (1967): 191–228; Willard Scott Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966 (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1969); T. Peter Omari, Kwame Nkrumah: The Anatomy of an African Dictatorship (New 
York: Africana Publishing Corporation, 1970). 
10 Matteo Grilli, “Imagining, Building and Living Nkrumaism,” African Historical Review, September 12, 2018, 3, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17532523.2018.1516597. 
11 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 22. 
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vocabulary to articulate their own sense of commensurability, but also disjunction, with the 

Nkrumaist regime and its expressed ideology. Importantly for my efforts here, the “multiplicity” 

of Nkrumaism, as Grilli, Frank Gertis, and others remind us, was also manifested in its adjusted 

message to foreign audiences.12 Nkrumaism was, in other words, not only an “internal” affair 

aimed at a Ghanaian public. Rather, it was an ideology committed to the notion of a 

transnational, pan-African, and cosmopolitan citizenship and was accordingly also constructed as 

an ideology for export through Ghana’s pan-African institutions, conference diplomacy, and 

mass media. In this Ghana was not alone, and Nkrumaism was competing with alternative pan-

African visions promoted by other African leaders and postcolonial states during the early 1960s. 

It was this extra-Ghanaian dimension of Nkrumaism, eager to win the support of anticolonial 

movements and postcolonial publics, that formed the impetus for Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism. 

The way in which scholars sought to describe Ghana’s – and more specifically, Accra’s – 

role as a focal point for transnational activity, is telling and illustrative of their appraisal of the 

sense of promise that various cohorts of political translocators saw in the Nkrumaist project. 

Gaines described Ghana as a “forum for black American radicals,” thus calling attention to the 

oppositional expressions made possible by Nkrumah’s Ghana to a public of African American 

radicals, who were constrained by the boundaries of an American Cold War establishment 

informed by liberalism.13 Similarly, Allman defines Ghana as a global “center” and “focal point” 

for transnational political activism, and a new “center of gravity for Black internationalism.14 

Allman’s choice of words reflects her commitment to reorienting Africa’s role and position 

within a prevalent discourse on globalization that tends to peripheralize or dismiss Africa. 

Moreover, by describing a historical moment in which Ghana – and Africa in general – was at 

 
12 “In its external projection,” writes Grilli, “the Ghanaians simplified the Nkrumaist message, reducing it to its core 
elements.” See Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 4; and see Frank Gerits, “‘When the Bull Elephants 
Fight’: Kwame Nkrumah, Non-Alignment, and Pan-Africanism as an Interventionist Ideology in the Global Cold 
War (1957–66),” The International History Review 37, no. 5 (October 20, 2015): 951–69. I will discuss Gerits’s 
intervention later in the introduction. . 
13 Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 12 (my italics).; Gaines’s contribution should be understood against a large 
body of scholarship produced by American-based scholars, who wrote on African Americans and the politics of race 
during the Cold War. See for example Gerald Horne, Black and Red: W.E.B. Dubois and the Afro-American 
Response to the Cold War, 1944-1963 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1986); Brenda Gayle Plummer, 
Rising Wind : Black Americans and U.S. Foreign Affairs, 1935-1960 (Chapel Hill: North Carolina Press, 1996); 
Penny M. Von Eschen, Race Against Empire: Black Americans and Anticolonialism, 1937–1957 (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1997); Thomas Borstelmann, The Cold War and the Color Line: American Race Relations in the 
Global Arena (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2003). 
14 Allman, “Nuclear Imperialism,” 84, 88–89. 
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the very center of a global movement, Allman offers a counter-narrative to an afro-pessimist 

body of scholarship that concentrates on the failure of the African postcolonial project.  

Other scholars considered Ghana’s role as a transnational node for African liberation 

movements. Meredith Terretta’s scholarly focus on Cameroon’s popular nationalist movement, 

the Union des Populations du Cameroun (UPC), set her on a course leading to Nkrumah’s Ghana 

– a chief destination for UPC exiles – while shifting the focus from Ghana’s role as a center of 

black internationalism to its dominant role as an intra-African hub.15 Terretta’s chief 

contribution, however, was in her conceptualization of Nkrumah’s Ghana as an “extra-

metropolitan” center, a term she coined in order to describe the UPC and others’ “political 

modalities and alliances,” which were encouraged and made possible by Nkrumah’s Ghana.16 

These modalities and alliances “deliberately bypassed inclusion in or collaboration with 

metropolitan political institutions and frameworks.”17 Terretta thus articulated an important 

aspect of Ghana’s status as a center for transnational activism, namely the alternative it offered 

to metropolitan centers, through its own political institutions and frameworks. For both Africans 

and the African diaspora, Ghana became a qualitatively different site for anticolonial agitation 

and expression than metropolitan centers had been for various African national movements in the 

decades preceding – and the years following – Ghana’s independence.18 “From the time of 

Ghana’s independence,” explains Terretta, “Accra became fertile ground for the cultivation of a 

new, political Pan-Africanism, and at the same time, a harbor for the men and women in exile 

who struggled to attain independence for African territories still under foreign domination.19 

 
15 Terretta, “Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra”; and see Meredith 
Terretta, Nation of Outlaws, State of Violence: Nationalism, Grassfields Tradition, and State Building in Cameroon 
(Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 2014), 198–203. 
16 Terretta, “Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra,” 190. 
17 Terretta, 190n5. 
18 On black internationalism and “metropolitan” politics, see Brent Hayes Edwards, The Practice of Diaspora: 
Literature, Translation, and the Rise of Black Internationalism (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 2003). 
19 Terretta, “Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra,” 202; The 
intersection of African nationalist movements with the Nkrumaist institutions was further pursued in other contexts 
by Klaas van Walraven, in his monumental work on the Sawaba movement in Niger, and Ama Biney, Arianna 
Lissoni, Jeffrey Ahlman, and Matteo Grilli’s work on Southern African liberation movements. Arianna Lissoni, 
“The South African Liberation Movements in Exile, c. 1945-1970” (PhD diss., University of London, 2008); 
Arianna Lissoni, “Transformations in the ANC External Mission and Umkhonto We Sizwe, c. 1960–1969,” Journal 
of Southern African Studies 35, no. 2 (June 1, 2009): 287–301, https://doi.org/10.1080/03057070902919850; 
Ahlman, “Road to Ghana”; van Walraven, The Yearning for Relief: A History of the Sawaba Movement in Niger, 
chaps. 9, 12, 13.; Ama Biney, “Ghana’s Contribution to the Anti-Apartheid Struggle: 1958–1994,” in The Road to 
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Terretta’s articulation of extra-metropolitan “modalities and alliances” accommodated by 

Nkrumah’s Ghana was embraced and further developed by Jeffrey Ahlman in his article “Road 

to Ghana: Nkrumah, Southern Africa and the Eclipse of a Decolonizing Africa.”20 In the article, 

Ahlman underscored Accra’s role as an extra-metropolitan locale. That is, he shifted the 

emphasis from the practices of political movements – their programmatic and tactical 

applications – to Accra’s uniqueness as an extra-metropolitan site and urban space, elaborating 

on the novel forms of postcolonial cosmopolitanism that Nkrumah’s Ghana had to offer. 

Importantly, Ahlman bolstered his use of the concept by introducing a contemporary depiction of 

Accra as the “Mecca of pan-Africanism by South African political exile Peter Molotsi. Molotsi’s 

choice to apply the language of pilgrimage testifies to the attractive sense of imminent possibility 

provided by Nkrumaist Ghana. Crucially, Accra was not the only postcolonial African site that 

established itself as an extra-metropolitan center. Though Ghana played a pioneering role in 

defining an Africa-based framework for anticolonial agitation, it should be understood within a 

wider context of increased competition from alternative metropolitan and extra-metropolitan 

sites – including Guinea, Zambia, Egypt (United Arab Republic), Tanzania, and Alegria – and 

correspondingly, an increasing leverage of liberation movements, some of which were at great 

odds with Ghana’s ideological lines and terms of operation.21  

 
Democracy in South Africa, vol. 5, African Solidarity, Part 1 (Pretoria: Unisa Press, 2013), 79–120; Grilli, 
“Nkrumah’s Ghana and the Armed Struggle in Southern Africa (1961–1966).” 
20 Ahlman, “Road to Ghana.” 
21 Compare, for instance, Molotsi’s reference to Mecca to studies of other extra-metropolitan centers in Africa, 
which reveal similar conceptual sensitivities, thus placing Ghana within a wider setting of postcolonial Africa. 
Jeffrey James Byrne’s recent monograph quotes Amilcar Cabral, who “dubbed Algiers the ‘Mecca of 
revolutionaries.’” See Jeffrey James Byrne, Mecca of Revolution: Algeria, Decolonization, and the Third World 
Order (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016), 202. Byrne emphasizes Algeria’s interconnectedness, both in 
terms of its geographical and cultural status as a crossroad, but also in terms of the appeal of its experimentative 
transnational postcolonial vision. Similarly, Andrew Ivaska picks up the theme of interconnectedness in his 
discussion of Dar es Salaam during the 1960s and early 1970s, describing the city as a “a hub for a transnational, 
global 1960s left,” and “a key nodal point for transnational political activism.” See Andrew Ivaska, “Movement 
Youth in a Global Sixties Hub: The Everyday Lives of Transnational Activists in Postcolonial Dar Es Salaam,” in 
Transnational Histories of Youth in the Twentieth Century, ed. Richard Ivan Jobs and David M. Pomfret (Palgrave 
Macmillan UK, 2015), 188–210; Grilli’s history of Ghana’s pan-African institutions and foreign policy also 
embraces the language of transnational interconnectedness, describing Accra as a “transnational hub” and 
“transnational node” for African nationalists, arguing that “the exclusive territorial dimension of nation-state is 
insufficient to describe the birth of independence movements in Africa.” See Grilli, Nkrumaism and African 
Nationalism, 8; for an example of how the anti-apartheid movement operated in these African “extra-metropolitan” 
centers, see South African Democracy Foundation Trust, The Road to Democracy in South Africa, vol. 5, African 
Solidarity, part 1 (Pretoria: Unisa Press, 2013). 



7 
 

This dissertation builds on Terretta’s and Ahlman’s work, exploring two 

spatial/institutional nodes within Accra’s extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism by exploring the 

ideological exchange – primarily concerning the concepts of “race” and “racism,” and the matter 

of postcolonial knowledge production – between multiple and diverse cohorts of political 

translocators belonging to a widely defined, anticolonial global left and Ghana’s evolving 

Nkrumaist orthodoxy. In this introduction, I will first discuss the theoretical foundations 

supporting my choice to concentrate on political translocators, including the proposed 

relationship between transnational travel and movement, on the one hand, and transnational 

political imagination, on the other hand. My discussion of political translocators will also focus 

on some of the implications of the coercive “push” or voluntary “pull” that informed the 

movement of political translocators towards Ghana. The chapter will then proceed to present 

highlights from Nkrumah’s early years, including, importantly, his 12 years abroad (1935-1947) 

in the United Stated and the United Kingdom. The purpose of this biographical survey is to 

illustrate the political roots (and routes) of the overtly transnational and globally-oriented aspects 

of Nkrumaist ideology and practice, and their relationship with Nkrumah’s own ideological 

formation abroad. This discussion will be followed by a general historical periodization of 

Nkrumah’s years in power, and how this evolving history affected the formation of Nkrumaism. 

The chapter then considers Nkrumah’s pan-African ideology and policy, and ends with an 

archival survey and an outline of the dissertation’s structure. 

 

POLITICAL TRANSLOCATORS 

The focus on political personalities (and the institutions or spaces they occupied) who composed 

a portion of Accra’s cosmopolitan scene stems from my suggestion that there was an intricate 

relationship between two conceptual trajectories: transnational movement – in a physical sense – 

across national terrain, and the extension across national boundaries in the realm of the 

imaginary. This idea originally stems from Louise Bethlehem’s work on the global cultural 

expressions of the anti-apartheid movement, engendered by the transnational itineraries of South 

African political exiles.22 Using Bethlehem’s thesis and theoretical tools, I began to explore the 

 
22 See Louise Bethlehem, “ERC Project Proposal: Apartheid--The Global Itinerary: South African Cultural 
Formations in Transnational Circulation, 1948-1990,” ERC Research Proposal, 2013; Louise Bethlehem, “Restless 
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movements and activities of South African political exiles and activists whose paths intersected 

with Nkrumaist Ghana, some of whom – e.g. H. M. Basner, Es’kia Mphahlele, Jordan Ngubane, 

Patrick Duncan, Peter Raboroko – are considered in greater detail in this dissertation. 

Bethlehem’s articulation of the transnational dimensions of the anti-apartheid struggle is 

therefore a crucial aspect, not only of my own research trajectory, but of my notion of the 

interconnected transnationalisms – in the physical sense and in the realm of the imagination – of 

my object of focus, namely Nkrumaism.  

I argue that the persistent transnational dimensions in what came to be known as 

“Nkrumaism” contributed to Accra’s formation as a center for transnational political activity. 

But importantly, transnational actors in Accra were also actively engaged in negotiating and 

contesting Nkrumaism, constantly redefining its meaning to accommodate their own political 

accentuations. Bethlehem’s notion of “restless itineraries,” which she applies to the idea of 

apartheid, provides added theoretical weight to my own efforts.23 Drawing from Robin Wagner-

Pacifici’s theorization of historical events through political semiosis, Bethlehem argues that the 

idea of apartheid is “concretized through multiple informings and iterations in the global cultural 

arena.”24 Similarly, my argument here is that the idea of Nkrumaism gained meaning as political 

translocators traveled to and from Ghana, all the while negotiating their various political 

attachments and ideas with local Ghanaian political culture and ideology, namely Nkrumaism. 

Moreover, the interplay between the agency of political translocators and the political 

imaginations they articulated may productively be explained through the theoretical vocabulary 

and insight provided by Arjun Appadurai in his book, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions 

of Globalization (2005).25  

In the book, Appadurai examines the cultural dimensions of globalization, all the while 

underscoring the role of the imagination as a social practice. He defines five dimensions, or 

 
Itineraries: Anti-Apartheid Expressive Culture and Transnational Historiography,” Social Text 36, no. 3 (136) 
(September 2018): 47–69; Louise Bethlehem, Lindelwa Dalamba, and Uhuru Phalafala, “Cultural Solidarities: 
Itineraries of Anti-Apartheid Expressive Culture — Introduction to the Special Issue,” Safundi 20, no. 2 (April 3, 
2019): 143–52, https://doi.org/10.1080/17533171.2019.1594052. 
23 See Bethlehem, “Restless Itineraries.” 
24 Bethlehem, 52; for Wagner-Pacifici’s article on the cultural construction of historical events, see Robin Wagner‐
Pacifici, “Theorizing the Restlessness of Events,” American Journal of Sociology 115, no. 5 (2010): 1351–86, 
https://doi.org/10.1086/651299. 
25 Arjun Appadurai, Modernity at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalization (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 2005). 
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landscapes, of “global cultural flows,” which serve as building blocks of what he calls the 

“imagined world,” an extension of Benedict Anderson’s “imagined communities.” My notion of 

political translocators converges with Appadurai’s formulation of the “ethnoscape,” with which 

he refers to those persons “who constitute the shifting world in which we live: tourists, 

immigrants, refugees, exiles, guest workers, and other moving groups and individuals,” who, he 

adds, “appear to affect the politics of (and between) nations to a hitherto unprecedented 

degree.”26 In the chapters that follow I consider primarily those moving individuals who were 

drawn (sometimes “pushed”) to Ghana, motivated by what were overtly political reasons. 

Nkrumah’s experiment, orchestrated by the Ghanaian postcolonial state, offered them an 

opportunity to partake in an anti-colonial project committed to the creation of a new type of 

African citizenry, which in many respects, not least in its engagement with such political 

“travelers,” transcended the narrow confines of the Ghanaian nation state.  

This is where Appadurai’s notion of “ideoscapes” – that is, “concatenations of images 

[…] often directly political and frequently have to do with the ideologies of states and the 

counterideologies of movements explicitly oriented to capturing state power or a piece of it” – 

comes into play.27 The political imagination articulated by those political travelers who 

constituted a part of the transnational node that was Accra, was always the result of their 

constant negotiation with state ideology in Ghana, and in some cases (i.e. members of African 

anticolonial, anti-apartheid, or nationalist movements), aimed towards the end of colonial or 

white minority rule in their respective home countries. Finally, the “mediascapes,” which, 

Appadurai suggests, tend to be “image-centered, narrative-based accounts of strips of reality,” 

form an important medium throughout this dissertation, through which and against which 

political translocators articulated their political ideas.28 Nkrumaism was asserted, contested, 

negotiated, and translated to various publics through the narratives and images diffused by the 

press: whether the opposition press in South Africa (in part I), or the state- and party-run press in 

Ghana (in part II). Appadurai’s ideo-, ethno-, and mediascapes together represent aspects of an 

“imagined world” that is especially pertinent for my own efforts to explain the nexus between 

political translocation and the realm of the imaginary facilitated by extra-metropolitan Accra.  

 
26 Appadurai, 33. 
27 Appadurai, 36. 
28 Appadurai, 35–36. 
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The inclusive category of political translocation, combined with Bethlehem’s “restless 

itineraries” and Appadurai’s “global cultural flows,” allows me to move beyond the category of 

political exile, which dominates much of the existing research on the intra-African component of 

Accra’s cosmopolitan scene. It also enables me to explore cohorts located beyond the sphere of 

black internationalism. This dissertation will therefore include transnational nodes, such as the 

University of Ghana, an important yet much-ignored site of transnational engagement in 

Nkrumah’s Ghana. The university included a vibrant and politically motivated community of 

scholars, or scholar-activists, whose terms of engagement with Nkrumaism differed substantially 

from political refugees and exiles. Thus, while Jean Allman published an important and well-

documented article on Nkrumah’s efforts to transform academic and popular understandings of 

African history and culture, her intervention focuses on knowledge production and barely 

considers the fact that so many of the figures involved in the institutions she writes about – the 

Institution of African Studies and the Encylopaedia Africana – were in fact political 

translocators.29 This dissertation will explore the university in terms of its status as a 

transnational hub.  

I use the term political translocators to include a large contingency of non-Ghanaians 

drawn to Accra’s postcolonial cosmopolitanism and to the Nkrumaist notion of a cosmopolitan 

citizenship. One way of making sense of political translocation is by placing these individuals on 

a coercion-volition continuum. A prominent group among Accra’s expatriate scene were political 

refugees, driven into exile by the coercive state machinery of their respective home countries. 

Luis Roniger and Mario Sznajder, who discuss political exile in a Latin American context, define 

political exile as “a mechanism of institutional exclusion (not the only one) by which a person 

involved in politics and public life, or perceived by power holders as such, is forced or pressed to 

leave his or her home country or place of residence, unable to return until a change in political 

circumstances takes place.”30 Varying degrees of coercion served as a backdrop for the arrival of 

hundreds of African nationalists in Ghana from across Africa, the majority of whom were hosted 

and sponsored by Ghana’s pan-African institutions. This category also included a number of 

prominent leaders of the community of African American radicals in Ghana, whom Kevin 

 
29 Jean Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production in the Black Star of 
Africa,” The International Journal of African Historical Studies  46, no. 2 (2013): 181–203. 
30 Roniger and Sznajder, The Politics of Exile in Latin America, 11. 
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Gaines discusses in his monograph.31 Julian Mayfield, for example, an African American writer, 

actor and former communist, who fled a federal manhunt in connection with his involvement 

with black activists engaged in armed self-defense in North Carolina, or WEB and Shirley 

DuBois, who had been deprived of their American passport through much of the 1950s, and who 

“had bid an angry farewell to a United States defined for them by the violation of their 

citizenship rights and the persecution of the black Left.”32  

Ghana, however, was not only a sanctuary – albeit one that provided a vision and 

resources – for political refugees. This aspect of Accra’s extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism, 

which has received wide attention in recent years, fails to consider a wide array of radicals, 

anticolonial and Leftist activists drawn to a place in which they saw an opportunity for effective 

and meaningful activism, the kind of which their home counties could not, and would not, afford 

them. Allman pointed to this direction in her discussion of the 1959 anti-nuclear Sahara Protest 

Team composed of peace activists from Ghana, Basutoland (Lesotho), Nigeria, France, Britain 

and the US.33 The team received CPP sponsorship and attempted – and ultimately failed – to 

travel from newly independent Ghana to a site in the Sahara Desert where the French intended to 

test their atomic bomb. Tellingly, this group of activists did not consist of political refugees, but 

rather of activists who shared a common political goal – an end to nuclear imperialism. 

However, even within this ad hoc amalgam of activists, members were not evenly placed on the 

coercion-volition continuum. The African American members of the team, Bayard Rustin and 

Bill Sutherland, who are the main focus of Allman’s attention, remained in a crucial sense – as 

Kevin Gaines reminds us – “strangers in their own land, excluded from the nation’s vaunted 

freedom and prosperity.”34 Rustin and Sutherland cannot be considered on a par with other 

European pacifists in the protest team – who, despite their political dissidence, enjoyed the full 

trappings of citizenship. My choice to include in this dissertation a discussion on the University 

of Ghana and the production of postcolonial knowledge seeks to widen the terms of discussion of 

 
31 Gaines, American Africans in Ghana. 
32 Gaines, 8; for Mayfield in Ghana, see Gaines, chap. 5. 
33 Allman, “Nuclear Imperialism.” 
34 Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 8; for Sutherland’s experience as an expatriate in Ghana, see Bill Sutherland 
and Matt Meyer, Guns and Gandhi in Africa: Pan-African Insights on Nonviolence, Armed Struggle and Liberation 
(Trenton, NJ: Africa World Press, 2000). 
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Accra’s cosmopolitanism to include political activists who were “pulled” by, rather than 

“pushed” towards, Ghana’s postcolonial experiment. 

This dissertation examines two different modes of political translocation in Ghana. Part I 

concentrates on a number of South African delegates to the All-Africans People’s Conference 

(AAPC), and the political discussion that ensued in dissident circles in South Africa during and 

following the conference. A salient feature of this cohort of political travelers was the short 

duration of their stay in Ghana. The majority of the South African delegates had no intention of 

settling in Ghana, only of visiting Ghana with the intention of participating in the pan-African 

conference organized by the CPP. As Louise Bethlehem observed in a number of her recent 

interventions, there was a conspicuous contrast between “the self-declared isolationism of the 

apartheid regime, historically a pillar of South Africa’s foreign policy,” and between apartheid, 

which Bethlehem argues, “in fact served as an apparatus of transnational cultural production.”35 

Similarly here, the aspiringly isolationist apartheid regime produced political agents and – 

especially after the Sharpeville massacre – exiles, who continuously crossed national borders and 

engaged in a transnational political culture, which in this case brought them to Nkrumah’s 

Ghana. 

 AAPC delegates interacted with that aspect of Nkrumaism that belonged to the domain 

of public diplomacy, an Nkrumaism tailored for export to anticolonial circles across Africa. One 

distinctive feature of the South African delegation was that exile was already a tangible prospect, 

even during this pre-Sharpeville moment. As the leader of the delegation Es’kia Mphahlele 

wrote, “in 1958, when I had just left South Africa and was teaching in Nigeria, it was generally 

believed that white-ruled Southern Africa was the only part of the continent that could qualify 

for the kind of violence that throws people out into exile.”36 Mphahlele opted for self-exile 

following the increasing repression and narrowing possibilities for himself, a black intellectual 

and political activist in apartheid South Africa. Another South African delegate, Alfred 

Hutchinson, arrived in Ghana as a downright political refugee or exile. Taking advantage of a 

sudden withdrawal of indictments by the prosecution in the South African treason trials, 

 
35 Louise Bethlehem and Nitzan Tal, “South African Text; Zionist Palimpsest: Israeli Critics Read Alan Paton’s Cry, 
the Beloved Country,” Journal of Modern Jewish Studies, 2019, 3, https://doi.org/10.1080/14725886.2019.1693116; 
see also Bethlehem, “Restless Itineraries.” 
36 Es’kia Mphahlele, “Africa in Exile,” Daedalus 111, no. 2 (1982): 29. 
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Hutchinson, knowing it was only a matter of time until the prosecution would press new charges 

against him, fled South Africa.37 Upon landing in Accra, Hutchinson felt an overpowering sense 

of gratitude that there was in the world “a place like Ghana” that offered a sheltering arm to 

political refugees fighting apartheid and colonialism.38 The mode of political translocation 

exemplified by the South African delegation was characterized by its short duration, coupled 

with a looming threat – which for Hutchinson had already become a reality – of political exile. 

Part II, by comparison, focuses primarily on the politically-motivated expatriate 

community at the University of Ghana, a transnational node that drew a cohort of academic 

expatriates who resided in Ghana for longer durations of time. Accordingly, this diverse group of 

political translocators experienced a different aspect of Nkrumah’s Ghana, which falls under 

Ahlman’s conceptualization of living with Nkrumaism. This cohort, by and large, enjoyed a 

degree of independence from state coercion inaccessible to their Ghanaian counterparts at the 

university in Legon, or to the many political exiles in Accra who relied heavily on direct state 

sponsorship. However, as residents in Ghana they nonetheless had to negotiate the increasingly 

authoritative Nkrumaist prescriptions with their own ideals and agendas, which often converged 

with Nkrumaist imperatives on certain key aspects. The peripatetic nature of the academic 

profession offered the great majority of expatriates in Legon the flexibility of spending intervals 

of time in Ghana, pursuing their professional, personal, or political goals, and then pursuing 

academic possibilities elsewhere or returning to their tenured positions in their original 

institutions. The benefits of a secure citizenship (and in many cases, professional security as 

well) were key aspects of many of the political translocators working in Legon. There were 

important exceptions to that rule, when academic mobility converged with the “push” of the state 

machinery of one’s home country. Alan Nunn May, to name one example, a British physicist 

who had been convicted for supplying secrets on British and US atomic research to the Soviet 

Union during World War II, was offered a “presidential professorship” by Nkrumah (the 

university was then quick to offer the post of lecturer through regular academic channels), after 

having been professionally curtailed in the West.39  

 
37 Hutchinson narrated his dramatic escape from South Africa to Ghana in a book. See Alfred Hutchinson, Road to 
Ghana (London: Penguin, 2006). 
38 Hutchinson, 195. 
39 For Alan Nunn May, see obituary in Brian Cathcart, “Alan Nunn May: Britain’s First Convicted Atom Spy,” The 
Independent, January 29, 2003, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/obituaries/alan-nunn-may-36209.html; Other 
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Biography is an inseparable aspect of the discussion on political translocators, and is used 

throughout this dissertation to illustrate and shed light on aspects of Nkrumah-era 

cosmopolitanism in Ghana. The choice of persons discussed is derived from a combination of the 

constraints imposed by the institutional nodes and spatial nodes explored here, and those 

imposed by the archive. A disparity thus exists in the ensuing discussions in terms of the gender, 

race, and class of the protagonists. This is to a large extent a reflection of the historical reality, in 

which men dominated the public sphere. For example, in discussing the transnational 

reverberations of the AAPC in South African dissident circles, female voices are largely muted. 

The South African delegation to the AAPC included only two women: the white American 

heiress and former private secretary of Albert Luthuli, president of the African National 

Congress (ANC), Mary-Louise Hooper, who represented the ANC, and Cynthia Duncan, wife of 

Patrick Duncan, who represented the Liberal Party. The latter, however, left no personal papers 

or published material concerning the conference, in direct contrast to her husband who, as editor 

of a dissident newspaper, published widely on the AAPC, articulating a sense of commensurably 

between Nkrumaism and the Liberal Party. As for Hooper, her personal papers – her personal 

papers, which are archived in Michigan State University, offer very little in terms of her 

impressions and activity during the AAPC, and consist mainly of memorabilia and documents 

she gathered during the conference. I did attempt, however, to offer an inroad into the 

experiences of two women – Ann Seidman and Maya Angelou – in part II of this dissertation, 

though here too, one has to take into consideration that the University of Ghana during the 1960s 

was largely dominated by men. 

Part II deals mainly with white expatriates, which too is a reflection of the historical fact 

that the academic expatriate community was composed mainly of white men. And though some 

prominent exceptions existed – St. Clair Drake, Pauli Murray, Wendell Jean Pierre, and others –

 
examples of exiled academics or academics who were socially and professionally marginalized in their home 
countries due to their race or political activity, include Preston King, who insisted that his draft board refer to him as 
“Mr.,” a title which they dropped once they found out he was African American. King was declared a deserter and 
went into exile, spending a while at the University of Ghana. He was pardoned by President Bill Clinton in 2000, 
after a distinguished academic career abroad. See Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 155–56; Pauli Murray, an 
African American woman, who despite her proven achievements faced social constraints hindering her professional 
advancements in the US, was also drawn to Ghana, where she grew disenchanted by the Nkrumah regime. See 
Gaines, chap. 4; Leslie Rubin, a white South African anti-apartheid activist who went into exile, first in Ghana, 
where he worked in the University of Ghana’s Department of Law. See short biography in Gerald Shaw, “Obituary: 
Leslie Rubin,” the Guardian, April 16, 2002, http://www.theguardian.com/news/2002/apr/16/guardianobituaries1. 
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the uneven supply of archival materials played its part. Finally, class and race play a crucial role 

in terms of the sources available to the historian. That is, difference is terms of race and class 

manifested in the extent and manner in which political translocators engaged in a written culture. 

Personalities such as Conor Cruise O’Brien, or Patrick Duncan, whose very professions were 

defined by their written output, were highly conscious of saving, filing and recording their 

written activity for posterity. O’Brien and Duncan left a wealth of written sources accessible to 

historians, which is scarcely matched by any of the multiple political refugees hosted by Ghana’s 

pan-African institutions. An inadvertent bias towards white men, who wrote and published does 

therefore exist in this dissertation. The limitations imposed by the archive, however, opened new 

research avenues, namely, to discuss the evolving terms of the Nkrumaist discourse on race, 

indigeneity, and whiteness in postcolonial Africa, and the way Nkrumaism affected the evolving 

terms of discussion on these matters elsewhere in Africa. 

 

KWAME NKRUMAH: TRANSNATIONAL ROOTS AND ROUTES 

During Ghana’s independence ceremony on March 6, 1957, Kwame Nkrumah delivered a speech 

in which he famously declared that “our independence is meaningless unless it is linked up with 

the total liberation of the African continent.”40 Ghana’s first prime minister offered a 

transnational scope for Ghana’s national project by embedding Ghana’s independence in the 

larger continent-wide anticolonial struggle. Nkrumah’s rhetorical commitment took on a 

formalized and more radical form when, as Ghana adopted its republican constitution in 1960, it 

conferred on parliament, in what was a distinctive feature of the Ghanaian constitution, the 

power “to provide for the surrender of the whole or any part of the sovereignty of Ghana” to a 

future “union of African states and territories.”41 Nkrumah’s commitment to the anti-colonial 

cause in Africa and to the ideal of political unity was not, as Matteo Grilli underscores, merely a 

rhetorical device, or lip service to his fellow anti-colonial activists.42 Rather, Grilli argues that 

Nkrumah’s independence speech expressed a fundamental commitment that informed what 

 
40 Kwame Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom: A Statement of African Ideology (London: Heinemann, 1961), 107. 
41 Leslie Rubin and Pauli Murray, The Constitution and Government of Ghana (London: Sweet & Maxwell, 1961), 
30–34, 250. Guinea, officially in a political union with Ghana, included similar clauses in its constitution, see Rubin 
and Murray, 32n66-67. 
42 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 1–2. 
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would become Ghana’s “pan-African foreign policy,” devised and executed by a number of 

state-funded institutions established to promote Nkrumah’s pan-African vision among anti-

colonial movements throughout Africa.  

Nkrumah’s investment in an extra-national political vision, as well as his insistence on 

fusing his political program for Ghana with a continental and global perspective, were rooted, as 

many scholars have explained, in a number of intersecting histories of African and international 

anticolonialism. These intersecting histories shaped Nkrumah’s intellectual and political 

trajectory during his early years in Ghana and during the twelve years he spent abroad, between 

1935-1947.43 Crucially, Nkrumah’s travels and experiences abroad facilitated the maturation of 

the transnational features underlying his political ideas and strategy. Nkrumah’s border crossings 

were, somewhat paradoxically, a feature of British imperialism, and the imperial order in 

general. “Empires,” argue Kevin Grant, Philippa Levine and Frank Trentmann, “were critical 

sites where transnational social and cultural movements took place.”44 Moreover, colonization, 

which as Cooper reminds us is “the reorganization of space, the forging and unforging of 

linkages,” engendered racialized subjects who forged strong links, which transcended imperial 

boundaries, with Africans and members of the African diaspora premised on a shared experience 

of racial exclusion.45 These imperial and black transnational links proved crucial to Nkrumah’s 

intellectual and political development, and included, as I will discuss in greater length, four 

dominant political traditions: a West African framework for nationalist agitation; a US-based 

black political counterculture; a Marxist-inspired international anticolonialism; and George 

Padmore’s pan-Africanist tradition.     

Nkrumah’s politization is often traced back to his years as a student and political 

organizer abroad, as he became increasingly acquainted with, and mobilized by the political 

 
43 See, for example, Imanuel Geiss, The Pan-African Movement: A History of Pan-Africanism in America, Europe 
and Africa, trans. Ann Keep (New York: Africana Publishing Co., 1974), chaps. 14, and elsewhere; Marika 
Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah: The Years Abroad 1935-1947 (Legon, Ghana: Freedom Publications, 1996); Gaines, 
American Africans in Ghana, 39–44; Ama Biney, The Political and Social Thought of Kwame Nkrumah (New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), chap. 2; Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, chap. 1; Grilli, Nkrumaism and African 
Nationalism, 35–46. 
44 Kevin Grant, Philipa Levine, and Frank Trentmann, eds., Beyond Sovereignty: Britain, Empire and 
Transnationalism, c.1880-1950 (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 2. 
45 Frederick Cooper, Colonialism in Question: Theory, Knowledge, History (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 2005), 105; on the relationship between African (British) colonial sojourns abroad to the British metropole the 
emergence of West African nationalism, see Hakim Adi, “Pan-Africanism and West African Nationalism in 
Britain,” African Studies Review 43, no. 1 (April 2000): 69–82, https://doi.org/10.2307/524721. 
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counter-culture of the African diaspora. But as Marika Sherwood underscores, “Nkrumah was 

not just a product of Diaspora influences. He was also a son of Africa and more particularly of 

the Gold Coast.”46 During the decades of Nkrumah’s youth and early adulthood in the Gold 

Coast (1909-1935), the British-controlled Gold Coast colony was, as Sherwood explains, “a hive 

of political activity.”47 And though Nkrumah was not engaged as a political activist, local 

political developments made a lasting imprint on him. Nkrumah’s first nationalist sentiments 

were informed by persons and organizations which imagined the national community in terms 

that far surpassed the colonial boundaries of the Gold Coast. Thus, for example, Nkrumah 

described in his autobiography having had “many long conversations” during the early 1930s 

with S. R. Wood, then secretary of the National Congress of British West Africa (NCBWA).48 

The NCBWA, formed in 1920, was dominated by western-educated professional elite from the 

Gambia, Gold Coast, Nigeria, and Sierra Leone, who advocated for constitutional, legal, and 

educational reform, and for the opening of senior administrative posts in the colonial civil 

service for Africans.49 The Congress insisted on a West African framework for political claim-

making, thus bypassing the colonially defined administrative divisions. The “national,” in other 

words, was imagined by the NCBWA as a West African community. A similar pan-West African 

nationalism informed Nkrumah’s political activism in the US during the early 1940s, when he 

took on a leading position in the African Students Association of America and Canada (ASA).50 

It was during the early 1940s, Sherwood explains, that Nkrumah “had become increasingly clear 

[…] that what he wanted to achieve was independence and some form of African unity.”51 Later, 

during his London years, Nkrumah played a leading role in founding the West African National 

Secretariat (WANS). WANS strove to work with political movements in West Africa “with a 

view to realizing a West African Front for a United West African National Independence,” and 

 
46 Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 3. 
47 Sherwood, 13. 
48 Kwame Nkrumah, The Autobiography of Kwame Nkrumah (London: Panaf, 1973), 17; Not much is known about 
Nkrumah’s relationship with Wood, see Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 18–19. 
49 For more on the NCBWA, see J. Ayodele Langley, Pan-Africanism and Nationalism in West Africa, 1900-1945: 
A Study in Ideology and Social Classes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), chaps. 3–5; Geiss, The Pan-African 
Movement, 284–92; G. I. C. Eluwa, “Background to the Emergence of the National Congress of British West 
Africa,” African Studies Review 14, no. 2 (September 1971): 205–18, https://doi.org/10.2307/523823. 
50 On the ASA, see Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 89–98; Marika Sherwood, “The African Students Association of 
America and Canada, 1941 – 1945,” Lagos Historical Review 14 (2014): 23–54, https://doi.org/10.4314/lhr.v14i1.2. 
51 Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 95. 
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to educate metropolitan publics about the political situation in west Africa.52 Thus, the idea of 

trans-continental unity, which would become a major ideological and programmatic component 

of the post-independence Nkrumaist vision, had its roots in the very early articulations of 

nationalism in the Gold Coast, and continued to develop during Nkrumah’s years abroad. 

Nkrumah’s exposure to a political culture of Afro-modernity and black internationalism 

began during his youth in the Gold Coast, but would gain great impetus during his years abroad. 

According to Nkrumah’s own testimony, it was the towering figure of James E. K. Aggrey 

(1875-1927) who had first awakened the young Nkrumah’s nationalism, during his training at 

Achimota College.53 Aggrey’s advocacy of racial uplift and self-help struck a chord with 

Nkrumah, but he had been skeptical – “even at that time,” he claims in his autobiography, though 

this may well have been a later projection – of Aggrey’s commitment to a vision of inter-racial 

harmony within the framework of colonial rule. Aggrey, who drew strong parallels between the 

political and social reality of Africans and African Americans, may have, as Grilli argues, 

“provided Nkrumah with the first nuances of Pan-Africanism.”54 But it was during his politically 

formative years in the US (1935-1947) that Nkrumah’s notion of a transnational black solidarity 

bourgeoned. Nkrumah recalled in his autobiography that the book “that did more than any other 

to fire my enthusiasm” was Philosophy and Opinions of Marcus Garvey (1923).55 Garvey’s 

ideals of racial self-assertion and pride struck a chord with the young Nkrumah, who, Sherwood 

writes, had also attended meetings of Garvey’s Universal Negro Improvement Association 

(UNIA) in New York.56 In his autobiography, Nkrumah did not expand much on any personal 

encounters with racism he may had encountered in the US. “It is clear,” argues Gaines, “that the 

politician studiously avoided alienating his audience of American policy makers and potential 

well-wishers” by referencing American racism in his autobiography, published in 1957 shortly 

after Ghana’s independence.57 He did, however, recall his “first experience of active racialism 

below the Mason-Dixon line,” in Baltimore, where in response to Nkrumah’s request for a drink 

 
52 Adi, “Pan-Africanism and West African Nationalism in Britain,” 78. 
53 Nkrumah, Autobiography, 12; for Aggrey see Edwin William Smith, Aggrey of Africa: A Study in Black and 
White (Freeport, NY: Books for Libraries Press, 1971); Sylvia M. Jacobs, “James Emman Kwegyir Aggrey: An 
African Intellectual in the United States,” The Journal of Negro History 81, no. 1/4 (1996): 47–61. 
54 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 36. 
55 Nkrumah, Autobiography, 37. 
56 Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 81. 
57 Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 42. 
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of water, a white waiter responded contemptuously that “the place for you, my man, is the 

spittoon outside.”58 The incident left Nkrumah “shocked.” Nkrumah also recalled conducting “an 

intensive survey of the Negro from a religious, social and economic standpoint” for the 

Presbyterian Church in Philadelphia. The survey had taken him to over six hundred African 

American homes in Philadelphia, serving as an “eye-opener to the racial problem in the United 

States,” and leaving an emotional mark on Nkrumah.59 At the center of Nkrumah’s American 

experiences, as Ahlman explains, “were the political and economic realities of being black in the 

depression-era and war-time United States as he embarked upon a number of economic 

endeavors outside of his schooling,” including hawking fish, laboring in a shipyard near 

Philadelphia, working in a soap factory, and waiting tables on a shipping line running New York, 

and Vera Cruz, Mexico.60   

In New York, where he spent his vacations from the historically black Lincoln University 

which he attended, Nkrumah encountered Harlem’s rich cultural life and entered the orbit of 

black internationalist activism that would come to play a major role in his political development. 

“The streets of Harlem,” writes Sherwood, “must have been his first school in politics.”61 

Nkrumah’s “favourite amusement” during these vacations was to listen to the “soap-box orators” 

at the street corners, among them he would have heard speakers representing a wide-array of 

black political movements.62 In Harlem Nkrumah also frequented the African National Memorial 

Bookstore, famous for its Africana collection, and probably read at the Schomburg Collection of 

books on Africa and the African diaspora.63 Perhaps as early as 1937, Nkrumah first came in 

touch with the New York based anticolonial Council on African Affairs (CAA), which promoted 

the pan-African notion of a principled link between the African American and anticolonial 

struggles, and which leadership was left-leaning.64 Later, in 1945, Nkrumah participated in a 

conference organized by the CAA on “Africa – new perspectives” espousing a strong 

condemnation of colonial rule.65 He would maintain his relationship with the CAA after 

 
58 Nkrumah, Autobiography, 35. 
59 Nkrumah, 35. 
60 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 40; see detailed discussion in Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 44–48. 
61 Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 42. 
62 See discussion in Sherwood, 39–42. 
63 Sherwood, 42–43. 
64 Sherwood, 43; for more on the CAA see Von Eschen, Race Against Empire. 
65 Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 84–85. 
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returning to Africa. Nkrumah’s active involvement in a politics of a US-based pan-Africanism, 

which articulated a principled link between the struggle of members of the African diaspora and 

anti-colonialism in Africa, would inform Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism after independence, when 

African American radicals saw in Ghana a possibility of practicing and promoting a transnational 

American citizenship defined by solidarities with African peoples. 

Nkrumah’s interaction with the CAA testifies to another important intellectual and 

ideological development during his years in the US – his embrace of Marxist modes of critique 

of the imperial project, which placed the economics of empire at the center of their analysis.66 In 

his autobiography, Nkrumah described his years in America as intellectually stimulating. He 

mentions having “read Hegel, Karl Marx, Engels, Lenin and Mazzini,” of which “Karl Marx and 

Lenin particularly impressed me” as offering constructive insight into the “colonial question and 

the problem of imperialism.”67 Anticolonial critiques writing in a Marxist tradition – Lenin 

foremost among them – or within a broader anticolonial tradition that understood colonialism 

primarily as the result of the demands of a global capitalist economy, infused Nkrumah’s 

anticolonial politics with an overtly international and transnational dimension. As Ahlman 

explains, this line of critique “provided a model for understanding the world and, in particular, a 

global political economy constructed out of the violence, iniquities, and relentless resource 

extraction of European capitalist imperialism.”68 Nkrumah’s treatise Towards Colonial Freedom, 

which he began writing in the US – portions of the treatise were originally intended for his PhD 

dissertation – demonstrates Lenin’s strong influence.69 And his dissertation, as Ama Biney 

explains, attests to Nkrumah’s “Marxist theoretical perspective, which he applied to the 

 
66 This development may well have also had its roots Nkrumah’s earlier years in the Gold Coast. In his 
autobiography, Nkrumah also mentioned in passing, without suggesting any direct influence on his own emerging 
national sentiment, the Sierra Leonean activist ITA Wallace-Johnson (1894-1965). However, as Sherwood observes, 
Wallace-Johnson’s fiery articles in many of the local Gold Coast newspapers, as well as his activities as co-founder 
of the West African Youth League (WAYL), had in all likelihood made an impression on Nkrumah. Sherwood 
suggests that Nkrumah, who published his autobiography in the midst of the Cold War in 1957, downplayed 
Wallace-Johnson due to his communist links as a trade union organizer and as member of the International Trade 
Union Committee of Negro Workers (ITUCNW), an organ of the Communist International (Comintern). See 
Sherwood, 20–21; for Wallace-Johnson and WAYL, see Leo Spitzer and LaRay Denzer, “I. T. A. Wallace-Johnson 
and the West African Youth League,” The International Journal of African Historical Studies 6, no. 3 (1973): 413–
52, https://doi.org/10.2307/216610. 
67 Nkrumah, Autobiography, 37. 
68 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 30. 
69 Kwame Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism (London: 
Heinemann, 1962); Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 65. 
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relationship between the European colonial powers and Africa,” and on account of which it is 

estimated that the dissertation was rejected.70 Following Lenin, Nkrumah maintained that 

imperialism was an essential component of the capitalist system’s perpetual need for growth, 

with colonies providing colonial metropoles with new arenas for resource extraction, labor, and 

markets for European capital. Lenin thus provided Nkrumah, as well as other colonized 

intellectuals, with a powerful model with which to interpret and critique colonialism and the 

international capitalist system, and in which colonialism was understood on a broad, extra-

national, global scale.71 This tradition would translate into Nkrumah’s post-independence 

commitment to “African Socialism” and his underscoring of the menacing prospects of 

neocolonialism. Moreover, as this dissertation will demonstrate, Ghana’s role as a transnational 

hub was directly informed by this anti-colonial global Leftist tradition. 

During the mid-1940s, as he traveled to the UK, where he would spend a short but 

decisive period, Nkrumah’s political trajectory converged with George Padmore’s efforts to 

create a pan-African framework for anticolonial agitation in Africa.72 A leading theoretician, 

activist, and publicist of African liberation, Padmore (1903-1959) soon drew Nkrumah into his 

activist circles and served as his political mentor in a relationship that would prove crucial to 

their respective and increasingly entangled political trajectories.73 Born in Trinidad, Padmore 

travelled to the US in pursuit of university education during the late 1920s. He joined the 

Workers (Communist) Party of the USA (CPUSA), where he soon ascended to a position of 

leadership as he left for the Soviet Union to become head of the Negro Bureau of the Red 

International of Labor Unions (Profintern). Padmore founded and became secretary of the 
 

70 Biney, Political and Social Thought, 24; see also Biney’s discussion of an essay published by Nkrumah in the US, 
where she identifies the use of “Marxist terminology.” 22–23. 
71 See Ahlman’s discussion of the political and economic critiques of European imperialism. Ahlman, Living with 
Nkrumahism, 35–39. 
72 For an excellent account of Padmore’s political evolution after his departure from the Communist Party, see 
Leslie James, George Padmore and Decolonization from Below: Pan-Africanism, the Cold War, and the End of 
Empire (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015); see also a concise account in Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 
34–39. 
73 George Padmore’s political trajectory had already intersected the Gold Coast back in the 1930s. Padmore had 
traveled the length of west Africa in 1930, recruiting delegates for the forthcoming founding meeting of ITUCNW. 
Padmore became editor of the ITUCNW publication, the Negro Worker, which circulated in the Gold Coast and was 
most likely chief among those publications that prompted the colonial authority to legislate the Gold Coast Sedition 
Act of 1934 banning the entry of “subversive literature” into the colony, which became the cause for major 
controversy and political unrest in the colony. The circulation of the Negro Worker in the Gold Coast, as well as 
Nnamdi Azikiwe and Wallace-Johnson’s columns in the Gold Coast press, attest to the convergence of Gold Coast 
nationalism with what Kevin Gaines calls “cosmopolitan Afro-modernity.” 
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International Trade Union Committee of Negro Workers (ITUCNW) and editor of its leading 

publication, the Negro Worker. By the end of 1932, explains Leslie James, Padmore “could boast 

a vast network of individuals and organizations across Africa, the United States, the West Indies, 

Britain, and, to a lesser extent, Latin America.”74 This elaborate network of activists and trade 

unionists, as well as the theoretical tools he acquired during his time in the Comintern, proved 

crucial after his break from the party in 1934. Padmore’s disillusionment with the Comintern was 

not only the result of the its decision to prioritize diplomatic relationships with the colonial 

powers in their common fight against fascism. As Leslie James persuasively argues, another 

decisive process led to Padmore’s departure, namely, “a gradual deterioration in relations based 

upon the underlying racism he perceived in his European comrades.”75  

Following his departure from the Communist Party, Padmore embraced pan-African 

frameworks to pursue his political objectives. Between 1935 and 1944 Padmore was active in a 

number of pan-African movements and, as Hakim Adi argues, was instrumental in “creating a 

new Marxist, anti-imperialist and Pan-Africanist political milieu, which was increasingly 

attractive to many African and Caribbean activists based in Britain.”76 It was this milieu that 

informed and shaped Nkrumah’s political outlook during his short but decisive period in the UK. 

Upon his arrival in London, Nkrumah joined Padmore in organizing the Fifth Pan-African 

Congress in Manchester.77 The Manchester Congress continued the sequence and retained the 

organizational platform of its predecessor congresses – organized by WEB Du Bois in 1919 and 

during the 1920s, and by Henry Sylvester Williams in 1900 – but differed from them 

substantially in crucial respects.78 Whereas the previous Pan-African Congresses were set within 

 
74 James, George Padmore, 26. 
75 James, 28. 
76 Hakim Adi, “George Padmore and the 1945 Manchester Pan-African Congress,” in George Padmore: Pan-
African Revolutionary, ed. Fitzroy Baptiste and Rupert Lewis (Kingston, Jamaica: Ian Randle, 2009), 68. 
77 For more on the Manchester congress, see Hakim Adi and Marika Sherwood, The 1945 Manchester Pan-African 
Congress Revisited (London: New Beacon Books, 1995); Nkrumah’s political activity in the UK is set within a 
longer tradition of West African anti-colonial agitation in Britain, dominated by West African students studying in 
the metropole. See Hakim Adi, West Africans in Britain, 1900-1960: Nationalism, Pan-Africanism, and Communism 
(London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1998); and see also Adi, “Pan-Africanism and West African Nationalism in 
Britain.” 
78 The interwar period congresses organized by Du Bois took place in Paris (1919), London and Brussels (1921), 
London and Lisbon (1923), New York (1927). See P. Olisanwuche Esedebe, “The Growth of the Pan-African 
Movement, 1893-1927,” Tarikh 6, no. 3 (1980): 18–35; Geiss, The Pan-African Movement, chap. 12; for a short 
survey of the congresses see Colin Legum, Pan-Africanism: A Short Political Guide, Revised (New York: Praeger, 
1965), 28–32. 
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the rhetorical boundaries of progressivism of the liberal imperial order, the Manchester congress 

leveraged the opportunities provided by World War II – especially the Atlantic Charter’s 

commitment to all people’s right of self-determination – and demanded an immediate end to 

colonial rule in Africa. Moreover, unlike the previous congresses attended mainly by a 

professional elite of the African diaspora, delegates to the Manchester congress included a 

substantial contingency of (continental) Africans, as well as trade unionists and working-class 

blacks. Manchester, as I will discuss in length in the following chapters, also symbolically marks 

the beginning of a reorientation of the pan-Africanism, from a predominantly diasporic 

movement largely defined on the premise of race or blackness, to a “continental” movement that 

underscored residency in Africa, or the continental geographical boundaries as its chief site of 

reference.    

In fact, in a conscious attempt to draw trade union delegates and hopefully win the 

support of the international labor movement, the Manchester congress was scheduled to take 

place shortly after a World Trade Union Conference in Paris.79 This new social component was 

also evident from the language and arguments put forth in Manchester. As Jeffrey Ahlman 

explains, the Manchester congress speakers and delegates “focused their attention on the 

uniquely exclusionary and extractive nature of colonial rule, highlighting such issues as land 

alienation, forced labor, and inequalities in pay.”80 Considering the substantial disparities 

between Manchester and the previous congresses – in terms of social composition, 

organizational context, and its political mood and agenda – Hakim Adi argues that the 

Manchester congress “can be seen as a successfully staged coup by George Padmore.”81 

Padmore maintained the pan-African name and organizational framework and secured Du Bois’s 

support while reshaping it as a militant “Marxist-influenced Pan-Africanism.”82  

Thus, when in 1947 Nkrumah traveled to the Gold Coast to become secretary general of 

the United Gold Coast Convention (UGCC), his political outlook had been shaped by his twelve 
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years abroad, and particularly by the political experience he had gained in London. His fierce 

anticolonial agenda was informed by a transnational interpretation of imperialism, and a strong 

conviction in the necessity, and rationale, of a transnational anticolonial struggle. Nkrumah 

located his political sentiment and program within multilayered transnational “imagined 

communities,” which served as a political counter-culture to the racially exclusionary western 

nation and imperial states: a “Padmorian” pan-African community; and a community of colonial 

subjects; a territorialized west African community crossing colonial boundaries. These elements 

informed both the Nkrumaist vision and the cosmopolitan scene that evolved in Ghana during 

Nkrumah’s years in power.  

 

NKRUMAISM: MAJOR TRENDS 

Nkrumaism, as discussed in the beginning of this chapter, had multiple manifestations that 

transcended the exclusive realms of the top-down imposed orthodoxy, and included alternative 

articulations of the Nkrumaist vocabulary by non-party agents, as the next chapters will 

demonstrate. But Nkrumaism was also an orthodoxy, which despite formal expressions by CPP 

members, was never a static, but always a contingent and negotiated formulation. And, 

importantly, whether one explores the “multiple Nkrumaisms” experienced and expressed by 

“ordinary” Ghanaians, political dissidents in South Africa, or academic expatriates working in 

the University of Ghana – Nkrumaist orthodoxy mattered. It was encountered, contested, 

negotiated, and redefined in unexpected ways by multiple non-CPP actors, in response to ever-

changing historical circumstances. In order to better grasp the next chapters, this section will 

explore a number of the underlying (and evolving) logics and key moments of “official” 

Nkrumaism and the political developments in Ghana that informed these trends. Specifically, this 

section will discuss the CPP’s highly centralist regime; Nkrumah’s conception of personalized 

power and personal control; the notion of a two-phased revolution; state-imposed nation-

building; and the adoption, during the early 1960s, of “scientific socialism.” 

Nkrumah’s conspicuously centralist regime first emerged from the CPP’s political 

experience during the period of shared government (1951-1957). By 1951, the CPP, aided by the 

support of non-elite groups, had broken away from the predominantly middle-class United Gold 
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Coast Convention (UGCC).83 The party agitated for “Self-Government Now” and won the first 

general election in the colony by a landslide. The period 1951-1957 was a period of shared 

government, the so-called “diarchy,” characterized by “policies of collaboration” between the 

British colonial administration and the CPP-led government.84 During this period, which saw two 

general elections take place (in 1954 and 1956), a sequence of reforms ensured that the colony’s 

elected government enjoyed growing powers. Challenges imposed upon the CPP by the rise of 

multiple opposition parties during the mid-1950s, as well as the CPP’s ongoing attempts to 

incorporate and redefine chieftaincy in Ghana during the 1950s, served as the backdrop against 

which the CPP articulated the need for a centralist government that could accommodate 

postcolonial nation-building. Thus, opposition parties representing ethnic groups, religious 

minorities, administrative and historic territorial units were all grouped under the label 

“tribalism” in CPP rhetoric.85 The opposition, led by the Ashanti-dominated National Liberation 

Movement (NLM), adopted a pertinent federalist agenda – “federalism” thus became a 

conspicuous antagonist ideology in CPP nationalist parlance – that amounted to an alternative 

model for Gold Coast nationalism, and countered the CPP-inspired unitary and centralist 

agenda.86 The CPP, however, managed to repeat their previous electoral achievements and 

secure their prominent position in Gold Coast politics, leading the colony into independence in 

1957. 

The CPP’s centralist inclination intensified in the immediate post-independence period 

with new legislation curtailing expressions of political dissent and discontent in Ghana, thus 

providing Nkrumah with unprecedented authority.87 Such repressive measures served as a 

prelude to the 1960 plebiscite, following which Ghana became a republic and Nkrumah elected 

president with increased executive authority, thus stifling the opposition. Ghana became a de-

 
83 For this period, see Dennis Austin, Politics in Ghana: 1946-1960 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), chap. 
1. 
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(London: HMSO for the Institute of Commonwealth Studies in the University of London, 1992). 
85 See Austin, Politics in Ghana, chaps. 6–7. 
86 For NLM nationalism, see Jean Allman, The Quills of the Porcupine: Asante Nationalism in an Emergent Ghana 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1993). 
87 In 1957, the CPP introduced the Avoidance of Discrimination Act, which banned political parties organized on a 
religious, ethnic, or regional basis, thereby rendering the existing political opposition illegal and forcing them to 
reorganize the newly established United Party. Moreover, the CPP introduced the Preventive Detention Act (1958) 
providing the government with the authority to detain Ghanaian citizens for up to five years without trial. 
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facto one-party state, a status that became official following the 1964 referendum. Importantly, 

single party rule was articulated by the CPP as a uniquely African form of democracy, an 

adaptation of traditional African forms of government to a modernized postcolonial context, 

whereas – so went the argument – the existence of a formal opposition within the context of 

African independence ran the risk of neocolonial subversion. This last point was made explicit in 

Nkrumah’s autobiography, published in 1957, where he wrote that “even a system based on 

social justice and a democratic constitution may need backing up, during the period following 

independence, by emergency measures of a totalitarian kind.”88 

The CPP’s increasingly centralist government was accompanied by another interrelated 

and underlying aspect of the Nkrumaist regime and ideology – namely, personal control. This 

process is symbolized by the conscious choice to name the CPP’s ideology after its leader, with 

the ringing “-ism” infusing the term with the aura of singularity and orthodoxy. Following 

George Padmore’s death in 1959, the term “Nkrumaism” was gradually adopted by the CPP to 

represent the institutionalized ideology of the Nkrumah-led government, which was increasingly 

presented as a systematic ideology.89 The identification of the CPP’s worldview and policies 

with the personality of Nkrumah ran parallel to another process that increasingly dominated post-

independence CPP politics, especially after Ghana’s transformation into a republic in 1960. As 

the opposition declined as an effective force, the CPP, as Austin explains, “turned in on itself.”90 

1961, as Colin Legum observed, “marked the beginning of troubles within the ruling party, and it 

heralded a new era of violent opposition.” Consequently, ideology was used as a key disciplining 

tool in the party, and Nkrumah’s personal control over the party increased substantially.  

As Nkrumah and the CPP were facing growing social and political unrest during the early 

1960s, a growing emphasis on a Marxist notion of class struggle was promoted in the party press, 

and Nkrumaist orthodoxy became a tool in the service of postcolonial Ghanaian nation-building 

and for the increasing ideological disciplining of the Ghanaian citizenry.91 Nkrumah launched a 

 
88 Nkrumah, Autobiography, vii–viii. 
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91 Following a sharp decrease in cocoa prices by the early 1960s Ghana faced an economic crisis. The government 
responded by releasing an “austerity budget,” which resulted in political and social unrest – most markedly a strike 
of railway and harbor workers in Sekondi and Takoradi in September 1961 – triggering further suppression of 
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policy of “ideological education” through government and party institutions – the Kwame 

Nkrumah Ideological Institute in Winneba was established in 1961 – and ordered the National 

Association of Socialist Students’ Organization (NASSO), which served an “ideological wing” 

within the CPP, to “sprinkle the whole country with party study groups.”92 Importantly, however 

– and this brings us again to Ahlman’s articulation of “multiple Nkrumaisms” – the Spark, 

NASSO, and other party and state institutions that led a “hard” Marxist line had strong 

opponents within the party, the cabinet, and the civil service. They drew their authority from 

Nkrumah’s direct sponsorship, though even Nkrumah, despite his desire to cultivate an 

ideologically-driven party cadre, would himself publicly express ideas that conflicted with the 

line pursued in the party press. Nkrumaist orthodoxy, in other words, was negotiated and 

contested even within party lines. The intensification of party discipline after 1961 was followed 

by violent responses, assassination attempts on Nkrumah’s life, and a series of bombings, which 

made a deep impression on Nkrumah and serve as significant historical markers for the duration 

of Nkrumah’s reign. The assassination attempt in Kulungugu in August 1962, and in the 

presidential Flagstaff house in January 1964, which serve as a backdrop to the events described 

in chapter 4 of this dissertation, triggered increasing ideological monitoring of the Ghanaian 

citizenry. 

Another key aspect of the CPP’s ideological articulations was the notion of a two-phased 

“revolution.” Nkrumah’s dictum “seek ye first the political kingdom” rendered political 

independence an essential component of the African nationalist movement, but not its ultimate 

objective. Rather, independence marked the onset of a process of socialist and pan-African 

nation-building, of what was referred to in the CPP as the “second revolution.” After 

independence, Nkrumah reflected, he “began to concentrate on the long-term objectives; 

economic freedom for Ghana, and African emancipation and unity.”93 In this Nkrumah was in 

agreement with his close advisor George Padmore, who “never saw African independence except 

 
Ghana’s opposition and a reorganization of the CPP. Economic decline continued throughout Nkrumah’s years in 
power and reached a low point in 1965 when cocoa prices reached a post-war low and Ghana experienced shortages 
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Brace & World, 1966), 67–118. 
92 Colin Legum, “Socialism in Ghana: A Political Interpretation,” in African Socialism, ed. William H. Friedland 
and Carl G. Rosberg, Jr. (California: Stanford University Press, 1964), 145; see also Ahlman’s related discussion on 
the Builders (later, Workers) Brigade and the Ghana Young Pioneers, Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, chap. 3. 
93 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 111. 
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as a prelude to African socialism.”94 This was a primary expression of the CPP’s notion of 

postcolonial transition, which embodied an optimist sense of opportunity afforded by 

independence, whether through its commitment to economic development, planned economy, 

and jet-propelled industrialization of the Ghanaian economy or its strong commitment to African 

emancipation and unity.95 The notion of a two-phase revolution stands at the very basis of the 

following discussions in this dissertation, which focus on Ghana’s purported model for pan-

African nationalist emancipation, and on the production of a newly defined postcolonial Africa-

oriented knowledge production. 

 

NKRUMAISM: GLOBAL SCALE 

Within Ghana and beyond, Ghana’s pan-African ideology was increasingly articulated by the 

CPP as an orthodoxy, which was not only tailored to a Ghanaian audience but solidified as an 

ideological export to liberation movements, political movements, and even – much to the chagrin 

of certain postcolonial governments in Africa – to opposition movements in independent African 

states. The Nkrumaist vision of African unity and African self-assertion offered Africans a 

powerful vocabulary and narrative with which to construct Africa’s postcolonial “place” in the 

world. African unity was presented as the primary and urgent goal, and an essential safeguard, of 

the anticolonial independence project. The vision of a socialist United States of Africa was 

articulated as an antidote to the chief threat of postcolonial Africa – neocolonialism, that is, the 

 
94 Quoted in James, George Padmore, 167; and see James’s discussion in Chapter 8. For Padmore’s articulations of 
“African socialism” see George Padmore, “A Guide to Pan-African Socialism,” in African Socialism, ed. William H. 
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8; on agriculture development in Nkrumah’s Ghana see Keri Lambert, “‘It’s All Work and Happiness on the Farms’: 
Agricultural Development Between the Blocs in Nkrumah’s Ghana,” The Journal of African History 60, no. 1 
(March 2019): 25–44, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021853719000331; for a detailed discussion of the Second 
Development Plan see Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 126–29; see also Tetteh A. Kofi and Emmanuel Hansen, 
“Ghana - A History of an Endless Recession,” in Recession in Africa: Background Papers to the Seminar Africa - 
Which Way out of the Recession? Uppsala, September 1982, ed. Jerker Carlsson (Uppsala: Nordiska Afrikainstitutet, 
1983), 57–61. 
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threat of economic subjugation to the former colonial powers and to the emergent post-war 

powers. Furthermore, the idea of an “African Personality,” as Biney argues, “became part of the 

ideological lens through which [Nkrumah’s] domestic and foreign policies were conceived.”96 

The Nkrumaist narrative presented the sphere of international relations as the chief terrain on 

which Africa would assert its unique, equal voice that had been silenced by colonialism. African 

unity was articulated as a response to neocolonial efforts to “balkanize” Africa into multiple, 

weak and belligerent political units. Such menacing efforts were first associated with the CPP’s 

“federalist” opposition in the Gold Coast and served as the conceptual basis against which the 

CPP articulated its argument in favor of a centralist democracy, and later – the one-party state.  

The Nkrumaist vision of African unity should also be understood as an ideology and 

practice set within an international context of the Cold War. Against the backdrop of a “bi-polar” 

global order, Nkrumaism promoted a vision of “positive neutrality” and non-alignment. That is, 

African unity was presented as a means to create a substantial African power that would enable 

African independent states to avoid being subsumed into Cold War bloc politics. As recent 

works by Matteo Landricina – on Ghana’s relations with western powers – and Alessandro 

Iandolo – on Soviet policy in West Africa – demonstrate, the Cold War powers tended to 

consider their diplomatic objective in Ghana in binary terms, as a zero-sum game in which the 

failure of one power was the other’s success.97 Accordingly, Ghana’s foreign policy was partly 

informed by Cold War binaries. Aid was the primary means through which the Cold War powers 

attempted to influence Ghana’s international sympathies. Eager to secure technical and financial 

aid from the West, Ghana responded at first to pressures from Britain and the US by abstaining 

from the cultivation of open diplomatic ties with the Soviet Union. The Congo crisis of 1960, 

however, was a major turning point in Ghana’s foreign and pan-African policy. Nkrumah was 

highly critical of the US’s conduct in the Congo, and US relations with Ghana reached a low 

 
96 Biney, Political and Social Thought, 120. 
97 Matteo Landricina, Nkrumah and the West: “The Ghana Experiment” in British, American, German and 
Ghanaian Archives (Zürich: LIT, 2018); Alessandro Iandolo, “The Rise and Fall of the ‘Soviet Model of 
Development’ in West Africa, 1957–64,” Cold War History 12, no. 4 (November 1, 2012): 683–704, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2011.649255; other interventions on the Cold War and Ghana’s foreign and pan-
African policy include Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966; Michael Dei-Anang, The Administration of 
Ghana’s Foreign Relations, 1957-1965: A Personal Memoir, Commonwealth Papers (London: University of 
London, 1975); S. E Quarm, Diplomatic Offensive: An Overview of Ghana’s Diplomacy under Dr. Kwame 
Nkurumah (Accra: Afram Publications, 1997); Kwesi Armah, Peace Without Power: Ghana’s Foreign Policy 1957-
1966 (Accra, Ghana: Ghana Universities Press, 2004); Gerits, “‘When the Bull Elephants Fight’”; Grilli, Nkrumaism 
and African Nationalism. 
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point.98 The crisis, which corresponded with the CPP’s “turn to the left,” was followed by a non-

linear decline in Accra’s relations with the Western powers and a greater openness to the Eastern 

bloc. Importantly though, as Frank Gerits underscores, Nkrumah’s anti-western rhetoric should 

not be understood as “an indication of his growing sympathy for the Soviet Union” but as a part 

of his genuine effort to define a “neutral,” non-aligned space for wielding diplomatic power in 

order to advance his vision of African unity.99 

The Congo crisis, which was as a major turning point in Nkrumah’s foreign and pan-

African policy, served the CPP as a prime example for Nkrumah’s argument. The secession of 

the mineral-rich Katanga province in July 1960 and Patrice Lumumba’s assassination in January 

1961 were explained by Nkrumah as the ultimate proof of the Nkrumaist logic, whereby 

neoliberal powers actively and violently supported Africa’s balkanization, thus turning African 

territory into a Cold War front. Importantly, as I will discuss in more detail in chapter 1, 

Nkrumah rendered the CPP and the Ghanaian anticolonial experience a model through which to 

make sense of extra-Ghanaian African experiences. Accordingly, Lumumba’s Mouvement 

National Congolais (MNC) was perceived as analogical to the CPP, and the Katanga 

secessionists – akin to the CPP’s chief opposition party during the 1950s, the Ashanti-based 

federalist National Liberation Movement (NLM). As Matteo Grilli explains, the Nkrumaist “Pan-

African institutions promoted Ghana’s ruling party and the various Nkrumaist organizations and 

institutions as models for other [African] nationalist parties to follow.”100 

Nkrumah furthered his pan-African agenda by establishing a number of governmental 

institutions committed to the cause. Following Ghana’s independence in 1957, Padmore was 

appointed Advisor to the Prime Minister on African Affairs. Padmore was a key figure in laying 

the foundations for Ghana’s pan-African institutions and devising its programmatic blueprint. 

The establishment of the Office of the Advisor on African Affairs created a duality in Ghana’s 

policy, which included an “orthodox” machinery, largely composed of British-trained 

professional Ghanaian diplomats, and an “unorthodox” machinery, dedicated to the realization of 

the anti-colonial struggle in Africa through unconventional diplomatic means, with a constant 

 
98 On the Congo crisis and the consequent deterioration in US-Ghana relations, see Ebere Nwaubani, “Eisenhower, 
Nkrumah and the Congo Crisis,” Journal of Contemporary History 36, no. 4 (2001): 599–622. 
99 Gerits, “‘When the Bull Elephants Fight,’” 12. 
100 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 4. 
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eye towards the Nkrumaist vision of African unity.101 This duality would continue to exist until 

Nkrumah’s overthrow from power, and reflected Nkrumah’s persistent insistence that Ghana’s 

independence project could not limit itself to the interests of the Ghanaian nation-state and its 

colonially-defined borders. Until his death in 1959, Padmore’s office “translated theory into 

practice” – to use Grilli’s terminology – as it defined Ghana’s policy towards African political 

refugees, opposition parties to dominant African nationalist parties, armed struggle, and 

propaganda strategies.102 During this initial period, Ghana led the initiative in affecting African 

anticolonial politics, and hosted two major conferences, the government-level Conference of 

Independent African States (CIAS), and the All-African People’s Conference (AAPC), which is 

the focus of chapter 2 of this dissertation.  

Here too, Nkrumaism, as an ideology and policy of pan-African anticolonialism, ought to 

be understood as an idea constantly negotiated, contested, and redefined according to changing 

circumstances in Ghana and Africa. The early 1960s marked a watershed in the history of 

Nkrumah’s Ghana, which greatly influenced the course and ideological articulation of its pan-

African foreign policy. The Congo crisis, which began with the thrust of decolonization during 

the “year of Africa” (1960), and the coinciding transformation of Ghana from a dominion into a 

republic, changed the course of Ghana’s pan-African program. Following the Congo crisis, 

different political fronts emerged in Africa, eroding Ghana’s leading position as an ideological 

pacemaker. Independent African states split into two contesting camps during the few years 

leading to and into – as rival contingencies – the establishment of the Organization of African 

Unity (OAU) in 1963.103 In 1961 Ghana became a member of the “radical” Casablanca group, 

which shared a vision of a trans-continental political union or federation, and was opposed by the 

Monrovia Group, which prioritized intra-Africa cooperation while maintaining the political 

 
101 This classification was first coined by Michael Dei-Anang, who was head of the African Affairs Secretariat 
(AAS). See, Dei-Anang, Administration of Ghana’s Foreign Relations, 14, 29, 31; and see Grilli’s use of the term in 
the introduction to, and throughout, his recent monograph. See especially his comment in Grilli, Nkrumaism and 
African Nationalism, 3n5. 
102 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, chap. 3. 
103 Following the establishment of the OAU in 1963, Nkrumaist orthodoxy grew increasingly discordant with 
general political trends and pan-African articulations in the continent. Though the establishment of the OAU 
provided Nkrumah with a sense of optimism, hoping that it would serve as a platform to realize his vision of 
political unity, Nkrumah was ideologically isolated in the new international organization from its very outset. Ghana 
was excluded from the OAU’s Liberation Committee (LC), which became a leading body supporting and 
coordinating anticolonial liberation movements in Africa. As a result, the LC became the BAA’s chief rival 
organization, and the latter institution gained an ever more important role in defining Ghana’s foreign policy agenda, 
and articulating an increasingly controversial Nkrumaist vision of trans-continental unity. See Grilli, chap. 6. 
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integrity of individual African nation-states. Nkrumah responded by increasing the budget and 

authority of the Bureau of African Affairs (BAA), which was established shortly after Padmore’s 

death and subsumed the Office of the Advisor on African Affairs, and by establishing other pan-

African institutions that ran parallel to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.104 

Ghana’s pan-African institutions were crucial for the evolution of Ghana’s status as an 

extra-metropolitan center. The BAA expanded its network of sympathizers among national 

liberation parties across Africa and hosted a growing number of political refugees, who were 

offered financial resources, ideological training, and from 1961 onwards, military training. 

Nkrumah’s grand plan, as Grilli explains, was to use the apparatus of Ghana’s pan-African 

institutions to create “a continent-wide network of African nationalist parties” committed to 

Ghana’s brand of Nkrumaist pan-Africanism.105 This network of Nkrumaist-inspired movements 

would ultimately “unite the continent and defend it from the threats of colonialism, neo-

colonialism, and the rapacity of Cold War powers.” Another distinct feature of Ghana’s pan-

African foreign policy during the post-Congo period, as Frank Gerits argues, was its new 

strategy of “public diplomacy.”106 Nkrumah, argues Gerits, “came to realise that unifying the 

African continent required a clear and coherent ideological message presented in an emotional 

and appealing way. The chosen style can be characterised as a published form of radio trottoir – 

pavement radio – where newspapers such as The Spark and Voice of Africa were filled with fake 

telegrams, cartoons, and rumours to mobilise the public.”107 Thus, Ghana’s pan-African policy 

and vision contributed to the Nkrumaist notion of a cosmopolitan citizenship that actively 

engaged with non-Ghanaian publics outside and inside Ghana thereby facilitating Ghana’s role 

as a vibrant postcolonial transnational hub. 

 

 

 

 
104 See especially chapters 4 and 5 in Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism; see also Biney, Political and 
Social Thought, 143–46. 
105 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 3. 
106 Gerits, “‘When the Bull Elephants Fight.’” 
107 Gerits, 9. 
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ARCHIVES 

The primary sources used in this dissertation are largely the result of mining institutional 

archives.108 The history I have attempted to write, however, is not an institutional history. Rather, 

the documents enable me to construct a transnational social and intellectual history facilitated by 

Accra’s Nkrumah-era cosmopolitanism. The process of assembling a transnational archive from 

multiple institutional archives has taken me to a number of countries around the globe, including 

Ghana, the UK, the US, and South Africa. The nature of the sources used for each section in this 

dissertation, however, varied substantially. The first part of this dissertation relies less on formal 

archives, and more on published contemporary resources. These include an analysis of a number 

of published works by Nkrumah and George Padmore in chapter 1, which reflect my attempt to 

track the “orthodox” expressions of the Nkrumaist articulations of race and racism during the 

period of shared government. In chapter 2, I examine a large number of articles published in 

dissident publications in South Africa (chapter 2), including Contact, New Age, Fighting Talk, 

and Opinion (formerly known as the Indian Opinion). The published nature of these resources 

was important for the underlying argument in this part, which is concerned with the formal 

rhetoric and public discourse in which the CPP in Ghana and dissident South African leaders and 

movements attempted to make sense of African decolonization against an intensifying regime of 

apartheid.  

Part I, however, does include a small but highly valuable number of archival items from 

the formal Records of the ANC collection that forms part of the University of the 

Witwatersrand’s Historical Papers Research Archive, which shed light on the ANC’s 

considerations and anxieties in preparation for the AAPC, and which unearth a largely forgotten 

attempt of white South Africans to define a category of postcolonial white African indigeneity. 

Furthermore, a number of personal papers collections in the US and the UK, belonging to AAPC 

delegates were consulted, including the Records of Patrick Duncan at the Borthwick Institute for 

Archives, University of York; and the Mary-Louise Hooper Papers, at the Michigan State 

University Libraries Special Collections. Other archive used occasionally in this section are the 

 
108 For some of the challenges (and surprising possibilities) offered by the postcolonial archive in Africa, see Jean 
Allman, “Phantoms of the Archive: Kwame Nkrumah, a Nazi Pilot Named Hanna, and the Contingencies of 
Postcolonial History-Writing,” The American Historical Review 118, no. 1 (February 1, 2013): 104–29, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ahr/118.1.104. 
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Bureau of African Affairs Collection at the George Padmore Research Library on African 

Affairs (GPRL), and the Public Records and Archives Administration Department (PRAAD) in 

Ghana.109  

Part II, which deals with the expatriate community at Legon and the tense relationship 

between the University of Ghana and Nkrumah, draws on material from the Public Records and 

Archives Administration Department (PRAAD) in Accra, which houses two large miscellaneous 

collections from the postcolonial Nkrumah-era. One of these collections, the Bureau of African 

Affairs Papers (RG 17/1/-), contains various files and a significant volume of documents 

concerning the University of Ghana and personalities associated with it. Two other archives – 

both in the University of Ghana – which proved especially productive are the University 

Archives and the J.H. Kwabena Nketia Archive, known especially for its unique audio-visual 

materials, but which also contains the historical records of the Institute of African Studies.110 H. 

M. Basner’s appraisal of the University of Ghana, which constitutes an important segment of my 

discussion on the university, is largely based on an unpublished manuscript found in his personal 

paper collection at the Institute of Commonwealth Studies, the University of London. Other 

sources consulted in this section are drawn from the Conor Cruise O’Brien Papers at the 

University College Dublin Archives. Moreover, a number of state- and party-controlled 

newspapers and magazines – namely, the Spark and the Ghanaian Times – were instrumental for 

my reconstruction of the evolving articulations by the Nkrumaist officialdom of the postcolonial 

university and its staff. The appendix to the second part, which is concerned with the Israeli-

Ghanaian axis as it unfolded at the University of Ghana, is based primarily on documents drawn 

from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs archives stored at the Israel State Archive. 

 

 

 
109 For a survey of the BAA collection’s history and contents see Matteo Grilli, “Nkrumah, Nationalism, and Pan-
Africanism: The Bureau of African Affairs Collection,” History in Africa 44 (June 2017): 295–307, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/hia.2016.15. 
110 For a survey of the Nketia Archive see Judith Opoku-Boateng et al., “The J.H. Kwabena Nketia Archive at the 
University of Ghana- Legon,” History in Africa 47 (June 2020): 375–82, https://doi.org/10.1017/hia.2019.27; Jean 
Allman used the Nketia Archive to reconstruct a history of the establishment of the Institute of African Studies, see 
Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production.” 
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DISSERTATION OUTLINE 

The dissertation is composed of two parts, each providing a vignette of Nkrumaist 

cosmopolitanism. Each part focuses on a distinct space or institution claimed by the Nkrumaist 

project, and is accompanied by a unique discursive theme. Respectively, each part is divided into 

two chapters, with each chapter covering a different historical span or moment in the history of 

Nkrumah’s Ghana. Thus, the spatial and discursive foci of the first section are the AAPC and the 

issue of race and racism. Chapter 1 traces major trends in the evolution of Nkrumah and 

Padmore’s discourse on “racialism” during the period of shared government in the Gold Coast 

(1951-1957) lading into independence. I argue that Cold War constraints, the process of 

“consensual” decolonization, the CPP’s investment in nation-building, social cohesion, economic 

development, and the challenges posed to the CPP by its opposition, altered the ways in which 

Padmore and Nkrumah, the principal ideologues of the CPP during the period, thought, or at 

least spoke, about racism. Racism, the chapter argues, was rendered a predominantly 

psychosocial phenomenon, rather than a product of economic power-relations. The importance 

of this chapter to the overall scheme of the dissertation lies in its discussion, through the motif of 

“racism,” of Padmore and Nkrumah’s attempts to present the CPP as a model for African 

nationalist parties. The articulation of the CPP and – for all intents and purposes – “Nkrumaism” 

(i.e. CPP-styled “pan-Africanism” or “African socialism”) as an example for African 

nationalists, is a fundamental aspect of the Nkrumaist project. This effort to articulate the Gold 

Coast and the CPP as a model, would in turn define the CPP as a continental, globally-oriented, 

and pan-African movement, and Ghana – as a transnational hub. 

After tracking the evolution of “racialism” during the period 1951-1957, chapter 2 

proceeds to discuss a defining event of the early postcolonial pan-African project in Ghana, 

namely the All-African People’s Conference in 1958. Here the vector, or directionality of 

Nkrumaism is pointed outward, towards apartheid South Africa, which posed a major challenge 

and threat to the very principles animating postcolonial African nationalism. The chapter sheds 

light on the reverberations of the AAPC in dissident South Africa’s race discourse. The chapter 

explores how Nkrumaism was received in South African dissident circles following the AAPC. It 

discusses the congruities and incongruities between the Nkrumaist vocabulary of “non-

racialism,” the “African personality,” “positive action,” and others, and the discursive syntax of 



36 
 

race prevalent among South African dissidents. Nkrumaism, the chapter argues, was translated to 

a South African discursive code as it was appropriated by various dissidents who wished to 

create a strong sense of continuity between their strand of anti-apartheid politics and the ideology 

of pan-African nationalism. This chapter also sheds light on attempts by some white anti-

apartheid activists in South Africa to define their own place in the postcolonial nationalist project 

in Africa by making a case for white (African) indigeneity.      

Part II examines the role of the University of Ghana as a transnational node in 

cosmopolitan Accra by looking deeper into the debate over postcolonial knowledge production. 

The argument put forward is that the relationship between Nkrumah’s government and the 

university leadership has to be understood not only as a reflection of Nkrumah’s growing 

authoritarianism, but also as a contest over the evolving Nkrumaist perceptions of higher 

education and knowledge production in postcolonial Africa. Part II is divided into two chapters. 

The first of which, chapter 3, focuses on the transition period between the University College of 

Ghana and the independent University of Ghana, and the early stages of the university as an 

independent institution (1960-1962). The chapter describes what I term “visions of 

commensurability” imagined between the university and the postcolonial Ghanaian state, during 

the immediate post-republican era, by prominent actors associated both with the state and with 

the university elite. The chapter also explains the bureaucratization of the notion of 

“Africanizing” the university, which was intricately related to, and served as a rationalization for 

the existence of the substantial body of expatriates in Legon.  

Chapter 4 covers the period of 1963-1964, corresponding with the increasing 

authoritarianism of Nkrumah’s regime following the assassination attempt at Kulungugu in 

August 1962, multiple explosions in Accra, another attempt on Nkrumah’s life in early 1964, and 

the 1964 referendum which officially turned Ghana into a one-party state. This period was 

marked by a growing rift between the university elite and the state, and expressions of a 

principled incommensurability between the Nkrumaist state and the university, as the university 

leadership raised the banner of academic freedom against a government that portrayed the 

university as a neocolonialist hub. The chapter examines the various responses of university-

affiliated expatriates, who were increasingly on the defensive as the terms of Ghana’s extra-

metropolitan status were being redefined for Accra’s expatriate contingency. 
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My discussion and research on the University of Ghana presented me with an opportunity 

to digress from the main axis of my debate to further explore a unique case study – the presence 

of Israeli scholars at Legon and their intimate ties with the Israeli foreign service. This appendix 

to part II of the dissertation underscores Israel’s occupation of a liminal and shifting space in 

Nkrumaist Ghana. By including this discussion, I hope to shed further light on the strong link 

between the ongoing university/state tensions, on the one hand, and the CPP’s eagerness for 

foreign aid and rapid economic development amidst fears of neocolonial subversion, on the other 

hand. The appendix discusses developments at the University of Ghana from the stand point of 

Israeli foreign policy interests. Here, the University of Ghana is portrayed not so much as an 

agent but as a strategic arena – in terms of Israeli foreign policy agenda – for the unfolding of 

Israeli aid. Aid was articulated by Israeli bureaucrats, academics, and technicians in moral terms, 

as a benevolent export of technical know-how, and of key Zionist ideological tenets imagined as 

ideally suiting the needs of postcolonial Africa: “soft” socialism, rapid development, and a 

nation-building agenda. Ghanaians, on the other hand, were largely receptive to Israeli aid, 

especially during Nkrumah’s early years in power, not only because they perceived Israel as a 

successful model for socialist nation-building, but also because Israeli aid wasn’t loaded with the 

Cold War expectations that accompanied aid by Western and Eastern powers. The exchanges 

unearthed in this section represent a unique historical moment during which both Israeli and 

Ghanaian officials were prone to imagine Zionism and Nkrumaism in terms of ideological 

commensurability, despite significant challenges. Here Nkrumaism, metaphorically speaking, is 

turned upside down, from an ideology intended for export, with the goal of African unity in 

mind, to the object of Israel’s international interest to influence African policy and development. 

This section sheds light on a group of Israelis that participated in Accra’s cosmopolitan scene, 

who were energized by their morally-laden, Zionist ideological commitment – which, crucially, 

was conditioned by and contingent on Israel’s foreign policy agenda – to assist Nkrumah’s goals 

of socialist nation-building and development. 
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In his opening speech of the All-African People’s Conference (AAPC), which took place in 

Accra, Ghana, in December 1958, Kwame Nkrumah promoted his vision for a racially-inclusive, 

postcolonial African citizenship. “While we believe that Africa belongs to the Africans,” he 

proclaimed, “we are not racialists or chauvinist. We welcome into our midst peoples of all other 

races, other nations, other communities, who desire to live among us in peace and equality.”1 In a 

conference that aspired to be all-African and which symbolized the emergence of a new political 

order in Africa, who and what was African (and correspondingly, who and what was not African) 

was a contested issue. For Nkrumah and his Convention People’s Party (CPP), “Racialism” – 

that is, the ideology and political institutionalization of white supremacy – was repeatedly 

constructed as African nationalism’s “other.”2 And though a racial affinity with the African 

diaspora continued to play a role in the Nkrumaist pan-African rhetoric, between Ali Mazrui’s 

crude, yet effective, distinction between “Africans of the blood” (a racially-charged, genealogical 

term) and “Africans of the soil” (a territorial term), the CPP opted for the latter category as the 

basis for a postcolonial African citizenship and identity.3  

This, I argue, was a critical development for the formation of Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism 

after independence. Notwithstanding Nkrumah’s continued commitment to the trans-Atlantic 

links with the African diaspora, embodied by the towering figure of George Padmore and many 

others, Nkrumah’s ideal of a cosmopolitan citizenship insisted on transcending the boundaries of 

“blackness” and practice a form of trans-racial and trans-continental postcolonial citizenship. Yet 

the negation of racism – or “racialism” in the contemporary jargon – was a contested issue, even 

among those who abhorred and resisted the racist underpinnings of colonial rule and apartheid. 

These contestations, as Jon Soske argues in his discussion about the language of “non-racialism” 

 
1 Kwame Nkrumah, All-African People’s Conference: Speeches by the Prime Minister of Ghana at the Opening and 
Closing Sessions on December 8th and 13th, 1958 (Accra, Ghana: Community Centre, 1958). 
2 For an early use of anti-"racialism" in CPP discourse, see the CPP’s 1950 constitution, which appears as appendix 
III in George Padmore, The Gold Coast Revolution: The Struggle of an African People from Slavery to Freedom 
(London: Dennis Dobson, 1953), 255. 
3 Ali A. Mazrui, “Preface: Comparative Africanity – Blood, Soil and Ancestry,” in Who Is an African? Identity, 
Citizenship and the Making of the Africa-Nation, ed. Jideofor Adibe (London: Adonis & Abbey, 2009), xi–xv; Ali 
A. Mazrui, “Pan-Africanism and the Intellectuals: Rise, Decline and Revival,” in African Intellectuals: Rethinking 
Politics, Language, Gender and Development, ed. Thandika Mkandawire (New York: Zed Books, 2005), 69–73. 
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among South African dissident groups and its broader African entanglements, reflect their 

semantic dependency on the sign “race,” an “inherently unstable concept.”4  

 The AAPC represents a moment of convergence between two contexts – Ghana and 

South Africa – in which “race” and “racism” carried their own syntax and ecology. Part I is 

therefore concerned with unfolding the shifting meanings of “race” and, more conspicuously, 

“racism,” as it manifested during two consecutive timeframes, and in varying contexts. The first 

timeframe, discussed in chapter 1, is in fact a timespan – the period of shared government in the 

Gold Coast (1951-1957). The chapter will discuss how the CPP’s anticolonial gains, through a 

process of a “consensual” decolonization through constitutional reform, and during a period of 

heightened Cold War tensions, challenged the ways in which the CPP spoke about racism. 

Chapter 2 is concerned with a “moment” – the All-African People’s Conference (1958) – which 

reverberated through South African dissident circles, and required a constant act of translation of 

the CPP’s rhetoric of race and anticolonialism to local conditions defined. Opposing dissident 

groups in South Africa were eager to draw analogies between their own respective organizations 

and ideologies and the CPP’s celebrated success, yet were constantly faced by the need to 

reinterpret and adjust “Nkrumaism” to local political categories. 

 Finally, the two chapters composing this section shed light on Nkrumaist 

cosmopolitanism. Chapter 1 discusses the CPP’s self-perception as a vanguard African party and 

model for nationalist parties across Africa. Moreover, the CPP’s stance against “racialism” was 

also articulated in terms of its ulterior moral objectives, intertwined with a global anticolonial 

struggle. The roots of the idiosyncrasies of Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism, and the sources of its 

attraction for non-Ghanaian political activists, are found in this period. Chapter 2 describes a 

moment in which independent Ghana – finally in control over its foreign policy – materialized its 

transnational pan-African agenda through a form of conference diplomacy. The AAPC, which 

drew hundreds of delegates, observers, and reporters, was an early manifestation of Accra’s 

extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism, which offered anticolonial movements across Africa with 

the novel possibility to strategize an alternative form of resistance. Moreover, the AAPC served 

 
4 Jon Soske, “The Impossible Concept: Settler Liberalism, Pan-Africanism, and the Language of Non-Racialism,” 
African Historical Review 47, no. 2 (July 3, 2015): 2, https://doi.org/10.1080/17532523.2015.1130188. 
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the CPP as a means to export its message beyond Ghanaian borders, and the chapter explores an 

aspect of this transnational reverberation of Accra’s early cosmopolitanism.   
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CHAPTER 1 
  

Decolonizing “Racialism” (1951-1957)  
Diarchy, the Cold War, and the Repositioning of Racism in Africa 

 

The ideology known as race-prejudice or white-chauvinism, is part and parcel of the 

capitalist system, and can only be eradicated by a fundamental change in the present 

social system. 

– George Padmore, How Britain Rules Africa, 1936 

 

[W]e are showing that we are able to govern ourselves and thereby we are putting an end 

to the myth that Africans are unable to manage their own affairs, even when given the 

opportunity. 

– Kwame Nkrumah, “Motion of destiny speech,” 1953 

 

 

The African American scholar and activist St. Clare Drake, who spent a number of years 

teaching and conducting research at the University of Ghana during Nkrumah’s years in power, 

pertinently explained what he perceived was the underlying meaning of the All-African People’s 

Conference.1 The AAPC, he argued, symbolized a break that had originated with the Fifth Pan-

African Congress in Manchester (1945). In contrast to earlier articulations of a “racial” (i.e. 

black) pan-African community by intellectuals and activists in the African diaspora, the CPP 

proposed “a new concept of ‘residential Pan Africanism,’ i.e., the idea that all persons born or 

naturalized in African states, irrespective of race, creed or color are ‘Africans’ provided they 

 
1 For Drake’s political activism see Kevin K. Gaines, “Scholar-Activist St. Clair Drake and the Transatlantic World 
of Black Radicalism,” in The Other Special Relationship: Race, Rights, and Riots in Britain and the United States, 
ed. Robin D. G. Kelley and Stephen Tuck (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015), 75–94. 
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believe in absolute economic and social equality and the principle of ‘one man one vote.’”2 

However, notwithstanding the explicit rejection of race as a positive feature of CPP nationalism, 

the meaning of racism continued to engage two of the CPP’s principal ideologues, Nkrumah and 

George Padmore, and had a strong impact on their political articulations and intellectual 

trajectory. In order to grasp the racially-inclusive brand of CPP ideology, I maintain that it is 

paramount to explore their evolving renditions of racism. I argue that as a result of historical 

processes that took place during the period beginning from Nkrumah’s return to the Gold Coast 

in 1947 to Ghana’s independence in 1957, what racism meant, how it functioned, and where it 

operated, underwent significant changes for both Nkrumah and Padmore.  

The shifting function and etiology of “racism,” I argue, was the result of the CPP’s 

strategic reassessment of the particular form of decolonization that unfolded in the Gold Coast 

during the 1950s, and the challenges it faced from chieftaincy rule by the Asante National 

Liberation Movement (NLM). This “mechanism” of decolonization, accompanied as it was with 

the prospect of imminent independence in Africa, and the obstacles faces to CPP rule by internal 

opposition in the Gold Coast (dubbed “federalist” and “tribalist” and placed on a par with 

“racialism”) challenged Padmore and Nkrumah’s understanding of racism, and the way they 

applied it in their writings and speeches. Significantly, I argue that Nkrumah’s and Padmore’s 

insistence on articulating the Gold Coast and the CPP as exemplars for a continent-wide African 

decolonization on the basis of constitutional reform, was fundamental to the dramatic 

reassessment of their notion of racism from a phenomenon once understood as a fundamental 

component of the capitalist-imperial nexus, to one informed by the narrower domain of color-bar 

politics of white-settler rule, epitomized by apartheid in South Africa.  

Moreover, by postulating the CPP’s anticolonial activity as a model for consensual 

decolonization during a period of heightened Cold War tensions, Marxist interpretations of 

racism, which had previously informed both Padmore and Nkrumah’s understandings, gave way 

to new interpretive efforts. In her book Race Against Humanity: Black Americans and 

Anticolonialism, 1937-1957, Penny Von Eschen describes the vibrant black internationalism 

 
2 St. Clair Drake, “Pan Africanism: What Is It?,” Africa Today 6, no. 1 (1959): 9; similarly, P. Kiven Tunteng 
explains, the AAPC was the “logical conclusion of the schism which had surfaced at the Manchester Congress,” 
namely, the schism between the “black nationalism” of the diaspora-based pan-Africanism and the Ghanaian pan-
Africanism which elaborated a vision of continental unity transcending racial divides. See Tunteng, “George 
Padmore’s Impact on Africa,” 44. 
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engaged by African American political leaders prior to and during World War II, who insisted on 

linking their domestic struggle for African American civil rights with the transnational politics of 

African anti-colonialism.3 However, the Cold War and the persecution of black anticolonial 

activists marked the eclipse of African American anticolonial politics. At a time when 

challenging the State Department’s initiatives in Africa was rendered an act of sabotage, the 

prospects of anticolonial politics were greatly curtailed. As a result, the very meaning of race and 

racism underwent a process of domestication, and from phenomena understood primarily in 

historical terms, psychology now became their main interpretive mode. I argue that a similar 

process took place in the Gold Coast during the period of shared government (1951-1957), 

marked by its “policies of collaboration.”4 The CPP – invested in a process of “constitutional” 

decolonization that required metropolitan mobilization and consent – made an effort to alleviate 

Cold War anxieties of a metropolitan audience and “muted” their Marxist commitments. 

Consequently, racism was rendered by Padmore a predominantly psychosocial phenomenon, 

rather than a product of economic power-relations. Finally, I show the relationship of the CPP’s 

heavy investment in nation-building, transcontinental unity, and economic development to their 

elaboration of an anti-racist pan-African citizenship. 

 This chapter limits its analysis of the CPP’s ideological articulations to two principal 

ideologues – namely, George Padmore and Kwame Nkrumah. This, admittedly, is a very partial 

portrayal of written expressions “Nkrumaist” ideology during the period of shared government. 

Other sources – primarily CPP-affiliated newspapers, such as the Accra Evening News – would 

provide a richer and nuanced account of the public expressions of Nkrumaist ideology during the 

period in discussion. However, my purpose here is not to provide a comprehensive account of 

the CPP’s ideological statements during the period of diarchy. Rather, I seek to illustrate how 

two prominent CPP partisans redefined racism as they attempted to grasp the meaning of 

decolonization in the Gold Coast and Africa in general. Moreover, my decision to focus on 

Nkrumah and Padmore stems from an opportunity provided by their long history of political 

writing – one that predates decolonization in the Gold Coast. This significant span of political 

writing allows me to examine the larger ideological trend, thereby shedding light on the 

 
3 Von Eschen, Race Against Empire. 
4 Austin, Ghana Observed, 2. 
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ideological evolution of two central figures for the CPP during an era defined by the process of 

decolonization. 

Moreover, as several scholars have pointed out, Padmore and Nkrumah’s political 

trajectory converged during the period of diarchy, with Padmore described as Nkrumah’s 

political “mentor” and the CPP’s “principal strategist and ideological engineer.”5 This growing 

unanimity – in terms of their strategic and theoretical perception of the CPP – is also indicated, 

as I show in this chapter, by their rendering of racism. It is instructive therefore to examine their 

public ideological statements in tandem. Nkrumah, for example, legitimized his political 

collaboration with the British during the period of shared government by embracing Padmore’s 

language and theoretical framework set out in The Gold Coast Revolution, where Padmore 

presented what he perceived as the systematic underlying logic of Britain’s colonial project, 

namely, “constitutional evolution” or “constitutional development.”6 Nkrumah’s private 

correspondence with Padmore during the period reveals that he held Padmore in high esteem and 

repeatedly sought his political advice.7 The respect was mutual. Padmore was impressed by 

Nkrumah’s political practice and success. As Leslie James explains, as early as 1949 he began to 

view the Gold Coast as the African colony that had the best prospects for negotiating 

independence from Britain.8 Nkrumah’s sweeping victory in 1951 only strengthened his belief. 

Padmore’s status as a principal CPP ideologue is made conspicuous in the books he published 

after the CPP’s rise to prominence in the Gold Coast. Both of these publications, The Gold Coast 

Revolution (1953) and Pan-Africanism or Communism? (1956), celebrated the CPP’s political 

success and cast it as a model for African liberation movements as well as “the men at 

Whitehall.”9 Both books were endorsed, embraced, or publicly quoted from by Nkrumah.10 

 
5 Biney, Political and Social Thought, 53; on Padmore’s influence see also Tunteng, “George Padmore’s Impact on 
Africa”; C. L. R. James, Nkrumah and the Ghana Revolution (London: Allison & Busby, 1982), 62–63; Manning 
Marable, African and Caribbean Politics: From Kwame Nkrumah to the Grenada Revolution (London: Verso, 
1987), 109; James, George Padmore, chap. 6. 
6 Kwame Nkrumah, “Dr Nkrumah’s Speech on the Motion for Independence,” in Pan-Africanism or Communism, 
by George Padmore (New York: Doubleday, 1971), 375–89; cf. Padmore, Gold Coast Revolution, chap. 6; in that 
same speech Nkrumah quoted directly from Padmore’s recently-published book Nkrumah, “Motion for 
Independence,” 383. 
7 Biney, Political and Social Thought, 53; James, George Padmore, chap. 6. 
8 James, George Padmore, 120–21. 
9 Padmore, Gold Coast Revolution, 244. 
10 According to St. Clair Drake, Padmore wrote the Gold Coast Revolution upon Nkrumah’s invitation. See Drake, 
“Pan Africanism,” 8; according to James Hooker, Pan-Africanism or Communism? was originally timed to be 
published by 1955, “for publicity purposes” of a Pan-African Congress that was planned to take place – a plan that 
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Finally, I will argue in this chapter that Nkrumah and Padmore both underwent a similar 

ideological development during the 1950s, though this process often manifested differently as a 

result of their varying positions and literary output. 

The sources I examine in this chapter are not treated in terms of their “credibility” or 

depiction of a descriptive “truth.” What I hope to demonstrate is the sources’ contingency on the 

tactical and strategic considerations of their authors, which require a constant consideration of 

their double audience. Both Padmore and Nkrumah, as I will explain, perceived metropolitan 

consent as a key component for successful decolonization in Africa, and both perceived the CPP 

as a vanguard party, defining the terms of anticolonial struggle throughout Africa. Accordingly, 

their ideological statements and proclamations regarding Marxism and the Cold War, violence, 

political organization, etc. consistently had (at least) two audiences in mind: a metropolitan 

audience (especially, Britain’s ruling elite), and a colonial, or African nationalist audience. This 

chapter will present what changed for Padmore and Nkrumah in their articulations of the concept 

of “racism” – at least outwardly – during the period of diarchy, by first presenting their “early,” 

overtly Marxist paradigm prior to Nkrumah’s return to the Gold Coast in the late 1940s. The 

chapter will then argue that a “shift” took place in their conceptions of racism, and present the 

context and content of that paradigm shift. Finally, the chapter will consider other themes that 

shaped the CPP’s discourse on race and racism during the period, including notions of nation 

building and economic development and, importantly, the role played by the South African 

regime of apartheid in this conceptual scheme, which carries significant implications for my 

following discussion of the AAPC’s reverberations in South African dissident circles. This 

conceptual evolution, I argue, was indicative of the CPP’s ideological foundations that stood at 

the very basis of what would become Nkrumaist extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism.    

  

THE TRIANGULAR LOGIC: CAPITALISM-IMPERIALISM-RACISM 

In order to grasp “what changed” in Nkrumah and Padmore’s understandings of racism and 

empire after Nkrumah’s return to the Gold Coast, I will turn briefly to two early texts that are 

 
failed to materialize and was postponed until after independence in what became the AAPC. See James R. Hooker, 
Black Revolutionary: George Padmore’s Path from Communism to Pan-Africanism (New York: Praeger, 1970), 
116. 
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illustrative of their renderings of imperialism during two previous moments: Padmore’s How 

Britain Rules Africa (1936) and Nkrumah’s Towards Colonial Freedom (1947).11 A 

juxtaposition of these texts, different in style as they are in context, is nonetheless illustrative of 

their common, thoroughly Marxist-Leninist underlining of racism as the ideological 

“superstructure,” ultimately defined by an economic “basis.” Both Padmore until the mid-1940s, 

and Nkrumah up until the late 1940s understood racism as part of a tripartite system, which 

included a dominant economic basis, composed of a capitalist mode of production, imperialism 

and racism. Importantly, both Nkrumah and Padmore recognized varied forms of white 

domination, and differentiated between settler and metropole colonialisms. However, they both 

understood these varying manifestations of racism as stemming from, or reflective of, economic 

relationships. 

Padmore published How Britain Rules Africa in 1936, two years after his break with the 

Comintern. The book, as Leslie James forcefully argues, was a means to reassert himself 

politically following his departure from the Communist party, as well as an attempt to galvanize 

the support of British workers and other sympathetic elements in British society for the anti-

colonial cause in Africa.12 This he hoped to achieve by informing them of the underlying racism 

of the colonial project at a time when the British public was nervously attuned to the rise of 

fascist regimes in Europe. “Calling the bluff” of empire’s racism was thus a central theme in 

How Britain Rules Africa. Apart from exposing the racism of empire, and despite having been 

expelled from the Communist Party, Padmore maintained that racism was a phenomenon integral 

to capitalism. “The ideology known as race-prejudice or white-chauvinism,” Padmore wrote, “is 

part and parcel of the capitalist system, and can only be eradicated by a fundamental change in 

the present social system.”13 Padmore clarified what was needed in order to abolish racism. 

Racism, he maintained, “does not exist in the Soviet Union where capitalism has been abolished, 

for it is not in the interest of the new rulers to foster or encourage the Russians to hate and 

despise the Jews as we find under the fascist regime in Germany.”14  

 
11 George Padmore, How Britain Rules Africa (New York: Negro Universities Press, 1969); Nkrumah, Towards 
Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism. 
12 James, George Padmore, 39–43. 
13 Padmore, How Britain Rules Africa, 335. 
14 Padmore, 335. 
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Throughout the book, Padmore articulated racism as the ideological means by which 

capitalists wittingly obstructed the possibility for a wide-ranged workers’ solidarity. For 

instance, the capitalist ruling class in South Africa “was trying to direct the indignation and 

revolt of the ‘poor Whites’ and small farmers against the capitalist system into safe channels by 

whipping up racial chauvinism against the Bantu and the Jews.”15 In contrast to his later 

introduction of a stark split between settler and metropole colonialisms, which I will introduce 

further on in my discussion, while Padmore recognized varying manifestations and intensities of 

racial oppression between different varieties of colonial rule, this was, for him, a matter of 

degree, not substance.16 For Padmore, racism, colonialism, and economic exploitation always 

went hand in hand. “The chief and common object of all varieties of colonial systems in Africa,” 

he insisted, was to “facilitate the economic exploitation of the territories, and maintain white 

domination over the blacks.”17  

Approximately one decade later after Padmore published How Britain Rules Africa, 

Kwame Nkrumah expressed a similar conviction that racism could only be understood in 

conjunction with imperial capitalism. Nkrumah published Towards Colonial Freedom in 1947, 

but had, according to his own testimony, begun writing it in 1942 during his residence in the 

United States.18 In the book, Nkrumah argued in a highly deterministic language, that colonial 

powers pursued two courses of action to alleviate pressures created by what he perceived as the 

inherent contradictions present within the capitalist system.19 The first course of action was the 

creation of “exploitation colonies,” which secured raw materials and new markets for surplus 

goods. Using overt and explicit Leninist terminology, Nkrumah explained that exploitation 

colonies provided a solution for an inherent fault of the capitalist system. Capitalist 

manufacturers secured their profits by limiting wages; however, by reducing their workers’ 

power of purchase they impeded their own efforts to find buyers for their ever-increasing 

 
15 Padmore, 192. 
16 For example, in his introduction Padmore notes that “racial ignorance and arrogance” were especially acute in 
South Africa, Southern Rhodesia, South-West Africa and Kenya. Padmore, 3 see also his discussion on “colonial 
fascism” in East Africa, 129-130. 
17 Padmore, 2. 
18 Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism, ix; At least a portion of 
the text was composed after 1945; the book, or parts of it, may had been written towards his doctoral disseratation, 
which he never completed. See Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, 65; See also Biney, Political and Social Thought, 24–
25. 
19 Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism, xvii. 
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manufacture. Exploitation colonies thus alleviated the pressures facing capitalists by providing 

them with access to raw materials, cheap labor, and new markets for sale and for the investment 

of surplus capital.20 In Nkrumah’s analysis, settler colonies formed a second avenue to relieve 

demographic pressures created by capitalism in metropolitan societies, through the “dispersal” of 

populations from the metropole to the colonies, a method which often led to a “‘race’ conflict 

between the settlers and the aborigines.”21  

A comparison between these texts elucidates a number of similarities that characterized 

their thinking in different stages that preceded Nkrumah’s return to the Gold Coast in 1947. They 

both criticized the paternalist justifications of colonial rule as ingenuine and hypocritical. Like 

Padmore, Nkrumah sought to expose the racism inherent to the imperial project. The “white 

man’s burden,” he asserted sarcastically, “rests heavily upon the shoulders of the so-called 

‘backward’ peoples, who have been subjugated, humiliated, robbed and degraded to the level of 

cattle.”22 Inspired by Lenin’s Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism, both Padmore and 

Nkrumah perceived capitalism, imperialism, and racism as forming a triangular system. And 

accordingly, both prescribed the eradication of the economic system underlying colonialism – 

through a revolt of the colonial peoples in conjunction with metropolitan proletariat – as the 

solution to colonial subjugation.23  

However, following Britain’s constitutional concessions in the Gold Coast, which 

resulted in a period of shared CPP-British government (1951-1957), Nkrumah and Padmore’s 

former confluence of capitalism, imperialism and racism was challenged. During this period, 

Nkrumah and the CPP displayed an increased sensitivity to the anxieties and interests of 

Britain’s political leadership and population, thus downplaying their Marxist influences and 

embracing a non-violent anticolonial politics. Moreover, facing growing opposition in the Gold 

Coast calling for the decentralization of power, the CPP and its political ideologues applied the 

rhetoric of “tribalism” and “racialism” to denounce “sectarianism.” How Nkrumah and Padmore 

understood racism and the significance they ascribed to it as a factor that shaped the political 

 
20 Nkrumah, 9–20. 
21 Nkrumah, xvii. 
22 Nkrumah, 29. 
23 For example, George Padmore and Dorothy Pizer, How Russia Transformed Her Colonial Empire: A Challenge 
to the Imperialist Powers (London: Dennis Dobson, 1946), xiv; Padmore, How Britain Rules Africa, 335; Nkrumah, 
Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism, 20, 41. 
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landscape in Africa changed – I argue – dramatically. But before discussing Nkrumah and 

Padmore’s reinterpretation of racism, I turn briefly to explaining some of the ideological shifts 

that followed Nkrumah’s crucial decision in 1947 to transition to territorial politics in the Gold 

Coast. This will provide context to their later renditions of race and racism in the age of African 

decolonization. 

  

RETHINKING (THE END OF) EMPIRE  

In late 1947, after twelve years abroad (1935-1947), Kwame Nkrumah returned to the Gold 

Coast to take on the post of the United Gold Coast Convention (UGCC) general secretary. From 

his London-based anticolonial activity in transnational and pan-African organizations, 

Nkrumah’s efforts now shifted to the territorial politics of the Gold Coast.24 This transition 

offered Nkrumah new opportunities. As Frederick Cooper explains, Nkrumah’s “swift transit to 

territorial politics in the Gold Coast” provided him the “immediate possibility of political 

gains.”25 Within two years of his return, Nkrumah established himself as a charismatic leader and 

effective organizer, and ventured to establish his own mass-based nationalist party, which carried 

the banner of “self-government NOW.” The CPP won the first general elections to take place in 

the Gold Coast colony, and Nkrumah became Leader of Government Business of the colony (he 

would assume the title of Prime Minister in 1952). The period of 1951-1957, often described as 

the period of diarchy or partnership – in Nkrumah’s own terminology, the period of Tactical 

Action – was marked by a close cooperation between the newly elected government, headed by 

Nkrumah, and the colonial officials.26 Diarchy was perceived by both the CPP leadership and 

British officials as a transitional period that, through constitutional reform, would culminate with 

full self-government within the Commonwealth.27  

 
24 For his political activity in London, which included the Pan-African Federation (PAF) and the West African 
National Secretariat (WANS). see Sherwood, Kwame Nkrumah, pt. 2; and Biney, Political and Social Thought, 29–
36. 
25 Cooper, “Possibility and Constraint,” 174. 
26 Richard Rathbone, ed., British Documents on the End of Empire: Ghana, vol. 1 (London: HMSO for the Institute 
of Commonwealth Studies in the University of London, 1992), pts. 1, p, lvii; Biney, Political and Social Thought, 
47; Nkrumah, Autobiography, 122; and see Nkrumah, “Motion for Independence,” 381. 
27 The CPP’s take on this process will be examined later. For a retrospective account of Charles Arden-Clark, the 
British governor of the Gold Coast between 1949-1957 (and then Governor-General of Ghana until June 1957) , see 
Charles Arden-Clarke, “Eight Years of Transition in Ghana,” African Affairs 57, no. 226 (1958): 29–37. 
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Padmore’s major intellectual project between 1951-1957 was to cast the CPP as a model 

for nationalist movements in Africa; and decolonization in the Gold Coast as an example for 

British decolonization in the rest of Africa (particularly Britain’s white settler colonies). 

Following World War II and the successes of anti-colonial campaigns of nationalist movements 

in British Asia, Padmore perceived post-war Britain’s colonial policy as a workable and 

accommodating system for the national aspirations of colonial peoples.28 In his books written 

following the CPP’s rise to power in the colony, Padmore offered a historical narrative of 

Britain’s colonial policy, arguing that during the late 1940s, the principle of self-government, 

which had previously been the defining aspect of British imperial policy in her “white colonies” 

(Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa), extended beyond the color-line towards 

Britain’s “colored” colonies in Asia (Pakistan, Ceylon, India). Now that self-government was not 

exclusively defined on racial terms, new possibilities emerged for African nationalists in 

Britain’s African colonies. And following the CPP’s electoral success in 1951, Padmore 

forcefully argued that self-determination could be attained in Africa by reforming existing 

colonial institutions. 

True to his penchant for thinking in systematic categories, Padmore described British 

imperial policy (“not even the Romans,” he wrote, “could equal the British genius for political 

accommodation!”)29 as a process of constitutional evolution consisting of five distinct phases 

that ultimately led to self-government within the Commonwealth.30 He construed decolonization 

in the British empire as a dialectic process in which colonial peoples agitated for increased 

political power, thereby accelerating constitutional reform in the colonies. This, in turn, provided 

colonial subjects with increased representation and governmental authority. Depending on how 

effectively colonial peoples exerted pressure on colonial powers, the process continued until 

colonial peoples realized the ultimate goal of self-government. “The British genius for political 

adaptability,” wrote an admiring Padmore, “enables the ‘mother’ country to free, first her white 

and later her coloured Asian colonies, and yet retain their association as free and equal 

partners.”31 What is striking about Padmore’s embrace of the constitutional evolution paradigm, 

 
28 Padmore, Gold Coast Revolution, 3–8; George Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism (New York: Doubleday, 
1971), 164–72. 
29 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 171. 
30 Padmore, 167–72; Padmore, Gold Coast Revolution, 2–8. 
31 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 171. 
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is his emphasis on the political structure of British imperialism, and not its economic 

determinants, as the focal-point of anti-colonial strategizing. As Ahlman explains, the period of 

1951-1957 saw “the development of a procedural notion of decolonization,” particularly in CPP 

circles.32 This marked a radical shift from their previous rejection of self-government, dominion 

status and the Commonwealth as fundamentally racist institutions that further buttressed the 

capitalist-imperial structure.33 

However, the opportunities afforded to the Gold Coast nationalists who desired to pursue 

the “constitutional line” imposed certain constraints. In describing independence as a dialectic 

process between colonial agency and metropolitan concession, both Padmore and Nkrumah were 

also making the point that metropolitan public opinion mattered; it had to be monitored, and it 

served as a basis for anti-colonial strategizing. This is one – not the only – way of reckoning with 

the CPP’s strong emphasis on non-violence as a method of anti-colonial struggle (Positive 

Action), which in Padmore’s case can be traced back to the mid-1940s.34 As Leslie James 

explains, Padmore argued that violent anti-colonial agitation would have a detrimental effect on 

British public opinion, since the “rule of law” was a defining aspect of the British ethos.35 For 

Nkrumah, non-violence was both a morally superior form of struggle and a way of galvanizing 

British consent.36 This point has been made by Jeffrey Ahlman, who argues that Nkrumah 

believed that a commitment to non-violence, an underlying feature of a form of political activism 

he called “Positive Action,” “promised to instill in the so-called ‘African Personality’ the 

political and moral power necessary to guide the continent toward its postcolonial future.”37 

 
32 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 12; Nkrumah expressed his political actions during diarchy in the same 
language applied by Padmore, emphasizing the logic of constitutional evolution, and explicitly drew from 
Padmore’s book, The Gold Coast Revolution. For example, see Nkrumah, “Motion for Independence.” 
33 For their negative assessments of self-government, dominion status, and the Commonwealth, see Padmore, How 
Britain Rules Africa, 56, 158–59, 301; Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World 
Imperialism, 32. 
34 For another take on the CPP’s non-violence, see Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–
1960.” 
35 James, George Padmore, 125; but compare with Drake’s argument that Padmore “could accept” Nkrumah’s 
“Gandhian theme” of non-violence “as a tactic.” Drake interprets Padmore’s support of non-violence as a pragmatic 
compromise with Nkrumah, “much as the SNCC leaders went along with Martin Luther King” and does not take 
into account Padmore’s preoccupation with British public opinion. Cf. George Shepperson and St. Clair Drake, “The 
Fifth Pan-African Conference, 1945 and the All African People’s Congress, 1958,” Contributions in Black Studies 8, 
no. 5 (September 2008): 48. 
36 Kwame Nkrumah, “What I Mean by Positive Action,” 1949; appears in Kwame Nkrumah, Revolutionary Path 
(London: Panaf, 1973), 91–95. 
37 Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960,” 67. 
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According to Ahlman, the Algerian revolution, as well as French nuclear experiments in the 

Sahara and the Sharpeville massacre in South Africa, challenged Nkrumah’s perception of 

decolonization, and weakened his commitment to non-violence. Nkrumah’s forceful advocation 

during the AAPC of non-violence as a means towards moral rejuvenation in postcolonial Africa 

resonated – as I will discuss in the next chapter – with the South African delegation. While the 

ANC supported non-violence for tactical reasons, the Liberal Party delegates – in what was an 

intriguing historical convergence – wholeheartedly and enthusiastically embraced Nkrumah’s 

morally-laden articulation of a non-violent struggle.  

More important, however, was the conspicuously mitigated Marxist argumentation in 

CPP rhetoric during the period of diarchy. Decolonization in Africa took place during the height 

of the Cold War, a period when Western public opinion viewed communism as a significant 

threat.38 And for the CPP, now invested in the idea of a “procedural decolonization” that relied 

on British cooperation, the identification of African nationalism with Marxism was potentially 

detrimental. Padmore, it is true, continued to identify as Marxist even in the introduction to his 

most anti-Communist literary product, which he published in 1956. But as Leslie James rightly 

argues – and this I will further demonstrate later – Padmore’s Marxism after 1945 “became much 

more enigmatic.”39 “The prominence of Marxist language in [Padmore’s] writing,” she explains, 

“became much less prevalent than it had been.”40 F. K. Drah has made a similar observation 

regarding Nkrumah, arguing that his “Marxist-Leninist beliefs” were muted during the period of 

diarchy.41 Drah’s argument is further corroborated by what was – at least partly – an attempt to 

appease the conservative government in Britain. In October 1953, Nkrumah expelled two left-

 
38 Tellingly, when an edition of Padmore’s “Pan-Africanism or Communism?” was published simultaneously by Zik 
Press in Nigeria (Nnmandi Azikiwe’s publishing house) the title was changed to, simply, “Pan-Africanism,” further 
corroborating the argument that the framing of pan-Africanism as the antithesis of communism was (at least 
partially) tailored to Western sensitivities. See Hooker, Black Revolutionary, 127. 
39 See Padmore’s statement in his introduction to Pan-Africanism or Communism? that “Pan-Africanism recognizes 
much that is true in the Marxist interpretation of history,” Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism; James, George 
Padmore, 63. 
40 James, George Padmore, 63; After Ghana’s independence, Padmore began writing a guide to “pan-African 
socialism,” which he imagined as the next, ultimate, postcolonial stage of the pan-African revolution. He never 
completed the manuscript, but some excerpts have been published. See Padmore, “A Guide to Pan-African 
Socialism.” 
41 F. K. Drah, “Nkrumah and Constitutional Democracy: 1949-1966 Revisited,” Research Review 8, no. 1–2 (1992): 
19; see also Biney, Political and Social Thought, 37; This “muted” Marxism is also conspicuous in the 1950 CPP 
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published in 1957, Nkrumah mentioned Marx, Engels, Lenin, among others, as important influences Kwame 
Nkrumah, Ghana: The Autobiography of Kwame Nkrumah (New York: International Publishers, 1957), 45. 
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wing elements from the CPP, Anthony Woode, president of the Gold Coast Trade Union 

Congress (TUC), and Turkson-Ocran, general secretary of the TUC, for their alleged connection 

to the Communist-affiliated World Federation of Trade Unions (WFTU).42 With British colonial 

rule in the Gold Coast ending through constitutional negotiation, and considering Britain’s 

continued embeddedness in a capitalist system, Padmore and Nkrumah’s previous triangular 

nexus was challenged and required new methods of interpretation.  

 

THE NEW PARADIGM  

The CPP’s efforts to articulate its own political success in the Gold Coast as a guide to African 

nationalists and metropolitan powers created new categories for political analysis, which greatly 

affected their formulations of race and racism, and consequently, of the ways Ghana’s future 

cosmopolitan scene was constructed and rationalized by CPP ideologues. One principal 

argument put forward by CPP partisans was that self-government in the Gold Coast served as the 

ultimate “death blow” to the founding myth underpinning imperialism – namely, racism. 

Moreover, the sense of “triumph” and urgent possibility associated with the Gold Coast model 

resulted in their remapping Africa’s political landscape. Accordingly, the primary obstacles 

facing Africa were now perceived in terms of their accommodation for, or hindrance to that 

model. Nkrumah and Padmore articulated a “cluster” of disparate political and ideological 

systems (significantly, these included “tribalism” and “racialism”) that, in their opinion, created 

unfavorable conditions for the application of the Gold Coast exemplar in other parts of Africa. 

Such ideological oppositions were directed at different audiences, often requiring metropolitan 

agency (e.g. in the case of “racialism”), and other times – colonial agency (e.g. “tribalism,” 

“regionalism,” “religion”). This redefinition of the political landscape in Africa in the age of 

consensual decolonization, I argue, involved a disaggregation of the formerly advocated 

triangular rationale of capitalism-imperialism-racism. Instead, racism became the operative 

principle of specific territorial enclaves in Africa in which a permanent white population 

dominated the indigenous minority through a color-bar. And since Britain had indicated its 

 
42 Drah, “Nkrumah and Constitutional Democracy: 1949-1966 Revisited,” 13; Biney, Political and Social Thought, 
55; this was followed by a statement made by Nkrumah in February 1954, “prohibiting Communists from taking 
posts in the army, police, labor, education, and civil service.” Rathbone, Documents, 1992, 2:82. 
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sincere intention to withdraw from empire without mitigating its commitment to capitalism, 

another feature of the concept of racism as articulated by Padmore and Nkrumah during the 

period of shared government was a shift of emphasis from the economic foundation of racism to 

its psychosocial and cultural dimensions.   

The strategic primacy which Nkrumah and Padmore ascribed to the obtainment of 

political power – “Nkrumah’s mantra, to ‘seek ye first the political kingdom,’” explains Leslie 

James, “was also Padmore’s” – was expressed in ideological terms as the ultimate act of defiance 

against the myth of racism.43 Nkrumah’s political achievements in the Gold Coast were 

accordingly articulated by CPP partisans as the ultimate proof of the ideological bankruptcy of 

imperialism. This argument was captured by historian and activist, CLR James, who supported 

Nkrumah and the CPP until the early 1960s, in his celebratory account of Nkrumah and the 

Ghana revolution.44 In James’s account, “the myth” of racial inferiority informed each and every 

dimension of British colonial rule up until, and well beyond, African independence. African 

independence was accordingly perceived in nationalist circles as the ultimate deathblow to 

racism. Similarly, Padmore’s biographer Leslie James offers the following insight into 

Padmore’s intellectual evolution during the 1950s. “The confluence of racialism and imperialism 

in Padmore’s thinking,” she writes, “is crucial to his organizing in this moment. For if racial 

segregation was a result of an imperial mentality, and imperialism was receding in Africa 

through constitutional negotiation with Africans, this challenged the logic of racialism.”45  

Nkrumah and Padmore’s evolving appraisal of the Commonwealth further illustrates their 

shared understanding of the implications of imperial withdrawal – within a framework of global 

capitalism – on the racist myth.46 In 1953, Padmore expressed his concern that South Africa 

might influence Britain to deny access to dominions controlled by non-whites.47 But by the time 

Padmore published Pan-Africanism or Communism? (1956), he was convinced that the British 

Commonwealth had proved itself to be “a free association of the member nations” despite 

 
43 James, George Padmore, 122. 
44 James, Nkrumah and the Ghana Revolution. 
45 James, George Padmore, 131. 
46 On how Ghana’s pan-Africanism influenced Commonwealth politics, see Mélanie Torrent, “A ‘New’ 
Commonwealth for Britain? Negotiating Ghana’s Pan-African and Asian Connections at the End of Empire (1951–
8),” The International History Review 38, no. 3 (May 26, 2016): 573–613, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07075332.2015.1076870. 
47 Padmore, Gold Coast Revolution, 6–7. 
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“differences of race, religion and culture.”48 Nkrumah remained committed to this racially-

inclusive ideal of the commonwealth during the first years of Ghanaian independence, and 

declared in 1961 that the Commonwealth was “a Commonwealth of peoples – peoples of 

different racial characteristics.”49 In a speech to the assembly on 5 March 1957, one day before 

the declaration of independence, Nkrumah, avoiding any reference to economics, located the 

unifying basis of the Commonwealth members in the similar systems of law and governance they 

shared. He hoped that the future Ghana would shape the Commonwealth as a “pilot scheme” for 

a non-violent reformist (“without revolution”) decolonization, and imagined it, alongside the 

United Nations, as the basis for international cooperation that transcended the color line.50 

This marked a radical shift from Padmore’s understanding of dominions under the 

historical circumstances in the mid-1930s. Back then, Padmore highlighted the racial underlining 

of dominion status, a form of “economic freedom and political self-determination” within 

imperial boundaries granted on racial lines to colonies populated by “English and other white 

settlers.”51 Moreover, Padmore exposed the racist logic underlining the agitation towards 

dominion status by whites in African settler colonies,52 and the implications of dominion status 

for non-white populations in South Africa.53 Likewise, Nkrumah in Towards Colonial Freedom 

harshly criticized “self-government” and “dominion status” as categories that, in principle, could 

only apply to settler colonies, which served as “extensions of the imperialism and capitalism of 

the mother countries,” and never to non-settler colonies in which economic exploitation was the 

governing principle.54 Following decolonization “without revolution” in the Gold Coast, the CPP 

considered the Commonwealth, once perceived as an extension of imperialism, racism, and 

economic exploitation, as a site infused with postcolonial possibility, which provided the 

framework for the creation of a multi-national, racially-inclusive community.     

 
48 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 117. 
49 Kwame Nkrumah, “A Statement Made by Osagyefo Dr. Kwame Nkrumah on His Departure from London, 22nd 
March, 1961 Following This Year’s Commonwealth Leaders’ Conference,” in South African and the 
Commonwealth: Two Statements [...] Bearing on South Africa’s Apartheid System and Her Decision to Withdraw 
from the Commonwealth, 1961, 2. 
50 Appears in Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 95. 
51 Padmore, How Britain Rules Africa, 301. 
52 Padmore, 56 and elsewhere. 
53 Padmore, 158–59. 
54 Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism, 32. 



57 
 

This myth-breaking logic of African independence was an important feature of 

Nkrumah’s ideological reasoning during the period of diarchy. For instance, in the 1953 “Motion 

for Destiny” address to the Gold Coast legislative assembly, Nkrumah called upon Britain to 

grant the Gold Coast full independence “as soon as the necessary constitutional and 

administrative arrangements” were made.55 Nkrumah argued that it was on the basis of the 

political power they wielded as (near) sovereigns that Africans were demonstrating they were 

able to govern and to thereby “[put] an end to the myth that Africans are unable to manage their 

own affairs, even when given the opportunity.”56 Decolonization was for Nkrumah and Padmore 

also a process of de-racialization; in an age when imperialism was receding, its underlying 

ideology of racism was losing its credibility too. 

    Decolonization, however, was not an even process. CPP ideologues were keenly aware 

that their commitment to an inductive model-making project was circumscribed by the 

specificities and idiosyncrasies produced by local circumstances in other parts of Africa. 

Relating to both metropolitan and colonial audiences, they insisted that any local obstacles to the 

CPP model of anticolonial struggle, could in fact be generalized as a cluster of antagonist “isms” 

consisting of “tribalism” and “racialism” (and to a lesser extent: religion, territorialism, 

federalism – all associated with “tribal” politics), alongside “imperialism” and “colonialism.” 

This recurring list of antagonistic elements served as a means to define the political landscape in 

Africa vis-à-vis the CPP’s projected model. Accordingly, social or “national” homogeneity and 

cohesion was perceived as an essential condition for the successful application of Positive 

Action, and the CPP’s experience in the Gold Coast was offered as proof of this rule. Thus, for 

example, in his 1953 “Motion of Destiny” speech, Nkrumah underscored the favorable 

circumstances for self-government in the Gold Coast, which set it apart from other territories in 

Africa. “Our people are fundamentally homogenous,” he stated, “nor are we plagued with 

religious and tribal problems. And, above all, we have hardly any colour bar.”57 In order to 

successfully apply the CPP model to other parts of Africa, African nationalists and imperial 

powers had to overcome these social and political hindrances and formulate an alternative 

“unifying” ethos – a racially-inclusive and non-tribal African citizenship.  

 
55 Nkrumah, “Motion for Independence,” 375. 
56 Nkrumah, 378. 
57 Nkrumah, 381. 
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 By the mid-1950s, however, Nkrumah could not easily boast about the lack of “tribal 

problems” in the Gold Coast. After the 1954 elections, in which the CPP won a vast majority of 

seats in parliament, the CPP faced a substantial opposition from the Asante National Liberation 

Movement (NLM), which led a coalition of other religious, ethnic, and regional-based parties. 

The NLM offered a federalist, decentralized model for African nationalism, against the CPP’s 

increasingly centralized authority. The NLM posed a real threat to the CPP, not only to the 

stability of Nkrumah’s government, but to the CPP’s core ideological tenets.58 The CPP’s 

insistence on a unitary government stemmed from their investment in a modernizing ideal of 

nation-building, and their political experience during the 1950s, when the CPP-led government 

attempted to destroy the political power of chieftaincy in the colony.59 Social cohesion and 

centralized political power were imagined by CPP ideologues as the very basis for the much 

desired development of a modern society, economy, and culture in Africa. Faced with an 

unprecedented opposition from the NLM, the CPP underscored the threats of factionalism – 

religious, ethnic, regional, “tribal” affinities and hierarchies that became the basis for political 

organization – to the independence project. Importantly, these “internal” threats were set on a par 

with the “racialist” factionalism in Africa, and together they formed major obstacles to African 

independence in the CPP’s anticolonial imagination, applicable not in the Gold Coast alone, but 

even more so in the rest of Africa.   

 In Pan-Africanism or Communism? Padmore’s intellectual efforts to cast the CPP as a 

“model” nationalist party diametrically opposed to “racialism,” “tribalism,” “colonialism,” and 

“imperialism” were brought to fruition. The title’s suggestion of a mutually exclusive 

relationship between African nationalism and communism is, however, misleading. The book 

was as much a treatise against the cluster of pan-Africanism’s imagined “others” as it was a 

treatise against communism.60 In the book, Padmore applied a comparative method in order to 

 
58 For the NLM and its own distinct “nationalism,” see Allman, Quills of the Porcupine; on the CPP’s conflicts with 
Northern “regionalism,” see Paul André Ladouceur, Chiefs and Politicians: The Politics of Regionalism in Northern 
Ghana (London: Longman, 1979); for the Ewe unification struggle, and the ways it played out on the Ghanaian 
CPP-dominated political terrain, see D. E. K. Amenumey, The Ewe Unification Movement: A Political History 
(Accra: Ghana Universities Press, 1989). 
59 On the CPP’s campaign against chieftancy, see Richard Rathbone, Nkrumah and the Chiefs: The Politics of 
Chieftaincy in Ghana, 1951-60 (Athens: Ohio State University Press, 2000). 
60 This Padmore expresses explicitly in his book. For example: “Racial arrogance and colour bars are greater 
obstacles to peace and co-operation in Africa than Communism”; and elsewhere, “Pan-Africanism offers an 
ideological alternative to Communism on the one side and Tribalism on the other.” In Padmore, Pan-Africanism or 
Communism, 352, 355. 
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create a political topography of Africa in light of the CPP’s model of procedural decolonization. 

For example, by comparing the British and French colonial systems, Padmore revealed the 

disadvantages of the centralized colonial policies of the French Union and other European 

colonial powers, which did not provide its colonial subjects with the flexibility and 

accommodation offered by Britain’s colonial policy of constitutional development (hence, the 

problem of “imperialism”). Then, recognizing a disparity between colonial policies and 

conditions within the British empire itself, Padmore compared Nigeria to Kenya. This 

comparison enabled Padmore to articulate two further factors that hindered CPP-style 

decolonization, namely the racial factor that existed in interracial colonies such as Kenya, and 

the “tribal and religious differences” that were a potential obstacle for independence in Nigeria.61 

Nkrumah too, repeatedly clustered together “tribalism” with “racialism” as two major obstructive 

forces standing in the way of national independence in Africa. "Racialism and tribalism and 

violence,” he announced in 1955, “must cease to be political factors in our national life.”62  

 After the 1951 elections in the Gold Coast, when the CPP’s victory was cast as an 

example for African nationalist politics, Padmore spoke of racism as the underlying ideology and 

practice, not of empire as a whole, but specifically of interracial territories in east, central and 

southern Africa in which power resided with the white minority. The fact that political power in 

the Gold Coast was being transferred to Africans through a consensual process was understood 

as an indication that large segments of British society and bureaucratic apparatus were 

undergoing a profound transformation. By expressing its willingness to dissolve British imperial 

rule, went the argument, Britain was also ridding itself of the racist-paternalism underlying 

imperialism. Nevertheless, Padmore argued that this process did not reflect the mentality of 

white settler populations, whose political and economic advantages were at stake. The uneven 

process of British decolonization resulted in the CPP’s elaboration of a stark division between 

“racially homogenous” and “racially plural” colonies. “While British policy in East, Central, and 

Southern Africa is to support white colonization and European domination,” Padmore wrote, “in 

West Africa, Colonial Office policy is based upon the principle of national self-determination for 

 
61 Padmore also used “tribalism” to denounce Nkrumah’s local opposition in the Gold Coast. James, George 
Padmore, 150–51; Tunteng, “George Padmore’s Impact on Africa,” 39. 
62 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 60 This was a rhetorical move meant to place Nkrumah’s “tribalist” opposition in 
the Gold Coast on a par with “racialism,” as ideologies that prevented African unity. 
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Africans by process of gradual constitutional reform.”63 Imploring Britain to guarantee that 

decolonization in settler-colonies includes the elimination of the color-bar from public life, 

Padmore explained that “even under the most enlightened system of constitutional evolution to 

self-determination, theory breaks down in practice in multi-racial territories where a white 

minority, entrenched economically and politically, seeks to maintain permanent domination over 

a politically awakened and nationalistically-minded black indigenous population.”64  

In Padmore’s view, the perception of a stark split between racially homogenous and 

stratified colonial societies corresponded with alternative constructions of race. In contrast to the 

flexible notion of constitutional evolution that informed British colonial policy in West Africa, a 

policy that was now proving itself accommodating to nationalist agitation in the Gold Coast, 

European settlers in Africa based their pattern of government upon a rigid “Herrenvolk 

philosophy of ‘white supremacy.’”65 European settlers, he wrote, “have made it abundantly clear 

to the Africans that they regard them merely as hewers of wood and drawers of water in their 

own countries.” Unlike his previous recourse to economics to explain the proliferation of racism, 

in Pan-Africanism or Communism? Padmore emphasized the psychological and cultural 

dimensions of racism. For example, Padmore repeatedly referred to apartheid, the “apogee” of 

“racial arrogance” in Africa as a pathology,66 describing it as a “mania”;67 a “suicidal policy”;68 

or as an irrational “fear of black men.”69 In discussing settler-colonies, Padmore spoke of racism 

in terms of its psychological and psychosocial function. “Racial segregation,” he wrote, “breeds 

communalism. It poisons human relationships and gives rise to frustrations and hatred between 

the exclusive communities.”70 Padmore and Nkrumah’s anti-colonial program rested on a similar 

assumption that the racial myth was largely motivated by psychological convictions. Positive 

Action, Nkrumah argued, not unlike Gandhi’s Satyagraha campaign, which he explicitly cited as 

a source of influence, effected political change through its affective rationale, by exerting moral 

pressure that triggered a change of heart.71 And similarly, Padmore, who articulated Positive 
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Action as a program for trans-continental liberation, wrote that “alien rulers respect the wishes of 

an unarmed subject people.”72 

 Padmore, interestingly, dissociated the political manifestations of imperialism’s 

paternalist-racism from the psychosocial category of “race-prejudice.” Reiterating the “British 

genius for constitutional evolution,” Padmore nonetheless argued that the English were more 

prejudiced against non-whites than other colonizing nations, by applying psychological and 

cultural explanations. For instance: “The French judge a man by his culture, the British by the 

colour of his skin”; “The Englishman is psychologically incapable of acting naturally towards an 

educated African”; “the English colonial official is forever extolling the illiterate African […] 

over the educated African. It helps to flatter his middle-class ego and bolster his racial pride.” 

“Collectively,” Padmore maintained, “the natives in the French colonies are more repressed than 

those under British rule, but individually, educated Africans enjoy greater human dignity and 

suffer far less from colour bars and racial segregation under French rule.” If previously Padmore 

maintained that the Russians were void of any race prejudice due to their eradication of 

capitalism, now Padmore considered this a question of culture, and the Russians’ lack of race-

chauvinism was considered alongside French (!) racial-attitudes. “The English,” he wrote, “can 

learn much from the Latins and Slavs in the sphere of race relations.”73 The importance of his 

division between the “collective” and “individual” domains lies in its relationship with “plural” 

territories in Africa. For Padmore, it was this strong emotional aversion from “color” that 

characterized English and Protestant culture that was “largely responsible for the social conflict 

and racial tension in East and Central Africa.” In other words, the “racialism” of racially 

stratified territories in Africa was primarily a “psychological problem” inherited from British 

metropolitan culture, that was “as important as the political and economic” problems facing 

Africa.74  

 With an eye to the postcolonial future, Padmore asked in the final pages of his book, 

“What then, can be done by the progressive forces in Britain to smooth over the transition [of 

power to Africans]?” He envisioned a “new type of missionary” motivated not by the now 

defunct notion of racial-paternalism, but rather by the progressive ideals of development and 
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inter-racial cordiality. Himself deeply immersed in a discourse of scientific progress and 

economic development, Padmore argued that what Africa needed were “missionaries,” who 

possessed technical knowledge and skills, who were willing to “help the Africans save their 

bodies and minds from the ravages of disease and superstition.”75 Importantly, what set his 

notion of “postcolonial aid” aside from colonial missionary interventions was a certain 

psychological transition on the part of providers of aid. “White folk who want to help Africa,” 

Padmore argued, “must be prepared to work with Africans on the basis of complete racial 

equality.” Devoid of the entrapments of imperial-racist domination, racism in the period of self-

government was for Padmore an existing phenomenon, but one that was understood 

predominantly in psychological terms.  

In the age of imperial withdrawal, Padmore perceived racism as a persistent and highly 

obstructive mental residue of the modern imperial system. He insisted on the interconnectivity of 

racism with political – not so much economic – structure, and therefore postulated that only the 

complete eradication of the imperial system on the basis of the Gold Coast model, i.e. the 

extension of national self-determination and “common [i.e. non predicated on race] citizenship” 

to all Africans, could trigger a much-needed psychological transition. “Only when political and 

economic power is shared between all racial communities on the basis of absolute equality in all 

spheres of public life,” Padmore maintained, “will national integration be achieved and a lasting 

solution found to the multi-racial problems of Kenya and other East and Central African 

territories.”76 Padmore’s reduction of racism to the color-bar of interracial territories in Africa 

resulted in a strong dichotomy, which served him in another salient theme of the CPP’s political 

project during the period of diarchy and beyond, namely, the efforts to define a national ethos 

and identity for postcolonial Africa. The racism of settler rule served as the ultimate “other” 

against which the CPP’s “residential” pan-Africanism was defined. 
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APARTHEID: THE CHIEF ANTAGONIST 

The CPP’s variant of African nationalism which evolved in the Gold Coast during the late 1940s 

and with greater impetus, after the “triumphant” 1951 elections, was constantly defined in anti-

racist, or racially-inclusive terms. This, I argue, was not meant merely a manifestation of the 

declarative anti-racism of the newly negotiated post-war international order, evident in such 

forums and documents as the United Nations Charter (1945), the Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights (1948), or the Asian-African Conference (Bandung Conference, 1955). When 

Padmore, Nkrumah, and other CPP activists spoke of “racialism” they had in mind a concrete 

form of political regime, namely white-minority rule in Africa. During the period in discussion, 

the declarative anti-racism of the CPP was articulated vis-à-vis white-settler rule in Africa, and 

chief among these was the apartheid system in South Africa. Apartheid, as Ryan Irwin argues in 

his discussion of the African Group diplomacy during the first years of African independence, 

became the “imaginative foil for pan-Africanism.”77 This, I argue, was equally true for the CPP’s 

ideological and discursive articulations as early as the late 1940s and during the period of 

diarchy.78 In this, I follow Louise Bethlehem’s use of apartheid as a historiographic lens through 

which to examine the history of states other than South Africa.79  

 That apartheid South Africa was perceived by CPP nationalists as the culmination of 

racist rule in Africa is telling. It enables us to look beyond the moral abhorrence it evoked, to the 

political and strategic threat that the CPP recognized in the continued existence of white settler 

regimes in Africa. In the first place, CPP theoreticians perceived the rigid racial classification 

practiced and postulated by apartheid as belonging to a different category of racial ideology than 

that of other colonial policies. In fact, according to Padmore, it contradicted colonial policy, and 

provided little to no leeway for African nationalists to advance their political claims through 

constitutional channels. “South Africa’s native policy,” wrote Padmore,   

officially known as Apartheid, […] opposes any form of political ‘partnership,’ cultural 

‘assimilation’ or human ‘association’ between the races as favoured by the French. It also 

rejects the British policy of self-rule and independence. Even the Belgian system of 
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79 Bethlehem, “Restless Itineraries”; Bethlehem, Dalamba, and Phalafala, “Cultural Solidarities.” 



64 
 

enlightened self-interest, aiming at the development of Africans as skilled labourers only, 

is not tolerated. In short, Apartheid is the negation of all existing colonial policies. Its 

only positive feature is the absolute and complete oppression of the Africans in all 

spheres of life – political, economic, social, religious.80 

 The danger that apartheid posed to African nationalism traveled beyond South Africa’s 

borders. South Africa, which had reached dominion status within the Commonwealth, set its own 

example of apartheid as an alternative model of a “racialized” decolonization that maintained 

white domination. Padmore insisted that decolonization had to be coupled with the abolishment 

of racial segregation and the color-bar, but expressed his fear that South Africa would derail 

Britain from that path, set by the example of its former Asian colonies and by the Gold Coast. 

Against assertions made by South Africa officials and conservative elements in Britain that the 

admission of new members into the Commonwealth should be contingent upon “consultation” 

with existing dominions, Padmore argued that “Britain may will be the loser if she continues to 

allow her attitude to the coloured races of the Commonwealth and Empire to be influenced by 

South Africa’s Apartheid and Herrenvolk doctrines.”81 The Seretse Khama affair offered 

Padmore with further evidence for apartheid’s international influence.82 Khama, who was king of 

the Bamangwato people of Bechuanaland (Botswana), then a British protectorate, was forced 

into exile by the British government after having married Ruth Williams, a white English 

woman. The British responded to pressure from the South African government, which opposed 

having an interracial couple ruling just across their northern border. As Leslie James writes, 

“Padmore linked Khama’s inter-racial marriage and subsequent exile by the British Government 

to the Immorality Law in South Africa, which Padmore argued showed that the Tory 

Government supported the racial doctrine of apartheid.”83 

Moreover, South Africa was both a regional power and an important ally of the Western 

bloc, and as such, it posed a significant threat to the independence movement in Africa. Already 

during the 1940s, before the advent of apartheid in South Africa, Nkrumah expressed his fears of 
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South Africa’s propensity to steer Africa away from the cause of national liberation. In Towards 

Colonial Freedom he referenced Jan Smuts’s expansionist aspirations, a racialized “pan-Africa” 

extending as far north as Kenya, as the very contradiction of African national liberation.84 South 

Africa’s expansionist aspirations and active involvement in continental affairs continued under 

the post-1948 Nationalist government. During the 1950s, South Africa appealed to Britain to 

transfer its three protectorates in Southern Africa – Basutoland (Lesotho), Bechuanaland 

(Botswana), and Swaziland (Eswatini) – to South Africa.85 Furthermore, in what became a focus 

of international controversy at the United Nations and the International Court of Justice, South 

Africa extended its racial policies to South West Africa, which was under South African mandate 

rule.86 For the CPP, South Africa threatened not only to extend its racial policies beyond its 

borders to neighboring territories, but also by pulling white minority regimes in Africa farther 

away from the principle of equal citizenship. Ghana, by contrast, would make an effort to cast its 

bourgeoning cosmopolitanism as a symbol of inter-racial cordiality.  

 

POSTCOLONIAL MODERNITY AND RACISM’S ANACHRONISTIC PULL 

During the period of diarchy, the CPP was actively constructing a modernized and state-induced 

national identity, which would later evolve into Nkrumah’s widely circulated concept of the 

“African Personality.” In his Motion of Destiny speech in 1953, Nkrumah spoke of self-

government as “the means by which we shall create the climate in which our people can develop 

their attributes and express their potentialities to the full.” “As long as we remain subject to an 

alien power,” Nkrumah continued, “too much of our energies is diverted from constructive 

enterprise.” Independence was understood by the CPP as a process of cultural and material 

rejuvenation that required a new unifying national ethos. Padmore was in agreement with 

Nkrumah. Independence, he wrote, required “a social philosophy which will integrate and uplift 

peoples making the transition from primitive tribal forms of society to modern industrialized 

 
84 Nkrumah, Towards Colonial Freedom: Africa in the Struggle Against World Imperialism, xviii; Saul Dubow, 
“Smuts, the United Nations and the Rhetoric of Race and Rights,” Journal of Contemporary History 43, no. 1 
(January 2008): 58, n60. 
85 James Barber and John Barratt, South Africa’s Foreign Policy: The Search for Status and Security 1945-1988 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 41–42; see also Hyam and Henshaw, The Lion and the Springbok, 
102–17. 
86 Irwin, Gordian Knot; Barber and Barratt, South Africa’s Foreign Policy, 51–55. 
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states.”87 As Jeffrey Ahlman explains, self-government was perceived by the CPP as an essential 

component of a much wider civic project that “required a new type of citizen,” a project which 

had already begun in 1951 with the CPP’s electoral victory.88 Accordingly, racism was perceived 

by the CPP as an anachronistic remnant of imperialism, which contradicted the nationalist 

project of nation-building by encouraging severe social division. In order for African 

independence to “work” it had to overcome racial dominance and animosity, first in interracial 

territories, then in the continent as a whole. 

 Racism was perceived by the CPP as a contradiction of another key aspect of postcolonial 

modernization – namely, economic development. For the CPP, as for the first generation of post-

independence African leadership in general, nation-building was coupled with economic 

development. And as an extension of this logic, the social exclusion, animosity, and violence, 

which were the direct outcome of racial segregation and the color-bar, impeded Africa’s chances 

for rapid economic development. For one, the white population possessed the “know-how.” This 

theme is downplayed, if not absent, from the CPP’s public contemplations during the period of 

diarchy but may reasonably be deduced from statements made by Nkrumah during the first 

couple of years after independence. For example, after the Conference of Independent African 

States (CIAS) that took place in Accra, in April 1958, Nkrumah wrote to a predominantly 

American audience arguing that since the white minority in settler colonies had a near-monopoly 

over the local economies, conference delegates proposed “a phased political transfer of power.”89 

Social cohesion and inter-racial co-existence were essential to the CPP’s notion of postcolonial 

economic development in Africa, even to the extent of endorsing a gradualist approach to 

independence in the settler colonies. Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism was also the result of the CPP’s 

investment in an ethos of modernization and economic development, which required the physical 

presence of non-African know-how. Indeed, as will be discussed in length in part II of this 

dissertation, Ghana’s vision of inter-racial harmony in Ghana played into its heavy reliance on 

 
87 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, xvii. 
88 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 12; and see Padmore’s emphasis on “social discipline” and “civic 
responsibility,” in Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 354. 
89 Kwame Nkrumah, “African Prospect,” Foreign Affairs 37, no. 1 (October 1958): 47; Nkrumah, it should be noted, 
applied a rather broad interpretation of the conference resolutions, which discussed the need for “a definite date” for 
independence and called for “rapid steps” to be taken towards self-determination. The term “phased,” which 
Nkrumah emphasized, does not exist in the conference resolution. See resolutions II and IV in Conference of 
Independent African States: Declaration and Resolutions (Accra, Ghana: Parliament House, 1958). 
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Western academics to maintain academic standards and train a new generation of African 

scholars, scientists, and professions.  

 Moreover, the threat of racial violence in African territories that practiced racial 

segregation and the color-bar was perceived by the CPP as highly detrimental to its vision for 

postcolonial economic development. In Pan-Africanism or Communism? Padmore outlined in 

general terms his vision for a “Marshall Aid Programme for Africa.”90 Padmore pitched his 

vision for American aid to Africa in anti-Communist terms, as the most effective “insurance” 

against Russian influence in Africa, as well as a form of making amends (through restitution) for 

America’s historical involvement in the slave trade. Indeed, as Leslie James has argued, and as 

Padmore himself explicitly wrote in a letter to Nkrumah from 1952, British fear of violence 

could be leveraged for nationalist gain in Africa.91 But Padmore grew wary of the possible 

ramifications of a violent inter-racial conflict.92 Padmore emphasized the importance of 

removing fear and establishing “confidence, trust and mutual respect” between African and 

Western leaders for his vision of rapid development to unfold successfully.93 Padmore feared that 

the persistent white-domination of settler-colonies would trigger inter-racial violence (as was 

currently the case in Kenya) and forestall the development of Western economic aid in Africa, 

which for Padmore and Nkrumah, at that time, was the preferred means of inducing rapid growth 

in Africa.94 The CPP’s vision of Positive Action was not merely a question of anticolonial 

tactics, nor was it appraised exclusively in moral terms, as the basis for a generative postcolonial 

African citizenship.95 During the period of diarchy, non-violence was articulated by the CPP as 

the preferable (but not essential) foundation for a postcolonial international alliance between 

Africa and the West, which defined Africa’s path to economic development. Racist settler-

regimes and the violence they produced were seen as a hindrance to the much-desired economic 

development in Africa. Racism, once perceived by Padmore and Nkrumah as an inseparable 

 
90 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 352–53. 
91 James, George Padmore, 125; See letter from Padmore to Nkrumah in which he advises him that “Now is the 
time to strike, while Mau-Mau is spreading the fear of God among the imperialists her[e] and in Kenya.” Quoted in 
Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 59 n154. 
92 See Drake’s important remarks on Padmore and Nkrumah’s varying degrees of investment in non-violence, 
Shepperson and Drake, “The Fifth Pan-African Conference, 1945 and the All African People’s Congress, 1958,” 48. 
93 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 353. 
94 Padmore’s discussed the Mau Mau uprisings in Kenya at length, and clarified that the responsabilty lay solely 
with the settler population and the British colonial office. Padmore, 225–43. 
95 For non-violence as the moral basis for Nkrumah’s envisioned African Personality, see Ahlman, “The Algerian 
Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960.” 
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aspect of the capitalist-imperial nexus, was now, during the period of decolonization, reimagined 

as an anachronistic remnant of the imperial system that poisoned social relations in the limited 

domain of settler colonies, a psychosocial phenomenon that could be eradicated through the 

granting of common citizenship, within the existing western capitalist order. And the CPP, which 

perceived itself as a model nationalist party, was eager – as I will discuss in later chapters – to 

present itself as an exemplar of inter-racial harmony.   

 

*** 

The ways in which decolonization unfolded in the Gold Coast were a defining event for the CPP, 

and the ways in which the party’s chief strategists rendered “racism” during the 1950s testifies to 

the significant ideological readjustment they underwent. Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism was 

premised on the experience of the CPP’s triumphalism following its victory in the 1951 election, 

its successive electoral victories in 1954 and 1956, and its successful advancement towards 

dominion status in 1957. That the CPP’s success was articulated as a model for decolonization in 

Africa stood at the very basis of Ghana’s claim for leadership in Africa and its role as a global 

center for global Leftist activism. It was this model-making politics that fueled Ghana’s 

interventionist pan-African foreign policy, its creation of pan-African institutions, the 

organization of international and transnational conferences, and its attempts to trigger a 

postcolonial cultural rejuvenation in Africa. 

 By disaggregating the racism-imperialism-capitalism triangle, the CPP set the terms for a 

new discourse on the meaning of racism. This too proved to be a definitive aspect of Nkrumaist 

cosmopolitanism. In other words, by welcoming and actively hosting expatriates, travelers, and 

political refugees from multiple “racial,” ethnic, religious, geographical and other backgrounds, 

Ghana was claiming – if only symbolically – its commitment to non-racism, and its potential, as 

a postcolonial independent African state, to become the diametric opposition of South African 

apartheid: a morally-superior, unchauvinistic polity and society. However, as discussed in the 

next chapter, the Ghanaian notions of anti “racialism” didn’t fit easily into the political terrain of 

dissident South Africa, in which the very language of “race,” the prefixes (“multi-”; “non-”) to 

the sign “race” applied by dissidents to negate the doctrine and practice of apartheid, was highly 

politicized and controversial, and the Ghanaian articulations of anti-“racialism” unwittingly 
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contributed to this controversy. The promise – and South African dissidents were eager to draw 

moral support and prestige from a triumphant Ghana – and the limits of Nkrumaism for South 

Africans in the late-1950s, when Ghana was beginning to establish itself as a center for extra-

metropolitan cosmopolitanism, is the focus of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2  
 

The All-African People’s Conference (1958)  
Translating the African Personality 

 

‘But this African Personality idea, how does it mean to us? What does it mean, anyway?’  

– Can Temba, “Requiem for Sophiatown,” 1959  

 

 

This chapter is concerned with the ways in which the All-African People’s Conference (AAPC), 

organized by Ghana’s ruling Convention People’s Party, played out transnationally in debates 

over “race” and “racism” in South African dissident circles. This discussion, I suggest, will shed 

light on the larger concern of this dissertation, namely the ideological negotiations between 

Kwame Nkrumah’s state-induced pan-Africanism and the political ideologies promoted by 

political activists drawn to Accra, a key site for what Meredith Terretta has termed ‘extra-

metropolitan’ anti-colonial activity.1 The AAPC convened in Accra between 8-13 December, 

1958. Over 200 delegates representing some 65 organizations from 28 different countries 

attended the Accra conference, and met under the banner “Hands off Africa; Africa must be 

free.”2 The South African delegation to the AAPC represented two dissident movement: an ad 

hoc delegation of five figures from the ANC, and three figures representing the Liberal Party.3 

 
1 Terretta, “Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra.” 
2 For detailed accounts of AAPC speeches, exchanges, and proceedings, see Edwin S. Munger, “All-African 
Peoples’ Conference: Africa for Africans Only Demanded by 240 Delegates from 28 African Countries (1959),” in 
African Field Reports, 1952-1961 (Cape Town: C. Struik, 1961), 41–90; Jan-Bart Gewald, “Hands Off Africa!! An 
Overview and Analysis of the Ideological, Political and Socio-Economic Approaches to African Unity Expressed at 
the First All-African People’s Conference Held in Accra, Ghana, in December 1958,” 1990. 
3 Due to restrictions imposed by South Africa, the ANC delegation was composed of “people who were by chance 
already out of the country,” Albert Luthuli, Let My People Go (London: Collins, 1962), 187; the ANC’s delegation 
was led by Ezekiel Mphahlele, who had left South Africa in 1957 to take up a teaching post in Nigeria. The 
delegation also included the white American Mary-Louise Hooper, who worked as Albert Luthuli’s personal aid  
until her deportation from South Africa; Alfred Hutchinson, a treason trialist who fled South Africa and reached 
Ghana during the conference; and another two largely unknown South African activists residing in Ghana and 
Nigeria respectively, Roy Mdudu and Mohan Govan. Michael Scott, who held strong ties with the ANC, was a 
conference delegate representing the Hereros of South West Africa. Ntsu Mokhehle, a member of the ANC, 
represented the Basutoland Congress Party together with two other delegates, see Es’kia Mphahlele, “Accra 
Conference Diary,” Fighting Talk, February 1959; While in Nigeria, Mphahlele wrote to Nelson Mandela and 
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The conference served Nkrumah as a platform to promote his postcolonial agenda of a “pan-

African commonwealth of free independent states.”4 Importantly, the conference “call” 

underscored “racialism” – that is, racism, especially as a form of political domination – as the 

very antithesis of African nationalism. The combination of its size, its all-African scope, and its 

unapologetic anti-colonial pan-African agenda, rendered the AAPC an unprecedented event in 

the history of African nationalism. However, the conference also symbolized the moment during 

which the pan-African movement “traveled” to the African continent and was rearticulated as a 

vision for postcolonial Africa, a process that had begun with the 1945 Pan-African Conference in 

Manchester.5 Crucially, as I will show, this ideological readjustment impacted the way “race” 

functioned in Ghanaian pan-African discourse. Nkrumah’s slogan that “the Sahara no longer 

divides us; it unites us,” represented Ghanaian post-independence attempts to define a 

continental pan-African framework, which St. Clair Drake, an African American sociologist and 

anthropologist, interpreted – not unproblematically, as I will discuss further on – as a conceptual 

shift from a historically “racial” pan-Africanism to a contemporary “residential” definition of a 

pan-African citizenship.6 The AAPC, I argue, facilitated a complex exchange of ideas between 

South African dissidents, Ghanaian, Kenyan, and other African nationalist leaders over a myriad 

of themes interwoven with definitions of “race” and “racism,” including African identity, 

indigeneity, citizenship, and nationhood.  

 
offered to represent the ANC, see N. Chabani Manganyi, Exiles and Homecomings: A Biography of Es’kia 
Mphahlele (Johannesburg: Ravan Press, 1983), 174; the Liberal Party delegation was led by its vice-president, 
Jordan Ngubane, who was formerly a key ideologue of the ANC’s Youth League and joined the Liberal Party during 
the mid-1950s; Patrick Duncan, son of the former Governor General of South Africa and editor of Contact, who 
gained wide-spread publicity after his arrest in the 1952 Defiance Campaign; and Cynthia Duncan, his wife, see C. 
J. Driver, Patrick Duncan: South African and Pan-African (Cape Town: David Philip, 2000), 156–57; Alfred 
Hutchinson wrote a memoir based on his escape narrative, which culminates as he arrives in Accra, see Hutchinson, 
Road to Ghana. 
4 “All-African People’s Conference: Forward to Independence Now!,” 1958, Records of Patrick Duncan (1918-
1967), 8.14.2, Borthwick Institute for Archives; reprinted in Nkrumah, Revolutionary Path, 132–34. 
5 See Grilli’s history of the Ghana’s “pan-African foreign policy” and James’ work on Padmore for detailed 
accounts of the links between Manchester and the AAPC Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, chap. 2; 
James, George Padmore. 
6 Drake, “Pan Africanism”; compare, for example, Nkrumah’s insistence on a trans-Saharan pan-Africanism that 
downplayed “blackness” with Du Bois’s letter to Nkrumah from January 1957 in which he exhorted the latter to 
make the future Ghana the leader of “a movement of black men for Pan-Africanism”; to hold a new series of Pan-
African Congresses that “would seek common aims of progress for Black Africa” [my italics]. See W. E. B. Du 
Bois, The World and Africa and Color and Democracy, Oxford W. E. B. Du Bois (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 2007), 188–89. 
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 The AAPC was a watershed in the development of Ghana’s pan-African experiment, 

which consolidated Accra’s role as a transnational hub – or an “extra-metropolitan” center – for 

anti-colonial activists in Africa.7 During the period of shared government, Nkrumah put plans for 

a pan-African conference on hold so as not to jeprodize the CPP’s primary objective of achieving 

dominion status.8 This caution continued into Ghana’s first year of independence. As W. Scott 

Thompson explains, the AAPC marked the transition from a more cautious “diplomatic” period 

in the history of Ghana’s foreign relations towards a second phase, in which a reassured 

Nkrumah ventured to reassert Ghana’s role as the “bearer of an all-African nationalism.”9 

However, within a larger narrative of Ghana’s foreign policy of “Positive Neutrality,” the AAPC 

took place during a period (1957-1960) when Ghana’s dipomatic contacts remained largely 

within the Western sphere of influence.10 Nkrumah, eager to secure funding from the United 

States and the United Kingdom for his “jet-propelled” development agenda – namely, the Volta 

River Project – was careful to reassure Western powers that his pan-African agenda did not 

contradict their Cold War interests.11 Consequently, until 1960, Nkrumah promoted a passive 

approach in his dealing with the South African government, which relied heavily on the notion 

that gradual change in South Africa could result from international diplomatc overtures, and 

through a common membership in international forums, such as the United Nations and the 

Commonwealth.12 The AAPC was officialy an extra-government affair, organized by the CPP, a 

result of Nkrumah’s desire to maintain proper diplomatic ties with Western colonial powers, 

 
7 For a definition of Accra as an “extra-metropolitan” center, see Terretta, “Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: 
From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra”; Ahlman, “Road to Ghana,” 190–91; importantly, Ghana’s African 
Affairs Center, which provided accomodation to African political exiles, was built in preperation for the AAPC, see 
Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 100–103. 
8 James, George Padmore, 179. 
9 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 57; Grilli follows a similar periodization in his historical account 
of Ghana’s pan-African institutions, see Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 108; see also Gerits, “‘When the Bull 
Elephants Fight,’” 5. 
10 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 110; Iandolo, “The Rise and Fall of the ‘Soviet Model of 
Development’ in West Africa, 1957–64,” 686–90. 
11 Grilli’s discussion on London’s fears, as the AAPC approached, of Accra’s relationship with Cairo, is highly 
illustrative of how the Cold War played into the conference, see Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 94–
100; Landricina, Nkrumah and the West: “The Ghana Experiment” in British, American, German and Ghanaian 
Archives, 19–26. 
12 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 42–43, 94–98; Armah, Peace Without Power: Ghana’s Foreign 
Policy 1957-1966, 69; Ernest Kweku Dumor, Ghana, OAU and Southern Africa: An African Response to Apartheid 
(Accra: Ghana Universities Press, 1991), 71; on Ghana-South Africa relations with reference to the Commonwealth, 
see Hyam and Henshaw, The Lion and the Springbok, 254–72. 
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while promoting his ideas and influence on African anti-colonial movements.13 This meant that 

despite Nkrumah’s close scrutiny over committee work, his ability to control the outcome was 

limited, and a boycott resolution on South African goods was passed by the AAPC, which “put 

the Nkrumah government in a difficult position.”14  

 The AAPC convened during a dense, transitional moment in African history during 

which Ghanaian independence became entangled with the escalating restrictions of the apartheid 

regime in South Africa. In the April 1958 general election, the Nationalist Party was reelected 

with increased power, for the third time since its ascent to power a decade earlier, thus 

contributing to a sense of an intransigent apartheid regime. The AAPC took place during the 

Treason Trial, an era stretching from 1956-1961, which serves in the historiography of apartheid 

as a period associated with the decline of nonviolent resistance.15 The Treason Trials were a 

direct consequence of the 1954-1955 campaign for the Freedom Charter, which marked the 

consolidation of the Congress Alliance, led by the African National Congress (ANC) and 

composed of four racially-based political parties – black, Indian, coloured, and white. The 

formation of the Congress Alliance was the result of growing cooperation between the ANC and 

the South African Indian Congress (SAIC) that began during the late 1940s and reached a high 

point with their joint Defiance Campaign of 1952, a mass campaign of civil disobedience. As 

David Everatt and Jon Soske show, this process affected the ways in which “race” and “racism” 

functioned in the political vocabulary and rhetoric of South African dissident circles, a process 

accelerated following the AAPC.16 Importantly, the debate over the rhetoric of race was 

intertwined with a wider debate within dissident circles over the meanings of “African,” the 

“nation,” and how these corresponded (or did not correspond) with notions of indigeneity, 

national homogeneity, and minority rights. In what follows, I will show how the AAPC and 

Ghanaian nationalist formulations were translated into local terms of political discourse defined 

by members of the ANC, the South African Liberal Party, the Congress of Democrats (COD), 

 
13 Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960,” 73; see Nkrumah’s opening speech in which 
he clarified, “my role here today is that of the leader of a political party, and it is as the chairman of that party that I 
want to address you,” Nkrumah, AAPC: Speeches by the Prime Minister; Munger, “All-African Peoples’ 
Conference: Africa for Africans Only Demanded by 240 Delegates from 28 African Countries (1959),” 46. 
14 Simon Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa: An International History, 1946-1970” (PhD diss., 
Columbia University, 2016), 115; Ahlman, “Road to Ghana,” 27–31. 
15 Saul Dubow, Apartheid, 1948-1994 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 70–73. 
16 David Everatt, The Origins of Non-Racialism: White Opposition to Apartheid in the 1950s (Johannesburg: Wits 
University Press, 2009); Soske, “The Impossible Concept.” 
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and the Pan Africanist Congress (PAC), which was launched in April 1959. Importantly, the 

AAPC took place weeks after the Africanist camp, which adhered to a more “exclusive” or 

“orthodox” variant of African nationalism, parted from the ANC and would later regroup as the 

PAC. 

The AAPC received scholarly attention from its very inception. American geographer 

Edwin S. Munger attended the conference and composed a valuable and detailed field report, 

which contained his observations and an analysis which was strongly informed by a pro-Western 

Cold War perspective, and is best regarded as a primary source.17 Another first-hand witness was 

scholar-activist St. Clair Drake, who while serving as acting chair of the sociology department at 

the University of Ghana, contributed a working paper for the AAPC committee on “Racialism 

and Discriminatory Laws and Practices.”18 Drake, like other historians of pan-Africanism, 

discussed the AAPC within a historical narrative of the pan-African movement, which 

emphasized the conference’s embeddedness in a genealogy of black internationalism, but tended 

to ignore its immediate historical context.19 W. Scott Thompson, whose Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 

1957-1966 (1969), is still widely considered a useful and comprehensive source despite its clear 

anti-Nkrumah stance and heavy reliance on oral sources, considered the AAPC in terms of 

Ghana’s foreign policy agenda and bureaucracy.20  

During the last decade renewed attention has been given to the AAPC’s transnational 

aspects.21 Jeffrey Ahlman has discussed the conference as a medium that confronted Nkrumah’s 

vision of a non-violent anti-colonial struggle with the Algerian delegation’s commitment to an 

 
17 Munger, “All-African Peoples’ Conference: Africa for Africans Only Demanded by 240 Delegates from 28 
African Countries (1959).” 
18 St. Clair Drake, “Racialism and Discriminatory Laws and Practices: A Working Paper Prepared for the All-
African People’s Conference,” All-African People’s Conference News Bulletin: Issued by the Preparatory 
Committee 1, no. 16 (1959): 1–9; for Drake’s political activism, see Gaines, “Scholar-Activist St. Clair Drake and 
the Transatlantic World of Black Radicalism.” 
19 See, for instance, Drake, “Pan Africanism”; other histories of pan-Africanism that discuss the AAPC include 
Geiss, The Pan-African Movement, 419–23; George Shepperson, “Pan-Africanism and ‘Pan-Africanism’: Some 
Historical Notes,” Phylon 23, no. 4 (1962): 346–58; Legum, Pan-Africanism, 38–64; Allman, “Nuclear 
Imperialism,” 86. 
20 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 58–67. 
21 This is partly a response to Frederick Cooper’s injunction to return to the moment of independence and explore 
the political alternatives envisioned by African nationalists, see Cooper, “Possibility and Constraint”; Cooper’s 
injunction corresponded with Jean Allman’s efforts to write a counter-narrative to “afro-pessimist” scholarship by 
revisiting the Ghanaian sponsored pan-African movement against “nuclear imperialism,” see Allman, “Nuclear 
Imperialism.” 
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ongoing violent anti-colonial struggle.22 In a second article, Ahlman discussed the boycott 

resolution passed by the AAPC, a subject also examined in length by Simon Stevens, who wrote 

an international history of sanctions and boycotts against South Africa’s apartheid.23 Matteo 

Grilli discussed the AAPC as part of his institutional history of Ghana’s Bureau of African 

Affairs, which orchestrated Ghana’s pan-African foreign policy and relationship with African 

liberation movements. Grilli also considers Ghana’s uneasy relationship with the United Arab 

Republic (UAR) over the AAPC, as well as Nkrumah’s attempts to mitigate British “Cold War” 

concerns triggered by the upcoming conference.24 Kevin Gaines approaches the AAPC as a case 

of black internationalism by examining African American responses to the conference.25  

A number of important interventions concerning the AAPC’s reverberations in South 

African dissident circles include Gail Gerhart’s discussion of the PAC’s incorporation of CPP 

imagery and rhetoric, including their adoption “in toto” of AAPC “doctrines.”26 Her account, 

however, ignores a number of telling “adjustments” that took place during this process of 

ideological incorporation, a point to which I return later. Both Arianna Lissoni, in her 

dissertation on South African liberation movements in exile, and Ama Biney, in her important 

article on Ghana’s contribution to the anti-apartheid struggle, interpret the ANC’s reaction to the 

AAPC as proof of it being “out of step” with African nationalism.27 This, as I argue, is a highly 

problematic portrayal of the conference that relies heavily on a memorandum sent by the ANC to 

Accra in anticipation of the AAPC. The memorandum, I argue, should not be confused either 

with the ANC’s posterior assessment of Ghanaian nationalism, nor with Ghana’s appraisal of the 

ANC. Finally, as I discuss later in the chapter, Jon Soske considers the AAPC’s impact on the 

political rhetoric of race in South African dissident circles. Crucially, however, his discussion 

focuses on a specific political vocabulary of race (“non-racial,” “multi-racial”), and therefore 

 
22 Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960”; Meredith Terretta contributed to this 
discussion by examining the Union des populations du Cameroun’s (UPC) participation in the AAPC, see Terretta, 
“Cameroonian Nationalists Go Global: From Forest Maquis to a Pan-African Accra,” 203–5. 
23 Ahlman, “Road to Ghana”; Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa,” 109–23. 
24 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 94–108. 
25 Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 91–103. 
26 Gail M. Gerhart, Black Power in South Africa: The Evolution of an Ideology (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1979), 207–9. 
27 Lissoni, “The South African Liberation Movements in Exile, c. 1945-1970,” 125–26; Biney, “Ghana’s 
Contribution.” 
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ignores Ghanaian debates on “racialism,” which applied different conceptual formulations – 

these are the focus of my discussion here.28  

The AAPC, I argue, introduced South African dissidents to a new political vocabulary, 

which was produced in Ghana on the basis of the CPP’s anti-colonial and postcolonial 

experiences. Ghanaian pan-African ideological formulations intersected with a highly 

contentious debate over “race” in South African dissident circles. They served South African 

anti-apartheid activists as a site of attraction and advantage, but also of heightened concern, 

which required them to translate, reinterpret and adjust Ghanaian nationalist rhetoric to local 

terms of debate in order to create a sense of congruity between South African and continental 

nationalist articulations. This chapter will demonstrate this process of translation, first by 

analyzing the ANC’s pre-conference concerns that emanated from the official “call” to the 

conference. The chapter will then proceed to examine a number of exchanges between South 

African dissidents and other conference participants concerning the rhetoric of “race,” 

Nkrumah’s notion of the “African Personality,” and the issue of white African indigeneity. 

Finally, the chapter will consider how competing South African anti-apartheid movements laid 

claim to political congruities with Nkrumah’s pan-Africanist articulations.      

 

ANTIC IPATING ACCRA: THE ANC’S “NOTES FOR THE DELEGATES”  

The call to the AAPC was received ambivalently by Congress members. The ANC leadership 

was encouraged by the opportunities afforded to the anti-apartheid cause by African 

independence. The brochure publicizing the event, however, included an agenda and terminology 

which were a cause for concern for South Africans committed to the Congress Alliance and its 

insistence on a multi-racial formulation of the South African nation. In an attempt to steer the 

conference away from the specificities of CPP-induced nationalism and towards its own terms of 

struggle, the ANC authored a memorandum detailing their reservations and suggestions in 

advance of the conference. The ANC’s decision to send a memorandum despite its representation 

by delegates, may have been, as Stevens suggests, “on account of the ad hoc nature of the ANC’s 

representation at the conference.”29 The seven-page long document, entitled “Notes for the 

 
28 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 23–25. 
29 Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa,” 113. 
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delegates to the All African People’s Conference,” was composed as a list of 38 pointers 

detailing the ANC’s position on the agenda set forth in the call to the AAPC.30 The document 

demonstrates the ANC’s preliminary and anxious efforts to articulate a response to Ghana’s 

appearance on the international stage, and its attempts to define a pan-African agenda for 

Africa’s liberation movements. With Ghana’s independence secured, and other African colonies 

on the verge of independence, the question hovering over the approaching AAPC was for the 

ANC one of adaptability and translatability: how would the organizational structure of the 

Congress Alliance and its rhetoric of a “multi-racial” nation fit in with national movements in 

Africa in general, and with Nkrumah’s conceptions of pan-Africanism in particular? How could 

it negotiate the disparities between its localized ideology and the priorities of a pan-African 

conference?  

The call to the conference, (unofficially) authored by Padmore, and which, as Drake 

argues, bore the intellectual imprint of Nkrumah and Ras Makonnen, declared that the 

conference would “formulate and proclaim our African Personality based on the philosophy of 

Pan-African socialism as the ideology of the African Non-Violent Revolution.”31 The opaque 

nationalist terminology and neologisms stemming from Accra concerned ANC leaders, who, I 

argue, were projecting Africanist criticism of the Congress Alliance into post-independence CPP 

parlance.32 The language of “African Personality” and “African socialism,” it was feared, could 

testify to a racialized or indigenized conception of African nationalism. After stating the ANC’s 

 
30 “Notes for Delegates to the All African People’s Conference to Be Held in Accra, Ghana, in December, 1958,” 
1958, Item Ba6.4, Records of the African National Congress (AD2186), Historical Papers Research Archive, 
University of the Witwatersrand; the document has been briefly discussed by four scholars: Arianna Lissoni, Ama 
Biney, Christabel Gurney, and Simon Stevens. The first two discuss the ideological aspect, namely Congress’s 
“multiracialism” vs. the Ghanaian pan-Africanism; the latter two discuss its programmatic aspect, namely the 
ANC’s policy regarding international boycotts. Lissoni, “The South African Liberation Movements in Exile, c. 
1945-1970,” 125–26; Biney, “Ghana’s Contribution,” 81; Christabel Gurney, “‘A Great Cause’: The Origins of the 
Anti-Apartheid Movement, June 1959-March 1960,” Journal of Southern African Studies 26, no. 1 (March 1, 2000): 
126–27, https://doi.org/10.1080/030570700108414; Christabel Gurney, “The Heart of the Beast: The British Anti-
Apartheid Movement, 1959-1994,” in Road to Democracy in South Africa, vol. 3, International Solidarity, Part 1 
(Pretoria: Unisa Press, 2008), 261n32; Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa,” 113. 
31 The “call” and provisional agenda (both were included in the original document) were reprinted in Nkrumah, 
Revolutionary Path, 132–34; for authorship, see Shepperson and Drake, “The Fifth Pan-African Conference, 1945 
and the All African People’s Congress, 1958,” 13; James, George Padmore, 75–76; for Ras Makonnen’s account of 
the AAPC, see Ras Makonnen, Pan-Africanism from Within, ed. Kenneth King (London: Oxford University Press, 
1973), 212–17, 269–70. 
32 See also similar concerns raised by Lionel “Rusty” Bernstein, a leading member of COD and the SACP, before 
the conference. Bernstein was critical of the “heavy layer of meaningless jargon” and the “confusion of thought” he 
read into the official call to the conference. See Lionel Bernstein, “The Accra Conference,” Fighting Talk 12, no. 8 
(December 1958): 3. 
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apprehension and difficulty to accept the terminology used in the call, the memorandum drew an 

explicit conceptual divide between the movement’s initial commitment to “African nationalism” 

and its gradual development of “the concept of an all embracing ‘Africanism.’”33 Drawing from 

Freedom Charter’s terminology, the ANC stated its commitment to building a “multi-racial 

society” based on universal suffrage, “‘a democratic South Africa’ embracing all, regardless of 

colour or race, who pay undivided allegiance to South Africa and mother Africa.”34  

Acutely aware of South Africa’s singular conditions – its regime of apartheid and its 

racially heterogenic demography – the ANC was concerned that the AAPC’s focus on 

ideological specificities would collide with their commitment to an “all-embracing 

‘Africanism.’” The memorandum thus expressed its objection to any high-resolution ideological 

and programmatic resolutions and insisted the conference limit itself to broad terms of action. 

Distancing itself from any distinct discourse of “Africanism,” the ANC provided an alternative 

raison d’être for the AAPC, setting it within a global struggle against imperialism. “Having lost 

Asia as a field of investment and colonial exploitation,” went the memorandum, “imperialist 

powers of Europe and America have now turned their attention to Africa.”35 This corresponded 

with the ANC’s suggestion that the AAPC subject itself to the Bandung conference 

organizational apparatus and stated principles, thereby guarding “against any tendency towards 

self-isolation by African States and peoples from Asian States and peoples.”36  

The ANC, however, envisioned the AAPC not only as a venue for “laying down the 

general principles” for fighting “imperialism, colonialism and racial discrimination,” three core 

principals in the call’s provisional agenda, which it wholeheartedly endorsed. It also suggested 

that the conference set up a “machinery for exchanging information” on the political conditions 

in each African country, which would be administrated by a secretariat “with no pretense at 

executive authority.”37 This suggestion was incorporated into the conference resolution on 

“racialism and discriminatory laws and practices.”38 Es’kia Mphahlele, who led the ANC 

 
33 “Notes for Delegates to the AAPC.” 
34 “Notes for Delegates to the AAPC,” secs. 2, 4. 
35 “Notes for Delegates to the AAPC,” sec. 11. 
36 “Notes for Delegates to the AAPC,” sec. 18. 
37 “Notes for Delegates to the AAPC,” sec. 20. 
38 “Resolution on Racialism and Discriminatory Laws and Practices,” 1958, 
https://www.sahistory.org.za/sites/default/files/library-resources/officialdocs/resolution-racialism.htm. 
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delegation to the AAPC, displayed further caution in his speech to the AAPC assembly, 

suggesting that such a machinery could begin by circulating and contributing to the London-

based Africa Bureau publication, the Africa Digest.39 The importance ascribed by the ANC to the 

foundation of an African “bureau of information” was not only a tactic meant to divert the 

conference towards more benign avenues of action. Congress members committed to a variety of 

ideological strands, stressed the notion of South African singularity, which carried important 

ideological implications. A bureau of information could serve the ANC as a medium to 

communicate its organizational and ideological idiosyncrasies to a wider African public.40  

Another factor that may well have affected the ANC’s heightened concerns from the 

approaching AAPC was George Padmore’s prominent role in organizing the conference. This 

was at least a matter of concern for Lionel “Rusty” Bernstein, a leading member of COD and the 

South African Communist Party (SACP). Clearly alluding to Padmore’s book, Pan-Africanism 

or Communism?, Bernstein expressed his concern that AAPC deliberations would be sidetracked 

into “the abstract issues of whether Africa when free will be guided by the mystique of ‘pan-

Africanism’ or turn to Communism.”41 Since the AAPC was an extra-governmental affair, 

Padmore, Nkrumah’s advisor on African affairs, had initially denied his involvement. But as 

Leslie James explains, “it was soon clear that it was [Padmore’s] legwork and his ideas that 

shaped the conference.”42 That much was sufficiently clear to Patrick Duncan, the Liberal 

Party’s delegate to the AAPC. “I imagine,” he wrote to a leading Liberal Party member after 

receiving the brochure publicizing the conference, “that George Padmore is the man to write 

to.”43 Padmore’s Pan-Africanism or Communism? included a section entitled “Communism and 

 
39 Es’kia Mphahlele, “Address Delivered by Mr. E Mphahlele, Chief Delegate of the African National Congress - 
South Africa,” December 1958, Mary-Louise Hooper Papers, MSS 293, box 5, “Accra conference aapc (1958),” 
Michigan State University Libraries Special Collections; excerpts from the speech were also published in “Multi-
Racial Road to Freedom,” New Age 5, no. 11 (January 1, 1959); Michael Scott, a prominent anti-apartheid activist 
and founding member of the bureau, was at the conference, representing the Herero people of South West Africa. 
For more on Scott and the AAPC, see Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa,” 109–23. 
40 See, for example, Z. K. Matthews’ contrasting of Nigeria and Ghana to South Africa, in “which we have settled 
here significant numbers of other groups – Europeans, Asians, and Colored.” Z. K. Matthews, “Non-White Political 
Organizations,” Africa Today 4, no. 6 (1957): 19–58; see David Everatt’s discussion of the SACP’s theorizing of 
“colonialism of a special type” during the 1950s, The Origins of Non-Racialism, 72–97. 
41 Bernstein, “The Accra Conference.” 
42 James, George Padmore, 179. 
43 Though archive catalogue lists Peter Hjul as the recipient (letter only states “Dear Peter”), the letter’s content 
clearly reveals that Peter Brown was in fact the recipient. Patrick Duncan to Peter Brown, July 3, 1958, Records of 
Patrick Duncan (1918-1967), 8.14.1, Borthwick Institute for Archives. 



80 
 

Bantu nationalism,” which presented a historical narrative of African nationalism in South Africa 

continuously hampered by the Communist Party of South Africa (and later, following the 1950 

Suppression of Communism act, by the SACP).44 Accordingly, he (inaccurately) depicted the 

Freedom Charter as a “Stalinist maneuver” sponsored by Communists.45 Moreover, as Gail 

Gerhart explains, Padmore’s book had become compulsory reading in Africanist circles and is 

attributed with the revival of political pan-Africanism (that is, the vision of a political unity of 

Africa) in the Africanist political imaginary.46 It would, however, be a mistake to deduce 

Padmore’s endorsement of the Africanist camp. While inflating the disruptive role of “Stalinist” 

influence on the ANC, Padmore failed to mention Anton Lembede, “the principal architect of 

South Africa's first full-fledged ideology of African nationalism” in his narrative of “Bantu 

nationalism,” nor did he consider the highly significant formation of the ANC Youth League. 

Moreover, Padmore expressed his principled support for political cooperation across racial lines, 

among non-Europeans, an issue that stood at the very heart of the Africanist-“Charterist” 

dispute.47 

The ANC’s “Notes for delegates” provides us a glimpse into Congress’s initial response 

to the consolidation of a postcolonial African nationalism. Both Arianna Lissoni and Ama Biney 

have interpreted the memorandum as a sign of growing ideological dissonance between the 

ANC’s ideological formulations and African nationalisms elsewhere on the continent, deeming 

the ANC “out of step” with ideological developments in Africa.48 Biney goes as far as 

contrasting between the ANC’s “multi-racialism” and the “black nationalism” (my emphasis) of 

the rest of the continent – a surprising characterization considering her extensive work on 

 
44 Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 323–40. 
45 Padmore, 339. Padmore’s account is riddled with historical inaccuracies, not least his references to the “Congress 
of Peoples” (read: Congress of the People) and “Charter of Freedom” (read: Freedom Charter). 
46 Gerhart, Black Power in South Africa, 206–7. 
47 Padmore’s account reveals his support of the All-African Convention (AAC) faction of the Non-European Unity 
Movement (NEUM) that consolidated around the personality of I. B. Tabata, and as his footnotes reveal, he drew 
heavily from Tabata’s “The Awakening of a People” (1950). See, I. B. Tabata, The Awakening of a People 
(Nottingham: Spokesman Books, 1974); for a concise summary of NEUM’s political philosophy, see Robert H. 
Davies, Dan O’Meara, and Sipho Dlamini, The Struggle for South Africa: A Reference Guide to Movements, 
Organizations, and Institutions, vol. 2 (London: Zed Books, 1988), 310–14; see also Baruch Hirson, “A Short 
History of the Non-European Unity Movement: An Insider’s View,” Searchlight South Africa 3, no. 4 (n.d.): 64–93; 
and see, Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 22–23. 
48 Biney, “Ghana’s Contribution,” 81; Lissoni, “The South African Liberation Movements in Exile, c. 1945-1970,” 
125. Lissoni is more reserved in her assessment, writing that the ANC increasingly “appeared” out of step with 
developments on the rest of the continent. 
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Nkrumah’s political thought. In assessing the document’s importance, however, it is essential to 

recall that the document was produced by the ANC in anticipation of the AAPC, an 

unprecedented conference of its kind, organized by Padmore, who had clearly expressed his 

hostility towards the ANC. Moreover, the ANC’s knowledge of the conference agenda was 

based purely on the contents and style of the call. However, while the memorandum does indeed 

demonstrate that the ANC was on the defensive vis-à-vis the CPP’s political rhetoric, this should 

not be confused with the ANC’s post factum evaluation of the conference.  

Retrospective assessments of the conference, as I will demonstrate, conform more easily 

with Thomas Karis and Gwendolen Carter’s assessment, namely, that the AAPC “helped 

increase the sense of identity felt by Africans in South Africa with movements on the continent 

for African independence and an end to racial domination.”49 In contrast to Mandela’s 

experience of the Pan-African Freedom Movement for East, Central and Southern Africa 

(PAFMECSA) conference of 1962, in which he was surprised at the degree of antagonism with 

which the ANC was received, there is little evidence that the same was true for the AAPC.50 The 

Accra conference, as I will demonstrate below, did not result in increased isolation of the ANC 

in Africa, or Ghana for that matter. The conference, in fact, surpassed their expectations, and 

provided the ANC with a sense of achievement and congruency with African nationalism.   

 

THE DÉCALAGE OF “RACE”  

Debates over “race” and “racism” that unfolded during the AAPC and its aftermath constantly 

fluctuated between difference (e.g. ideology, political rhetoric, language, geography), and 

similarity (e.g. a joint commitment to notions of anti-colonial liberation or universal franchise). 

Some issues debated at the conference – the place of violence in the liberation struggle served as 

a prime example – proved highly contentious and resulted in a clause formulated as a 

compromise between two conflicting standpoints.51 Conference repudiations of “racialism” and 

 
49 Thomas Karis and Gwendolen Carter, eds., From Protest to Challenge: A Documentary History of African 
Politics in South Africa, 1882-1964. Volume 3: Challenge and Violence, 1953-1964 (Stanford: Hoover Institution 
Press, 1977), 286. Karis and Carter, however, had no access to the ANC’s pre-conference material and therefore do 
not consider Congress’s heightened concerns before the conference. 
50 Anthony Sampson, Mandela: The Authorized Biography (New York: Vintage, 2000), 164. 
51 Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960.” 
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an endorsement of universal franchise, by contrast, proved to be a unifying theme for conference 

delegates. It is in the terrain of nuance, however, where “race” carried implications that are not 

easily classified as either consensual or controversial. Race, for instance, was tied to (or was 

proactively unwoven from) the debate on who constituted an “African” and who composed the 

pan-African “nation.” The rhetorical formulations of race (“non-racialism,” “multi-racialism”) 

also constituted a point of difference – not necessarily disagreement – between delegates. 

Another example emerged from Nkrumah’s opening speech, when he qualified the assertion that 

“Africa belongs to the Africans” with “we are not racialists or chauvinists” (or, alternatively, 

when Nkrumah “welcomed into our midst peoples of all other nations”). A certain tension 

surfaced, which rendered St. Clair Drake’s neat depiction of the emergence in Ghana of a 

“residential” conception of pan-Africanism, an uneasy, but not illogical, extrapolation.  

Edwin S. Munger’s “field report” of the conference seems to suggest otherwise. 

Apparently, during the deliberations of the committee on “Racialism and Discriminatory Laws 

and Practices,” a group of delegates led by Algeria (Fanon, we know, sat on the committee) 

defeated a proposal to incorporate the UN Declaration on Human Rights into the legal codes of 

new African states. Since the AAPC committees met in camera, we consequently know very 

little about committee discussions. Munger, who is a second-hand source, explains the 

opposition was concerned that such a resolution “would tie the hands of new states.”52 It was the 

issue of “racial discrimination,” Munger argues, that stood at the heart of their opposition, a 

logical conclusion considering the committee’s mandate. This, however, is a highly problematic 

analysis considering what we know of Fanon’s (later) principled ridicule of “the belief in human 

rights rhetoric as a contemptible arrangement with the colonial oppressor.”53 

My argument is that debates ensuing over and around “race” – categories such as 

indigeneity, settlers, majority rule, black, white – are best understood in terms of their 

 
52 Munger, “All-African Peoples’ Conference: Africa for Africans Only Demanded by 240 Delegates from 28 
African Countries (1959)”; cf. Richard L. Sklar, Nigerian Political Parties: Power in an Emergent African Nation 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963), 274. Importantly, Sklar, who bases his account on a written draft of 
the suggested proposal, mentions a different composition of delegates -- from Nigeria, Liberia, and Ghana’s 
opposition United Party (as opposed to Munger’s: Nigeria, South Africa, Liberia). The issue of “racial 
discrimination” was clearly not the primary focus of all delegates who pushed for the resolution. 
53 Jan Eckel, “Human Rights and Decolonization: New Perspectives and Open Questions,” Humanity: An 
International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development 1, no. 1 (2010): 117, 
https://doi.org/10.1353/hum.2010.0008. 
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(in)translatability between one spatial and temporal settings to another. These debates unfolded 

in a manner similar to Brent Hayes Edwards’ conception of décalage, which enables him to 

retain a discursive framework in his discussion of encounters between anglophone and 

francophone cultures of black internationalism, while exploring the “gaps” or differences which 

resist translation.54 Building on Senegalese poet and politician, Léopold Senghor’s definition of 

the differences and influences between black Americans and black Africans as an instance of 

décalage, Edwards articulates a wider theory of diaspora. Décalage, he explains, “is the kernel of 

precisely that which cannot be transferred or exchanged, the received biases that refuse to pass 

over when one crosses the water. It is a changing core of difference; it is the work of ‘differences 

within unity,’ an unidentifiable point that is incessantly touched and fingered and pressed.”55 

Likewise, discussions and concepts surrounding “race” at the AAPC assumed a basic similarity 

between African conditions (e.g. generated from colonial, imperial, racist domination), yet were 

constantly translocated from one special context to another (e.g. from the sphere of British settler 

colonies to the Union of South Africa) and from one temporal dimension to another (e.g. anti-

colonial phase, postcolonial phase). As rhetorical and ideological formulations – concepts such 

as “indigeneity,” the “African personality,” or “multi-racial,” which resisted a steady definition 

even in their original settings – were “translated,” albeit not from one language to another, but 

from one political context to another. Their very meaning changed, their accents shifted, and 

their rhetorical function was altered as they traveled across space. 

 

“‘MULTI-RACIALISM’ HAS A DIFFERENT MEANING THERE”56 

A striking case of mistranslation occurred when in his address to the plenary Kenyan delegate 

Julius Gikonyo Kiano’s conflated together the “bogus theories of multi-racialism, partnership or 

Bantustanism” and condemned them as “devices to deflect the African from his rightful goal of 

governing his country.” (Mphahlele paraphrased: “multi-racial society, apartheid, Bantustan are 

traps laid by the White man”). But what Kiano meant and what Mphahlele understood by “multi-

racial” diverged substantially. In Kenya, the introduction of the Lyttelton constitution in 1954 

 
54 Edwards, The Practice of Diaspora, 1–15. 
55 Edwards, 14. 
56 “Tanganyika Freedom Movement Has Backing of Europeans and Asiatics,” New Age 5, no. 17 (February 12, 
1959): 7. 
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popularized the term “multi-racialism” to describe a particular doctrine of British policy in 

settler-colonies, which took the constitutional form of collective representation of racial groups 

within a government, thus maintaining a system of white domination.57 This was also reflected in 

the AAPC call’s reference to the “so-called multi-racial territories of East and Central Africa.”58 

That Kiano meant “multi-racialism” in the sense of “government by group representation,” is 

made evident in an article he published in Africa South shortly before the conference.59  

 Mphahlele, however, misunderstood Kiano as rejecting Congress’s idea of a “multi-racial 

community, where all the people shall govern on the basis of equality.”60 As Jon Soske explains, 

following the 1952 Defiance Campaign, a mass campaign of civil disobedience organized by the 

ANC and SAIC, ANC leaders increasingly used the term “multi-racial” (instead of “co-

operation”) to describe their relationship with the other separate movements. This tendency 

intensified after the Freedom Charter when the Congress Alliance was articulated by Congress 

members as a principled unity expressing the “indivisible nature of the liberation struggle.”61 In 

his report of the conference to the Congress-affliliated South African periodical Fighting Talk, 

Mphahlele understood Kiano’s speech as an example of the challenges that the ANC faced when 

attempting to translate the South African terms of struggle for “the colonial African, who thinks 

of his problem in the simplest terms of Black versus White.”62 Mphahlele wrote that Kiano 

“cannot but think of South African Whites as aliens who must quit.”63  

However, Kiano’s speech, though confrontational in spirit rather than reconciliatory, did 

clarify, in a manner consistent with Nkrumah’s formula, that whites and “Asians” (i.e. “Indians”) 

would be entitled to an African citizenship provided they accepted its premise of majority rule. 

Kiano, as he stressed elsewhere, supported the principle of “constitutional safeguards for 

minority groups” in the Kenyan context.64 Tom Mboya, another Kenyan delegate to the AAPC, 

 
57 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 12. 
58 My italics. See also Padmore’s account of the “Multi-racial constitution” in his chapter on the Mau-Mau 
uprisings, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 238–41. 
59 Gikonyo Kiano, “Political Trends in Kenya,” Africa South 3, no. 1 (December 1958): 75. 
60 Mphahlele, “Accra Conference Diary.” 
61 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 13. 
62 Mphahlele, “Accra Conference Diary”; repeinted in Ezekiel Mphahlele, “Accra Conference Diary: The All-
African People’s Conference, Accra, Ghana, December 8, 1958,” in An African Treasury - Articles, Essays, Stories, 
Poems, by Black Africans (New York: Crown, 1960), 36–41. 
63 Mphahlele, “Accra Conference Diary.” 
64 Kiano, “Political Trends in Kenya.” 
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who gained substantial publicity and prestige through his appointment as chairman of the 

conference, was aware of what must have eluded Mphahlele, that the terms “partnership” and, 

crucially, “multi-racialism,” “are open to a variety of interpretations, but in their East and Central 

African context they mean recognition of participation of all racial groups in the Government.”65 

Indeed, Soske explains that the South African dissident press intentionally avoided the terms 

“multi-racial” and “multi-racialism” when they covered Kenya to avoid generating confusion 

among South African readers.66 However, the AAPC, as Soske suggests, served as a turning 

point, which “forced the Congress Alliance to reconsider how its language and policies would 

translate into other African contexts.”67   

This rhetorical décalage sparked an internal debate in dissident South African circles. 

Patrick Duncan, the Liberal Party delegate to the conference and editor of Contact, a newspaper 

affiliated with the Liberal Party, gleefully (perhaps disingenuously) mocked COD – the focus of 

much Liberal Party (and Africanist) criticism – for proclaiming in their memorandum to the 

conference that “the future of liberated Africa lies in multi-racial societies.”68 “What they 

forgot,” Duncan wrote, “was that the term ‘multi-racial’ was now a swear word in free Africa,” 

and recommended that the COD “do its homework better in future.”69 Peter Rodda, one of a 

handful of Liberal Party members who were also members of COD, criticized Duncan for his 

denunciation of COD’s memorandum arguing that the “term was used in good faith” and not as a 

means to circumvent universal franchise.70 Alf Wannenberg, a member of COD, also responded 

to Duncan’s attack by insisting that the use of the term “multi-racial” by COD was “in its 

context, unambiguous” and chastised Duncan for singling COD out, while the same terminology 

was used by the ANC.71  

 
65 Quoted in Basil Davidson, “The Kenya Crisis,” Africa South 1, no. 3 (June 1957): 72. 
66 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 24. 
67 Soske, 24. 
68 Patrick Duncan, “Fair Comment,” Contact 1, no. 24 (December 27, 1958): 9; see “Memorandum to the Pan 
African Conference: Accra - 5th-12th December, 1958. Submitted by the South African Congress of Democrats.,” 
1958, Item M24.2.1, Records of the African National Congress (AD2186), Historical Papers Research Archive, 
University of the Witwatersrand. 
69 Duncan, “Fair Comment.” 
70 Peter Rodda, “Non-Racial S. Africa Is the Aim,” Contact 2, no. 2 (January 24, 1959): 15. 
71 Alf Wannenberg, “Both ANC and COD Stand for Multi-Racial S. Africa,” New Age 5, no. 14 (January 22, 1959): 
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Wannenberg had a point: both the ANC’s memorandum and Mphahlele’s speech had 

applied the term “multi-racial,” but it was the COD that Duncan singled out. Cold War 

sensibilities were an important factor in the realignments of South African politics during the 

1950s. Liberal Party criticism of the Congress Alliance structure was also directed at what they 

perceived as the disproportionately dominant influence that the COD – a movement which they 

perceived as a front for communists – had over Congress leadership.72 For Duncan, who 

sympathized with the ANC and admired Albert Luthuli (and even briefly considered joining the 

COD in its initial stages of formation), a fierce criticism of Soviet totalitarianism and his 

perception of growing communist influence over the Congress movement were major factors in 

his decision to join the Liberal Party.73 Liberals criticized Congress’s Freedom Charter for being 

the result of COD manipulation, an attempt by former members of the CPSA to form a “popular 

front.”74 Duncan, who together with Jordan Ngubane led a harsh anti-communist line within 

Liberal Party ranks, could not resist the temptation to tease the COD. 

Duncan was among a group of younger generation liberals who challenged and 

radicalized the platform of qualified franchise of the Liberal Party, a movement established in 

1953, and endorsed a platform of universal franchise. As Soske explains, Duncan was a key 

figure among Liberal Party radicals who elaborated the concept of “non-racialism” in a sense 

that surpassed the narrow confines of its earlier “juridical and negative (‘without regards to’)” 

sense.75 Through their use of “Non-racialism,” Duncan and fellow radical liberals elaborated a 

concept of a universal citizenship based on individual rights, and committed to the promotion of 

the individual personality.76 They perceived the “non-racial” organizational structure of the 

Liberal Party as a necessary means for the development of a non-racial society. That is, party 

structure was for them a microcosm of the future non-racial society. Crucially, by affirming the 

exclusivity of the individual political subject, Liberal Party radicals offered a vision that refused 

to acknowledge groups and communities, thus rejecting the validity of race as a political 

category. By introducing their conception of non-racialism into the South African political 
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74 Tom Lodge, Black Politics in South Africa Since 1945 (London: Longman Group, 1983), 72. 
75 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 20; See also Randolph Vigne, “The Place of Whites in the Struggle Against 
Apartheid,” Historia 55, no. 2 (November 2010): 292–96. 
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discourse, liberals were able to imagine a future South African society defined by a shared civic 

identity based on individual rights, thus circumventing, as Soske importantly comments, “the 

question of the white minority’s privileged place within an African society.”77                

Following the AAPC, a number of Liberal Party members – namely, Duncan through his 

newspaper Contact, and Ngubane in Opinion – as well as leaders in the PAC, upped their 

critique of Congress’s party structure and political rhetoric by drawing a strong antagonistic 

relationship between “multi-racialism” and “non-racialism.”78 They argued that the former 

rhetorical formation represented an ideology that perpetuated racism by insisting on the primacy 

of racial groups.79 Importantly, “multi-racialism” was mostly used in derogatory terms by the 

ANC’s opponents, who rendered the rhetoric of “multi-racial” a matter of ideological principle.80 

In May 1959, Duncan wrote in Contact that, 

The non-racialist sees each human being as first and foremost a human: less important 
facts about him are his education, his race, etc. But the multi-racialist, like the out-and-
out racialist, sees each human being first and foremost as a member of a racial block, and 
only later considers his humanity, his education, etc. The multi-racialist segregates people 
into racial groups, and in this (though of course not in other respects) the Congress 
Movement is no whit different from the racialists of the Nationalist Party.81 

This left some observers puzzled. Noting Duncan’s use of “multi-racial” in “what one 

might call the ‘Accra’ sense,” a Contact reader reminded the editor that for “thirty years or so” 

the term was used to denote “organizations which wish to bring the members of different racial 

groups together.”82 To be sure, not everyone in the Liberal Party subscribed to Duncan’s 

campaign against “multi-racialism.” Alan Paton, the South African author of the celebrated and 

bestselling novel Cry the Beloved Country, criticized Duncan’s “bogey of multi-racialism” and 

 
77 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 20. 
78 My point here is that the dichotomous contrast between these two formulations was intensified following the 
AAPC.  
79 Patrick Duncan, “Post’s ‘Boldest Plan’ Examined,” Contact 2, no. 10 (May 16, 1959): 6; Jordan K. Ngubane, 
“Comment on Men and Events: No Bantustans or Multi-Racialism for Us!,” Opinion 57, no. 8 (February 27, 1959): 
72–73; Jordan K. Ngubane, “Pan-Africanism and the ANC,” Opinion 57, no. 15 (April 17, 1959): 143; “Robert 
Sobukwe Inaugural Speech, April 1959,” South African History Online, 1959, 
http://www.sahistory.org.za/archive/robert-sobukwe-inaugural-speech-april-1959. 
80 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 22–23. 
81 Duncan, “Post’s ‘Boldest Plan’ Examined.” 
82 “Multi- or Non-Racial,” Contact 2, no. 12 (June 13, 1959): 12. 
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rejected his conflation of Congress’s organizational structure with “some kind of racialism called 

‘multi-racialism.’”83  

A report submitted by Duma Nokwe, secretary general of the ANC, in December 1959, 

reveals that the ANC was subjected to increased criticism over the Congress Alliance’s 

organizational structure during the year that followed the AAPC.84 Nokwe explained that in this 

recent “line of attack,” the Congress Alliance’s organizational structure was criticized for 

serving as “a tacit acceptance of racialism, and in conflict with our aim of a common society for 

all racial groups in a free South Africa.”85 Importantly, this critical line, as well as suggestions to 

reorganize the Congress Alliance into a unitary “non-racial” structure, emerged “from several 

quarters, supposedly sympathetic to our struggle.”86 By this Nokwe meant the Liberal Party, and 

as he explicitly comments in the document, a number of COD members. In a spirit and manner 

different from the ANC’s “Notes,” Nokwe responded by underscoring the ANC’s primary role as 

an African national organization. The ANC, he proclaimed, did not exist “for the primary 

purpose of building a ‘multi-racial’ or ‘non-racial’ society,” but was nonetheless “sufficiently 

‘non-racial’ in outlook to join hands with other groups representing other oppressed peoples, 

organized workers and European opponents of the political colour bar.”87 Nokwe defended the 

exclusively black membership of the ANC based on arguments of political efficacy. He argued 

that under the apartheid system Africans were oppressed “in a special way, by special laws,” 

which rendered the plausibility of an “all-in political party” immaterial, despite an “identical 

long-term aim of liberation” shared with other organs of the Congress Alliance.88 Albert Luthuli, 

 
83 Alan Paton to Patrick Duncan, May 25, 1959, Records of Patrick Duncan (1918-1967), 5.75.33, Borthwick 
Institute for Archives; see also Peter Rodda’s response to similar critique of the ANC produced by the PAC: “Manv 
have encountered, but few have commented on, the semantic revolution that accompanies the political revolution we 
are living through in Africa. Sometimes one feels sheer anarchy is loosed upon the world of language. The 
Africanists import the derogatory connotations of the term ‘multi-racialism’ from other parts of Africa, where 
British colonial practice has turned it into a swear-word, and use them against the Congress Movement. So to them 
the term means ‘racialism multiplied,’ while to White supremacists it means miscegenation rampant.” Peter Rodda, 
“The Africanists Cut Loose,” Africa South 3, no. 4 (September 1959): 23–26. 
84 “Executive Report Submitted to the African National Congress Annual National Conference. December, 1959. 
Held at Durban.,” 1959, secs. 121–132, Item Ba7.3, Records of the African National Congress (AD2186), Historical 
Papers Research Archive, University of the Witwatersrand. 
85 “Executive Report Submitted to the ANC Annual National Conference,” sec. 122. 
86 Nokwe used the the phrase “multi-racial basis” to signify a party structure that some ANC opponents, like Duncan 
and Ngubane, would insist to label “non-racial.” Nokwe’s entire discussion on this matter suggests his refusal to 
succumb to the growing politicization of the rhetoric of multi/non-racialism. See “Executive Report Submitted to the 
ANC Annual National Conference,” sec. 122. 
87 “Executive Report Submitted to the ANC Annual National Conference,” sec. 124. 
88 “Executive Report Submitted to the ANC Annual National Conference,” sec. 125. 
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president of the ANC, diverged from Nokwe’s official line and argued, apologetically, that the 

organizational structure of the Congress Alliance was “purely a matter of present policy, 

representing as we do, a large section of people who think tribally. We have to carry our people 

with us.”89 Nonetheless, as Soske shows, by 1960, ANC leaders and publications, challenged 

both by the South African dissident scene and by African nationalist terminology elsewhere in 

Africa, clarified their understanding of the place of racial minorities in the South African future 

nation by incorporating the language of non-racialism, such as in Luthuli’s formulation of the 

ANC’s vision as “multi-racial society and non-racial democracy.”90 

Importantly, the AAPC contributed to the growing politicization of the rhetoric of “multi-

racialism” by exposing the South African dissident public to nationalist debates taking place in 

Central and East Africa. Ghanaian CPP nationalist rhetoric, however, presented the conference 

with a political vocabulary that did not carry the same sensibilities to the linguistic connotations 

carried by either “non-racial” or “multi-racial.” Both Padmore and Nkrumah continued to use the 

term “multi-racial,” alongside “plural,” even after it accrued its specific conotations in the 

Kenyan context. In Pan-Africanism or Communism, Padmore could thus discuss Kenya’s 1954 

transitional “multi-racial constitution,” or “British multi-racial policy” of which he, like Mboya 

and Kiano, was highly critical, but at the same time describe settler colonies as “multi-racial,” or 

endorse the ultimate goal of African natioanislists of all streams in South Africa, which “have 

always demanded full citizenship rights within a multi-racial society.”91 As late as April 1958 

Nkrumah described the independent African states as exemplifying “a tolerant, multi-racial 

community.”92 And in 1961, well after the AAPC, Nkrumah wrote that “the development of 

multi-racial understanding” was a goal for newly emerging African states, and spoke of 

“Ghana’s experience in building a multi-racial nation.”93 While Kenyan sensitivities to the 

political rhetoric of race were embraced by some South Africans to criticize the Congress 

 
89 Quoted in Everatt, The Origins of Non-Racialism, 105; See Soske’s discussion of Luthuli’s vision of a multi-racial 
nation, in “The Impossible Concept,” 14; and also in “How to Approach Heaven,” The Ch imurenga Chronic, April 
5, 2016, https://chimurengachronic.co.za/how-to-approach-heaven-2/. 
90 Qutoed in Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 27. 
91 See, for instance, his use of the term “multi-racial” territories/societies, Padmore, Pan-Africanism or Communism, 
xvii, 242. Quote from 330. 
92 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 127. 
93 Nkrumah, 175, 204. Generally speaking, Padmore and Nkrumah tended to refrain from compound adjectives or 
nouns in their discussions of “race” and “racial.” 
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Alliance, these rhetorical usages were not easily translated to the Ghanaian context, where, as 

Nkrumah said in 1953, there was “hardly any colour bar.”94 

 

RACE AND THE AFRICAN PERSOANLITY 

With Ghana’s obtainment of independence in March 1957, Nkrumah introduced the “African 

Personality,” a term originally coined by Edward Wilmot Blydon during the late nineteenth 

century, into the local and continental political vocabulary. The concept represented the idea that 

independence transcended the mere attainment of political sovereignty. Corresponding with 

Julius Nyerere’s Ujamaa, Ahmed Sékou Touré’s authenticité, or Kenneth Kaunda’s Humanism, 

it offered a modernizing project of nation-building that claimed to draw upon an idealized past of 

a precolonial African morality.95 The African Personality signified both the already transformed 

presence of the African political subject in the postcolonial era, and a process of pan-African 

nation building – the details of which were only tentatively outlined – which would engender a 

new African identity. Accordingly, certain verbs, as Drake aptly observes, repeatedly appeared in 

conjunction with the concept. The African Personality was “proclaimed,” “formulated,” 

“asserted,” and “projected.”96 The heuristic nature of the concept left much room for debate, 

speculation, appropriation. Additionally, as the ANC’s “Notes” demonstrates, it was a site of 

fears and concerns that the African Personality presupposed a racialized or indigenized 

postcolonial African political subject. But like the ANC, Nkrumah himself was also negotiating 

the meaning of “race” for postcolonial Africa.       

A pronounced temporal rationale informed Nkrumah’s idea of the African Personality, 

which composed of African “tradition” (e.g. the “communalistic pattern of African society”), the 

contemporary struggle (e.g. non-violence), and the unfolding postcolonial future, and it is within 

this context that Nkrumah’s fluctuating articulations of the “African” should be considered. In 

his opening speech to the AAPC, Nkrumah insisted that the “liberation of Africa is the task of 

 
94 Nkrumah, “Motion for Independence,” 381. 
95 See discussions on the African Persoanlity in Biney, Political and Social Thought, 120–22; Daryl Zizwe Poe, 
Kwame Nkrumah’s Contribution to Pan-Africanism: An Afrocentric Analysis (New York: Routledge, 2003), 9–10; 
Ahlman discusses the confluence of the African Personality with non-violence during Nkrumah’s first couple of 
years in power, see Ahlman, “The Algerian Question in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 1958–1960.” 
96 St. Clair Drake, “Pan-Africanism, Negritude, and the African Personality,” in Independent Black Africa: The 
Politics of Freedom, ed. William John Hanna (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1964), 541. 
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Africans. We Africans alone can emancipate ourselves” (“self-help,” he said elsewhere in his 

speech, was a principle of traditional African society).97 Nkrumah thus perceived the “African” 

through an all-encompassing colonial lens. The “African” who had the rightful claim to Africa 

was the colonial subject. But aware of the racial pitfalls that could emerge by conflating 

“African” with “colonized,” Nkrumah immediately offered a definition of a future African 

citizenship unbound by colonial terms of discussion and conditioned upon the principle of 

majority rule. “While we believe that Africa belongs to the Africans,” he said, “we are not 

racialists or chauvinists. We welcome into our midst peoples of all other races, other nations, 

other communities […] But they must respect […] our right as the majority to rule.” 

In his speech at the CIAS, which took place earlier that year on April 1958, Nkrumah had 

rendered racialized classifications of Africa the product of colonial knowledge systems. Of the 

eight participating African states, five were North African, a fact which encouraged Nkrumah to 

conclude his welcome speech by stressing that “in the past the Sahara divided us, now it unites 

us.”98 By proclaiming the Sahara as a source of African unity – a potential source of controversy 

considering the historical involvement of North Africans in the East African slave trade – 

enabled Nkrumah to transcend “Arab” and “black” disparity. In his closing speech Nkrumah 

defined the African Personality as the very contradiction of what he perceived as a colonially-

motivated taxonomy of Africa, stating that, 

It is certainly not just a figure of speech when I say that if, formerly, the Sahara divided 
us, this is certainly not the case today. The former Imperialist Powers were fond of 
talking about ‘Arab Africa’ and ‘Black Africa’; about ‘Islamic Africa’ and ‘non-Islamic 
Africa’; about ‘Mediterranean Africa’ and ‘Tropical Africa.’ These were all artificial 
descriptions which tended to divide us. At this Accra conference, these tendentious and 
discriminating epithets are no longer valid. Today, the Sahara is a bridge uniting us. We 
are one, an entity symbolized by our united African Personality.99 

Nkrumah, then, imagined the anti-colonial historical phase in Africa as a struggle, not between 

black and white, but rather between the oppressed African and (settler or metropolitan) 

colonizer. His postcolonial vision of a pan-African nation was marked by its religious, racial and 

 
97 Nkrumah, AAPC: Speeches by the Prime Minister. 
98 Nkrumah, Revolutionary Path, 129. 
99 Quoted in Colin Legum, “Ghana: The Morning after (III): The Accra Conference,” Africa South 2, no. 4 
(September 1958): 82–92. 
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regional plurality that united around a common ethos (African Personality), which included a 

strong moral, as well as (a revived) cultural, component. In an article he wrote for Foreign 

Affairs explaining the meaning of the CIAS to an American audience, Nkrumah refuted 

allegations suggesting that African nationalism was tantamount to “black nationalism” or 

“racialism in reverse.100 Nkrumah affirmed that racial affinities indeed existed, a point he also 

stressed in his closing speech at the AAPC, noting with delight the presence of the “sons and 

daughters of Africa” living across the Atlantic.101 However, these affinities were comparable to 

the “continental” affinity Ghanaians felt towards Tunisia, “which are not bound to us by any 

racial ties,” and both were proclaimed secondary to a feeling of belonging in a “general human 

community in which man as such, not his pigmentation, is the decisive fact.”102  

 Nkrumah, I argue, did more than express his abhorrence of racism. Instead, he committed 

himself to a vision of cross-racial tolerance that would not only stimulate the downfall of white 

minority regimes in Africa, but also infuse the African Personality with positive moral content, 

around which postcolonial Africa could unite. Towards this end, Nkrumah presented Ghana as 

an exemplar of inter-racial harmony. Independent Ghana was depicted as experimenting with the 

postcolonial possibilities encapsulated in the African Personality, an example of what Africa 

could be once Africa reaches independence, and if it follows the CPP model. This point was 

reiterated by Nkrumah time and time again, especially until South Africa’s withdrawal from the 

Commonwealth in October 1960, and was accompanied by a strong mimetic rationale suggesting 

that Ghana’s example would inspire change. In his opening speech at the CIAS, Nkrumah 

proclaimed that independent African states, “seek to eliminate racialism by our own example of 

a tolerant, multi-racial community.” Later, in October 1958, he wrote that “in Ghana there is ease 

and naturalness of contact and genuine mutual respect between people of different races.”103 The 

ideal of inter-racial harmony was also represented in a stamp issued in Ghana in 1958, in 

commemoration of the United Nations Day, which depicted a black-white handshake. 

Importantly, Nkrumah highlighted the existence of white expatriates in Ghana – and this 

was also true of Nkrumah’s innermost circle of officials – to argue at the 1960 Commonwealth 

 
100 Nkrumah, “African Prospect,” 46. 
101 Nkrumah, AAPC: Speeches by the Prime Minister, 9. 
102 Nkrumah, “African Prospect,” 46. 
103 Nkrumah, 46. 
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Prime Ministers’ Conference that “today in Ghana, Africans and people of many other races are 

working together effectively in harmony and in understanding.” This, Nkrumah added, reflected 

“the fundamental tolerance of the African towards his fellow men,” which he hoped, would 

encourage those who were seeking a solution to “the problem of inter-race relations.”104 And in 

reflecting back on Ghana-South Africa relations in April 1961, Nkrumah explained Ghana’s 

previous strategy of fighting apartheid through “persuasion and force of example,” having 

invited South African individuals to Ghana, to see “how racial harmony could prevail among 

white and black.”105 Indeed, Nkrumah’s idea of Ghana’s (and the Commonwealth’s) multi-racial 

“force of example” served to rationalize his passive approach in dealing with the South African 

government from 1957 to approximately June 1960, a period marked by Nkrumah’s attempt to 

promote an anti-colonial agenda while maintaining a “soft” image of responsible statesmanship 

to secure British and American support.106  

 

 

TWEAKING THE AFRICAN PERSONALITY 

Nkrumah’s speeches as well as the conference resolutions mitigated, to a large degree, the 

ANC’s fears expressed in “Notes,” a point to which I return later. In a shrewd gesture, 

Mphahlele’s address to the AAPC, rather than reiterate the reservations concerning the rhetoric 

of the African Personality expressed in the ANC memorandum, embraced it while diverting its 

focus.107 Mphahlele incorporated much of the content and spirit of “Notes” into his address. His 

speech described the ANC’s origins in black nationalism, supplanted during the 1950s by “a 

multi-racial basis” (Mphahlele nevertheless uses the phrase “the white man,” in a manner which 

Nkrumah deliberately avoided.) Like “Notes,” Mphahlele insisted, verbatim, that the conference 

 
104 The idea that African tradition was intrinsically opposed to racism was already argued by Nkrumah in 1953, 
arguing that “the whole democratic tradition of our society precludes the Herrenvolk doctrine.” See Nkrumah, 
“Motion for Independence,” 381. 
105 Kwame Nkrumah, The Road Ahead: Osagyefo Speaks to the National Assembly on Current Affairs, 1961, 5, 
https://www.nkrumah.net/gov-pubs/gp-a212-61-62a/gen.php?index=1. 
106 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 110–13; See also Torrent, “A ‘New’ Commonwealth for 
Britain?” 
107 Mary-Louise Hooper, the American (and white) civil-rights activists and Albert Luthuli’s former secretary, who 
represented the ANC at the conference, was also quoted saying that the AAPC would “help develop a true African 
personality,” see “South Africa Sends Woman Representative,” Daily Graphic, December 6, 1958. 



94 
 

should “confine itself in formulating broad principles,” and suggested the establishment of a 

bureau of information. Mphahlele, however, diverged from the memorandum’s pointers in a 

number of significant ways.108 Whereas the ANC memorandum refrained from using the concept 

“pan-African” (except when quoting the call), Mphahlele used the term to endorse an intellectual 

and epistemological project of African (i.e. “the black man’s”) self-assertion, while (implicitly) 

denouncing racism. Applying a stark black-white dichotomy, Mphahlele addressed the 

conference with the following metaphor, 

The white world still battles for the soul of the African. I think the educated Black [sic] 
man will yet emerge tough as tried metal from all this debris of ideologies the West has 
been dumping in Africa for many decades. Some of the debris is the sediment of muddy 
theories which the West is always at pains to disown. How much of all this the African 
will find of some use in the scrapyard, and how much of his past, is still a big question. 
Pan-Africanism must try to seek an answer.  

Similarly, Mphahlele tied the ANC’s suggestion of setting-up a “bureau of information” to the 

establishment of a “solid pan-Africanism.” A monthly bulletin, he argued, would “reflect the 

African personality and the African’s interpretation of events in our continent.” Mphahlele’s 

reorientation of “pan-Africanism” and the “African Personality” to the domain of intellectual 

activity signified his skepticism towards the overtly political project of continental unity. In his 

book The African Image (1962), Mphahlele included a critical essay on the African 

Personality.109 Reflecting back on the AAPC, he described a gradual disenchantment from the 

ideal of the African Personality. The original sense of the African Personality as reflecting the 

unified desire for political liberation, “became vaguer and vaguer” as committee discussions and 

plenary sessions proceeded.110 Mphahlele stressed that the existence of white-settler populations 

in differing colonial settings engendered varying meanings of freedom that rendered the African 

Personality nonsensical. And with African social and political traditions battered by a capitalist 

economy, Mphahlele wondered “how is the African Personality in all this imitation?” The 

 
108 Note that two versions of Mphahlele’s address are in circulation, compare Es’kia Mphahlele, “Address to the All-
African People’s Conference Held in Accra, December 5th-12th, 1958. Presented by the Delegation of the African 
National Congress of South Africa,” 1958, Records of Patrick Duncan (1918-1967), 8.14.14, Borthwick Institute for 
Archives; this version was also printed in “The Atrocities of Colonialism - Down with Apartheid Policy,” Evening 
News, December 11, 1958; the second version exists in the following collection, Mphahlele, “Address Delivered by 
Mr. E Mphahlele, Chief Delegate of the African National Congress - South Africa”; excerpts of the latter version 
also printed in Mphahlele, “Multi-Racial Road to Freedom.” 
109 Ezekiel Mphahlele, The African Image (New York: Praeger, 1962), 19–24. 
110 Mphahlele, 19. 
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concept could only mean anything in “those areas of cultural activity that are concerned with 

education and the arts.” But “this required no slogan at all.” In fact, art would necessarily suffer 

if the African Personality became a battle-cry.111 For Mphahlele, the question was whether 

Nkrumah’s conjunction of “Africa for the Africans” and “we are not racialists” would remain 

intact when translated to the South African context. 

 

WHITE CLAIMS TO AFRICAN INDIGENEITY 

The AAPC resolutions denounced white-minority rule in Africa (“racialism”) by affirming the 

conference’s commitment to the liberal-democratic principles of majority rule and universal 

franchise. While “race” was widely repudiated by delegates as the basis for a postcolonial 

African citizenship, anti-colonialism was an underlying feature of African nationalisms. This 

resulted in a stark conceptual division in nationalist discourses between the “native-born” or 

“indigenous” (and often, “black”) African, on the one hand, and the “European,” “foreign” or 

“white settler” population, which maintained a system of a racially-based minority rule, on the 

other hand. This classification was also incorporated into the “Conference Resolution on 

Imperialism and Colonialism,” which distinguished between territories where “indigenous” 

Africans were dominated by “foreigners” based outside of Africa, and those dominated by 

“foreigners who have settled permanently in Africa.”112 Whereas the concept of African 

indigeneity facilitated Nkrumah’s definition of a trans-Saharan pan-African unity that cut across 

race, it nonetheless resisted any simple inclusion of whites, at least so far as settler-colonial 

power structures remained intact. 

 
111 Mphahlele, 21; Mphahlele’s critique of the African Personality did not go unnoticed in Ghana. In a letter to Dei-
Anang from 1963, A. K. Barden, director of the Bureau of African Affairs, reproached Mphahlele for his critique of 
the African Personality, noting that it had endeared him “to Western intellectual circles.” See A. K. Barden to 
Michael Dei-Anang, February 1, 1963, George Padmore Research Library on African Affairs (hereafter cited as 
GPRL), Bureau of African Affairs (hereafter cited as BAA)/Research Library on African Affairs (hereafter cited as 
RLAA)/752. 
112 This resolution was clearly influenced by the Obafemi Awolowo’s message to the conference, which was quoted 
verbatim. A Nigerian delegate from the Awolowo’s Action Group was present on the committee. See “Chief 
Obafemi Awolowo’s Message to the All-African People’s Conference at Accra,” December 10, 1958, Records of 
Patrick Duncan (1918-1967), 8.14.22, Borthwick Institute for Archives; Sklar, Nigerian Political Parties, 274; 
Interestingly, Jordan Ngubane endorses Awolowo’s “sober and balanced” distinction, but avoids any reference to 
whites as “foreigners” or “settlers,” see “Accra Decisions,” Opinion 57, no. 2 (January 16, 1959): 12. 
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The South African Congress Alliance’s commitment to the Freedom Charter, which 

proclaimed that “South Africa belongs to all who live in it, black and white,” avoided the 

indigenous-settler dichotomy in favor of a “multi-racial,” or, in the language of “Notes,” “an all 

embracing ‘Africanism.’” Evoking the idea of South African singularity, Mphahlele addressed 

the conference saying that “in a South African historical context we have come to regard as 

‘African’ any one of any colour who was born on this continent and looks to no other place as a 

home.”113 This, however, did not prevent him from repeatedly referring to “the white man” as the 

antagonist (and not, say, Nkrumah’s carefully worded “racialists”). But for members of the 

Congress of Democrats (the white, left-leaning organization formed as part of the Congress 

Alliance), the AAPC served as a platform to advance, through a memorandum they sent to the 

conference, an unequivocal definition of “white” African indigeneity to an audience composed 

of leading African nationalists.114 Apart from Patrick Duncan’s scornful comment on COD’s use 

of “multi-racial,” we have no indication of the reactions the memorandum triggered. Its content 

nonetheless testifies to COD’s attempts to position itself within a wider context of African 

nationalisms at work beyond South African borders.         

COD’s efforts to transpose the white African experience rendered their memorandum 

highly unusual within the context of the AAPC, which, as I have discussed, insisted on an 

indigenous-settler division. The document has surprisingly, to the best of my knowledge, not 

been considered at all by researchers. Signed by Pieter Beyleveld, president of COD, and Ben 

Turok, its national secretary, the document described COD as “a body of white South Africans 

[…] pledged unreservedly to the Congress Alliance.”115 It proceeded to describe the experience 

of being white dissidents in South Africa, proclaiming “it is not easy to be a white South African 

and yet claim brotherhood with those in […] Africa who seek liberty, independence and self-

government.” Members of COD shared the perils of the anti-apartheid struggle, they were the 

“white victims of the mad and cruel policy known as ‘white supremacy,’” many of whom were 

banned, proscribed, some “brought to trial on a charge of High Treason.” But more importantly, 

 
113 Mphahlele, “Address to the All-African People’s Conference Held in Accra, December 5th-12th, 1958. Presented 
by the Delegation of the African National Congress of South Africa”; “The Atrocities of Colonialism - Down with 
Apartheid Policy.” 
114 “Memorandum to the Pan African Conference: Accra - 5th-12th December, 1958. Submitted by the South 
African Congress of Democrats.” 
115 “Memorandum to the Pan African Conference: Accra - 5th-12th December, 1958. Submitted by the South 
African Congress of Democrats.” 
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the COD insisted on their indigenous status, arguing that “white South Africans have become, 

over the generations, part of the settled permanent population of Africa, knowing and claiming 

no homeland outside of Africa.” Collapsing claims of Afrikaner peoplehood in favor of a white 

peoplehood of “European origins,” the document argued that white South Africans were “now 

part of the indigenous peoples of Africa – a new people drawn from Dutch, French, British and 

German immigrants of long ago.” South African whites had been “cut off from their European 

origins” and were therefore left with two prospects: a redefinition of South African citizenship or 

exile. COD therefore pleaded conference members, in “all humility” – due to their status as 

minority within a minority in South Africa – that the conference would proclaim,  

that the cause of African liberation is not – as our Nationalist enemies proclaim it to be – 
the cause of white extermination. Give new hope and courage to all in Africa who – like 
us – struggle for the future in the midst of multi-racial countries, by proclaiming that 
OUR future, the future of liberated Africa, lies in multi-racial societies, in which every 
minority people will be entitled […] to all the liberties and privileges of the citizens of a 
democratic state.116  

Importantly, COD’s unequivocal classification of South African whites as indigenous Africans, 

was not accepted unreservedly in ANC leadership circles. In his 1959 executive report to the 

ANC annual national conference, for instance, Duma Nokwe clarified that the COD was “not an 

organization of an oppressed community, but rather […] of non-conformists from the ranks of 

the oppressor caste.”117 COD’s mission, he continued, was to “establish by their deeds the right 

and justification for White South Africans to become part of the native people of a free South 

Africa.”118 What was considered in the COD’s memorandum fait accompli, was in Nokwe’s 

rendition contingent upon political practice.  

The widespread use of the term “settlers” in African nationalist circles (Ghana included) 

continued to preoccupy COD years later. In a letter he sent in 1962 to A. K. Barden, the director 

of the Bureau of African Affairs (BAA) in Ghana, Turok objected to the heavy use of the term 

“settler South Africa” in the BAA’s publication the Voice of Africa. Noting the “long historical 

roots” of the three million whites in South Africa, who “no longer look to any other country as 
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their home,” Turok wondered “whether such people can be fairly described as ‘settlers’” and if 

such a terminology would prove “constructive” (for COD, the answer was negative).119 

Importantly, Turok mentioned articles published by Peter Raboroko, who held a prominent 

editorial position for the Voice of Africa, and Peter Molotsi, both of whom were South African 

exiles who represented the PAC in Accra and worked for the BAA. Barden replied cordially, 

referring Turok to the editorial board of the Voice of Africa, which was (like the BAA, in 

general) under strong PAC influence by this point.120  

Nkrumah understood the concept African indigeneity to exclude white populations in 

Africa. But the PAC’s attempts to leverage Nkrumah’s rhetoric at the AAPC to argue against the 

ANC by invoking non-white indigeneity proved to be an uneasy task. For the PAC, founded four 

months after the AAPC, and which enthusiastically (and expediently) embraced CPP imagery 

and rhetoric, maintaining the indigenous-alien division was fundamental to the liberation 

struggle, and served as a point of contention against the ANC, which tended to emphasize 

majority, rather than African, rule. During his exile in Ghana, Peter Raboroko published a highly 

polemic article in Africa South in which he presented “the Africanist case.” After presenting 

what he perceived were the core differences between the “Charterists” and “Africanists,” 

Raboroko quoted Nkrumah’s opening speech at the AAPC in which he “welcomed into our 

midst peoples of all other nations” provided they respect the right of Africans to rule “as the 

majority” (read: not as indigenous Africans). Being both a member of the PAC and a political 

exile in Ghana, Raboroko used Nkrumah as a primary source of political authority. But within 

the South African dissident context, majority rule was not at the center of controversy. Raboroko 

therefore paraphrased Nkrumah, writing that “the Africanists may be allowed to add [to 

Nkrumah’s words]: ‘But they must respect […] our right as the indigenous peoples, our right as 

the workers and peasants and our right as the majority to rule.’”121 

Raboroko relied on total congruence between Nkrumah and the PAC. As discussed 

earlier, he was partly right to read indigeneity into Nkrumah’s speech. But what he painstakingly 

insisted on missing was that Nkrumah deliberately legitimized (indigenous) African claims to 
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government exclusively in terms of majority rule. If this was not clear enough from his speech to 

the AAPC, it was stated in un-ambivalent terms in a speech Nkrumah delivered to Ghana’s 

national assembly April 1961. In the speech, Nkrumah clarified that “the race that is in the 

majority is the possessor of the land which it occupies, irrespective of any indigenous 

minority.”122 “This fact,” he added, “is amply illustrated in the cases of Australia and the United 

Sates of America, where the settlers have so far out-numbered the indigenous Maoris and Red 

Indians that they have become the undisputed rulers of these countries.”123 The “chaos and 

unhappiness” that prevailed in South Africa, Algeria, Kenya, and the Central African Federation, 

was the result of a “minority settler group” trying “to take possession of a land or to dictate to a 

majority.”124 Nkrumah, together with other African postcolonial leaders, believed, as Ryan Irwin 

writes, that “the future belonged to strong and unified states and federations - United States and 

the Soviet Union, for instance - that controlled large territories, abundant resources, and diverse 

populations.”125 Majority rule was proclaimed by Nkrumah as the basis for a strong pan-African 

polity, which was commensurate with the traditions of Western democracy, and which, in Africa, 

reflected the demographic fact “that in all parts of the continent the overwhelming majority of 

the population are native-born.”126 The theme of indigeneity reveals the inconsistencies that 

emerged at the AAPC as South African dissidents attempted to reconcile the “gaps” between 

local terms of debate with those articulated by Nkrumah. Africanists read indigeneity into 

Nkrumah’s insistent majoritarianism, while the latter’s commitment to “minority safeguards” did 

not preclude his designation of whites as aliens – as COD would have liked to see – as long as 

white minority rule was a reality in Africa.127 

 When Nkrumah expressed his unconditional opposition to “racialism,” he did so within a 

specific rhetorical context that reflected Nkrumah and the CPP’s ideological evolution. His 

notion of “racialism” was entangled with the CPP’s rhetoric of Positive Action and the African 

Persoanlity. It was constructed alongside “tribalism and religious seperatism” and “colonialism 

and imperialism” as the very antithesis of Ghana’s pan-African vision. It supposd certain 
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relationships with other concepts: “race,” “African,” “settler,” “native,” “universal franchise.” 

This does not mean to say that Nkrumah’s rhetoric was rendered unintelligible to an audience of 

South African dissidents, but they understood him on their own terms. They appraised 

Nkrumah’s words through local, South African, terms of discussion: party organizsation, race, 

the nation, the role of whites in anti-apartheid politics. This process required adjustments – 

certain emphases, eliminations, appropriatons, alterations and redefinitions. The remainder of the 

chapter examines the responses of leading members of three dissident political groups in South 

Africa – the Liberal Party, the PAC, and the ANC – to the AAPC, and their efforts to define their 

political ideology as compatible with Nkrumaism. 

   

DUNCAN, NGUBANE, AND THE “LIBERAL” POTENTIAL OF NKRUMAISM  

On his return from the AAPC to South Africa, Duncan, refering to his experience of inter-racial 

relations in Ghana, told the press that Ghana was “the nearest thing to utopia I have seen.”128 

Placing the AAPC in context, Duncan commended Du Bois, the founder of the Pan-African 

movement, who “rejected a racialistic approach to the disabbilities suffered by the Negro 

peoples.” This in contrast to his contemporary Marcus Garvey, “who adopted a frankly racialistic 

approach.”129 Duncan had previously met Nkrumah, in 1956, during a visit to the Gold Coast, 

and continued to hold him in high esteem long after Nkrumah had “ceased to be the darling of 

the liberal West.”130 Indeed, in a letter Duncan had sent to Mphahlele in October 1957, he 

revealed that his subscription to a “non-racialism” predicated on a redical individualism did not 

embrace Western liberal standards unreservedly. Most likely referring to the heated debate over 

the Avoidance of Discrimination Act (passed in December 1957), which forbade the existence of 

parties based on regional, tribal or religious grounds, Duncan asked, “Am I right in thinking that 

Africa needs tough government + social advance in our generation and that the finer points of 

democracy can wait for the next? Is that behind Nkrumah’s new line?”131 Modernization (“social 

advance”) was thus another theme of the Ghanaian “utopia” that Duncan had experienced. 

 
128 Quoted in Driver, Patrick Duncan, 158. 
129 Patrick Duncan, “Accra Conference in Perspective,” Contact 2, no. 2 (January 24, 1959): 7. 
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131 Patrick Duncan to Ezekiel Mphahlele, October 8, 1957, Records of Patrick Duncan (1918-1967), 6.19.136, 
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Impressed by the material advancement he detected in Ghana, Duncan wrote that “in two years 

since I was last here in 1956 Accra has grown and renewed itself. Slums are being torn down, 

wide boulevards are appearing, a feeling for space and monuments is expressing itself in this 

prosperous town.”132 Against white anxieties in South Africa which argued that economic 

deterioration and urban degradation would result from a democratic South Africa, Ghana was 

proof for Duncan that economic modernization and urban development went hand in hand with 

African independence, an explicit theme in Ghana’s Nkrumah-led postcolonial project.133  

But Duncan’s appraisal of the conference focused primarily on Ghana’s insistence on 

non-violence. Duncan’s staunch belief at the time of the conference in the superior efficacy of 

non-violence – this would change following the Sharpeville massacre in March – was not merely 

a tactic. His discursive framing of non-violence fluctuated between tactical considerations and 

moral commitments. Particularly drawn to satyagraha, Mahatma Gandhi’s method of nonviolent 

resistance, Duncan had on various occasions expressed (and demonstrated) his belief in the 

moral force of non-violence to bring about a change of heart among “at least some 

Afrikaners.”134 It was this aspect in the call to the AAPC that originally attracted Duncan’s 

attention. Whereas the ANC’s “Notes” were primarily preoccupied with the clause enunciating 

the “African Personality,” Duncan described the approaching conference in terms of another 

clause in the call, writing that “in October Ghana are holding a pan-African conference to study 

the adoption of Gandhian methods for the liberation of Africa.”135 Duncan was encouraged by 

Ghana’s insistence on introducing non-violence to the conference agenda, and stressed the moral 

advantage of such a stance. “Mr. Padmore and Dr. Nkrumah,” he wrote, “have made themselves 

and their country the focus of many of the forces for good now at work in Africa, much as 

Gandhi did forty years ago in India.”136 

 
132 Patrick Duncan, “Pan-Africanism or Communism?,” Contact 1, no. 23 (December 13, 1958): 2; see also Patrick 
Duncan, “Confidence Grows in New State of Ghana,” Contact 1, no. 24 (December 27, 1958): 7. 
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at the time. According to Irwin, the apartheid regime contravened three cardinal principles of the anticolonial 
struggle: “racial inequality was intellectually bankrupt, Africans were better equipped than Europeans to deliver 
economic progress in Africa, and legitimacy was tied directly to political control of a territory and membership in 
the United Nations.” Irwin, Gordian Knot, 6. 
134 Driver, Patrick Duncan, 181. 
135 Duncan to Brown, July 3, 1958. 
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The division between supporters of non-violence and its opponents was, at least in his 

initial reports, driven by his ideological hostility towards Soviet totalitarianism. Writing from 

Accra during the conference, Duncan wrote that the conference was divided between two groups: 

those who supported the application of “Gandhian methods,” which followed from “the pattern 

of Ghana’s transformation,” and those who wished to see the liberation of Africa “coincide with 

the proletarian revolution.” Duncan predicated that the conference would prove the “acting out in 

real life” of George Padmore’s book title Pan-Africanism or Communism?.137 Indeed, a shared 

aversion for “communism” also served as a basis for growing sympathy (“strange bed-fellows,” 

wrote Dan Tloome from the ANC) between Liberal Party radicals, Duncan and Ngubane, and 

Africanists in the South African context.138 Duncan was harshly criticized by the ANC Youth 

League for “attempting to present a picture of a conference riddled with divisions and hostility,” 

and for underscoring “communism” as the major point of contention.139 His consequent “final 

assessment” of the conference celebrated Ghana’s leadership and again highlighted the issue of 

non-violence (“the most important [issue] of all in our future”) but avoided a Cold War 

framing.140 Against Ghana’s endorsement of a non-violent liberation struggle stood not 

“communists” per se, but rather “the friends of the Algerians who regarded the very word ‘non-

violence’ as insult to their brothers fighting and dying for freedom.”141      

Equally important was what Duncan ignored in his appraisal of Nkrumah and the AAPC. 

Duncan emphasized Nkrumah’s strong endorsement of non-violence and his “non-racial 

approach”; he mentioned favorably Nkrumah’s commitment to “neutralism” in international 

affairs and his implicit rejection of communism. However, his scarce references to “African 

nationalism” or the “African Personality” were subordinated to their commensurability with non-

 
137 Duncan, “Pan-Africanism or Communism?” 
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violence.142 Duncan drew encouragement and inspiration from the CPP’s deep investment in 

“non-violence” as a source of moral regeneration, and reaffirmed his vision of “non-racialism” 

that was based on the exclusivity of the individual political subject. He quoted Kojo Botsio, 

Ghana’s minister of foreign affairs and leader of the CPP delegation to the conference, who in 

his address to the conference drew encouragement from the fact that “the people of Africa have 

been able to come together regardless of complexions and outlooks” and proclaimed that “with 

the united will of the people behind you, the power of the Imperialists can be destroyed without 

the use of violence.”143 Duncan conveyed the importance of non-violence in the CPP’s political 

ideology by reporting to his South African readers that the Evening News, the official CPP 

newspaper, headlined Botsio’s speech under the banner “Non-violence is our creed.”144 

Following a private meeting between Nkrumah and the South African delegation, Duncan was 

able to deliver a special message to South African dissidents from the Ghanaian prime minister: 

“I strongly advise you South Africans not to resort to violence. Otherwise you will be the 

losers.”145  

On April 12, 1959, the Cape division of the Liberal Party demonstrated its endorsement 

of the AAPC resolutions by holding a public meeting in honor of Africa Day, which had been 

declared during the CIAS, and endorsed by the AAPC.146 Nkrumah sent a cable to the meeting, 

which was read out loud. Nkrumah was “particularly pleased to note the interracial character of 

the celebrations, since I am not only opposed to colonialism but abhor racialism in any shape or 

form.”147 “I want,” the message continued, “to congratulate those Europeans who have the moral 

courage to identify themselves with the cause of racial equality […] Only in this way will it be 

possible to break down the distrust among certain African nationalists and consolidate unity 

between the progressive forces inside the Union.” Nkrumah tied the cause of racial equality to 

non-violence, stating that “tolerance, patience and mutual respect are essential elements in 

bridging present difficulties […] Unite your forces and hold high your principles of non-violence 
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in face of all provocation.”148 Like Nkrumah, who was careful to stress those principles that 

resonated with the Liberal Party, Duncan leveraged the AAPC to draw strong links between 

Ghana’s pan-Africanism and his vision of a “non-racial” South Africa that refused to 

acknowledge the validity of “race” as a political category. This was symbolized in Contact 

through an image of a Ghanaian stamp depicting a black-white handshake, which bore a strong 

resemblance to the Liberal Party logo.149 Non-violence further supported Duncan’s “non-

racialism” by offering a constructive moral ethos for a future modern civic society. “If the 

struggle remains largely non-violent,” he wrote, “then, within a few years, we can expect to see a 

free Africa, tied to no one, but with healthy links with all countries, East and West, conquering 

poverty and ignorance with wisdom and understanding […] giving the more aggressive and 

racialistic areas of the world a shining example.”150 

Jordan Ngubane, vice-president of the Liberal Party, who led the party’s delegation to the 

AAPC, largely shared Duncan’s perspectives, but applied a more confrontational language. In an 

article entitled “Russia and America,” the fourth within a series of five articles dedicated to the 

Accra conference, Ngubane depicted the American and Russian (fraternal) delegations in a way 

that bore significance for his evaluation of South African dissident politics. The Russians 

“tended to think more as a group; their individuality was suppressed,” whereas the Americans 

“moved about more freely, never as a group,” and “spoke with indiscreet candor.”151 This theme 

of individuality versus group conformity was magnified in his following column, “The UAR and 

African Nationalism,” in which Ngubane drew a stark ideological division between “Cairo” and 

“Accra.”152 Ngubane interpreted the tension that ensued between Ghana and the UAR’s 

overlapping continental “people’s” organizations – the AAPC and the Afro-Asian Peoples 

Solidary Organization established the previous year in Cairo – as a competition between two 

rival ideologies: “African Solidarity” and “African Nationalism.”153 Ngubane explained that 
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African nationalism, with Accra as its center of gravity, was predicated on the ideal of a United 

States of Africa, and insinuated that its preoccupation with “unity” presupposed the individual 

political subject. By contrast, “Solidarity, like multi-racialism, presupposed group rights and for 

this reason would tend to perpetuate group privilege, apart from creating race divisions of a new 

kind.”154 “The ANC,” he wrote a couple of months later, “cannot be one of the sponsors of the 

Accra conference and preach multi-racialism.”155 Ngubane thus rendered Congress’s purported 

“multi-racialism” as an ideology at odds with “Accra,” and the Liberal Party’s assumption of the 

individual political subject as concomitant of Nkrumah’s anti-racist ideal of political unity in 

Africa.  

 

SOBUKWE AND THE SHORTCOMINGS OF NKRU MAIST PAN-AFRICANISM  

The All-African People’s Conference, writes Gerhart, “came as an inspiration to the 

PAC's leaders at exactly the stage when they were seeking ways to reinforce and justify 

nationalist ideology.”156 The Africanists who broke away from the ANC in November 1958, 

weeks before the AAPC took place, founded the PAC in April 1959 while explicitly 

incorporating Ghana’s pan-African imagery, name, and political rhetoric, and with multiple 

references to the Accra conference. “By the time the Africanist inaugural conference had met in 

April 1959,” writes Gerhart, “virtually every tenet of pan-Africanist doctrine had been 

incorporated as an article of faith into PAC ideology.”157 Cables of greeting sent by Nkrumah 

and Sékou Touré and read out aloud at the inaugural conference further enhanced the sense of 

continuity between the PAC and Ghanaian pan-Africanism. But as Gerhart herself explains, 

“expediency complemented idealism in the adoption of this line.”158 By embracing a pan-African 

perspective, the PAC was in a better position to ignore local particularities, namely, the existence 

of a large settled white community, of which a small minority committed itself to the cause of 

ending apartheid. I argue, however, that this tension between South African idiosyncrasies and 

the concept of a transcontinental nationalism, surfaced as Africanists adapted Ghanaian pan-
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African rhetoric to their own “Lembedist” political traditions and to dissident South Africa’s 

terms of political discussion. 

“Race” and “racism” stood at the very heart of local debates over the PAC’s conception 

of an African nationalism in ways that complicated a wholesale adoption of Ghanaian rhetoric. 

As Gerhart explains, the major initial task facing the PAC was the recruitment of followers.159 

This, in turn, required Africanists to mitigate a persistent “image of African nationalism as 

xenophobic and bigoted,” an image reinforced by the circulation of strong Africanist rhetoric 

(“Drive the white man into the sea”).160 Nkrumah, it is true, also had to rebuff accusations of 

“black nationalism, of racialism in reverse.”161 But it was precisely Nkrumah’s coupling of 

“black nationalism” with “racialism in reverse” that sat uneasily with Africanists’ convictions 

and required them to refine and redefine their ideological expressions: how did whites, coloureds 

and Indians “fit in,” both conceptually and practically, in the struggle and the envisioned 

“nation”. This point was brought home by Mphahlele, who like other members of the Congress 

movement, was particularly conscious of South Africa’s unique situation. In his critical essay, 

“The Nationalist” (1962) Mphahlele addressed the (generic) PAC nationalist, arguing that by 

associating his “brand of nationalism” with African nationalisms developed by Nkrumah and 

others, he missed a crucial point: “In a Ghanaian or Nigerian setting, nationalism has taken the 

form of Africanism,” which “now,” after colonial withdrawal, was “simply a feeling of being 

African, and being anti-white is irrelevant.”162 Without heeding to his conclusion that Africanism 

in South Africa amounted to being “anti-white,” Mphahlele did have a point: what the CPP never 

needed to practically address, but the PAC could not but address, was how “Africanism” defined 

the place of whites, both organizationally (during the struggle) and in terms of their status as 

political subjects in the postcolonial nation.  

Robert Sobukwe, who was elected the PAC’s first president, reconciled the tension 

between black nationalism and his commitment to “non-racialism” by employing, as Soske 

explains, “two different concepts of the people” – the oppressed masses who would initially, in 

the anti-colonial struggle, take a racial form, and then, separated by a revolutionary process, a 
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democratic body of individual citizenry bound by a newly elaborated non-racial pan-African 

identity.163 Thus, in his inaugural speech, Sobukwe explained that “the Africanists take the view 

that there is only one race to which we all belong, and that is the human race.”164 In the PAC’s 

vision, the future state would be “a genuine democracy” that acknowledged the individual 

political subject, and not “distinctive sectional groups,” defining as “African” anyone who is 

who accepted the “democratic rule of an African majority.”165 The struggle in South Africa, 

however, was essentially one between “alien possessors” and “indigenous dispossessed.”166 Only 

indigenous (that is, black) Africans, had a genuine interest “in the complete overhaul of the 

present structure of society.”167 Sobukwe recognized that there were “Europeans who are 

intellectual converts to the African’s cause,” but their identification was only partial due to their 

material benefits from the existing political structure. Sobukwe’s analysis, explains Soske, 

“derived the subject of African nationalism from the shared material conditions of exploitation: 

the struggle only assumed a racial form because of the racist structure of South African 

society.”168 

Against Sobukwe’s two-tiered political vision, critics from the Liberal Party applied the 

same line of argument which they used against the Congress movement, insisting on congruence 

between party structure and envisioned national identity. Patrick Duncan’s Contact printed a 

defense of the PAC by Sobukwe (Contact provided wide coverage on the PAC, and was, 

generally speaking, more sympathetic than Congress affiliated publications; the PAC’s Matthew 
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Nkoana wrote regularly for the paper), but asked for his clarification of the alleged 

inconsistencies between membership qualifications and non-racial proclamations.169 Jordan 

Ngubane, who was generally sympathetic towards the PAC (and would later join their ranks), 

wrote following the foundation of the PAC that a battle ensued within party ranks between 

“racialists” and “non-racialists.”170 It was, however, ingenuine “to be non-racial in outlook and 

[…] show signs of racialism by limiting membership of the movement to people of one racial 

group.” Ngubane hoped Sobukwe would have the “moral courage to preach non-racialism and 

practice it.”  

Similarly, Peter Rodda, who was one of a handful of members of both the Liberal Party 

and COD, challenged the PAC in an article he wrote for Africa South, arguing that if the PAC 

“are sincere in their refutation of ‘race,’ then they should encourage Africans of Indian, English, 

Dutch and other extractions to join them, instead of vigorously discouraging them as they are 

doing now.”171 Interestingly, considering his “dual” membership, Rodda concluded his article by 

expressing his hope that “all of us in Congress” would consider “the elimination of the 

movement's internal colour-bar.”172 In Congress circles, the PAC was constantly labeled 

“racialist” in terms of “outlook” but also “practice.” Writing in 1962, the ANC’s Mphahlele 

wasn’t preoccupied with any particular organizational structure, as long as it accommodated a 

principled inter-racial cooperation as a form of anti-apartheid resistance. He wrote that 

“paradoxically, the African nationalists [i.e. the PAC] do not really present a challenge to the 

Afrikaans. What does present a challenge is an organization that consists either in close 

association or in alliance of black, white, Indian and Coloured. Such a body constitutes a 

negation of the Afrikaans’ theory of separateness, their medieval clannishness.”173  

Arguing for a continental political framework, Sobukwe condemned the ANC for 

advancing the “doctrine of South African exceptionalism.”174 However, Gerhart’s claim that 
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172 Rodda, “The Africanists Cut Loose,” 26. 
173 Mphahlele, The African Image, 73. 
174 “Robert Sobukwe Inaugural Speech, April 1959.” 
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Africanists had “decided to adopt the doctrines of the All-African Peoples Conference in toto,” is 

misleading.175 As CPP ideological rhetoric was consciously and formally incorporated into the 

PAC’s vocabulary and imagery, its shortcomings revealed themselves. Nkrumah’s temporal 

division between the struggle phase which was “a task for Africans” that nonetheless 

accommodated “expressions of support from others,” and the postcolonial phase which 

incorporated “people of all other races,” could apply to Luthuli’s, as much as Sobukwe’s, 

conceptions of the struggle and the “nation.” The particular structure of the Congress Alliance, 

was, after all, the result of the ANC leadership’s insistence on “the importance, if not centrality, 

of African initiative.”176 As Soske explains, Sobukwe’s intervention “directly linked the 

NEUM’s critique of the Congress Alliance and the East African debates surrounding the 

Lyttleton Constitution.”177 Sobukwe, I argue, made recourse to Mboya’s insistence on the 

individual political subject and NEUM’s criticism of the ANC’s multi-racial agenda as 

“racialism multiplied” where Nkrumah’s rhetoric formulations fell short. By rejecting the 

discursive premise of “race” (“There is only one race […] the human race”; “The African people 

are neither racists nor racialists”), Sobukwe not only rebuffed accusations of racism, but put the 

Congress Alliance on the defensive by forcing them to clarify their stand on the question of 

minority rights. This is illustrated in Sobukwe’s treatment of the term African Personality, which 

he conspicuously rendered “human personality,” thereby linking the concept to his political goal 

of “a ruthless uprooting and outlawing of all forms or manifestations of the racial myth.”178 This 

corresponded with Sobukwe’s rejection of minority rights “because we think in terms of 

individuals, not groups.”179 The latter comment resonated well with Mboya’s paraphrasing of the 

AAPC resolutions, that “Africa will be developed toward a democracy where individual rights 

will be recognized and guaranteed, regardless of race or color.”180 The language of 

individualism, however, rang a different tune than Nkrumah’s more formalist reiterations of 

 
175 Gerhart, Black Power in South Africa, 207. 
176 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 13. 
177 Soske, 23. 
178 “Robert Sobukwe Inaugural Speech, April 1959”; the 1959 PAC manifesto includes references to both the 
“African” and the “human” personality. The latter is not found in Ghanaian formulations. See “1959 Pan Africanist 
Manifesto.” 
179 “Robert Sobukwe Inaugural Speech, April 1959.” 
180 Tom Mboya, “African Freedom,” in An African Treasury: Articles, Essays, Stories, Poems, by Black Africans, 
ed. Langston Hughes (New York: Crown, 1960), 34 [italics in original text]. 
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universal franchise, let alone his argument that “since minorities tend to fear majority rule, 

safeguards and guarantees are needed in Africa.”181  

 

THE ANC, THE BOYCOTT, AND AFRICAN SOLIDARITY 

Can Temba’s “Requiem for Sophiatown” reproduces in way of fiction a political debate among 

urban and educated young South Africans, which takes place against a backdrop of forced 

removals and demolition in the Johannesburg township of Sophiatown. The AAPC stands at the 

center of the debate, with one participant mouthing Africanist polemic, arguing that “our ANC 

here has been caught with its pants down. The Africanists are claiming that Accra has 

proclaimed their stand. And the ANC representative there could only discuss the tactical 

difficulties of the ANC in South Africa with her special conditions.”182 This Africanist line of 

argument touched at the very heart of ANC concerns that preceded the conference, as evidenced 

by the ANC’s “Notes.” The ANC’s insistence on South African singularity or its articulation of a 

“multi-racial” nationalism, however, should not be perceived as a principled negation of a pan-

African nationalism. Luthuli writes that “as far back as my entry into Congress, we actively 

revived our interest in the Pan-African ideal.”183 This is corroborated by Walter Sisulu, who, as 

early as 1954, published an article on “The Development of African Nationalism” in the India 

Quarterly, in which he placed the ANC within a broad narrative of a continental-wide African 

nationalism and the Pan-African Congresses.184 Crucially, Sisulu expressed his hopes that a pan-

African conference would convene in Africa.185 Although the Congress Alliance had not been 

formally launched, Sisulu emphasized the ANC’s cooperation with “all sections of non-

Europeans” during the Defiance Campaign, which he described as “non-racial, drawing support 

 
181 Nkrumah, “African Prospect,” 47; see also Joe Matthews’ rejection of individual rights as a sufficient device in 
“heterogeneous” countries, “‘Africanism’ Under the Microscope,” Liberation 37 (July 1959): 9–13. 
182 Can Temba, “Requiem for Sophiatown,” Africa South 3, no. 3 (June 1959): 49–54; interestingly, this passage was 
omitted from the version reproduced in Langston Hughes’ collection. One may speculate that Temba, a member of 
the ANC, wished to refrain from reproducing such allegations in international pan-African circles. Cf. Can Themba, 
“Requiem for Sophiatown,” in An African Treasury: Articles, Essays, Stories, Poems, by Black Africans, ed. 
Langston Hughes (New York: Crown, 1960), 10–15. 
183 Luthuli, Let My People Go, 187. 
184 Walter Sisulu, “The Development of African Nationalism,” India Quarterly: A Journal of International Affairs 
10, no. 3 (September 1954): 206–14, https://doi.org/10.1177/097492845401000302. 
185 Sisulu, 213. 
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also from among progressive sections of white South Africans.”186 The “present leadership” of 

the Congress movement, which consciously prevented the movement from becoming “chauvinist 

and racialist,”187 was in line with the historical pan-African movement and contemporary 

national organizations in Africa, which demanded “equality of Man [sic] irrespective of colour or 

creed.”188  

 The ANC’s post factum responses to the AAPC were different in nature from the fraught 

memorandum they had composed after receiving the call. The AAPC resolutions were endorsed 

by the Annual Conference of the ANC that took place immediately following the conclusion of 

the Accra conference.189 Official ANC statements celebrated the AAPC as an “historic event,” an 

“inspiration,” and as an expression of African solidarity.190 A statement by the “Conference of 

Joint Congress Executives” followed through with the AAPC’s endorsement of the CIAS 

resolution by instructing regional divisions to celebrate Africa Freedom Day (15 April), thus 

symbolically placing the Congress movement within the pan-African community.191 “We lost no 

time after the Accra conference,” wrote Luthuli, “in giving effect here to the decision to observe 

[…] Africa Day.”192 But what characterized Congress’s response to the AAPC was its 

celebration of the conference’s unprecedented recommendation to independent African states to 

impose economic sanctions, including a boycott of South African goods. The boycott resolution 

was promoted by the South African delegates and passed by the committee on “Racialism and 

Discriminatory Laws and Practices” headed by Mphahlele.193 The resolution was an impressive 

 
186 Sisulu, 211. 
187 Sisulu, 213. 
188 Sisulu, 209; see also Luthuli’s reckoning of pan-Africanism by envisioning the “enfolding of one national project 
into another.” Soske, “How to Approach Heaven.” 
189 “Statement of Conference of Joint Congress Executives,” 1959, Item Fa34, Records of the African National 
Congress (AD2186), Historical Papers Research Archive, University of the Witwatersrand. 
190 Official ANC announcements include: “Resolutions Adopted at the 46th Annual Conference of the African 
National Congress. Durban: 13th-16th December, 1958,” 1958, Item Ba6.6, Records of the African National 
Congress (AD2186), Historical Papers Research Archive, University of the Witwatersrand; “Statement of 
Conference of Joint Congress Executives”; “Executive Report Submitted to the ANC Annual National Conference,” 
paras. 7–11; See also coverage in New Age, “Accra Conference - A Milestone in African History,” New Age 5, no. 
10 (December 25, 1958). 
191 “Statement of Conference of Joint Congress Executives.” 
192 Luthuli, Let My People Go, 187. 
193 Michael Scott, who had previously urged Nkrumah to consider the boycott, may well have been instrumental in 
lobbying efforts, see Stevens, “Boycotts and Sanctions against South Africa,” 114–19; Stevens argues (against 
Christabel Gurney) that the AAPC’s boycott resolution was an unintended (though welcomed) by the ANC. He 
corroborates his argument by pointing to its absence from the ANC’s “Notes” document. Though, as Stevens argues, 
one version of Mphahlele’s address to the AAPC, also reproduced in the Ghanaian press, does not mention a 
boycott, he is unaware of a second version of Mphahlele’s address, which I found in Mary-Louise Hooper’s archives 
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achievement, which could potentially galvanize the machinery of independent African states to 

translate declarations of solidarity into material sanctions. But it did more than that. A national 

boycott was perceived in Congress circles at the time of the conference “as one of the major 

political weapons” in the fight against apartheid; an international boycott was perceived as the 

logical extension of the ANC’s conception of the struggle.194 The adoption of the boycott 

resolution by the AAPC enabled the ANC to forcefully advocate a commensurability between 

itself and pan-African nationalism on the basis of a shared method of struggle. “It heartened us,” 

wrote Luthuli, “to see that it [the boycott] made sense to liberatory forces outside our own 

country.”195  

The boycott resolution, however, was passed despite Nkrumah’s reluctantce to pursue a 

militant line against the Union of South Africa.196 Where Ghanaian natioanlist formulations 

coincided with the ANC’s local debates, was in its insistence on declaring “racialism” a core 

issue on the AAPC’s agenda that merited an independent committee. Nkrumah made sure to 

express his own anti-racist convictions and vision of inter-racial cordiality during his oppening 

speech, which served as the backdrop for committee work. The AAPC’s resolutions on 

“Racialism and Discriminatory Laws and Practices” served the ANC in its anti-PAC polemic. 

Assisted by strong anti-white rhetoric associated with a segment of PAC leadership, Congress 

spokesman repeatedly labled the PAC’s “exclusive” African nationalism and its rejection of 

inter-racial cooperation as “black chavinism” and “racialism.” Against the PAC’s self-styled 

pan-Africanism, Albert Luthuli asserted “that the Accra Conference supported the ANC’s 

understanding of a broad Pan-African (rather than a narrow ‘black’) nationalism.”197 Likewise, 

Walter Sisulu argued against the PAC’s “inverted racialism” by quoting from the AAPC 

 
and excerpts of which were reproduced in New Age, in which a boycott is placed on the agenda. Whether Mphahlele 
used the first or second version n inconsequential to the fact that the boycott was on the ANC’s agenda for the 
conference. Moreover, in his published account of the conference, Mphahlele describes the committees work on 
resolutions, and writes “we have got through ours on economic sanctions and boycott of South African goods by 
Independent states.” Luthuli in his autobiography also considers the boycott the result of ANC initiative. See and 
compare the following sources: Mphahlele, “Address to the All-African People’s Conference Held in Accra, 
December 5th-12th, 1958. Presented by the Delegation of the African National Congress of South Africa”; “The 
Atrocities of Colonialism - Down with Apartheid Policy”; Mphahlele, “Address Delivered by Mr. E Mphahlele, 
Chief Delegate of the African National Congress - South Africa”; Mphahlele, “Multi-Racial Road to Freedom”; 
Mphahlele, “Accra Conference Diary”; Luthuli, Let My People Go, 195. 
194 “Resolutions Adopted at the 46th Annual Conference of the ANC”; see also Ahlman, “Road to Ghana,” 27–28. 
195 Luthuli, Let My People Go, 195. 
196 Ahlman, “Road to Ghana,” 27–31. 
197 Soske, “The Impossible Concept,” 24. 
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resolutions which condemned the practice of racial discrimination.198 Sisulu accused the PAC for 

rendering historical circumstance – the fact that African national movements elsewhere in Africa 

“have not found allies in their struggle among other population groups” – a matter of principle.199 

Thus, the ANC leveraged the AAPC’s condemnation of “racialism” to revert Africanist criticism 

of incompatibility with nationalist trends in Africa. 

 

*** 

The unique role that the issue of race played in South African dissident debates rendered any 

claims for an organic convergence with Ghanaian ideological formulations a fraught task. Even 

Sobukwe, who imagined his PAC as an integral part of pan-African nationalism and explicitly 

rejected the “fashionable doctrine of South African exceptionalism,” was nonetheless challenged 

by local conditions to define a two-tiered perception of the struggle and post-revolutionary South 

Africa in terms that never applied to the CPP in Ghana. Yet South African dissidents from 

competing political parties, who understood the ant-apartheid struggle in substantially different 

terms, imagined Ghanaian national formulations were fundamentally in step with aspects of their 

own ideological convictions. This was partly a result of Ghana’s insistence that the AAPC avoid 

prescription and prove an inclusive framework for a wide range of anti-colonial parties in 

Africa.200 Thus, the ANC’s deep concerns in the face of what seemed to be, judging from 

Padmore’s call to the conference, a highly prescriptive conference, proved a substantially more 

accommodating and flexible platform. From Ghana’s point of view, as Grilli argues, it was 

unclear between 1959 and 1960 if the PAC or ANC would prevail in leading the anti-apartheid 

forces in South Africa.201 Though the newly established PAC applied a rhetoric that resonated 

with Ghana’s CPP and would, from 1961 onwards, receive Ghana’s exclusive support, the 

AAPC and its immediate aftermath did not result with the ANC’s estrangement from Ghana’s 

extra-metropolitan center. In a meeting of Ghana’s African Affairs Committee in November 

1959, attended by Alfred Hutchinson he referred to the PAC as “radicals and extremists who 

 
198 Walter Sisulu, “Congress and the Africanists,” Africa South 3, no. 4 (September 1959): 27–34. 
199 Sisulu, 32. 
200 George Padmore to Kwame Nkrumah, August 19, 1958, Record Group (hereafter cited as RG) 17/1/104 
(formerly SC/BAA/165), Public Records and Archives Administration Department (hereafter cited as PRAAD); see 
also James, George Padmore, 180; Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 62. 
201 Grilli, “Nkrumah’s Ghana and the Armed Struggle in Southern Africa (1961–1966),” 8. 
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were not prepared to enlist into their fold any European.”202 Nkrumah refrained from expressing 

his exclusive support of any group, but suggested Congress refrain from vilifying the PAC.  

Instead, Nkrumah favored a principled policy of unity of the liberation forces in South 

Africa, an idea originally suggested at the AAPC.203 Nkrumah was a key player in uniting the 

ANC and PAC’s international activity under the banner of the South African United Front 

(SAUF) in April 1960, after a series of talks that took place between exiled members of the ANC 

and PAC in Accra.204 By sponsoring SAUF, Nkrumah hoped to steer the liberation struggle in 

South Africa towards his pan-African agenda. Importantly, SAUF was formed after concessions 

were made by both the PAC, which allowed SAIC to join the Front despite its principal of 

exclusive black membership, and the ANC, which agreed to exclude “white” organizations, 

including COD from the Front.205 During the first year of SAUF’s existence, the Front 

functioned with minimum friction, and launched an effective campaign for the exclusion of 

South Africa from the Commonwealth. However, throughout the fall of 1961 the domestic 

rivalry between the ANC and PAC inside South Africa spilled over into their international 

cooperation” until its final collapse in March 1962.206 The relations between the ANC and Ghana 

had broken down by the end of 1961, by which time the PAC was openly supported and favored 

by A. K. Barden, director of Ghana’s Bureau of African Affairs (BAA), thus “contradicting 

Ghana’s official support of the SAUF.”207 What seemed like Nkrumah’s organizational 

resolution (through SAUF) of the tensions among South African liberation movements, 

 
202 “Minutes of the 5th Meeting of the African Affairs Committee Held on November 12th 1959,” November 12, 
1959, RG 17/1/170, PRAAD. 
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1960 (New York: I.B. Tauris, 1995), 33–43; Grilli, “Nkrumah’s Ghana and the Armed Struggle in Southern Africa 
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205 Nkrumah supported other South African organizations, including the National Committee of Liberation (NCL), 
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culminated in Ghana’s favoring of the PAC, which shared much of the CPP’s imagery and 

political rhetoric. The relationship between Ghana and the ANC was reestablished only in 1965, 

with Barden’s dismissal from the BAA.208 

 The AAPC convened during a high point of the Nkrumaist project, when Ghana played a 

leading role in the African continent. The conference served as a platform for the CPP-controlled 

government to influence anti-colonial movements across the continent, and to set a postcolonial 

agenda for independent African states. The first chapter in this section described the evolution of 

the Nkrumaist pan-African vocabulary and syntax, and how this political language served the 

CPP as a means to render its anti-colonial experience a blueprint fit for export. It served as a 

prelude for the second chapter, which was concerned with the unfolding of this attempt at 

“exporting” Nkrumaism, by shifting the focus to an audience of South African dissidents. 

Though Ghanaian independence increased political hopes across the board of anti-apartheid 

activists, the Nkrumaist pan-African formulations were a site of major contestation among 

bitterly opposed movements in dissident South Africa.  

This section argued that Nkrumaism became a platform on which rival opposition groups 

in South Africa debated and rearticulated their own anti-apartheid strategies and post-apartheid 

visions to suit the emerging historical realities of postcolonial Africa. Though Nkrumaism 

articulated an explicit anti-apartheid agenda, it was not passively “received” by sympathetic 

South Africans. The political reality in apartheid South Africa produced an alternative set of 

challenges, similar in some respects to Ghana and pronouncedly dissimilar in others. Crucially, 

as this chapter explains, the political, social, and cultural reality in South Africa was 

conceptualized in differing terms by local dissidents, and Nkrumaism had to be “translated” to fit 

local syntax. Nkrumaism was thus appropriated, negotiated, and rearticulated – that is, culturally 

translated – in order to “make sense” to South Africans. The workings of Nkrumaism’s 

transnational reverberations ought to therefore be assessed not only in terms of the CPP’s 

intended prescriptions, but rather as a dynamic, negotiated, uneven, and therefore “unintended” 

process. Nkrumaist extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism drew South African delegates to Accra, 

who then returned to their homeland, as Nkrumah had hoped, equipped with the hopeful 

 
208 Grilli, “Nkrumah’s Ghana and the Armed Struggle in Southern Africa (1961–1966)”; Biney, “Ghana’s 
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116 
 

language of Nkrumaism. What Nkrumah could not anticipate, however, was how that language 

was construed by foreign “speakers.”  
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For all Nkrumah’s disappointments, it was not untypical company […] for a meal at the 
university [...] A couple of relaxed and very genial Ghanaian lecturers; a scholarly mullah 
from Upper Volta in a flowering blue djellaba; a political refugee from the Cameroons, 
lecturing at Winneba; the host, an eminent Africanist scholar dividing his time between 
Oxford and Accra, and his wife, still more eminent, taking a holiday from research at 
Somerville which would win her a Nobel Prize for science two years later; O’Brien and 
his wife, international lions of a succès de scandale and a succès d'estime; my wife and 
myself, white refugees from apartheid. 

– H. M. Basner, Four Years at Nkrumah’s Court [manuscript]  

 

  

Part II of this dissertation tracks and examines the way expatriates in early-1960s Ghana 

envisioned the role played by the University of Ghana in postcolonial Ghana, and how they 

evaluated, explained, and justified political developments concerning the university. It analyzes 

the intense rhetoric of visions that university academics and CPP partisans alike applied to their 

discourse over the function of university in Ghana, which was triggered by the enthusiasm and 

potential encapsulated in the independence moment. But it also looks at the intense polemic that 

ensued over state-directed interventions in university affairs, often cast in terms of those visions. 

In line with this dissertation’s major concern – namely, the way political translocators negotiated 

their political identities with the “Nkrumaisms” manifested in their host country – the 

university’s function as a nerve-center for expatriate activity in Ghana stands at the center of my 

discussion here. As South African exile H. M. Basner’s illustrative list of attendees quoted in the 

epigraph suggests, the University of Ghana attracted a wide range of scholars, activists, and 

activist scholars, which resulted in what even contemporaries accustomed to university life and 

cosmopolitan settings noted as a strikingly unusual, surprising encounter, a product of the 

University of Ghana’s embeddedness in Accra’s status as an “extra-metropolitan” center. The 

university, in other words, serves as a case study illustrating the larger argument put forward in 

this dissertation, namely, that Nkrumah’s postcolonial experiment not only drew political 

translocators to Ghana, but was profoundly redefined and refined as a result of this transnational 

encounter. As tensions grew between the Nkrumaist state and the university elite, political 

travelers were instrumental agents in negotiating the terms of knowledge production in Ghana.    



119 
 

During the 1960s, the development of higher education in Africa coalesced with post-

independence ferment, when African intellectuals were actively seeking to translate their new 

political status into the academic, intellectual, and artistic spheres. They convened conferences in 

Africa, such as the 1962 African Writers Conference in Makerere, drawing participants from 

across the continent to debate, negotiate, and express the implications of the postcolonial status 

on their work and the appropriate language for literary expression for African writers in 

postcolonial Africa.1 Mahmood Mamdani reminds us that the development of higher education 

in Africa is predominantly “a post-independence phenomenon.”2 The University of Ghana, 

however, had been one of a few institutions of higher education established during the colonial 

period, in 1948, as the University College of the Gold Coast (UCGC), following the 

recommendations of two British royal commissions.3 These colonial roots, whether the external 

trappings of Britain’s elite universities – academic gowns, high tables, Latin grace before meals, 

servants – or the more substantive issues pertaining to the university curriculum, staff, and 

governance, intensified the debate over the meaning of the post-independence mode for 

knowledge production in Ghana, and would fuel much of the later controversies over the 

university.  

Consequently, the central questions informing the public debate and controversy over the 

postcolonial university in Ghana were: what did decolonization mean for the university? Where 

was the “colonial” located in terms of the university’s functions? What had to be transformed, 

how, and towards which “postcolonial” or “national” alternative? Such debates, as Mamdani 

explains in his discussion of academic freedom in Africa during the 1960s and 1970s, were cast 

in terms of “relevance” versus “quality.”4 During the period in question, “relevance” signified an 

attentiveness to statist needs, namely rapid state-induced economic development, a term often 

understood as standing in conflict with “quality,” that is the maintenance of internationally 

 
1 For contemporary accounts of the 1962 Makerere conference see Transition: A Journal of the Arts, Culture and 
Society 2, no. 5 (July 1962).  
2 Mahmood Mamdani, “Introduction: The Quest for Academic Freedom,” in Academic Freedom in Africa, ed. 
Mahmood Mamdani and Mamadou Diouf (Dakar: Codesria, 1994), 1. 
3 See the Elliot “Commission on Higher Education in West Africa” (1945), and the Asquith “Commission on Higher 
Education in the Colonies” (1945). Report of the Commission on Higher Education in the Colonies (London: His 
Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1945), 
https://www.bcn.cl/obtienearchivo?id=documentos/10221.1/29331/2/213787.pdf; Report of the Commission on 
Higher Education in West Africa (London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1946); Eric Ashby, African Universities 
and Western Tradition (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1964), 18–20. 
4 Mamdani, “Introduction: The Quest for Academic Freedom,” 2. 
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accepted academic standards. As this chapter will show, in the ensuing debates in Nkrumah’s 

Ghana, arguments in favor of “academic freedom” and the university’s “freedom of autonomy” 

were cast against the government’s sporadic, often haphazard, interventions in university 

governance in the name of “Africanization.” These debates reached a high point of controversy 

in February 1964, when six expatriate teachers were deported under the pretext of subversive 

activity.   

 Nkrumah was highly invested, both materially and spiritually, in the development of the 

University of Ghana and in Ghana’s institutionalized intellectual domain in general. Under his 

leadership, Ghana channeled a high percentage of the national budget into education, and the 

University of Ghana was at the top of the national education scheme. Nkrumah’s interest in 

Ghana’s intellectual institutions exceeded Mamdani’s oversimplified relevance/quality binary, 

and calls into question the latter’s criticism of the “curious flatness, a unidimensional and dull 

uniformity” of the period’s debates over the university.5 As Jean Allman demonstrates in her 

article, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production in the 

Black Star of Africa,” Nkrumah promoted, and allocated generous funds for the establishment of 

the Institute of African Studies (IAS), a semi-autonomous unit within the University of Ghana, 

which became in a short time an important and high-quality academic center, as well as the 

Encyclopaedia Africana, which W. E. B. Du Bois had envisioned for decades but for which he 

had never been able to secure sufficient funding.6 Both projects illuminate another aspect of 

Nkrumah’s vision for the University of Ghana, one immersed in his pan-African agenda, which 

exceeded the instrumentalist requirements of economic development. Nkrumah had hoped the 

university would become the intellectual center of the African revolution, where an “African 

genius” or “African personality” would emerge and assert itself on the world stage, thus 

complementing the planned economic development encompassed in the slogan “African 

socialism.”  

Nkrumah expected and hoped that over time, he would see a process of cross-fertilization 

between the CPP and the university, which he envisioned as an internationally acclaimed 

academic institution (thus his continued insistence on “standards”). He became, however, 

 
5 Mamdani, 2. 
6 Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production.” 
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increasingly suspicious of Legon (as the University of Ghana was often, and still is, 

metonymically referred to), which he regarded as a potential if not actual site of opposition to his 

regime.7 Nkrumah’s ambivalence towards the university, and the “reformist pace” he embraced 

to transform it while maintaining its international credit, were exemplified by his coinciding 

establishment in 1961 of the Kwame Nkrumah Ideological Institute (KNII).8 The institute, 

located in the coastal town of Winneba, was designed to articulate and disseminate the “official 

ideology” of the CPP, and actively assist in producing an ideologically “sound” CPP elite, in 

exporting “Nkrumaism” to the rest of Africa, CPP elite, and in realizing Ghana’s transformation 

into a socialist state.9 Nkrumah’s erratic interventions in the University of Ghana should also be 

seen as a reflection of his deep frustration with Legon’s “intransigence,” despite a substantial 

structural reform and the appointment of a vice-chancellor who, he had hoped, would steer the 

institution towards greater voluntary cooperation with the government.  

 This section of the dissertation demonstrates the highly ambivalent role that expatriates 

came to occupy in public debates over the university. This ambivalence, to name one example, 

ran through Nkrumah’s imperative to “Africanize” the university staff, coupled as it was with the 

“necessity” – Nkrumah’s choice of word – to rely on, indeed actively draw upon, expatriate 

scholars in order to maintain “academic standards.”10 By focusing on a number of university 

expatriates, I will provide a taxonomy of sorts of various expatriate experiences of Legon, and 

will examine how these experiences translated into the domain of ideas, opinions, and rhetoric, 

as expatriates were entangled in the unique Nkrumaist moment.11 Expatriates working at the 

 
7 The University’s association with the opposition in Ghana stemmed, among other reasons, from the dominant 
presence of Ghana’s elite, largely hostile to Nkrumah’s CPP, embodied in the figure of Kofi Busia. Busia was a 
prominent Ghanaian academic, the first African to occupy a Chair at the UCGC, who became head of the leading 
opposition United Party in 1957. 
8 The term “reformist pace” (as opposed to “revolutionary pace”) was applied by H. M. Basner to describe 
Nkrumah’s perception of political change in Legon and Ghana in general. H. M. Basner, unpublished manuscript 
(n.d.), BASN/2/178, ICS88/1/10, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, University of London. 
9 See the recent Frank Gerits and Gerardo Serra, “The Politics of Socialist Education in Ghana: The Kwame 
Nkrumah Ideological Institute, 1961–6,” The Journal of African History 60, no. 3 (November 2019): 407–28, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S002185371900032X and see bibliography provided by Gerits and Serra for more 
scholarship on KNII. 
10 Kwame Nkrumah, Flower of Learning: Some Reflections on African Learning, Ancient and Modern, Contained in 
Two Speeches by Osagyefo Dr. Kwame Nkrumah on His Installation as Chancellor of the University of Ghana, 
Legon, and of the University of Science and Technology at Kumasi ([Accra]: Ministry of Information and 
Broadcasting, 1962), 7, http://nkrumah.net/gov-pubs/gp-a1010-61-62/gen.php?index=0. 
11 These expatriates include Conor Cruise O’Brien, Thomas Hodgkin, William Burnett Harvey, H. M. Basner, 
Geoffrey Bing, Ann Seidman, and others. 
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university were far from comprising a homogenous group. A certain number of them, as I will 

further elaborate in the chapter, were politically attracted to the idea of contributing to Ghana’s 

“needs,” whether due to its status as a new postcolonial independent state, its socialist 

aspirations, its anti-imperialist stand, its opposition to nuclear weapons, or its “positive-

neutrality” in the international arena. But trajectories varied among this cohort too, rendering 

some of them major critics of a regime they had once considered sympathetically, and throwing 

others into the sensitive role of liaisons or mediators between an increasingly authoritarian and 

suspicious government, and an often-intransigent university leadership. Other expatriate 

scholars, meanwhile, insisted on maintaining a stark division between the “academic” and 

“political” spheres, which, as tensions rose in Nkrumah’s Ghana, could not maintain the political 

neutrality they had hoped to maintain. Still further expatriates – namely, Geoffrey Bing and H. 

M. Basner – belonged to Nkrumah’s close cohort of advisors and associates. Though themselves 

not members of Legon’s staff, they nonetheless focused their attention on the University of 

Ghana, by way of harsh critique and, in Bing’s case, policy-making. They too will be considered 

here.  

 This section builds on a wealth of longstanding secondary sources focused on academic 

institutions in Ghana during Nkrumah’s years in power, but is particularly influenced by two 

recent interventions: Jean Allman’s “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of 

Knowledge Production in the Black Star of Africa” (2013), and John Harrington and Ambreena 

Manji’s recent contribution, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers Trained for the Need of their 

Peoples’: Struggles over Legal Education in Kwame Nkrumah’s Ghana” (2010).12 Allman 

examines Nkrumah’s efforts to sponsor “new, oppositional forms of knowledge production” 

 
12 These secondary sources include, in part, Ashby, African Universities; Eric Ashby and Mary Anderson, 
“Autonomy and Academic Freedom in Britain and in English-Speaking Countries of Tropical Africa,” Minerva 4, 
no. 3 (March 1966): 317–64; Eric Ashby, Universities: British, Indian, African. A Study in the Ecology of Higher 
Education (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1966), 290–334; Robert W. July, An African Voice: The Role of the 
Humanities in African Independence (Durham: Duke University Press, 1987), pt. 3; Donald Harman Akenson, 
Conor: A Biography of Conor Cruise O’Brien (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994), 215–71; Francis Agbodeka, 
A History of the University of Ghana: Half a Century of Higher Education (1948-1998) (Accra: Woeli Publishing 
Services, 1998), 138–61; Biney, Political and Social Thought, 115–18; Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, 
and the Politics of Knowledge Production”; Gerardo Serra, “Continental Visions: Ann Seidman, Reginald H. Green 
and the Economics of African Unity in 1960s Ghana” (CHOPE Working Paper No. 2014-08, Center for the History 
of Political Economy, Duke University, 2014), https://hope.econ.duke.edu/node/973; John Harrington and 
Ambreena Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers Trained for the Need of Their Peoples’: Struggles over Legal 
Education in Kwame Nkrumah’s Ghana,” American Journal of Legal History 59, no. 2 (June 2019): 149–77, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajlh/njz004. 
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mounted against the hegemonic Western academy, through the foundation of the Institute of 

African Affairs (IAS) and the Encylopaedia Africana.13 Informed by her heuristic of “turning an 

historical lens” on the vision, the promise, the possibilities, and their realizations, in Nkrumah’s 

pan-African agenda, Allman marshals her examples to remind us that there was a moment when 

African Studies seemed poised to escape its “neocolonial fate” by offering an Africa-centered 

approach.14 In refocusing her historical lens, however, Allman consciously and deliberately 

avoids a consideration of the much-debated, “extremely tense” relationship between the state and 

the university, because, she argues, an exclusive focus on state/university relations dismisses the 

tangible achievements of Nkrumah’s experimentations in alternative forms of knowledge 

production.15  

Indeed, several past discussions of the university in Nkrumah’s Ghana have been framed, 

almost exclusively, in terms of an increasingly authoritarian regime infringing academic 

freedom.16 Eric Ashby, writing as a contemporary during the 1960s, was the earliest scholar to 

explore this theme in a series of publications.17 In his important African Universities and 

Western Tradition, Ashby traced the genealogy of universities in British controlled colonial 

Africa and explored four major points of contention between African nationalism and the 

universities – academic standards; Africanization of staff; content of curriculum; measure of 

state control. In his account, Ashby offered an important critique of the “transplantations” of the 

British university system into Africa, as well as a lucid and sympathetic exposition of nationalist 

demands.18 But as he turned to assess Nkrumah’s actions in relation to the University of Ghana, 

 
13 Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production,” 201. 
14 Allman, 181, 203. 
15 Allman, 200–201. 
16 Apart from Ashby’s publications, which I discuss in the body text, this image is reproduced in Akenson’s 
impressively detailed and meticulous reconstruction of Conor Cruise O’Brien’s term as vice-chancellor, which is 
based primarily on O’Brien’s personal archive housed in the University College Dublin (UCD) archives. Akenson, 
Conor, 215–71. 
17 Ashby’s later sources of the three cited here in chronological order draw heavily, with large sections reproduced 
verbatim, from his earlier ones. Ashby, African Universities; Ashby and Anderson, “Autonomy and Academic 
Freedom”; Ashby, Universities: British, Indian, African, 290–334. 
18 Ashby’s analysis impressed (in large part) even Geoffrey Bing, Nkrumah’s close expatriate advisor and Ghana’s 
first attorney general, who was highly critical of the University College and, as I show in this chapter, was a key 
figure in transforming the UCGC into the University of Ghana and determining its constitution. Bing’s high esteem 
of Ashby is also made evident by his inclusion of Ashby’s name in a list of experts to be consulted in the UK as 
Ghana searched for a vice-chancellor for its leading university. See Geoffrey Bing, Reap the Whirlwind: An Account 
of Kwame Nkrumah’s Ghana from 1950 to 1966 (London: MacGibbon & Kee, 1968), 340–71; Geoffrey Bing to 
Kwame Nkrumah, “Method of Finding Out Whether a Vice-Chancellor for the University Would Be Obtainable in 
the United Kingdom,” April 12, 1961, RG 17/1/232, PRAAD. 
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Ashby’s narrative concentrated on Nkrumah’s breeches of “academic freedom,” ending with his 

explicitly stated hope that “the University of Ghana will outlive the present generation of 

politicians.”19 This assessment was all the more accentuated in a paper he published with Mary 

Anderson in 1966, in which academic freedom and university autonomy became the chief lens 

through which university and state relations in Africa were examined.20  

Allman’s intervention thus comes as a corrective to such persistent portrayals of 

academic institutions in Ghana, framed exclusively as “questions of academic freedom raised in 

the face of increasingly authoritarian moves by the government to centralize power and squelch 

dissent.”21 Nevertheless, my argument in this chapter is that the tense relations between 

Nkrumah and the university deserve renewed attention because they ought to be contextualized 

through a wider, nuanced and more balanced vocabulary. Increasing authoritarianism, in other 

words, was only part of the story. Building on Allman, I argue that Nkrumah’s interventions, 

however crude or haphazard one may find them, or as unconstructive they were in hindsight, 

should nonetheless be revaluated also in terms of Nkrumah’s pan-African vision and his growing 

frustration regarding the university’s institutional inertia. In this chapter I therefore return to the 

controversial issue of state/university relations in light of Nkrumah’s pan-African vision. 

One way of discussing – rather than avoiding – the strained relationship between the 

Ghanaian government and the university without falling into the pit of dichotomizing 

authoritarianism and academic freedom is offered by Harrington and Manji. In their article, they 

complement their discussion of rising tensions between state and university in Ghana by offering 

a detailed exposition of varying and conflicting contemporary ideas on legal education.22 

Importantly, however, they argue that “debates over legal education had a significance going 

beyond the confines of the Law Faculty, that they engaged questions of African nationalism, 

development and social progress, the ambivalent legacy of British rule and the growing influence 

of the United States in these territories.”23 In order to expose these wider concerns, Harrington 

and Manji steer away from recounting “institutional developments,” and opt to engage in an 

 
19 Ashby, African Universities, 93. 
20 Ashby and Anderson, “Autonomy and Academic Freedom”; reproduced with slight changes in Ashby, 
Universities: British, Indian, African, 320–43. 
21 Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production,” 200. 
22 Harrington and Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers.’” 
23 Harrington and Manji, 3. 
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intellectual history that focuses “as much on justifications and competing ideas as on institutions 

and rival personalities.”24 By doing so, they expose and articulate a number of “competing 

philosophies of legal education” advanced by their main protagonists.25 Through incorporating a 

discourse of postcolonial visions, of competing philosophies of decolonization, Harrington and 

Manji complicate and contextualize the narrow terms of a prevalent narrative in which an 

authoritarian government continuously undermined academic freedom. 

In this section, I will return to the theme of state/university relationship, not in order to 

assess the state or degree of academic freedom or university autonomy in postcolonial Ghana, 

but rather in order to unearth the terms of the debate – the ideas, the justifications – over the role 

of the university in the age of decolonization. By drawing on a plethora of Ghanaian archives, 

CPP publications, published and unpublished memoirs, and eye-witness accounts, I show that the 

heightened controversy over academic freedom and university autonomy was embedded in a 

larger debate of competing ideas and visions over the role of academia, of knowledge production 

and its dissemination in postcolonial Ghana. Chapter 3, the first chapter in this section, will 

discuss what I choose to term “visions of commensurability” between the university elite and the 

postcolonial state, set within the context of the transformation of the UCG into the independent 

University of Ghana, which corresponded with Ghana’s transition in 1960 from a British 

dominion into an independent republic. Chapter 4 deals with a growing notion of 

incommensurability between Nkrumaism and the university, as a result of the events that took 

place in Legon during late 1963-early 1964. These events corresponded with Ghana’s official 

transition into a one-party state in early 1964, and reflected the post-Kulungugu (assassination 

attempt) political mood in Ghana. An appendix to this section of the dissertation discusses 

another angle of the expatriate scene at Legon by focusing on Israeli expatriates working at the 

university, who negotiated their morally-laden Zionist “mission,” informed by Israeli foreign 

policy anxieties of growing Egyptian influence in postcolonial Africa, with Nkrumaism’s 

imperatives of economic development and nation-building. This appended discussion sheds 

further light on the deeply ingrained tension between the CPP’s investment in rapid development 

and dependency on foreign aid, on the one hand, and fears of neocolonial subversion, on the 

 
24 Harrington and Manji, 4. 
25 Harrington and Manji, 27. 
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other hand. In this respect, as archival documents tell us, Israel played a fascinating and unique 

role in the Ghanaian imagination during the Nkrumaist era.
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CHAPTER 3 
 

The University of Ghana (1960-1962) 
In Pursuit of Postcolonial Knowledge 
 

The political passions which are shaping Africa today are not only part of the African 

historian’s environment, they must also be part of his own nature. […] His feelings as an 

African are part of what differentiates him from his European colleague and makes it 

possible for him to offer new interpretations and eventually a new history of Africa.  

– Conor Cruise O’Brien, “Africa’s history will be written anew by Africans,” 1962   

 

 

The transition of the University College into its new independent status as the University of 

Ghana should be understood against the backdrop of a wider context, marked by Ghana’s 

transition from a British dominion into a republic in July 1960. The new republican constitution, 

as Jitendra Mohan observed, “provided for a highly centralised system of government with the 

president, the head both of state and of government, as its linch-pin.”1 Ghana’s reorganization as 

a republic provided Nkrumah with increasing power to counter the already diminished 

opposition in Ghana, as well as contain internal party unrest. It was accompanied by the rise of a 

new ideological focus and vocabulary, symbolized by the gradual rise in prominence of the term 

“Nkrumaism” in Ghanaian political discourse following Padmore’s death in September 1959.2 

Perhaps the first public signs for this ideological intensification were displayed in Nkrumah’s 

speech on the occasion of the CPP’s tenth anniversary in 1959, when he officially steered the 

ideological party line from the “political revolution” to a new socialist phase, the “economic 

revolution.”3 This new ideological line was accompanied by a new centralist ethos (“Democratic 

Centralism”), and the identification of the CPP with the state. Importantly, this speech also 

 
1 Mohan, “Nkrumah and Nkrumahism,” 209. 
2 Grilli, Nkrumaism and African Nationalism, 61. 
3 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 161–68; Biney, Political and Social Thought, 86–87. 



128 
 

included a harsh criticism of the University College as “an alien institution” and “a breeding 

ground for unpatriotic and anti-Government elements.”4 The transition of the University College 

into an independent university should therefore be understood in tandem with the Nkrumah’s 

new ideological accents and centralized authority embodied by Ghana’s new republican 

constitution. Despite Nkrumah’s revolutionary rhetoric, however, Ghana’s new status as a 

republic did not serve as a an utter “break” from its former political patterns. After all, the CPP’s 

anti-colonial model of Positive Action was based on the assumption that independence could be 

achieved through agitation for consistent constitutional reform. A similar tension between 

“break” and “continuity” also characterized the relationship of the University of Ghana with its 

institutional “heritage” and the norms inherited from the University College after it obtained its 

independent status from the University of London.  

On 25 November, 1961, Nkrumah was installed as chancellor of the newly established 

University of Ghana. A certain dialectic marked Nkrumah’s speech on that occasion. On the one 

hand stood the colonial origins of Ghana’s leading institution of higher education. On the other 

stood Nkrumah’s imperative to reform the university and transform it into an organ of Ghana’s 

national regeneration. The UCGC, later the University College of Ghana (UCG) – “however 

good-intentioned,” Nkrumah conceded – had been “designed to suit the colonial order,” and its 

products therefore reflected “the values and ideals of the colonial powers.”5 The University of 

Ghana, however, would be responsive to the needs, values and ideals of the Ghanaian and, by 

extension, the African nation. Nkrumah applied his anti-colonial and nationalist rhetoric of the 

African Personality to mediate his vision for the university. Citing the great medieval centers of 

learning in Timbuktu, Nkrumah reminded his audience of Africa’s past role as a center of 

learning. But that history, in Nkrumah’s rendition, had come to an abrupt end with the 

degradation of slavery which had prevented Africans from developing their “peculiar qualities” 

or allowing their “African genius” full expression.6 Now that independence was secured, Ghana 

could finally allocate the material resources needed to materialize the yearnings of past 

generations and create a university deeply attuned to the desires of free Africans. But as this 

chapter shows, the establishment of the University of Ghana never quite resolved that tension, at 

 
4 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 167. 
5 Nkrumah, Flower of Learning, 1. 
6 Nkrumah, 2. 
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least not from Nkrumah’s point of view, as demands for “reform” of a university beset by 

institutional inertia were continuously advanced by CPP stalwarts, and others. 

The establishment of the University Ghana in late 1961, then, should not be understood 

as the creation of an institution, but rather as the transformation of an existing institution into 

another kind of institution. A growing gap between the UCG and Nkrumah’s government 

became evident as early as 1959, but the origins of this tension may be tracked back to David 

Balme, the UCGC’s first principal, who held office from the UCGC’s establishment in 1948 

until 1958.7 Balme, as Ashby explained in detail in his 1964 Godkin lectures, developed the 

University College as a “Lilliputian version” of the University of Cambridge.8 Following the 

Cambridge example, the UCGC model of governance was based on the principle that 

sovereignty resided in the body of the university faculty. No one who was not on the roll of 

graduates had any voice in the university’s affairs, and policy was prepared not by the 

institution’s most senior and responsible officers, but by elected representatives of the faculties. 

Balme’s aversion to non-professorial intervention, however, was not solely the result of his 

admiration for Oxbridge. Another factor was his desire to prevent any potential interference from 

the local colonial authorities, a sentiment symbolized by the UCGC’s motto and logo.9 Thus, the 

College Council, a governing body appointed by a Gold Coast law drafted by the colonial office, 

which consisted of distinguished lay (i.e. non professorial) members – judges, members of the 

legislative assembly, native rulers – in addition to senior members of the academic staff and 

members from British universities, was de facto stripped by Balme of its responsibilities.10 But 

for the CPP, independence brought forth a fundamentally new kind of regime, in which Balme’s 

ideal of university autonomy was unacceptable. Independence, it was believed, was not an 

isolated event; it had to be translated into, and infused by, all spheres of public activity.     

 
7 See Adam Curle’s witness account of growing tensions between the University College of Ghana and the 
government, during 1959-1961. Adam Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” Higher Education 
Quarterly 16, no. 3 (1962): 229–42, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2273.1962.tb00714.x. 
8 Ashby, African Universities, 25–26. 
9 The UCGC motto was Vigil Evocat Auroram (“the watchful calls forth the dawn”), the cockerel symbolized the 
motto. Francis Agbodeka explains these were meant to convey the message that the UCGC could only succeed by 
“keeping vigil to protect its academic freedom from being eroded through political intervention in its affairs.” See 
Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 373; see also Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in 
Ghana,” 231. 
10 Ashby, African Universities, 29; Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 357. 
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This served as the backdrop for the first clash between the government and the University 

College. R. H. Stroughton, who replaced David Balme as principal in 1957, understood that 

reform was imminent.11 In 1959 he attempted to reform the pattern of governance of UCG by 

adopting the redbrick governance model, in which authority was divided between a 

predominantly lay council, and a predominantly professorial college senate.12 But following two 

stormy sessions, an increasingly insecure academic staff, the vast majority of whom were 

expatriates, expressed their clear preference to retain Balme’s Cambridge-inspired conventions. 

Stoughton was forced to water down his proposal.13 His draft, sent to the government for 

approval, was rejected by Nkrumah, who had apparently scribbled “totally unacceptable” on his 

copy of the draft.14 Stoughton’s inability to secure substantial reform drew criticism from 

government ministers, including Nkrumah himself, and triggered the government’s first attempt 

to actively intervene in the administrative affairs of the college. A report made in April 1959 of 

the university finances by a committee composed largely of expatriate experts criticized aspects 

of the institution’s administration including its lavish expenditure on leave-passage allowances.15 

The government decided to act upon the report and issued directives to the University College 

requiring changes in the system of leave-passages and in other matters internal to the college.16  

Importantly, as Francis Agbodeka explains in his history of the University of Ghana, 

these directives included a wider context – the first appearance of budgetary deficits in 1959 

which triggered Nkrumah to issue a strong warning “that strict economy should be exercised in 

all government-sponsored projects.”17 College authorities, however, were quick to reject 

Nkrumah’s attempts to intervene in their internal affairs and condemned them as an infringement 

on academic freedom. Nkrumah was not impressed by these arguments. In the speech he 

delivered in June 1959, at the tenth anniversary of the CPP, he rendered the university’s 

intransigence on the question of reform a manifestation of its principled opposition to the CPP. 

 
11 See Bing’s treatment of Stoughton, Reap the Whirlwind, 358–59. 
12 Ashby, African Universities, 29–30, 88–89. 
13 Ashby, 88–89; By the summer of 1960 there were over 170 faculty members at the University College, five-sixths 
of which were expatriates, mostly from the United Kingdom, see Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in 
Ghana,” 235. 
14 Ashby, African Universities, 89. 
15 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 359–60; Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” 235; on the lucrative 
employment conditions at the university college, see Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 47–49. 
16 Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” 235. 
17 Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 49. 
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Nkrumah aggressively criticized the University College for serving as “a breeding ground for 

unpatriotic and anti-government elements,” despite the government’s substantial financial 

investment in the institution.18 “If reforms do not come from within,” he warned, “we intend to 

impose them from outside, and no resort to the cry of academic freedom (for academic freedom 

does not mean irresponsibility) is going to restrain us from seeing that our University is a healthy 

University devoted to Ghanaian interests.” 

The government’s directives and rhetoric attacks didn’t amount to much. Adam Curle, a 

member of faculty at the time, wrote in his witness account that “these attacks […] were more 

like the skirmishes of a reconnaissance party testing the defensive strength, than actual 

assaults.”19 College authorities leveraged their affiliation with London University to legitimize 

their lack of authority to yield on certain points, and at the same time public attention was drawn 

to the fact that Ghana’s leading institution of higher education was still subject to an institution 

“in the very center of imperialism.”20 Nkrumah consequently extended the logic of anti-colonial 

nationalism to the academic sphere, emphatically declaring that what the CPP wanted was for 

“the University College to cease being an alien institution and to take on the character of a 

Ghanaian University.”21 Nkrumah, determined to impose reform, but equally concerned with the 

institution’s international repute, once again sought advice from an international commission. 

The commission – chaired by Kojo Botsio, the Ghanaian minister of Agriculture, included two 

members from the US, three from the UK, one from the USSR, and one from Sierra Leone – was 

appointed by the Ghanaian government in December 1960 to advise on the future development 

of university education.22 It symbolized Ghana’s commitment to a policy of Positive Neutrality 

in the Cold War context and its desire to establish an academic tradition that transcended British 

academic conventions. But in practice, moving beyond symbolism, the committee included a 

majority of members from British and American universities, indicating the immediate 

international academic habitat imagined by the government for the University of Ghana. I will 

 
18 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 167. 
19 Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” 236. 
20 Curle, 235. 
21 Nkrumah, I Speak of Freedom, 167. 
22 For a full list of the members of the commission, see Report of the Commission on University Education, 
December 1960-January 1961 (Accra: Ministry of Information, 1961); Bing also provides the names in Bing, Reap 
the Whirlwind, 362. 
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return to the commission below in my discussion of Geoffrey Bing’s vision for the University of 

Ghana. 

To sum up, the UCG academic staff – the majority of whom were expatriates – were 

suspicious of Nkrumah’s reformist intentions and vision, and clung to Balme’s pattern of 

governance. For the CPP, however, the idea and practice of political independence carried 

extensive meaning that had to include the country’s academic institutions. Independence was 

entangled with visions of economic development and an intellectual renaissance incompatible 

with a system of comprehensive autonomy. The CPP, with its comprehensive ethos of nation-

building, its generous funding and expectations for cooperation, especially as Ghana’s financial 

reserves were tightening, could barely tolerate the UCG’s intransigence and antipathy with 

which the government was perceived amidst the expatriate and Ghanaian professorial body. This 

state of affairs served as the immediate context for the establishment of the independent 

University of Ghana. Equally important, however, was that Nkrumah’s fiery rhetoric was never 

fully backed by deeds. He was calculated, acutely conscious of the need to maintain international 

legitimacy by preferring to reform the university following the appointment of international 

commissions. Though conditions and circumstances varied substantially following the 

establishment of the University of Ghana, these features continued to play a part throughout the 

period covered in this chapter. 

Crucially, a similar sense of urgency to remake the post-independence African university 

marked not only Nkrumah and his CPP-led government, but also a large and diverse body of 

expatriates, who believed they were living in Ghana during a period of historical transition.23 

This conception of transition, from a defunct colonial era to a yet-to-be-determined postcolonial 

future, was part and parcel of a wide section of the expatriate community’s professional 

investment in the production and dissemination of knowledge in Ghana. What varied between 

 
23 Two very interesting attempts to articulate a vision for the University of Ghana (or in Hodgkin’s case, writing in 
1958, for an “African” university, in more general terms) are an article published by Thomas Hodgkin in 1958, and 
a file found in St. Clair Drake’s archive including his ideas for the new university. Importantly, Drake based his 
“reflections” on the new university on his academic experience in the United States, which he believed was highly 
pertinent for the new university. See St. Clair Drake, “Some Reflections Upon the Proposed University of Ghana,” 
1960, St. Clair Drake papers (Sc MG 309), Box 67, File 41, Schomburg Center for Research in Black Culture, 
Manuscripts, Archives and Rare Books Division, the New York Public Library; Thomas Hodgkin, “The Idea of an 
African University,” Higher Education Quarterly 12, no. 4 (1958): 376–84, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2273.1958.tb00967.x. 
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them – and this would eventually take the form of bitter exchanges, with drastic personal 

consequences for some – was where they located the colonial “vestige,” how they sought to 

uproot it, and what they imagined as the appropriate substitute. Geoffrey Bing, Ghana’s first 

attorney general and Nkrumah’s éminence grise, and Conor Cruise O’Brien, the vice-chancellor 

of the University of Ghana, were two prominent members of Ghana’s expatriate community, 

who attempted – each from his own professional and political vantage point – to define the role 

of the postcolonial university in Ghana in terms commensurate with the government’s 

nationalist, pan-Africanist, and economic agendas. They both theorized, articulated, and actively 

participated in the “extra-metropolitan” cosmopolitanism of Nkrumah’s Ghana. 

 

GEOFFREY BING AND THE “STATIST UNIVERSITY”      

Geoffrey Bing, Ghana’s attorney general between 1957-1961, settled permanently in the Gold 

Coast in 1956, after having served as a Member of Parliament for the British Labour Party. Bing 

stood firmly on the party’s Bevanite group of left wingers and was active in the anti-colonial 

Movement for Colonial Freedom which opposed the prevalent gradualist approach to 

decolonization.24 Bing became Nkrumah’s éminence grise and remained so until Nkrumah’s 

overthrow in February 1966, well after his term as attorney general had come to an end. Archival 

documents reveal that despite his own retrospective sense of deep frustration with his inability to 

influence Ghana’s university system, Bing was thoroughly involved in remodeling the 

institution’s organizational structure, and held firm ideas and a clear vision regarding the 

university’s role in postcolonial Ghana.25 Bing, I argue, extended his anti-colonial critique to the 

sphere of knowledge production and teaching in Britain and the British colonies, and argued for 

a highly localized (as opposed to “universal”) definition of the future University of Ghana, its 

curriculum, standards, and autonomy – with a radical edge that exceeded Nkrumah’s own stated 

 
24 For more on the Movement for Colonial Freedom, including Bing’s involvement, see Stephen Howe, 
Anticolonialism in British Politics: The Left and the End of Empire, 1918-1964 (New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1993), 231–67. 
25 For Bing’s retrospective take on the University of Ghana during Nkrumah’s years in power, see his chapter on 
“education” in Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 340–71. Bing begins his chapter by proclaiming that “as things turned out, 
[I] never was able to influence much what I believed then, and still believe, was and will be, in Ghana and in other 
developing countries the key issue” (340). Bing may not have been successful in materializing his vision for the 
university, but his influence on shaping the university’s organizational structure, as I demonstrate here, was crucial. 
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convictions – and navigated shrewdly to codify an official role for the state within the 

university’s governing body. I use archival materials to amplify Harrington and Manji’s 

argument, based on Bing’s memoir, namely, that Bing held an “instrumentalist” view of the 

university’s role in postcolonial Ghana, which was informed by a strong belief in the supreme 

agenda of economic development. My argument, however, extends further than Bing’s 

instrumentalism, and exceeds what Bing himself was willing to reveal in his memoir. Bing’s 

vision for the postcolonial university in Ghana prescribed commensurability between the 

university staff and the Nkrumaist state. That is, Bing did not only perceive the postcolonial 

university as one of the organs of the political society; he also expected the university staff to 

endorse the principal objectives prescribed by the state and the CPP.   

On 4 November, 1960, approximately one month before the arrival of the international 

commission on university education, Bing sent Nkrumah a seven-page long document consisting 

of the tactical and formative steps required to ensure – as much plausibly possible – that the 

commission not lose sight of the government’s agenda.26 First, Bing wrote to Nkrumah that it 

was “absolutely essential” for the government to secure a strong hold of the University College 

Council, since that was a body that could urge reforms on the commission. “Radical reform” 

Bing wrote, “can only be got through with the backing of the University Council.” As a result of 

Balme’s experiment with the Cambridge model, the College Council’s authority was 

substantially eroded and by 1960 was practically incapacitated, a fact which Bing was quick to 

exploit.27 Of the twelve members of council, the chairman’s term of office had been expired 

(“though I think,” wrote Bing, “that he may not be aware of this”)28, another member had 

resigned, and the terms of office of two other members, appointed by territorial councils which 

had been dissolved by the CPP in 1958, had by now expired.29 Moreover, two English members 

of the Council, appointed by the Inter-University Council for Higher Education in the Colonies, 

were present in Ghana for only “two or three days in a year,” and were at present not in Ghana.30 

Bing suggested that through a series of hastened legislation (Bing attached the draft bill to the 

 
26 Geoffrey Bing to Kwame Nkrumah, “The University College Council,” November 4, 1960, RG 17/1/232, 
PRAAD. 
27 Ashby, African Universities, 26–27. 
28 Bing to Nkrumah, “The University College Council,” November 4, 1960. 
29 William B. Harvey, Law and Social Change in Ghana (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966), 98. 
30 Bing to Nkrumah, “The University College Council,” November 4, 1960. 
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letter) and parliamentary procedure, which he described in detail, the government could secure a 

de facto majority in the council (including, potentially, his own election as chairman of the 

University College council).31 “Having set all this out,” Bing wrote to Nkrumah, “it seems to me 

in the best tradition of academic intrigue.”32   

After securing the government’s control over the council, wrote Bing, the government 

would need to ascertain that the international commission suggest a strong central ruling body 

for the future university, and that the government would be in control over that body. But such a 

diversion from the British tradition of largely exempting the universities from state control had to 

be done tactfully, in correspondence with accepted academic convention elsewhere, in order to 

secure the approval of the international commission and thereby ensure its legitimacy for the 

future university. The problem, Bing explained, was that the commission was composed mainly 

of academics from the US and the UK, who “may not appreciate the need for government having 

a detailed control over the university policy.”33 Bing therefore suggested that Ghana roughly 

follow the British civic university model of governance, in which de jure sovereignty was 

invested in a predominantly lay governing body – the council. In the UK (and other 

Commonwealth countries), a two-tiered system of governance evolved, in which the council 

“retains control of finance and property and acts as an upper house,” but where custom was 

firmly established that an exclusively academic body (the senate) was entrusted with “the whole 

academic business of the university.”34 The advantage of such a model for Bing was twofold. 

First, a predominantly lay council meant that the government could staff the council with 

“sufficient […] members as are necessary to give the Government full control.”35 Secondly, 

tradition may have been established and binding in its original context, but its uncodified nature 

would provide the government with leeway as the model was transposed to the Ghanaian 

context. 

 
31 At least by July 1961, the composition of the eight-member interim council was chaired by Nkrumah, and 
included four other CPP ministers or members of parliament, see Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 
126–27. 
32 Bing to Nkrumah, “The University College Council,” November 4, 1960. 
33 Bing to Nkrumah. 
34 Ashby and Anderson, “Autonomy and Academic Freedom,” 327. 
35 Bing to Nkrumah, “The University College Council,” November 4, 1960. 
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A similar rationale applied to Bing’s suggestion for the principal officers of the future 

university. In Ghana, as in Britain, the chancellor and vice-chancellor would stand at the head of 

the university’s formal hierarchy. In the UK, Bing explained, “the chancellor does not, in 

practice, take any part in university government and only appears in on ceremonial occasions.”36 

Hinting to the person he thought should become chancellor in Ghana – i.e. the head of the 

executive branch – Bing demonstrated his point. “For example,” he wrote, “[prime minister 

Harold] MacMillan, who is chancellor of Oxford University, only goes there once a year or so.” 

“I suggest,” Bing then clarified his intentions, “that in Ghana the chancellor should take a much 

more active part in direction of general policy.”37 Bing elaborated the sort of relationship he 

envisioned. “In the United Kingdom pattern,” he wrote, “the Vice-Chancellor is the true Head of 

the University and is a full time official. In Ghana I suggest that he should be the Deputy of the 

Chancellor discussing with him major matters of policy but carrying out on his own the 

administration and day to day running of the University. He should be a full-time official.” The 

University of Ghana Act, 1961 (Act 79), legislated following the commission’s report, followed 

the underlying rationale of Bing’s suggestions, declaring the president of Ghana the chancellor of 

the university, and assuring the chancellor a majority in the council.38  

By transmuting the old institution into a new one, Bing and Nkrumah hoped not only to 

secure the institution’s formal independence from the University of London, but to seize “the 

opportunity for a new start.”39 This they achieved, or at least tried to, by ascribing greater power 

to the chancellor/president. Nkrumah – again, following Bing’s advice – used the opportunity to 

terminate the employment of all members of the academic staff (and then reemploy those they 

favored).40 This intervention “was greeted as a major assault on academic freedom”41 and the 

government, taken aback at the strength of international protest, ended up terminating only six 

appointments.42 (“A consensus later emerged,” one professor later recalled, “that with a single 

 
36 Bing to Nkrumah. 
37 My italics. 
38 “University Of Ghana Act 1961 (Act 79),” LawsGhana, accessed March 8, 2020, 
http://lawsghana.com/pre_1992_legislation/First%20Republic/UNIVERSITY%20OF%20GHANA%20ACT%2019
61%20(ACT%2079)/75; Ashby, African Universities, 90–91. 
39 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 361. 
40 Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” 238–39; Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 361–62. 
41 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 362. 
42 Curle, “Nationalism and Higher Education in Ghana,” 239. 
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possible exception these losses were beneficial to the institution.”)43 Bing’s advice and 

maneuvers, however, did not reflect a simple desire for increased and centralized governmental 

power. Behind it stood both a critique of the existing academic institution, which as Nkrumah 

remarked, “reflected the values and ideals of the colonial powers,” and an acute sense of 

possibility to redefine a postcolonial university, one – again, in Nkrumah’s reckoning – 

“responsive to the sense of urgency that exists in a developing nation.”44  

Behind Bing’s plots of “academic intrigue” to ensure a measure of state control that 

exceeded British conventions, stood distinctive goals, values, and critical analyses. Some of 

these he expounded in his memoirs, Reap the Whirlwind: An Account of Kwame Nkrumah’s 

Ghana from 1950 to 1966. But a document entitled “Suggested Points for Consideration in 

Regard to University Reform,” which Bing composed sometime during 1960-1961, sheds further 

light on Bing’s reasoning as the UCG was transitioning into its new independent status.45 

Underlying the arguments he articulated in the document was a thorough critique of the 

academic institutions which Ghana had inherited from the colonial era, which corresponded with 

his rejection of their status as universal centers of knowledge production. Moreover, Bing 

underscored the very intimate and inescapable relationship between knowledge production and 

political power. Bing, a staunch British anti-colonial parliamentarian and an Oxford graduate, 

was acutely aware and highly critical of the ways knowledge and imperial power intersected in 

the UK and advocated a strong break from British academic conventions.     

In Bing’s rendition, the academic institutions that the British had built in their colonies 

functioned as colonial institutions, designed to perpetuate the colonial system. During the 

 
43 William B. Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 1964, 5; also appears in William B. 
Harvey, As I Was Saying... A Selection of Lectures and Informal Talks on Law and Universities and the 
Communities That Usually Tolerate and Sometimes Support Them, 1999, 258–342, 
https://issuu.com/rvaughan/docs/harveyfinal. 
44 Nkrumah, Flower of Learning, 1. 
45 Though the document does not state the author, it was clearly composed by Bing. For one thing, the document is 
placed in the archival file amidst other documents authored by Bing. Moreover, the distinctive insistence on Plato’s 
dominant influence on theories of British imperial rule and education, as well as underscoring David Balme’s 
training as classicist, are pronounced features of both documents, alongside other corresponding arguments 
regarding the need to adapt the university to the social and political needs of the developing state. As for the date of 
composition, references to the existing University College indicate that the document was written before November 
1961, most likely as a working paper for the university commission (December 1960-May 1961). Moreover, Bing’s 
projections regarding the number of university graduates are for the period 1961-1965, suggesting his estimations 
were based on enrolment figures for 1961. See “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University 
Reform,” n.d., RG 17/1/232, PRAAD; cf. Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 340–371. 
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twentieth century, Bing argued, supporters of the colonial project – well aware that, in the 

colonies, universities could transform into hubs of anti-colonial activity – developed a “certain 

pattern” for colonial universities that would buttress, rather than undermine, the colonial 

project.46  Universities in the colonies, he continued, were thus devised as institutions that 

cultivated a colonial elite. “The first object of colonialism,” he wrote, “was to separate the 

students from the bulk of the people. This was done in the first place physically by placing the 

Universities away from and outside the main centres of population and by making them purely 

residential.” The physical separation imposed on students by the system of full residence, as 

practices in Legon, was based on “a definite theory of education which existed in England in the 

19th century and imported to the colonies in the 20th century.” Bing was referring to Platonic 

influences on modern political thought in Europe, premised on a highly hierarchical political 

order, based on a “natural governing class which had duties towards the people which it 

governed but which was superior to and different from the ordinary type of mankind.” This 

social class was marked by different social habits, as well as different “literary and aesthetic 

interests.” (It was no accident, Bing remarked, that David Balme, the first principal of the 

UCGC, was a classicist.) Importantly, Bing later wrote in his memoir, this “classical philosophy 

of rule became linked with the actual recruitment of the Colonial and Home civil service.”47 The 

University College, Bing summarized his argument in the document, “exhibits all these 

characteristics,” and in order to transform the university into “a progressive force” it was 

necessary “to strike, root and branch, against the Platonist theories of education and everything 

which flows from them.”48   

Similarly, Bing rejected the notion that the uniform British educational standards – “a 

distinctive feature of British higher education,” as Ashby remarked, and a major theme in the 

public debate over the establishment of an independent University of Ghana – were tantamount 

to a universal bar.49 The University College’s affiliation with the University of London, as well 

as David Balme’s insistence on elitism and excellence, meant that the University College 

required the same high qualifications for entry to degree courses similar to those which British 

 
46 “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University Reform.” 
47 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 343. 
48 “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University Reform.” 
49 Ashby, African Universities, 36. 
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candidates had to fulfil to enter Oxford, Cambridge, or the University of London.50 In fact, as 

Ashby explains, entry-requirements were “more exacting” than those for universities in Scotland 

and Ireland, and “much more exacting” than the entry-requirements for universities in America, 

Canada, and Australia,” pushing some young Ghanaians to travel to American universities while 

there were still vacant places at the University College.51 High standards were not encouraged by 

British expatriate faculty members alone, but formed something of a “national craze,” to use 

Francis Agbodeka’s phrase.52 Ghanaians, Agbodeka explains, had insisted on high standards in 

education because they wanted to prove their “suitability for the highest ‘European’ posts so far 

denied them.”53 The insistence on high standards, in other words, had been an anti-racist 

practice, through which the Ghanaian elite resisted notions of racial inferiority.    

Bing, however, rejected the idea that British standards were tantamount to high standards, 

and believed they were contradictory to Ghana’s national interest. Standards, in Bing’s rendition, 

were contingent upon context; they were not an absolute category. “Entrance examinations,” 

Bing explained, “are effective in the United Kingdom because they are based on an old 

established system of school education and, by and large, the examination will reveal the student 

who is likely to be able to pass successfully the university course. This does not necessarily, 

however, apply in a developing country.”54 Bing offered an altogether different rationale for 

determining the university’s entrance requirements, dictated by what he perceived were the 

specific needs of Ghana. In contrast to the University College’s tradition of raising the British-

dictated bar, Bing thought in terms of the minimal bar that would ensure the production of a 

“sufficient” number of professionals. And “sufficient” was a criterion determined by the 

government’s urgent agenda of rapid economic development. In this line of critique, Bing 

exceeded Nkrumah’s own stated commitment at the inauguration of the University of Ghana in 

November 1961, “to maintain the high academic standard already set,” that is, by the University 

College.55 

 
50 Ashby, 30. 
51 Ashby, 31; see discussion in Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 49–55. 
52 Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 41. 
53 Agbodeka, 41; in 1955 the UCGC had in fact abandoned the concessional conditions for matriculation which the 
University of London established for colonial university colleges in 1951, and insisted on the full University of 
London admission standard. See Agbodeka, 49–55. 
54 “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University Reform.” 
55 Nkrumah, Flower of Learning, 6 (my italics). 
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State induced economic development was the principal prism through which Bing 

defined Ghana’s “needs.” In their recent article on legal education in Nkrumah’s Ghana, 

Harrington and Manji described Bing’s approach to postcolonial legal education as 

“instrumentalist.”56 Bing, they persuasively argue, “took a more instrumental and democratic 

[i.e. non-elitist] view” on the appropriate model for university education, “one rooted in the ethos 

of the natural sciences prevalent at mid-century.”57 Education, Bing wrote in his memoirs, 

“consists of passing on and augmenting the knowledge which enables man to conquer his 

environment. The student’s mind must be so trained that he will forever after question, in 

accordance with scientific principles, the world in which he lives. In short, education is the art of 

learning how to interrogate nature.”58 In the Ghanaian context, as Harrington and Ambreena 

explain, Bing’s instrumentalism was geared towards Ghana’s development ambitions.59 Since 

Ghana “requires a large number of technicians of various types,” Bing wrote, “what is taught by 

the university must be geared to the manpower needs of the country.”60  

And indeed, writing more emphatically elsewhere in the document, Bing wrote that “the 

lecturers, research students and professors should be chosen on the basis of being able to assist in 

state planning.” Thus, for example, the statistical department should, like the Institute of 

Statistics at Oxford, analyze “statistical data for social purposes”; and the department of 

economics should explore the “practical problems of African unity” (e.g. “how would [African 

states which belong to the French community] benefit if they joined an African monetary group 

not based upon the French franc?”). Even such fields of knowledge which were prioritized in 

Bing’s instrumentalist scheme had to undergo a reform in order to respond to the specific needs 

 
56 Harrington and Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers.’” 
57 Harrington and Manji, 20; Bing’s ideas on the prominence of natural sciences were widely debated at the time, see 
Snow’s influential 1959 Rede Lecture, in C. P. Snow, The Two Cultures and the Scientific Revolution (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1959); see also Matthew Francis, “Harold Wilson’s ‘White Heat of Technology’ 
Speech 50 Years On,” The Guardian, September 19, 2013, https://www.theguardian.com/science/political-
science/2013/sep/19/harold-wilson-white-heat-technology-speech; see also H. M. Basner’s endorsement of Wilson’s 
“White Heat of Technology” speech, which he argued was “almost identical” to Nkrumah’s speech at the opening of 
the national assembly in October 1963. The importance of Basner’s affirmation of Wilson’s speech is all the more 
important considering its textual context. It accompanied the Spark’s first article, in a series of five, entitled “Our 
Universities: Legon,” which offered a strong condemnation of the University of Ghana. Basner’s article thus 
conveyed the idea that Legon was anachronistically out of touch of international trends in comparison even to the 
UK’s academic system. H. M. Basner, “Socialism and Science,” The Spark, October 25, 1963. 
58 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 340. 
59 Harrington and Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers,’” 20. 
60 “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University Reform.” 



141 
 

of Ghana. Agriculture, for instance, was “largely taught and looked at from the fundamental 

agriculture principals developed in the temperate zones of the world and suited to the types of 

farming communities which are already established in these areas.” But in Ghana, agricultural 

studies had to consider alternative crops and domestic animals suitable to Ghana and other parts 

of Africa, as well as the local social organization of those farming communities likely to produce 

the best results. This emphasis on the need to accommodate Ghana’s specific development needs 

was contrasted with the existing “Oxbridge” ethos of the University College, geared towards the 

production of a colonial elite “marked out by having different social habits, by having different 

literary and aesthetic interests and by living apart [in fully residential universities, as was also the 

case in Legon].” Thus, continued Bing, the estimated output of graduates from UGC for 1961-

1965 included over one third of graduates in subjects “not directly related to the manpower needs 

of the country,” such as classics and divinity.61 

Bing’s vision of a university subjugated to the interests of the state was not limited to the 

sphere of development, which was widely assumed in postcolonial nationalist circles, and 

beyond, as indispensable for the well-being of the emerging postcolonial states. More than 

“instrumentalism,” Bing advocated a form of “statism,” in which the university staff, through 

their identification with the CPP agenda, would subject themselves to state authority in matters 

that transcended questions of development. “the basic philosophy of the University,” wrote Bing, 

must “be in accord with Government policy.”62 Bing argued that in a developing country, where 

teaching personal was scarce, it was “absolutely essential that the university provides education 

which is necessary in the public interest but which is unlikely to be provided from any other 

source.” His example was telling, even prescient, considering Nkrumah’s overthrow in 1966 by a 

military coup. In order, he argued, to prevent the “danger of an ultimate clash between the 

government and the army,” Bing deemed it necessary that army officers “understand and 

appreciate what the government is trying to do.” The UK had its Imperial Defence College to 

fulfil this purpose. But considering the ideological underpinnings of that institution, “merely to 

copy the techniques of the [Imperial Defence] College and to reproduce the lectures given there 

 
61 Of an expected 1,932 graduates from all institutions of higher education in Ghana during the period 1961-1965, 
621 were students of liberal arts and classics. See “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University 
Reform”; see also distribution of students by courses and years, and list of graduates in 1959, in Agbodeka, A 
History of the University of Ghana, appendix 11 (a) and appendix 11 (b). 
62 “Suggested Points for Consideration in Regard to University Reform.” 
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would not be what Ghana requires.” The future Ghanaian university, it followed, “must be so 

organized that it can provide not only people to give the lectures and training required but also it 

must be so closely associated with the government that the lectures and training are appropriate.” 

As the UCG transformed into the University of Ghana, one crucial factor had to be 

considered. How would the government impose its reformist agenda on an institution which, 

though formally independent as of November 1961, remained in so many respects – not least 

through its body of teachers and scholars – the same. How could the institutional inertia be 

mitigated? Nkrumah and Bing both agreed that the key to effective reform lay in the person who 

would assume the position of vice-chancellor. Someone attuned to the government’s needs, but 

at the same time secure the university’s professorial and administrative rank’s trust and 

cooperation. “This,” Bing wrote to Nkrumah, was a “matter on which one cannot afford to make 

a mistake.”63 Bing’s vision for the University of Ghana expressed his status as a British 

expatriate, who negotiated his intimate knowledge and strong criticism of British imperialism 

with Nkrumah’s desire to mobilize knowledge production in Ghana towards the CPP’s 

postcolonial political project. Bing fully endorsed Nkrumah’s perspective; at times, he even 

“surpassed” him in his desire for a total break from British academic conventions. Bing 

“provincialized” Britain by arguing against notions of universal standards. He endorsed the 

Nkrumaist agenda of planned economic development by advocating the localization of 

knowledge production and a structured attentiveness to statist needs. Bing, in a sense, articulated 

an alternative, Nkrumaist, “extra-metropolitan” role for the University of Ghana, one which 

offered an Africa-based system of knowledge production attuned to Africa’s “jet-propelled” 

development needs, as well as to postcolonial anxieties of neocolonial patterns of control by the 

former colonial powers. But, tactically speaking, as he and Nkrumah both agreed, what was 

needed in order to materialize Bing’s vision for a postcolonial university was the “right” vice-

chancellor. And Conor Cruise O’Brien seemed just the person.  

 

 

 
63 Bing to Nkrumah, “Method of Finding Out Whether a Vice-Chancellor for the University Would Be Obtainable in 
the United Kingdom,” April 12, 1961. 
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O’BRIEN’S TWO-PRONGED THESIS  

Conor Cruise O’Brien came to prominence after his posting in the Congo as a special 

representative to Dag Hammarskjöld, Secretary General of the United Nations. During his 

service in the Congo, O’Brien ordered an internationally controversial military intervention 

against the Katanga secessionists. His actions in the Congo nevertheless won him Nkrumah’s 

admiration.64 In early 1962, after he had been forced out of the UN Secretariat and resigned from 

the Irish foreign service as a result of his controversial service in the Congo, O’Brien received a 

telegram from Nkrumah inviting him to become the vice-chancellor of the University of 

Ghana.65 To reform Legon, wrote Nkrumah’s close advisor, South African political exile H. M. 

Basner, Nkrumah needed a vice-chancellor who was “more than a liberal and less than a 

doctrinaire Marxist; more than an administrator and less than a bureaucrat; more than a scholar 

and less than an academic paragon.”66 O’Brien had all the right credentials. He was a politically 

engaged scholar, writer, and administrator, who had jeopardized his career as a diplomat when 

he deployed the UN peacekeeping troops to block the secession of Katanga. Nkrumah’s Ghana 

offered O’Brien an opportunity to continue his anti-colonial efforts after his efforts in the Congo 

had reached a dead-end, on terms which he believed in, but through an alternative, academic 

medium. O’Brien would later tell the university’s academic board that Ghana “is recognized 

throughout the world […] as the symbol of a certain concept of African independence: a concept 

which challenges all aspects of external dominance on the African continent.”67 “I believe,” he 

added emphatically, “in independent Ghana, and in the Ghanaian idea of independence, and if I 

did not believe in them I should not be here.” O’Brien, then, was explicitly attracted to Ghana’s 

 
64 O’Brien provided his eye-witness account of the events in Katanga in his book To Katanga and Back: A UN Case 
History (London: Hutchinson, 1962); on Nkrumah’s support of and concern for O’Brien during the Congo 
imbroglio, see Conor Cruise O’Brien, Writers and Politics (New York: Vintage Books, 1967), 239–40; Donald 
Akenson, O’Brien’s biographer, discusses the importance of O’Brien’s conduct in the Congo to his appointment as 
vice-chancellor. Akenson, Conor, 216. 
65 Alex Kwapong, who served as pro-vice-chancellor during O’Brien’s term as vice-chancellor, believed Bing was 
the one who recommended O’Brien to Nkrumah, see Alexander Adum Kwapong, A Life in Education: A Memoir 
(Legon-Accra: Sub-Saharan Publishers for the University of Ghana, 2016), 138; Akenson, Conor, 519n7; This is 
further corroborated by a letter addressed from Bing to Nkrumah (dated April 12, 1961), which reveals Bing’s deep 
involvement and high-resolution suggestions in searching for a suitable vice-chancellor. See Bing to Nkrumah, 
“Method of Finding Out Whether a Vice-Chancellor for the University Would Be Obtainable in the United 
Kingdom,” April 12, 1961; Bing’s efforts in finding an appropriate vice-chancellor are also described in Bing, Reap 
the Whirlwind, 358. 
66 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/166-67; for Basner’s political activity in South Africa see Basner, Am I 
an African? The Political Memoirs of H M Basner. 
67 O’Brien, Writers and Politics, 241–42. 
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form of “extra-metropolitan” cosmopolitanism, and this initial motivation, I argue, is crucial for 

understanding the later developments of his term as the university’s vice-chancellor.    

Nkrumah had hoped that O’Brien’s proven anti-imperialist credentials would translate 

into far reaching reforms of the newly constituted University of Ghana. This logic of an extended 

anti-imperialism was explicitly applied by Basner, who initially supported O’Brien’s 

appointment. In his unpublished memoir, Basner wrote that “O’Brien had conceptions of 

imperialism which may or may not have agreed with Nkrumah’s. But he knew that it wasn’t a 

paper tiger or a purring kitten or a masonic lodge.”68 It was this tangible conception of 

imperialism, argued Basner, that should have left no room for mistake – and indeed, should have 

generated agreement – over Nkrumah’s expectations. “No man of goodwill,” he wrote, “could 

have taken on this post without a resolve to do away with the high-tables, the colonial recruiting 

system, the sterile anti-scientific humanism and the reactionary social-science faculties which 

formed the basis of Nkrumah’s complaints against Legon.”69 O’Brien was perceived as the right 

person for the job, one who agreed with the principled heuristic of the decolonization of 

knowledge, and who at the same time enjoyed the reputation of an internationally recognized 

intellectual, committed to high academic standards.    

There was, however, another consideration. When Nkrumah consulted Thomas Hodgkin 

on possible candidates for the position of vice-chancellor, Hodgkin had pressed for a Ghanaian 

vice-chancellor.70 Though he would eventually come to think highly of O’Brien and his 

contribution to the university, Hodgkin’s initial take on the matter raises an important question. 

Considering that the “Africanization” of the faculty was an explicit goal of the CPP’s policy 

regarding the university (as it had been regarding the civil service), which would later – at least 

formally – trigger the clash between Nkrumah and O’Brien, why did Nkrumah proactively avoid 

the appointment of a Ghanaian for the post? Ghanaians, it seems, were not even considered for 

the position. When, in April 1961, Bing sent Nkrumah a document elaborating the methods he 

proposed to find potential vice-chancellors, the UK was assumed as the primary reservoir for 

appropriate candidates. Based on the opening words of his letter (“As promised […]”), Bing’s 

focus on the UK as the main locus for search efforts had clearly been discussed with and agreed 

 
68 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/167. 
69 Basner, BASN/2/168. 
70 Michael Wolfers, Thomas Hodgkin: Wandering Scholar (London: Merlin Press, 2007), 149. 
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upon by Nkrumah.71 Historian Robert July explained that Nkrumah opted for a non-Ghanaian 

because “he wanted international acceptance along with change and feared a Ghanaian academic 

who might come to share the strong distaste that most of the Legon faculty and student body held 

towards Nkrumah’s own political beliefs and objectives.”72 Nkrumah had hoped that O’Brien, 

like Bing or Basner – an expatriate unconditioned by local social, political, and institutional 

patterns – would share Nkrumah’s vision for the university and use his prestige and caliber to 

reform the university “from the inside,” unimpeded by the established prejudices at Legon.73 

This, as Thomas Hodgkin observed, was typical of Nkrumah’s disposition as a ruler. Nkrumah 

would place in key positions individuals whose loyalty he could count upon, and who 

sympathized with his ideas and objectives. “So long as the appointee was approved, enjoyed the 

confidence of party and president,” wrote Hodgkin, “he was given a remarkably free hand, 

permitted to go ahead and do his job in his own way.”74 However, as would eventually unfold in 

O’Brien’s case, “once [the appointee] lost the confidence he was liable to be removed […] or 

subjected to intermittent pressures and attacks from party and press.”75 O’Brien’s status as an 

expatriate, unaffected by local socio-political patterns of power, was, then, a crucial 

consideration in his appointment. 

O’Brien hesitated at first. “I knew,” he later wrote, “that relations between state and 

University had been strained and I had no wish either to appear as one imposed by a state on an 

unwilling university or to be caught in a similar though less tangible cross-fire to that which I 

had encountered in Katanga.”76 But after visiting Ghana in February 1962 and meeting the 

president and members of the university faculty, who were all in favor of his appointment as 

vice-chancellor, O’Brien decided to accept the position. His first address to the academic board, 

on October 1962, reveals how O’Brien perceived the challenges ahead of him. In his address, 

O’Brien outlined two interrelated questions concerning the university, which he considered were 

vital for the University of Ghana. “These questions,” he elaborated, “concern the role of the 

university in a newly independent country, and the nature and conditions of academic 
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freedom.”77 By focusing on these two themes O’Brien diplomatically aligned himself with and 

addressed the predominant concerns of both the university teaching body and the CPP. He put 

forward a two-pronged thesis, creating a symbiosis between “academic freedom” and the 

“national interest.” 

 O’Brien began his discussion by clarifying that, like Nkrumah, he perceived 

independence as a momentous and far-reaching event that required adaptation. He opposed the 

thesis “that the role of the university is everywhere and always the same.”78 And in similar 

manner to Bing, O’Brien undermined the notion of a universally-valid and culture-free 

conception of the university. Universities, O’Brien argued, everywhere and always, adapted 

themselves differently to changing historical circumstances. Since Ghana’s transformation from 

the status of colony to an independent country was “a very great change, even a revolutionary 

one,” O’Brien argued that it was only logical that the university had to adapt itself to these vital 

changes in its environment. The University College, O’Brien argued, had been “slow to adapt 

itself” to the abrupt change in its environment, which in turn gave rise to frictions and mutual 

mistrust. Now it was of paramount importance that the university “should develop a relationship 

with its environment.” When O’Brien spoke about the “environment,” he clarified that he meant 

the specific variant of Ghanaian independence, which refused to satisfy itself with “the name of 

independence.” It was a concept of African independence which “challenges all aspects of 

external dominance on the African continent,” and it was a concept of independence which he 

himself believed in. 

 In December 1962, soon after his address to the academic board, O’Brien had a chance to 

elaborate a theoretical aspect of the sort of intellectual engagement with Ghanaian pan-African 

nationalism which he envisioned. At a conference on the Encyclopaedia Africana, which 

followed the now forgotten but momentous International Congress of Africanists, O’Brien 

delivered a lecture which he tellingly entitled “The Interpretation of History in an African 

Context.”79 In his lecture, O’Brien took issue with the thesis – and here he quoted a conference 
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participant – that “a scientific history of Africa […] can be written only in the same way as the 

history of Europe or Asia has been written; by the complex method that employs all the available 

sources […] paying no preference to any particular group of sources, but combing them with the 

sole purpose to discover the truth.” O’Brien rejected this positivist view of historiography – he 

labeled it “the electronic computer view of historiography” – as inadequate and misleading, 

because, he argued, it ignored the problem of interpretation. O’Brien’s alternative argument was 

that,  

a western historian – or, indeed, an eastern one – and an African one will necessarily 
write history differently. They will do so because their present interests, which crystalise 
in the structure of the past as they describe it, are different. They will ask different 
questions. They will have different unconscious assumptions. They will draw, in Weber’s 
language, different vectors into the past.80  

O’Brien envisioned a distinctively African school of historiography, “not distinctive in its 

techniques or standards of scholarship, which must be common to all historians,” he clarified, 

“but distinctive by reason of its questions, its assumptions and its interests.” 

 O’Brien’s strong case for the intrinsic value in propagating African-produced knowledge 

had initially impressed Nkrumah’s close circle. The CPP-controlled newspaper, the Ghanaian 

Times, printed O’Brien’s lecture in full. Basner, Nkrumah’s éminence grise, wrote in his 

memoirs that he “had been impressed by [O’Brien’s] readiness to concede, and his professed 

desire to remedy, the complete falsity of the knowledge and textbooks of African history 

available through Western scholarship.”81 O’Brien’s proclamations were followed by deeds. He 

fully supported and further enhanced the activities of the Institute of African Studies, which was 

established as a direct result of Nkrumah’s initiative and sponsorship, and managed to strengthen 

the ties between the university and the institute, which was a semi-autonomous unit within the 

university.82 A sign of this increased cooperation, and of his commitment to building a university 

engaged with Ghana’s national project, was O’Brien’s suggestion, for which he received 

 
80 O’Brien, “Africa’s History Will Be Written Anew by Africans.” 
81 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/169. 
82 O’Brien managed obtain Nkrumah’s approval to form a committee that would serve as a link between the UG and 
the semi-autonomous IAS. Nkrumah’s willingness to bring the IAS into closer cooperation with the university was a 
sign of Nkrumah’s initial confidence in O’Brien. The committee initially consisted of Michael Dei-Anang, Geoffrey 
Bing, Nana Kobina Nketsia, Willie E. Abraham, O’Brien, and Hodgkin. See correspondence on the matter, Conor 
Cruise O’Brien to Thomas Hodgkin, February 11, 1963, Institute of African Studies (hereafter cited as IAS)/3/1/24 
(formerly IAS/CONF.1), J.H. Kwabena Nketia Archive, University of Ghana. 



148 
 

Nkrumah’s approval, to have the IAS develop a course for the university on the Institutions in 

Ghana. In the course, O’Brien explained, “lectures could be given on such subjects as Ghana’s 

African policy, Ghana’s economic policy, the Volta River Authority, and so on.”83 Thomas 

Hodgkin, director of the IAS, expressed his enthusiastic support for O’Brien’s initiative and 

suggested that a similar course, though on a more modest scale, be arranged for M.A. students. 

This, Hodgkin wrote to O’Brien, “would be one way of bringing those concerned with policy-

making in Ghana into closer association with the Institute.”84 Another example of O’Brien’s 

commitment to an Africa-centered academic agenda, was his initiative, backed by the president, 

to establish an intra-African student exchange program.85 Moreover, O’Brien actively supported 

the IAS’s plans to develop a textbook on the history of Africa for use in secondary schools and 

institutions of higher education, a project which Nkrumah followed closely, and to which he 

offered material support and advice.86 And when it was “suggested” to O’Brien (one can only 

speculate, but a government official is a highly plausible source for this suggestion) that there 

was “a need to try to get the minds of the students turned to thinking about the nature of the 

educational process,” O’Brien concurred that there was “a real need for this” and suggested a 

series of lectures which would present to the students “a number of views on the nature of a 

university and the role of Faculty and students in it.”87 O’Brien’s first year in office was largely 

marked by cooperation between the university and the government, and by mutual respect 

between O’Brien, the vice-chancellor, and Nkrumah, the chancellor. 

 In the same first address to the academic board, O’Brien made sure he was on equal 

footing with the University’s professorial rank. After raising the issue of adaptability to the 

postcolonial phase, he spoke to the fundamental importance, as well as “the nature and 

conditions,” of academic freedom. In this O’Brien diverged from Bing, who deliberately avoided 

the question of academic freedom in the document he prepared for the president, a theme to 
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which I return later in the chapter. Tellingly, considering what had been the University College’s 

entrenched tradition of Cambridge-inspired institutional autonomy, O’Brien defined academic 

freedom narrowly, as the lecturer or researcher’s freedom to pursue his activities without being 

“subject to some kind of extra-academic surveillance and interference.”88 Academic freedom, in 

other words, was limited to freedom of inquiry and expression, and, he clarified, “if academic 

freedom in that sense were ever to be assailed here, it should be my duty as Vice-Chancellor to 

defend it by all means in my power, and I should do so.”89 But O’Brien, well aware of the former 

intrigues between Nkrumah and the University College, clarified what he would not accept as 

infringements on what he perceived as the core tenets of academic freedom. There were those, 

for example, who argued that the university had the right, or even duty, to ignore the state’s 

views on admission quotas, or its prioritization of certain “categories of graduates,” based on the 

government’s assessment of the country’s needs.90 This O’Brien did not subscribe to. And if the 

university had any reservations, the way to go about it was not “by brandishing the flag of 

academic freedom.” Nor was O’Brien in favor of granting the academic staff a privileged status. 

He rejected the medieval concept of benefit of clergy, which asserted that “academic people, we 

as clerks, enjoy, or should enjoy, a privileged position in relation to the general laws of the land,” 

as a tenet of academic freedom. 

 O’Brien looked for opportunities to establish and secure conventions of academic 

freedom in Ghana. On 24 February 1963, O’Brien found the right occasion. Shrewdly, in what 

Akenson, his biographer, described as a tactical move “of genuine brilliance,”91 he influenced 

Nkrumah to publicly endorse a policy of “scrupulous respect for academic freedom.”92 O’Brien, 
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who had already done some ghost-writing for Nkrumah on matters of foreign policy, was asked 

by the president to prepare a speech for him for an upcoming university dinner for new 

graduates.93 O’Brien seized the opportunity and put together a draft that was, in his own words, 

“long on academic freedom and university autonomy.”94 According to O’Brien, Nkrumah 

“hacked the draft around a bit, but used a surprising amount of it – probably because he wanted 

to make a favorable impression on the graduates.”95  

Akenson’s attempt to portray a gullible Nkrumah who fell for O’Brien’s trap is 

misleading. First, it anachronistically presupposes that Nkrumah ought to have abstained from 

such proclamations, considering his future, unforeseen actions. That is, it assumes that Nkrumah 

was disingenuous when he reiterated O’Brien’s affirmations of academic freedom. But it also 

fails to see the very limits of O’Brien’s entangling of academic freedom with “the role of a 

university in a developing country such as Ghana.”96 What exactly Nkrumah chose to “hack 

around” we do not know, but the final text reiterates O’Brien’s dual commitment, which served 

Nkrumah’s agenda as much as it served O’Brien’s. If O’Brien was “long on” the issue of 

academic freedom, he (or perhaps it was Nkrumah’s tweaking) was as long on that other 

interwoven theme of social and national obligations. It is true, as O’Brien would repeatedly 

reiterate, that Nkrumah publicly confirmed that “Teachers must be free to teach their subjects 

without any other concern than to convey to their students the truth as faithfully as they know it. 

Scholars must be free to pursue the truth and to publish the results of their researches without 

fear, for true scholarship fears nothing.” But crucially, Nkrumah did so after defining the 

university’s role in Ghana as the “focus of national life, reflecting the social, economic, cultural 

and political aspirations of the people.” The university, he said, using a rhetoric of 

modernization, “must kindle national interests in the youth and uplift our citizens and free them 

from ignorance, superstition and may I add, indolence.” And, perhaps as a matter of observation, 

but this may have been an implicit threat, he added that “without the sustenance which [the 

university] receives from society, it will seize to exist.” Nkrumah also reminded his listeners, in 
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what retrospectively reads as ominous, that academic freedom “can be perverted and even 

abused,” and could even “become a dangerous cloak for activities outside the academic interests 

and preoccupations of the community or of the university.”  

Nkrumah, I argue, saw the benefits that O’Brien’s two-pronged approach could offer him. 

He could thus endorse academic freedom while defining the very raison d’être of the university 

in terms of its attentiveness to “the community.”97 Nkrumah saw no discrepancy between 

academic freedom and his commitment to the future deportations of six members of the 

academic staff (who were deported on what were ostensibly security grounds). After the 

expulsion from Ghana of William Burnett Harvey, the American dean of the Faculty of Law at 

the University of Ghana, Harvey wrote to Erica Powell, Nkrumah’s (British) personal secretary, 

asking for a copy of Nkrumah’s address on academic freedom and his consent to quote from it.98 

Harvey hoped to include the address or portions of it in a report he was preparing on his 

experience in Ghana as dean of the faculty. Powell responded with Nkrumah’s directives: the 

president had no objection, as long as Harvey intended to print the entire speech, otherwise he 

wished to know which parts of the speech Harvey was intending to print.99 When Harvey 

explained he was interested in the paragraphs which set out a strong defense of academic 

freedom, as well as those paragraphs in which the president suggested “certain qualifications,” 

Nkrumah gave his consent.100 Harvey nonetheless decided that appending the entire speech 

“would be the wisest course.”101  

O’Brien status as an expatriate provided him with an advantage, which came at a risk. As 

a politically motivated expatriate, he won Nkrumah’s initial trust, a component lacking from 

former patterns of government/university relations in postcolonial Ghana. This trust derived from 

O’Brien’s conduct in the Congo, but also from his status as an expatriate, unattached to local 

socio-political patterns of power. But there was always the risk that – should he fall from favor 

with Nkrumah – O’Brien’s status as an expatriate would be leveraged to argue that he 

 
97 What should be underscored in this respect is that even Ashby, who was highly critical of Nkrumah’s 
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represented foreign interests that undermined the objectives of Africanization. O’Brien 

immediately sensed the inbuilt tension between the universality of academic freedom and the 

particularity of Ghana’s postcolonial needs, and the negotiation between these two values may be 

said to have served as the overarching theme of his term as vice chancellor. Back in October 

1962, however, an optimistic O’Brien concluded his address to the academic board by saying 

that “these doubtful regions of academic and national interest are not at all likely to become 

centres of active controversy.”102 Only that they did become the locus of active controversy, and 

once O’Brien’s (and Nkrumah’s) hoped-for “acknowledged harmony of interest” disintegrated, 

both sides would leverage this broadly defined symbiosis between the spheres of academic 

freedom and national interest. 

 

AFRICANIZATION AND THE EXPATRIATE CONDITION 

The expatriate condition in Legon was appraised in the public terrain of ideas and bureaucracy 

through a vocabulary of Africanization, and triggered a wide array of responses from expatriate 

academics. The heuristic of “Africanization” carried two meanings, which some of its 

proponents entangled together and considered inseparable; one referred to the ethnic or 

geographical identity of the producer of knowledge, the other to the type, content, or 

“orientation” of the knowledge produced. O’Brien, as discussed, interconnected the two, by 

arguing that the African scholar’s “feelings as an African” were what differentiated him from his 

European counterpart, and were what made it possible for him to produce new Africa-centered 

interpretations, which constituted a unique body of knowledge.103 While the IAS was established 

to become the chief locus for the production of Africa-centered knowledge, the term 

“Africanization” became identified with a policy of replacing the predominantly expatriate 

faculty with Africans/Ghanaians. This meaning had already become established during the 

period of shared government (1951-1957), when Africanization, “a gradual policy of replacing 

the expatriate public service with Africans,” was a major tenet of Nkrumah’s political agenda.104 

Graduality was thus a key component of the policy of Africanization, and it was this aspect that 
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often rationalized the dependence on expatriates. O’Brien, for instance, contended that even the 

production of African knowledge could not realistically be expected to happen automatically or 

immediately, since it required “an act of consciousness.”105 The notion of graduality was often 

tied to another imperative, to maintain standards, which attracted, as I will explain, its own share 

of criticism. Furthermore, the question of tenure also complicated the highly ambivalent position 

of the expatriate body at the University of Ghana, who were actively and explicitly sought after, 

and widely perceived as irreplaceable for a vaguely defined interim period, yet were formally 

regarded as temporary appointments. 

 An “Africanization policy” was already considered in the report issued by the 

international Commission on University Education in preparation for the establishment of the 

University of Ghana. The report stated that “the proportion of Ghanaians on the staffs of the two 

Universities [i.e. the future University of Ghana and the Kwame Nkrumah University of Science 

and Technology (KNUST)] should be increased as rapidly as is compatible with maintaining the 

quality of teaching and research.”106 The commission’s assumption was that Africanization 

would be a gradual process, contingent upon the maintenance of academic standards, that “for 

some years to come the two universities will continue to need the services of expatriate staff,” 

and consequently suggested a number of measures to safeguard the status of existing expatriate 

members of university staffs.107 This opinion was adopted by the government’s White Paper on 

the commission’s report regarding the development of African studies, which Nkrumah quoted 

during the inauguration of the university. “It is a matter of necessity,” Nkrumah quoted aloud, 

“that the building up of the institute will have to depend to a great extent upon scholars from 

overseas.”108 Nkrumah adopted what Basner would later call a “reformist pace.”109 He described 

the transition from the University College into the fully-independent University of Ghana as a 

“slow and deliberate” process, and this was equally true for his notion of Africanization.110 

Deeds followed words. Nkrumah directly appointed several expatriates to key academic 
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positions: Thomas Hodgkin was appointed director of the IAS; and O’Brien, as discussed 

previously, was appointed vice-chancellor of the university.111  

 Importantly, not all members of the Commission on University Education agreed that 

Africanization ought to be gradual. A dissenting opinion was expressed by N. S. 

Torocheshnikov, a member of the commission from the Mendeleev Institute in Moscow, who 

dissociated himself from the clause on “expatriate staff.” Torocheshnikov criticized the emphasis 

put in the report on “the very special part played by foreign specialists at Ghanaian universities,” 

and argued that an expatriate “monopoly of the top teaching positions will be fixed for the future 

and the process of Africanisation of teaching staff and the development of higher education in 

Ghana will be retarded.”112 This contradicted what he considered to be the commission’s primary 

mandate: the growth and development of higher education in Ghana, including the 

Africanization of the university’s teaching staff, “at the fastest possible rate.”113 Torocheshnikov 

expressed his concern that a gradualist approach to “Africanization” would perpetuate what was 

intended as transitional; that the university would become an arena for foreign domination – and 

he was well aware that the teaching staff at the University College was dominated by British 

expatriates.  

 Writing in retrospect, Basner criticized the policy of Africanizing the university staff, 

coupled as it was with the imperative to maintain conventional high standards. Basner believed 

that Nkrumah’s commitment to British standards stifled the university’s intellectual stimulus and 

originality and played into the hands of the university’s anti-Nkrumaist “establishment.” “There 

were lots more scholars like [esteemed Africanist and director of the IAS] Thomas Hodgkin in 

the world,” he wrote, “and many Ghanaian students whose mind would ripen under their 

intellectual stimulus. But not many would rank as dons, and most would more likely be classified 

as undesirable by the selection board in London and the appointments board at Legon.”114 The 
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policy of Africanization, in sum, promoted intellectual mediocracy, and paradoxically 

strengthened the “establishment’s” grip on the University.  “Nkrumah and the CPP,” wrote 

Basner, 

were compelled by ‘Africanisation’ to install mediocre and colonially-educated African 

intellectuals in key positions where their inadequacy, more than their political 

convictions, would hamper the growth of bold and independent thought. They were 

compelled, by a desire to maintain high standards, to import second-rate scholars with 

conventional qualifications, who failed to maintain Western standards and could not 

strike to seek out high African ones.115 

Underpinning Basner’s argument was a rejection of the racial or nationalist undertones which 

Basner identified in the policy of Africanization. According to Basner, Africanization 

jeopardized the work of “progressive expatriates” at the university, because if the latter 

attempted to use their powers to “dismiss or discipline inefficient, corrupt or rebellious members 

of the Ghanaian [academic] Establishment” they faced the risk of being criticized through 

“powerful racial and nationalistic public appeals.”116 For Basner, a South African exile who had 

been a prominent activist against white supremacy in South Africa during the 1930s and 1940s, 

and served as a “Native Representative” in the South African senate between 1942-1948, race 

untypically served as a factor in his consideration of the policy of Africanization.117 Tacitly 

informed by his South African legacies, it was far more urgent for Basner, anxious as he was at 

the prospect of race becoming a dominant factor in Ghana’s public life, to locate and draw to the 

university those scholars and teachers who would transform the university into a leading 

“progressive” intellectual center, irrespective of their ethnic and geographical origins, than it was 

to guarantee a predominantly Ghanaian staff. In this Basner seems to have been in agreement 

with Geoffrey Bing, who conspicuously avoided evoking “Africanization” as an end (or means 

for that matter) in his proposed reform, nor subsequently in his memoirs.118 
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William Burnett Harvey, the American dean of the Faculty of Law at the University of 

Ghana, supported a policy of Ghanaianization. Harvey prioritized the recruitment of Ghanaians 

for what – and this he made sure to underscore – were practical, administrative reasons. Though 

usually applied on equal terms as synonyms, Harvey’s use of “Ghanaianization” in place of 

“Africanization” was a deliberate decision. He reached the conclusion that the development of 

the faculty of law depended on the existence of a long-term staff. “It will rarely be possible,” he 

wrote in a letter to O’Brien in November 1962,  

to enlist the aid of expatriates on anything but a short-term basis. Therefore, […] 

emphasis should be placed on the recruitment of qualified Ghanaians. I would re-

emphasize, however, that the essential factor is long-term service. As qualified persons 

offering that assurance become available I will recommend their appointment without 

regard to ethnic or national criteria.119  

Jayanth K. Krishnan explains that Harvey’s motivation also stemmed from the need to establish 

legitimacy among the students, the local Ghanaian public, and the international community, 

since “he adamantly did not want even the appearance that he was leading a new group of 

foreigners to impart legal wisdom from abroad.”120 Harvey’s insistence on rejecting ethnicity and 

nationality as criteria for employment flowed from his principled division between knowledge 

and faith, or the objective and value-laden domains, a theme I will examine in length later in the 

chapter. But in stark contrast to Nkrumah’s understanding of Africanization as an end in itself, 

Harvey would only accept it as a means. 

While the terms “Africanization” and “Ghanaianization” were used interchangeably in 

many instances, this – as Harvey’s distinction above illustrates – was not always the case. By 

bureaucratizing “Africanization” and rendering it official policy, the university prioritized the 

employment of Ghanaian citizens, rather than attempting to define a wider category of 

“Africans.” When African American entertainer and aspiring writer Maya Angelou Make, to 

whom I return below, was employed as an administrative assistant in the School of Music and 

 
others. Interestingly, Nkrumah, as suggested by Gaines, and by Basner himself, took Basner’s side. See discussion 
in Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, 198–99; Basner, “Ghana Part 2,” 18–21. 
119 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 13–14. 
120 Jayanth K. Krishnan, “Academic SAILERS: The Ford Foundation and the Efforts to Shape Legal Education in 
Africa, 1957-1977,” American Journal of Legal History 52, no. 3 (July 2012): 302, 
https://doi.org/10.1093/ajlh/52.3.261. 
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Drama at the University of Ghana, it was made clear to her, in accordance with the university’s 

policy of Africanization, that this was a temporary position. This much was underscored by her 

employer, the pioneering African ethnomusicologist J. H. Nketia, in a letter he wrote to the 

Registrar’s office.121 Though Nkrumah had expressed, on a number of occasions, Ghana’s 

historical and concurrent links to members of the African diaspora – and a large community of 

African Americans drawn to Nkrumah’s Ghana resided in Accra, some of whom belonged to 

Nkrumah’s close circle of advisors – this did not carry bureaucratic significance, in terms of the 

university’s policy of “Africanization.” Angelou’s identity as an African American was 

subsumed by her formal status as a non-Ghanaian expatriate, and was thus ignored in Nketia’s 

letter to the Registrar’s office. His letter provided the Registrar’s office with assurances that it 

was Nketia’s intention “to employ Mrs. Maya Angelou Make as a temporary Administrative 

Assistant,” and that the post would “subsequently be filled […] by a competent Ghanaian with 

some knowledge and real interest in the theatre arts.” The university’s policy of “Africanization” 

thus assumed the narrow confines of the Ghanaian nation-state and citizenship which excluded 

also Angelou, whose black and African identities had drawn her to take an active role in 

Nkrumah’s postcolonial experiment in Ghana. 

Though Harvey had a hard time securing the long-term employment of his expatriate 

staff, there were those rare cases in which expatriate scholars expressed their hope for a long-

term stay in Ghana. In such cases, the policy of Africanization could be a source of personal and 

professional insecurity. When the Interim Council of the University of Ghana, appointed by the 

government to prepare the establishment of the new university, sent the new terms and 

conditions of appointment to its expatriate staff members, it underscored that the contract was 

subject to termination, following a twelve month notice, “in the interests of Ghanaianisation.” 

Peter Shinnie, one of the founders of African archeology, who taught at the University College, 

was distressed by the professional implications this clause carried. Shinnie expressed his desire 

to continue to work in Ghana “because (a) there is a great deal of interesting work to do and I 

should like to see my long term plans brought to fruition, and (b) I like the country.”122 But 

Shinnie underscored that for the kind of archeological work he was engaged in, long term 

planning was needed, “and the hand to mouth character which a 12 months notice clause will 

 
121 J. H. Nketia to E. O. Dodoo, October 11, 1963, UG1/1/M43. 
122 Peter Shinnie to David Carmichael, July 12, 1961, UG1/1/S18. 
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impose can only be detrimental to archaeological work.”123 “I suggest,” Shinnie continued, “that 

more good can be done for the archaeology of Ghana and Africa by giving those working in it 

the peace of mind which only permanent and fixed term appointments can provide.”124 David 

Carmichael, secretary of the interim council, tried to reassure Shinnie. “I would point out,” he 

wrote, “that [a one year’s notice] will be given only in the interests of Africanisation. It should 

be comparatively easy to estimate the prospects of finding a Ghanaian qualified to take over your 

pose, at least for some years to come.”125 Similarly, some years later, in January 1966, when Ann 

and Robert Seidman expressed their desire to take up regular university positions, the university 

registrar clarified that “the policy of Africanisation may not offer them life appointments 

here.”126 

Africanization was a defining concept through which the university devised its 

postcolonial program and with which Ghanaians and expatriates alike made sense of a continued 

expatriate presence at the University of Ghana. Expatriates negotiated their presence in Ghana 

through the dense vocabulary of Africanization, which clustered together issues pertaining to 

academic appointments, tenure, standard, ethnicity, race, and knowledge. The perception of 

Africanization as a gradual process, however, did not only legitimize a continued role for 

expatriates in Ghana’s academic life. It also provided a potential platform for governmental 

intervention. Much relied on the relationship and trust between the university’s leadership and its 

chancellor. During the latter part of 1963, the “honeymoon period” (as O’Brien called it) 

between the vice-chancellor and chancellor showed its first signs of slackening, and 

Africanization became the site of intense controversy.  

 

 
123 Shinnie to Carmichael. 
124 Shinnie to Carmichael. 
125 David Carmichael to Peter Shinnie, August 8, 1961, UG1/1/S18. 
126 E. A. K. Edzii to William E. Abraham, January 31, 1966, UG1/1/S35. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

The State Versus the University Elite (1963-1964)  
Defining the Terms of Incommensurability   
 

The time has come for the gown to come to town 

– Kwame Nkrumah, “opening of the Institute of African Studies,” 1963 

 

 

Relations between the CPP and the University of Ghana deteriorated during the latter part of 

1963, and should be evaluated against the backdrop of the “post-Kulungugu” political climate. 

Nkrumah’s personal and political sensitivities underwent significant changes as a result of an 

assassination attempt on his life in August 1962, as he made a short visit to the far-northern town 

of Kulungugu. The assassination attempt was followed by several bombings in Accra and its 

vicinity during the following months – four bombings by the beginning of 1963 – which left 

some thirty dead and hundreds wounded. A second assassination attempt, within a period of 

eighteen months, took place during early January 1964 – “the range was close, the marksmanship 

poor; and Nkrumah was unhurt,” as Dennis Austin summed it up – and proved decisive in terms 

of the escalating relationship between state and university.1 Shortly after the assassination 

attempt in Kulungugu in 1962, a number of high-ranking CPP politicians – including Tawia 

Adamafio, the Minister of Information and Broadcasting; Ako Adjei, Minister for Foreign 

Affairs; and the General Secretary of the CPP, H. H. Cofie-Crabbe – were arrested and detained 

under the Preventive Detention Act.2 On December 1963, a Special Court, which comprised of 

three members of the Supreme Court, including Chief Justice Sir Arku Korsah, acquitted 

Adamafio, Adjei, and Cofie-Crabbe. The following day, Nkrumah, in a highly controversial 

 
1 Austin, Politics in Ghana, 413. 
2 For more on Adamafio, see his memoir, Tawia Adamafio, By Nkrumah’s Side: The Labour and the Wounds 
(Accra: Westcoast Publishing House, 1982). 
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(though constitutional) act, dismissed Korsah from his post as Chief Justice of Ghana.3 O’Brien, 

who was abroad at the time of this development, issued a statement to the press criticizing 

Nkrumah’s decision to remove Korsah.4 The students at the University of Ghana, through their 

student organization, also passed a resolution condemning the dismissal and asking for his 

reinstatement. When O’Brien returned to Ghana in late December 1963, Nkrumah refused to 

meet him, and upheld his refusal during the next few critical weeks during which the university 

was forced to shut down for a designated period and deportation orders were handed to six of its 

expatriate teachers.5 

But relations had already began to deteriorate shortly before the Korsah affair and its 

aftermath, when in late October 1963, during a public speech at Legon, Nkrumah publicly 

declared his intentions to “Africanize” the teaching staff at the Faculty of Law. His specific 

reference to the Faculty of Law, in which expatriates composed half of the teaching staff (though 

the ratio of Ghanaians on the faculty staff was high compared to the university in general) 

alarmed the university’s leadership, who feared an unprecedented intervention in the university’s 

appointments procedure. Importantly, two of those deported in early February 1964 were 

prominent members of the Faculty of Law teaching staff, though it was subversion, not 

Africanization, that was officially implicated as the reason. For a while, it seemed Nkrumah’s 

public statement could be contained, but O’Brien’s open criticism and a series of developments 

in Ghana in late 1963 to early 1964, increased tensions between the government and the 

university. 

 
3 Austin, Politics in Ghana, 412–13; Korsah’s dismissal was criticized by some of Nkrumah’s staunch supporters. 
See, for example, Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/131; James, Nkrumah and the Ghana Revolution, 181–
88. 
4 Harvey, though he fully agreed with the ideas expressed by O’Brien, believed this to be “an error of judgment for 
[O’Brien] to speak out on this occasion and particularly to speak out as an officer of the University. I could see no 
practical gains that might be achieved by such action, while the risks to the University from his comments on a 
matter not directly within the University’s sphere of competence seemed to me full of danger for the institution.” 
Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 65; O’Brien explained his decision to publicly  criticize 
Korsah’s removal in a statement he made to the university’s executive committee on January 10, 1964. “I came to 
the conclusion,” he wrote, “that I could not meet an enquiry on the subject with a simple ‘no comment.’ My reasons 
for reaching this conclusion were many, but they may all be exemplified by the facts that this University contains a 
Faculty of Law in which we attempt to instill certain principles into our students, and that the action taken in the 
case of Sir Arku Korsah to cast doubt on the relevance of these principles.” “Statement by the Vice Chancellor at a 
Meeting of the Executive Committee on Friday, 10th January, 1964,” January 10, 1964, UG1/1/O13. 
5 Akenson, Conor, 243–44. O’Brien met Nkrumah once during this period, on 24 January, to plead the cases of two 
lecturers who had been arrested at Legon during the imposed recess. Nkrumah then refused to meet O’Brien again to 
discuss the deportation orders handed to six expatriate lecturers during the following week. 
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One drama followed another in early 1964, in what Dennis Austin, writing in June of that 

year, called “an excited state of affairs.”6 Late in December 1963, shortly after his removal of the 

Chief Justice, Nkrumah announced a constitutional referendum to formally make Ghana a one-

party state, as well as to grant the president the authority to dismiss judges of the Supreme Court 

“at any time for reasons which appear to him sufficient.”7 The constitutional referendum, which 

took place in late January 1964, resulted in an overwhelming “yes” vote in favor of the 

constitutional changes. Widespread malpractices were reported, leading to a result that amounted 

to an “absurdity,” as Austin suggests, and as the official numbers themselves demonstrate.8 The 

assassination attempt on January 2, 1964, resulted in Nkrumah’s “increasing suspicion and 

mistrust.”9 Then, on January 17, in the first week of Lent term, the government suddenly 

announced a seventeen-day recess at all university-level institutions in Ghana.10 The official 

reason given was to permit students to return to their homes to vote in the constitutional 

referendum scheduled for the end of January, but soon after the announcement a squad of the 

security police arrived at the university to arrest two members of university staff. Events reached 

a climax when in late January 1964 and early February, six expatriate university lecturers 

received deportation orders. On February 8, the day that the deportation orders took effect, 

O’Brien, concerned “there was some danger of matters getting out of hand,” addressed the 

student body at the university and convinced them “to exert rigid self-control” and refrain from 

carrying out their planned mass demonstration, in order to maintain the university’s “existing 

character” and “academic freedom.”11 Soon after his address, a CPP-orchestrated mass 

demonstration took place at Legon.  

The Cold War played its part too. The deportation and heightened controversy over the 

university had coincided with a strong anti-American current in the CPP-inspired public 

discourse. The January 2 assassination attempt on Nkrumah’s life left him, as Matteo Landricina 

writes, “shocked, badly frightened, and more than ever convinced that the CIA was plotting to 

 
6 Austin, Ghana Observed, 88. 
7 Quote from Austin, 87; for referendum results, see David E. Apter, “Ghana,” in Political Parties and National 
Integration in Tropical Africa, ed. James S. Coleman and Carl G. Rosberg, Jr. (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 1966), 312. 
8 Austin, Ghana Observed, 87; Austin, Politics in Ghana, 414; Apter, “Ghana,” 312. 
9 Biney, Political and Social Thought, 94. 
10 O’Brien, Writers and Politics, 245. 
11 O’Brien, 248–49. 
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have him ousted.”12 In early February, the government staged a demonstration in front of the US 

embassy, during which protesters denounced American imperialism and rumormongering – in 

late January 1964, rumors were spreading in the capital of a possible coup d’état – and pulled 

down the American flag, which an African American embassy officer rushed to secure. The fact 

that four of the six deportees were American, was in all probability related to this growing 

disaffection with the US in Ghana. During the period between October 1963 and February 1964, 

as Ghana was being formally established as a one-party state and Nkrumah, after having 

survived yet another assassination attempt, grew more suspicious about the US’s strategic 

interests in Ghana, Legon became a site of struggle between the CPP and the university. These 

heightened tensions, which culminated with the deportation of six expatriate teachers, rendered 

the expatriate condition in Legon (and Ghana in general) insecure, and triggered an array of 

responses to a growing sense of incommensurability between the postcolonial African state and 

its university. Such notions of incommensurability, to be sure, had existed long before relations 

between Ghana and the US deteriorated in early 1964. But the growing disaffection in Ghana 

with the US accentuated existing, sometimes latent, tensions, and were symptomatic of the kind 

of criticism launched by the CPP against Legon, namely, that it served as a prominent platform 

for neocolonial/imperial activity, the kind symbolized by the US foreign policy agenda.   

 

MAYA ANGELOU IN LEGON  

Maya Angelou moved to Ghana with her son in 1962. She had moved to Cairo the previous year 

following her then partner Vusumzi Make, a South African political exile, who became an 

official representative of the Pan Africanist Congress (PAC) in Egypt. She found work as an 

associate-editor at the English-language newspaper, the Arab Observer. When her relationship 

with Make ended, Angelou moved to Ghana, where she remained until 1965. Angelou, who had 

become a civil rights activist in the United States during the late-1950s, now became socially and 

politically involved with the local African American expatriate community, worked as an 

administrative assistant at the University of Ghana, and continued her journalistic work with the 

Ghanaian Times. Angelou’s autobiographical book covering her years in Ghana, All God’s 

 
12 Landricina, Nkrumah and the West: “The Ghana Experiment” in British, American, German and Ghanaian 
Archives, 237. 
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Children Need Travelling Shoes (1986), includes a number of her complex impressions of the 

University of Ghana. Her narration translates one dimension of the CPP’s criticism into the 

idioms of life writing, namely the (neo)colonial and oppositional ethos embodied by the 

institution. Her impressions of the university, however, were ambivalent. Her criticism was 

complicated by her vivid descriptions of the university’s cosmopolitan atmosphere and 

postcolonial creativity. Another salient theme in her account of the Legon’s expatriate 

community was her pronounced, and racialized, identity as an African American. Angelou 

belonged to a community of African American émigrés highly critical of race relations in the US 

who were drawn to notions of a transnational citizenship offered by Ghana’s postcolonial 

experiment. Her experience of Legon’s expatriate scene threw into high relief her notion of 

alienation, not only amidst Legon’s expatriate community but also amidst Ghanaians. Angelou 

experienced her stay in Ghana as a return to a homeland that was never quite home.  

Angelou worked as an administrative assistant in the School of Music and Drama, which 

was part of the Institute of African Studies in Legon, from October 1963 to December 1964. Her 

descriptions of campus life at the University of Ghana are replete with sensuous imagery 

attesting to her perception of Legon’s pronounced cosmopolitanism: vivid colors, unique 

architecture, fragrance, sound, diverse fashion style, and creative energy. Her descriptions stand 

in direct contrast to Basner’s altogether negative impression of Legon, from roughly the same 

period.13 Shortly after O’Brien assumed the position of vice-chancellor, Basner received a 

research grant for one year to work on a history of apartheid in South Africa and spent his 

mornings at Legon. Though impressed by the university’s cosmopolitanism, he located “what 

was wrong” with Legon not in its “reactionary spirit” but in its “spiritlessness.”14 Basner 

contrasted Legon with Accra. “The most hostile eye,” he wrote, “could find Ghana chaotic and 

infuriating, but never dull. Yet it didn’t matter how many students moved through the impressive 

halls and beautiful spacious walks and gardens of Legon, the place was a morgue, literally dead 

from the neck up, and with very little signs of life in other quarters.” This, while Accra, “not 

more than twelve miles away, was noisy and untidy with building, with trade, with high-life 

blasting and parades marching.” But for Angelou, a “strain of energy” was ever present at Legon. 

 
13 Angelou began working at the IAS just when, or shortly before, Basner had completed his term on a research 
grant in Legon. 
14 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/176. 
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“My office door,” she wrote, “opened onto a grassy courtyard and the windows looked out onto a 

dance pavilion. Students, faculty, tradesmen, market women selling roasted peanuts and plantain, 

visitors and administrators were in constant view. Astonishingly, in that strain of energy projects 

were designed and work was completed.”15 In contrast to Basner’s impressions, Angelou 

rendered Legon an extension of Accra’s urban texture and cosmopolitanism, but not quite an 

extension of Accra’s role as an anti-colonial extra-metropolitan hub. 

Notwithstanding her vivid memories of the vital atmosphere at Legon, Angelou was 

highly critical of the widespread anti-Nkrumaist stance and what she perceived as the implicit 

racism, of many of the expatriate, as well as Ghanaian, members of the university faculty. In her 

autobiography, Angelou described in narrative form an incident taking place at the senior 

common room at the IAS, which became popular among employees from other departments as 

well.16 “The lounge itself,” explained Angelou somewhat contemptuously, “was stuffy, but the 

surrounding area was fresh and appealing.” The human setting at the Senior Common Room was 

pronouncedly cosmopolitan. An Englishmen, a Yugoslavian woman, a Canadian, a German, and 

a Ghanaian who arrived midway, were discussing the recent Harlem riot of July 1964 that had 

been covered extensively by the local Ghanaian press. The discussion soon came to focus on 

“democracy” in the Ghanaian context. The Englishmen spoke dryly of the rioters, he understood 

them, but found their conduct to be “unattractive.” This sparked a debate. Some expressed a 

basic agreement with the Englishman, though not with his petulant manner, while the 

Yugoslavian women offered a more systemized critique of America’s democratic system. Some 

debaters soon brought Ghana forward as an example of the inherent failure of democracy, at 

which point a Ghanaian professor entered the room. Angelou had hoped the Ghanaian “would 

have the arch counterstatement,” but he, instead, set the debaters off laughing. While sipping his 

beer, he commented that “we may not make a great democracy, but no one can complain that we 

don’t make a good beer.” Angelou was upset by the general tone of the discussion, its nonchalant 

manner, and the racial undertones she identified in it. “They had assassinated my people,” she 

wrote, “as well as my new country.”  

 
15 Maya Angelou, All God’s Children Need Traveling Shoes (New York: Vintage, 1991), 28. 
16 The episode is described in Angelou, 48–53. 
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Angelou responded angrily and loudly. “You should wait,” she said accusingly, “until 

someone who really cares asks you a question. You don’t know a damn thing about Black 

Americans, and I resent every stupid thing you’ve said.” Angelou then describes how it was the 

“uneducated” Ghanaian steward who offered her insight and helped her regain her calm. The 

steward, with his never-changing smile, spoke of the expatriate teachers. Ghana was not “their 

place,” and in time “they will pass,” but Ghana, which was there when they came, would remain 

there when they went. He conveyed a sense of security of someone deeply rooted in his country, 

for whom “home” and “homeland” were synonymous. As for the Ghanaian professor, he, the 

steward explained, was a “Beentoo” – “a derisive word,” Angelou explained, “used for a person 

who had studied abroad and then returned to Ghana with European airs.” In time, he said, their 

posing would pass, and home would reclaim them back. And Angelou herself, continued the 

steward, was “in a way” also a “Beentoo,” and Africa was where she belonged. “A poor, 

uneducated servant in Africa,” she concluded her experience, “was so secure he could ignore 

established White rudeness. No Black American I had ever known knew that security. Our tenure 

in the United States, though long and very hard-earned, was always so shaky, we had developed 

patience as a defense, but never as aggression.” Angelou’s experience of Legon’s expatriate 

community accentuated her sense of unbelonging to the predominantly white expatriate 

community who could not relate to the African American experience. It also helped her realize 

her own complicated “beentoo” relationship with her African homeland.  

The growing disaffection in Ghana towards the US in early 1964 increased a sense of 

insecurity amidst the “politically-minded” African American community in Ghana, despite their 

eager support for Nkrumah, as suspicion grew against them in CPP circles.17 This reached a 

climax with the deportation of Wendell Jean Pierre – “one of their number,” as Kevin Gaines put 

it – who was among the six expatriate lecturers deported for subversive activity.18 Nevertheless, 

Angelou’s narrative illustrates the widespread perception of incommensurability in CPP circles 

between the state and what they perceived as an unpatriotic, alien, and anti-Nkrumaist Legon. 

 

 
17 This “climate” of increased suspicion is described in Gaines’s chapter covering Malcolm X’s visit to Ghana. See 
Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, chap. 6. 
18 Gaines, 175; see also Leslie Alexander Lacy’s depiction of the deportation of Wendell Jean Pierre, in Leslie 
Alexander Lacy, The Rise and Fall of a Proper Negro (New York: Pocket Books, 1971), 166–71. 



166 
 

NKRUMAH’S OPENING SPEECH 

On October 25, 1963, Nkrumah delivered a speech at the opening ceremony of the Institute of 

African Studies.19 The speech, ghost-written by the director of the IAS, Thomas Hodgkin, 

underscored the direct and indirect links between African studies and colonial power, and the 

consequent imperative to reinterpret and reassess African studies in the age of African 

independence.20 Nkrumah, as Allman explains, “set out the mandate for the new institute and its 

core responsibilities with regard to knowledge production about Africa,” and envisioned the IAS 

as part and parcel of the postcolonial project, where a new conception African society and 

culture would find its expression.21 Nkrumah’s opening speech made a number of references to 

the role of non-African scholars in this revisionist project, which reaffirmed the position of an 

expatriate academic body in Ghana based on a rationale of epistemic affinity, rather than the 

transitional logic, which he had put forward in his installation speech as chancellor of the 

university. In the IAS opening speech, Nkrumah said that, 

The non-Ghanaian non-African Professors and Lecturers are, of course, welcome to work 
here with us. Intellectually, there is no barrier between us and them. We appreciate, 
however, that their mental make-up has been largely influenced by their system of 
education and the facts of their society and environment. For this reason, they must 
endeavor to adjust and reorientate their attitudes and thoughts to our African conditions 
and aspirations. They must not try to reproduce here their own diverse patterns of 
education and culture. They must embrace and develop those aspirations and 
responsibilities which are clearly essential for maintaining a progressive and dynamic 
African society.22 

 
19 Kwame Nkrumah, “Opening of the Institute of African Studies. Legon, October 25, 1963,” in Selected Speeches: 
Kwame Nkrumah, ed. Samuel Obeng, vol. 2 (Accra: Afram Publications (Ghana), 2009). 
20 Like O’Brien, Hodgkin took advantage of ghost-writing as a means to secure his interests as director of the IAS. 
Hodgkin made sure to include a paragraph stating the president’s commitment to release teachers who were post-
graduates at the IAS from their teaching duties. Hodgkin had a very concrete case in mind, namely, an ongoing 
dispute with the Ministry of Education, which refused to release eight students at the IAS, who were also teachers, 
from their teaching duties. Hodgkin later quoted the passage in a letter to E. K. Okow, secretary to the cabinet, 
concerning those students. See Thomas Hodgkin to E. K. Okoh, November 15, 1963, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17); 
see also previous correspondence on the matter, Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, October 22, 1963, 
IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17); for authorship, see following correspondence: K. B. Asante to Thomas Hodgkin, 
October 2, 1963, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17); Thomas Hodgkin to K. B. Asante, October 10, 1963, IAS/3/1/25 
(IAS/CONF.17); see also Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 39. 
21 Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production,” 183. 
22 Nkrumah, “Opening of the Institute of African Studies. Legon, October 25, 1963,” 274. 
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Nkrumah thus confirmed a positive role for expatriate scholars in Ghana. But he required that as 

they engage with “African Studies,” they consciously embrace an epistemic “turn” towards those 

forms of knowledge production that, as Allman describes, “challenged colonial categories and 

the conventions of academic disciplines; that was Africa-centered, Africa-based, and globally 

engaged; that sought to transcend the politics of the Cold War and defy the hegemonic impulse 

of U.S. racial politics.”23 Such a “turn” was a possibility and reality, as those expatriate 

Africanists working at the IAS – Thomas Hodgkin and Ivor Wilks, to name two prominent 

figures – had demonstrated. And to validate his point, Nkrumah mentioned Captain R. S. 

Ruttray, the ethnographer of Ashanti, as an exemplary non-African scholar, who through his 

“intellectual honesty” was “able to appreciate and present to the world the values inherent in a 

culture which was, after all, foreign to him.”24 In his opening speech, Nkrumah applied a 

different rationalization for the expatriate presence at the university than his previous, 

transitional logic. Perhaps under the influence of his ghostwriter and valued friend and scholar, 

Thomas Hodgkin, Nkrumah now opted for an alternative rationale, which shifted from the 

African ethnic/territorial identity of the researcher towards the epistemic terrain, in which the 

focus lay on the “African” intellectual product of the academic intellectual, be they African or 

expatriates. 

But then Nkrumah took his audience by surprise with an unexpected reference to the 

Faculty of Law. In line with the general trend of his lecture, Nkrumah proclaimed that teaching 

in the university should be substantially based on African material, and then added a clause, one 

which Hodgkin had not originally written, to ostensibly demonstrate his point.25 “Our students in 

the Faculty of Law,” he said, “must be taught to appreciate the very intimate link that exists 

between law and social values. It is therefore important that the Law Faculty should be staffed by 

Africans.”26 These remarks, as William B. Harvey, dean of the Faculty of Law, commented, 

“gave every indication of being a gloss on the original text.”27 The principle had been that 

academic disciplines taught at the University ought to be based on African sources, a principle 

with which the American expatriate teachers at the Faculty of Law were in full agreement, 

 
23 Allman, “Kwame Nkrumah, African Studies, and the Politics of Knowledge Production,” 183. 
24 Nkrumah, “Opening of the Institute of African Studies. Legon, October 25, 1963,” 275. 
25 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 39; Akenson, Conor, 238. 
26 Nkrumah, “Opening of the Institute of African Studies. Legon, October 25, 1963,” 276. 
27 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 39. 
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whereas Nkrumah’s example shifted abruptly – against the grain of his principled affirmation of 

expatriate activity in the university, contingent upon their “adjustment” to local conditions – 

towards the urgent need to staff the Faculty of Law, approximately half of which were 

expatriates, with African scholars. Nkrumah’s rationalization of the meaning of Africanization – 

and accordingly, of the expatriate existence – shifted abruptly to accommodate the CPP’s 

immediate interests. Departments, especially in the social sciences and humanities, which 

included CPP stalwarts on their staff, were immediate candidates for a rapid policy of 

Africanization of the faculty personnel.28 The Faculty of Law was a case in point.   

Nkrumah’s requirement to Africanize the Faculty of Law was most likely the result of 

efforts applied by party activists, who were probably also responsible for confecting charges 

against Harvey and Seidman, and perhaps some of the other deportees as well. O’Brien, Harvey, 

and Seidman, were all convinced that a lecturer at the Faculty of Law and a CPP stalwart, W. C. 

Ekow Daniels, was the person behind both the president’s allegations against the faculty and the 

later deportations of Harvey and Seidman.29 Ekow Daniels had indeed, as Harrington and Manji 

explain, “openly challenged Harvey’s proposed reforms to the organisation and format of law 

teaching in Ghana.”30 Ekow-Daniels strongly denied the accusations against him, that he had 

played a role in promoting the deportations, and reasoned his opposition to them on pure 

ideological grounds. Be that as it may, the mere existence of Ekow-Daniels, an ardent CPP 

supporter, on the faculty staff had in all probability triggered Nkrumah to direct his attention on 

the Faculty of Law. Basner explained – while displaying his own hostility towards the university 

– that it was “the sterile anti-scientific humanism and the reactionary social-science faculties” 

that partly “formed the basis of Nkrumah’s complaints against Legon.”31 But in practice, 

ideology met opportunity, and Ekow-Daniels provided Nkrumah with such an opportunity. 

Similarly, Nkrumah also evoked Africanization to require the promotion of two other CPP-

 
28 Around the time of the deportations, Nkrumah made three demands regarding academic appointments. He wanted 
three lecturers to be promoted or appointed heads of departments. These were Yaw Manu from the Department of 
Political Science, W. C. Ekow-Daniels from the Faculty of Law, and William “Willie” Abraham from the 
Department of Philosophy. All three were CPP activists. See Akenson, Conor, 262–66. A wealth of correspondence 
on this matter, between O’Brien, Nunn May, Thomas and Dorothy Hodgkin, and of course Nkrumah, exists in 
PRAAD, the Nketia archives, and the University of Ghana archives. See for example, Kwame Nkrumah to Conor 
Cruise O’Brien, February 28, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
29 Harrington and Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers,’” 25. 
30 Harrington and Manji, 25. 
31 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/168. 
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activist scholars who taught in other departments: William (“Willie”) A. Abraham, a rising star 

in the field of philosophy and the first African scholar to be elected to All Souls College, Oxford, 

and Yaw Manu from the Department of Political Science.32 Through his attempted interventions 

in the academic appointments procedure Nkrumah demonstrated that by Africanization he came 

to mean that Africans loyal to the CPP line, or “Nkrumaists,” had to be prioritized.  

Be that as it may, once Harvey had come under the government’s close scrutiny, his 

theories of both legal and, more broadly speaking, academic knowledge, proved incommensurate 

with the CPP’s expectations from the university and its professors. Shortly after the opening 

ceremony, on 27 October, O’Brien held a meeting with Nkrumah during which he strongly 

endorsed Harvey’s work as dean of the faculty. According to O’Brien, Nkrumah had been 

impressed by the law syllabus that O’Brien had shown him, which was revised “from an old 

fashioned Anglocentric syllabus to a thoroughly modern one with the emphasis on African 

needs,” and “thought the talk had gone very well.”33 But then, in a series of formal and informal 

exchanges, Nkrumah continued, in varying degrees of acuteness, his original line from the 

opening speech, “that steps should be taken to insure that the staff of the Law Faculty is 

Africanized completely as soon as possible.”34 During this exchange between the university 

chancellor and vice-chancellor, Harvey’s name reappeared. The president, according to 

O’Brien’s aide-memoire of their conversation, criticized “Harvey’s outlook, and in particular, his 

inaugural address, in which he had sought to detach law from social values.”35 This, it may be 

recalled, was also the principled argument for Africanization in Nkrumah’s speech, namely, that 

 
32 Abraham’s book, The Mind of Africa, won him wide critical acclaim. See William E. Abraham, The Mind of 
Africa (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1962). The appointments board “yielded” to Nkrumah’s demand in the 
case of Abraham, since they reckoned that was it was only a matter of time until would have been promoted. After 
O’Brien’s term ended, Abraham was appointed pro-vice-chancellor, and served as the acting vice chancellor (but 
Nkrumah never officially appointed him vice chancellor, most likely fearing the university’s response). 
33 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 39–40. 
34 On 2 November, Nkrumah sent O’Brien a letter advising a new procedure that all appointments of heads of 
departments and faculties, with specific reference to Political Science and Law, be made after “discussion” with the 
chancellor. On 5 November, in a message from E. J. Okoh, secretary to the cabinet, the issue of Africanization of the 
Faculty of Law was raised again as a matter of urgency. On 20 November Nana Kobina Nketsia IV, chairman of the 
University Council, reported to O’Brien that it was the president’s view that expatriate members of the Law Faculty 
by dismissed immediately. On 22 November, however, in a meeting between O’Brien and Nkrumah, the president, 
according to O’Brien, had agreed that “Ghanaianisation” had to be undertaken “in an orderly fashion” and did not 
urge any immediate steps. See Harvey’s detailed report including primary documents, in Harvey, 38–62; see also 
Akenson, Conor, 238–40; Robert B. Seidman, “Letter from a Deportee,” 1964, 9–10, Conor Cruise O’Brien Papers, 
P82/121, University College Dublin Archives. 
35 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 51. 
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students of law in Ghana had “to be taught to appreciate the intimate link that exists between law 

and social values.” Nkrumah expressed his doubts whether Harvey had indeed undergone that 

epistemic “turn” towards “African conditions and aspirations” that he expected from expatriate 

scholars and teachers at the university, whether Harvey was not reproducing his American 

“patterns of education and culture.”   

 

HARVEY’S   POSITIVISM 

Harvey, a professor of law from the University of Michigan, became professor of law at the 

University of Ghana at the beginning of the 1962-1963 academic year, with the support of the 

Ford Foundation. The foundation had just launched a program for the Staffing of African 

Institutions of Legal Education and Research (SAILER), which would contribute to the 

development of law schools across Africa over the next decade.36 He recruited Robert Seidman, 

a Harvard graduate, who took up a senior lectureship at the university, also with SAILER’s 

support. Harvey immediately pursued a vigorous program of reforming the law department. He 

achieved faculty status for the department, and was consequently retitled dean of the faculty, he 

expanded the teaching staff, helped found a university law journal, reexamined the law 

curriculum, and secured funds for a new and adequate edifice for the faculty. Harvey’s 

indefatigable efforts were complemented by a well-founded and highly conscious ideological 

perception of the academic praxis in general and the philosophy of law in particular. His 

convictions, largely shaped by his American education and experience, were brought into sharp 

relief in Ghana, as “Nkrumaism” claimed a larger share in academic decision-making.    

Harvey’s philosophy of law, set within the context of his term at the University of Ghana, 

was recently explored by Harrington and Manji. The two argue that debates over legal education 

in Ghana during the early 1960s “pitted an essentially conservative, elite model of legal practice, 

that looked to Britain for its forms and ethos, against an emergent model of the lawyer as an 

agent of development, centrally involved in the administration of a new nation and the building 

of African socialism.”37 Harvey, according to Harrington and Manji, represented a third, 

 
36 Krishnan, “Academic SAILERS.” 
37 Harrington and Manji, “‘Africa Needs Many Lawyers,’” 4. 
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“American” model for legal education, which they label as “humanism,” due to his insistence on  

a “broad and liberal education” that would render lawyers sensitive “to the values of the cultural 

tradition of which they are a part.”38 Like Bing, they explain, Harvey was highly critical of the 

existing legal education and practice in Ghana, which was modelled on the British system. 

Harvey’s concessions, however, “did not amount to an acceptance of Bing’s assumption that law 

was merely a tool of national development subject to government direction.”  

Harvey and his American colleagues offered an “American” model associated with the 

Harvard Law School’s Socratic or dialogic method of teaching. American teachers at the Faculty 

of Law, as Harvey explains, “welcomed student participation in discussions.”39 In contrast to the 

British teaching method, which used “straightforwardly descriptive books,” American staff 

favored, and were actively engaged in producing, casebooks that contained extracts from 

Ghanaian and African legal materials. Importantly, Harvey and his colleagues perceived their 

innovations in direct contrast with the British colonial heritage in Ghana. Harrington and Manji 

reveal the complex irony in Harvey’s innovations, which were perceived as revolutionary by 

local British trained practitioners of law associated with the opposition, whereas his American 

origins made him suspect as an agent of imperialism and neo-colonialism in the eyes of 

government officials and CPP activists. The irony was all the more conspicuous considering that 

even CPP stalwarts at the Faculty of Law relied on the English model of legal education to 

express their opposition to Harvey’s American model.  

Building on to Manji and Harrington’s paper, which is highly focused on the philosophy 

of legal education, I wish to introduce another fundamental aspect of Harvey’s convictions, 

namely, the stark division he drew between the objective sphere of knowledge and the subjective 

sphere of beliefs. This conviction, I argue, is fundamental to understanding Harvey’s legal 

philosophy, as well as his responses to developments at the University in late 1963 and early 

1964. Crucially, Harvey’s dualism – as well as those issues discussed by Harrington and Manji 

concerning pedagogy and legal institutions – proved highly controversial as the American staff at 

the Faculty of Law became the focus of heightened tensions between the university and the 

government. This point is illustrated by a controversy surrounding Harvey’s inaugural lecture at 

 
38 Harrington and Manji, 22. 
39 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 25. 
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the University of Ghana, “A Value Analysis of Ghanaian Legal Development Since 

Independence,” which he delivered on 2 May, 1963.40 

In his lecture, the always articulate Harvey distinguished between two concepts of law. 

According to the first view, “law involves some essential order of values.”41 Accordingly, it 

followed from this view that “any enactment not serving the postulated values would not be 

law.” The second concept of the law held that “law, as such, is value-neutral, being merely a 

technique of social ordering available for use in support of any value judgment that the 

manipulators of the technique entertain.” And Harvey, he clarified, was “of this latter mind.”42 

Harvey thus suggested that those values codified and applied by the state reflected a “hierarchy 

of goods” of that society, or at least of those “able to commit the force.”43 Legal developments in 

Ghana could thus be subjected to an empirically-based axiological analysis, and that was what 

Harvey hoped to achieve in his lecture.  

Harvey did not stop there, however. In expounding his value-neutral theory of “law,” 

which adhered strongly to the American positivistic legal tradition, Harvey brought his point 

home by taking his argument to the extremes. He explained that, 

Like most men, I could, if called upon, suggest those values which represent my preferences or 

my strongly-held convictions of what a decent life requires. At the same time I must recognise 

that many men do not share my preferences, and a number of legal orders do not protect my 

fundamental decencies. Nevertheless, I recognise the apartheid enactments of South Africa, 

which I abhor, as law in as full a sense as the prohibitions of racial discrimination in American 

legislation, which I strongly support.44 

Subsequently, as Akenson perhaps exaggeratedly observes, “any politician who wanted to attack 

the university had only to claim that the professor of law […] was in favor of apartheid.”45 Thus 

for example, following Harvey’s deportation in February 1964, the Spark, a CPP periodical, 

referenced Harvey’s inaugural lecture to legitimize his deportation, wondering if the government 

 
40 William B. Harvey, “A Value Analysis of Ghanaian Legal Development Since Independence,” University of 
Ghana Law Journal 1, no. 1 (1964): 4–22. 
41 Harvey, 5; see also William B. Harvey, “The Challenge of the Rule of Law,” Michigan Law Review 59, no. 4 
(1961): 603–13. 
42 Harvey, “A Value Analysis of Ghanaian Legal Development Since Independence.” 
43 Harvey, 6. 
44 Harvey, 5. 
45 Akenson, Conor, 236. 
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should be expected “to employ a person like Professor Harvey […] who suggested […] that the 

apartheid laws of Verwoerd were entitled to the same obedience and respect as the laws of any 

other country?”46 That, of course, was not Harvey’s argument. Harvey had argued not that 

apartheid legislation was just or worthy of respect, nor even did he argue that apartheid laws 

ought to be abided. He argued only that apartheid fully qualified as law, albeit not one which he 

morally approved of.  

 Harvey’s views were greatly influenced by the American tradition of legal realism 

associated with Oliver Wendell Holmes (1841-1935), who insisted on a sharp distinction 

between law and morality, instead offering his “prediction theory of law,” that is, a prediction of 

how the courts would behave based on experience.47 “For Holmes,” writes Bradley C. S. 

Watson, “law and society are always in flux. […] Legal adjudication has no natural or even 

constitutional basis; instead it comes down to weighing questions of social advantage according 

to the exigencies of the age.”48 In a report he composed following his deportation from Ghana in 

February 1964, Robert Seidman, who had been recruited to the Faculty of Law by Harvey, drove 

that very point home. He referred to Nkrumah’s opening speech, in which he singled out the 

Faculty of Law by arguing that students ought to be taught the “link that exists between law and 

social values,” arguing that “there was irony in the President’s bomb.” “By and large,” he added, 

“American-trained law teachers, brought up in the tradition of Holmes and the legal realists, tend 

to emphasize the interrelationships between law and society far more than do their British-

trained counterparts.”49  

 Having been privy to O’Brien’s notes on his meeting with Nkrumah, during which 

Harvey’s “outlook” and purported “detachment” of law from social values had been criticized by 

Nkrumah, an angry and frustrated Harvey responded in writing to O’Brien. “Law,” he restated 

his argument, “is a technique of social ordering whose value content is not self-validating and 

which in turn cannot be validated by reference to some a priori, self-evident order which can 

 
46 “We Disagree,” The Spark 67 (March 17, 1964). 
47 See Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., “The Path of the Law,” accessed November 25, 2019, 
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/2373/2373-h/2373-h.htm. 
48 Bradley C. S. Watson, “Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr. and the Natural Law,” accessed November 24, 2019, 
http://www.nlnrac.org/critics/oliver-wendell-holmes. 
49 Seidman, “Letter from a Deportee,” 9. 
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claim universal validity.”50 He then added bitterly, “I should have thought it obvious to even the 

least subtle mind that if one accepts this analytical premise the source one examines for the value 

content of a particular legal order is the society that order is to serve.” Then Harvey referred 

O’Brien to the concluding remark of his inaugural lecture, in which he quoted from a speech 

delivered by Nkrumah at the Accra Conference on Legal Education, on January 4, 1962. In his 

speech, Nkrumah had declared that “the law should be the legal expression of the political, 

economic and social conditions of the people and of their aims for progress.”51 In Harvey’s 

judgment, it was this self-consciously “relativistic and pragmatic approach” that revealed itself 

through Harvey’s own axiological efforts to describe the value acceptances that stemmed from 

the evolution of the law in Ghana sine independence.52 Nkrumah had indeed underscored the 

principle that law ought to be linked to “social progress.” In fact, he argued that this principle 

had originated in Africa. It was Ibn Khaldun, “a great African scholar,” argued Nkrumah, who  

“pointed out the importance of law being based upon what he called ‘social solidarity,’ but what 

we, in our day, would call on ‘the support of the masses.’”53 But a fundamental difference 

existed between Harvey and Nkrumah. Whereas Harvey was describing the “value content” of 

the law by analyzing established legal developments, Nkrumah prescribed that value content. 

Harvey’s strict commitment to a positivist view of the law set him apart from politically 

engaged academic activists who identified, and were professionally committed to Nkrumah’s 

pan-African or socialist project. Harvey strictly and principally avoided the kind of politically 

involved scholarship that O’Brien had advocated in his lecture on the “Interpretation of History 

in an African Context,” or Thomas Hodgkin in his three-part series entitled the “African 

Revolution” in the Ghanaian Times.54 Even before the controversy over the Africanization of the 

Faculty of Law, Harvey’s dispensation did not go unnoticed by CPP supporters. On November 

27, 1962, a letter by Basner, who was a lawyer by profession (though he never practiced law in 

Ghana), was published in the Evening News, a CPP-controlled daily newspaper. “Only socialist 

 
50 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 53. 
51 Kwame Nkrumah, “Ghana: Law in Africa,” Journal of African Law 6, no. 2 (Summer 1962): 107–8. 
52 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 53. 
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legislators,” he wrote, “can initiate socialist laws, but you need socialist lawyers to draft, 

interpret and administer them truly.”55 His criticism was clearly directed at Harvey and other 

members of the faculty staff. Responding to a letter to the editor from the previous week, in 

which a reader criticized “the new head of the [Ghana Law] school – an American,” Basner 

wrote that “the whole present trend of legal education is to run out as many British and American 

legal luminaries as possible in Ghana, absorbed in the sacred rights of private property (and in 

clients who pay high fees).”56 

 Harvey’s value-free definition of the law and his more generalized and principled 

distinction between science and values, put him at odds not only with CPP stalwarts but even 

with O’Brien, who was highly appreciative of Harvey, both personally and professionally. 

During the meeting they held together, O’Brien responded to Nkrumah’s criticism of Harvey’s 

outlook by saying that he himself had had arguments with Harvey on this particular theme, and 

did not seek to defend his thesis, but was nonetheless convinced that “any view professed by 

Professor Harvey was a view honestly held by him, and that he had rendered extremely valuable 

services to the University, notably in the field of the revision of the curriculum.”57 O’Brien and 

Harvey’s disagreement was reawakened as a result of Nkrumah’s statement. On November 25, 

1963, O’Brien responded to Harvey’s letter.58 The president, he wrote, had caught him by 

surprise “and found [O’Brien] somewhat at a loss.”59 Aware that his expertise did not extend to 

the field of law, O’Brien clarified that he – unlike Nkrumah – did not think Harvey’s views were 

in any way inappropriate to Ghana’s needs, but they nonetheless seemed to him “to be all too 

appropriate to the needs of any state and to be of little aid or comfort to, say, judges operating in 

extreme situations such as South Africa or Nazi Germany.” He was therefore in no position to 

make a ringing defense of Harvey’s thesis, though in retrospect, O’Brien added regretfully, he 

should have “refused to be drawn into a discussion of [Harvey’s] philosophical views at all.” To 

this Harvey replied that his view would indeed provide little comfort to the South African or 

German judge “who might like to moderate the law.”60 But with the Nazi motto Gesetz ist Gesetz 

 
55 Quoted in Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 29. 
56 Quoted in Harvey, 28–29. 
57 Harvey, 51. 
58 See correspondence between Harvey and O’Brien in Harvey, 52–61. 
59 Harvey, 56. 
60 Harvey, 60. 
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(“the law is the law”) in mind, Harvey expressed the danger in having judges resorting to 

“natural law norms.” It was an easy step to take, he explained, from the proposition that “only 

that which is just can be law to the proposition that that which is law is therefore just.”    

Harvey was consistent with his positivist view of the law, and the same logic that insisted 

that scientific enquiry should be objective and value-free he applied to another debate, putting 

him sharply at odds with the Ghanaian government. Approximately one month prior to 

Nkrumah’s opening speech at which he demanded the Africanization of the Faculty of Law, the 

president had announced a new citizenship training program, extending to the universities, for 

which responsibility had been given to Kwaku Boateng, Ghanaian interior minister and acting 

education minister.61 O’Brien had not yet received any official communication on the matter, but 

decided to define the university’s position on the delicate matter in advance. He proposed that 

the university should accept responsibility for citizenship training, that it was prepared to 

develop new courses to meet such needs “which make themselves felt in the university or in the 

country,” and that it was prepared, as always, to discuss such matters with the relevant organ of 

state.62 He insisted, however, that “only the competent University organ […] can determine what 

courses [or] lectures can be given at the University for students enrolled at the University. This 

responsibility cannot be relinquished in favor of any outside body or person. This principle is 

vital to the life of the University and admits of no compromise.” 

 O’Brien sought Harvey’s cherished advice, and asked for his comments on his proposed 

principles. Harvey accepted the principles, but was inclined “to go beyond” O’Brien’s final point 

regarding the university’s academic autonomy. Harvey suggested that the university “should 

draw a sharp distinction between persons engaged to teach and a much wider group of people 

who might from time to time appear and speak on the University campus.”63 The crucial point 

for Harvey was that the university’s selection process, through its responsible bodies, was meant 

to serve as a warranty that the person selected to teach,  

has equipped himself to present the relevant facts, is committed to free enquiry and to 

drawing objectively the implications of the data gathered, and to recognizing and 
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acknowledging as honestly as is humanly possible the critical boundary line between his 

knowledge and his faith, between what he can teach as fact and what he might 

appropriately suggest on some occasions as his own personal opinion which others are 

free to accept or reject according to their own persuasions.64        

Nonetheless, Harvey argued it was “entirely appropriate” for a university to provide a forum for 

others who could not qualify on academic grounds, since “creeds, faiths and tastes are social 

facts which must be evaluated and dealt with,” and it was “inconsistent with the fundamental 

assumptions of a great university to try to insulate its students from the critical social facts of 

their time.”65 It was on these grounds that Harvey thought the university could permit non-

academic spokesmen for the CPP to address university students and present them the ideology 

and program of the party.  

But Harvey did not stop there. The same logic that permitted CPP spokesmen to address 

university students, Harvey contended, should grant other political groups the same privileges. 

Though the main opposition party in Ghana, the United Party (UP), had been, as Dennis Austin 

explains, “reduced to no more than a token force”66 after Ghana became a republic in July 1960, 

Harvey pointed out that the government had never contended that “political opposition per se is 

impermissible.”67 He hoped the president would agree to such a position, though he, admittedly, 

“fully recognize[d] the hazards involved” in the policy he recommended.68 Where the 

government was hoping to use the new citizenship training program to expose students, generally 

considered a cohort critical of Nkrumah, to CPP ideology, Harvey was keen to see the university 

“leverage” Nkrumah’s initiative to showcase the university as an objective and value-neutral 

space. Harvey came to Ghana equipped with a clear “American” model for the Faculty of Law, 

and a universal, dualist idea of an objective and scientific university, both inspired by positivist 

schools of thought that offered a strong division between the objective, descriptive sphere and 

the subjective, culturally-inspired, prescriptive sphere. His notions of law and academy, 

however, were – to lend from O’Brien’s personal communication with Harvey – “all too 

appropriate to the needs of any state,” whereas Nkrumah and the CPP were eager to define a 
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uniquely “African” intellectual voice, which became increasingly and explicitly associated with 

the CPP.69 Harvey believed he had a substantive contribution to make for postcolonial Ghana’s 

legal development, namely, to locate, document, and analyze the value content which informed 

Ghanaian law. But the imperative of “Nkrumaism” was for him to embrace those value contents, 

to be inspired by them, to immerse himself in them. And that lay far beyond the limits of 

Harvey’s positivism, or indeed, beyond his own value-system.   

  

THE HODGKINS AMIDST CRISIS  

As state/university relations were deteriorating, Thomas and Dorothy Hodgkin, who represented, 

from Nkrumah’s point of view, the kind of “progressive” politics expatriates were expected to 

manifest, were inadvertently thrown into a position of mediators. As they tried to restore 

normative relations between the university and government, political positionality became the 

primary tool they had at their disposal to plead the case for a number of their colleagues, and for 

the university’s body of teachers and students as a whole. Thomas Hodgkin, director of the IAS, 

and his wife Dorothy Hodgkins, who won the Nobel Prize in Chemistry in 1964, maintained a 

highly cordial relationship with Kwame Nkrumah throughout their stay in Ghana. Nkrumah, who 

closely followed and, as Allman demonstrates, was in some instances directly involved in the 

IAS’s affairs, held frequent meetings with Thomas Hodgkin.70 Even as – perhaps all the more so 

– relations between Nkrumah and the University of Ghana’s leadership reached a low point with 

the government’s decision to hand deportation orders to six faculty members, Nkrumah 

displayed his continued confidence and personal affection towards Hodgkin.  

The close affection Nkrumah and Thomas Hodgkin felt towards one another is illustrated 

by anecdotes unearthed from the archives. On February 4, 1964, days before the deportation 

orders were to be executed, while O’Brien was unsuccessful in arranging a meeting with the 

president, an ill-stricken Thomas Hodgkin, accompanied by writer and historian Basil Davidson, 

who was on a visit to Ghana and involved in a project to develop a textbook on Africa for 
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students, met Nkrumah to plead their case against the deportations.71 Nkrumah was non-

committal on the deportations issue, but was concerned for Hodgkin’s health and suggested he 

took vitamin A tablets. That afternoon a police car arrived at the campus and the driver delivered 

a bottle of Vitamin A tablets to Hodgkin, as well as a hand-written note from Nkrumah in which 

he expressed his hope that the tablets would do Hodgkin “some good.”72 The concern and 

personal affection was mutual. On January 2, 1964, after the assassination attempt, Hodgkin sent 

a note to Nkrumah, expressing his “tremendous relief to us all that you are safe – but one 

remains greatly worried. So much depends on your survival and activity over the coming years, 

for all of us who are concerned with the future of Africa.”73  This intimacy rendered the 

Hodgkins crucial mediators between the university and Nkrumah at a time when normative 

communication channels between the vice-chancellor and chancellor were severely constrained, 

trust levels were at an all-time low, and Ghanaian politics was spiraling towards increasingly 

authoritarian and defensive patterns.  

 As already noted above, on January 17, 1964, in the first week of Lent term, the 

government suddenly announced that a seventeen-day recess in all university-level institutions in 

Ghana. The official reason given was to enable students to go home and vote in the referendum 

scheduled for 24 January. But the true motivation for the recess soon became apparent when a 

squad of police arrived at Legon to arrest two members of university staff, J. C. de Graft-

Johnson, the Ghanaian director of the Institute of Public Education and CPP stalwart who “had 

run afoul of political intrigue within the Nkrumah government,” and Dennis Osborne, a British 

physicist.74 Osborne was released on the strong urging of O’Brien and Alan Nunn-May, head of 

the Physics department, who, like Hodgkin, was held in high esteem by Nkrumah.75 On January 
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72 Wolfers, Thomas Hodgkin, 151–52; Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, February 4, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 
(IAS/CONF.17); Dorothy Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, February 8, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD. 
73 Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, January 12, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD. 
74 Akenson, Conor, 245; Harvey explains the decision to shut down the university as follows: “The more plausible 
explanation [...] was that the Government feared the expression of student opinion and possible student 
demonstrations if they remained in residence at Legon.” Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 
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75 Alan Nunn May was an atomic scientist who had provided the Soviet Union with classified information during 
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18, Hodgkin sent Nkrumah a letter. “These present problems,” he wrote, “have disturbed me 

more than anything that has happened during the past two years.”76 Hodgkin expressed his deep 

concern about the decision to shut down the university, he stated its damaging effects on the IAS 

and the university in general, and fully endorsed O’Brien (though, as he reminded Nkrumah, he 

“was not at all in the decision to appoint Conor O’Brien as Vice-Chancellor”). “No better, more 

vigorous, or more devoted person,” he wrote, “could have been found to guide the University 

during this transitional period.” Hodgkin urged Nkrumah to find the “opportunity of talking 

things over with [O’Brien].” “I have written this way,” he added, “because I know you believe – 

as I believe – that the effort to develop universities which will make a major contribution to the 

construction of a Socialist Ghana has a very high priority.” 

 O’Brien held Hodgkin in high regard, and as his relationship with the chancellor 

deteriorated, he came to rely on his mediating efforts. The extensive correspondence with the 

vice-chancellor office present at the archives of the Institute of African Studies reveal that 

O’Brien kept Hodgkin regularly informed of his correspondence with the chancellor, and often 

consulted with Hodgkin on sensitive (as well as politically benign) issues.77 When O’Brien, after 

losing Nkrumah’s confidence, desperately tried to overturn the decision to deport Harvey and 

Seidman, he wrote to Nkrumah using every trick in the book. O’Brien found it “hard to believe” 

that the police action was taken with Nkrumah’s approval.78 If he was wrong with this, then, he 

asserted – and this was not the only time O’Brien would threaten to resign or suggest Nkrumah 

should terminate his appointment – it was “evident that my opinion carries no weight with you, 

and consequently that my continued tenure as Vice-Chancellor would serve no useful purpose.” 

But knowing that his opinion was suspect by Nkrumah, O’Brien concluded his letter by saying 

 
appointed him “presidential professor.” This was an extra-university appointment, funded by the government, which 
entitled appointees to use the university libraries and laboratories, but not to teach. Nkrumah had probably feared 
that if he imposed the appointment on the university, he would meet a harsh response from the university, as well as 
possibly damage relations with the UK. Seeing that Nunn May “was much the best professor of physics the 
university could afford,” O’Brien quickly and successfully had Nunn May apply for the post of lecturer of physics 
once it was advertised, and managed to persuade the appointments board to appoint Nunn May through regular 
channels. O’Brien was clearly uncomfortable with the institution of presidential professorship. Nunn May, like 
Hodgkin, would subsequently become instrumental in representing the university’s case to Nkrumah, not without 
courage, since he would have a hard time finding an appointment elsewhere in a Western university considering his 
past. For O’Brien’s account of Nunn May in Ghana, see Conor Cruise O’Brien, Memoir: My Life and Themes 
(London: Profile Books, 1998), 278–80. 
76 Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, January 18, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
77 See numerous examples in IAS/3/1/24 (IAS/CONF.17B) and IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
78 Conor Cruise O’Brien to Kwame Nkrumah, February 1, 1964, RG 17/1/381 (SC/BAA/37), PRAAD. 
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that he consulted with two other senior colleagues who, like O’Brien himself, had been invited to 

come to Ghana by Nkrumah himself – Thomas Hodgkin and Alan Nunn May. “Both of them,” 

he wrote, “feel as I do that the enforced departure […] of Professor Harvey and Dr. Seidman 

would have extremely damaging repercussions, gravely impairing the reputation and 

effectiveness of the University for many years to come.” O’Brien had hoped that by evoking 

Hodgkin’s agreement, Nkrumah would be more willing to hear his plea.  

 Hodgkin’s mediating efforts during that crisis-ridden period continued over the next few 

weeks. His efforts were twofold: (1) to restore normal relations between the vice-chancellor and 

chancellor; (2) to mitigate Nkrumah’s suspicions towards the university and convince him that 

he had ideologically committed allies among its students, staff, and executive leadership. 

Hodgkin delicately and tactfully pleaded the case of a number of those who were handed 

deportation orders, by underscoring their political and ideological “soundness.” On February 1, 

one day after deportation orders were handed to Harvey, Seidman, and two other expatriates 

(another two deportation orders were served on February 1, one of them to Wendell Jeanpierre, 

an African American who taught French literature), Hodgkin wrote to Nkrumah. “Two of them, 

Professor Harvey and Mr. Seidman,” wrote Hodgkin, “are people whom I know and respect. One 

of them, Mr. Seidman, is a man with the kind of progressive record which it takes a great deal of 

integrity and courage to acquire in the U.S.A.”79  

Then, on February 4, after thanking Nkrumah for his personal delivery of Vitamin A 

tablets, Hodgkin began his plea by relating to Nkrumah’s position and the rhetoric of urgency 

and security that legitimized the deportation orders. “I do entirely recognize,” he wrote, “that, in 

a time like the present, the people’s safety must come before personal considerations. At the 

same time, for the sake of Ghana’s own reputation and future, one is terribly anxious to ensure 

that, as far as is humanely possible, individuals don’t suffer injustice.”80 Regarding Wendell 

Jeanpierre, whom Hodgkin knew best, Hodgkin testified that he “always seemed to me an 

entirely genuine and devoted left-wing Afro-American.” He added that Rebecca Posner, the new 

professor of French, an old friend of Dorothy Hodgkin, who was both “intellectually and 

politically extremely good,” backed Jeanpierre completely. Hodgkin did not know Robert 

 
79 Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, February 1, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD. 
80 Thomas Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, February 4, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD; copy also found 
in Hodgkin to Nkrumah, February 4, 1964. 
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Seidman as well as he had known Jeanpierre. He was impressed, however, by the fact that Alan 

Nunn May and Ronald Bellamy, a Marxist economist who taught at the University of Ghana, 

both of whom Hodgkin had regarded as “good judges both of character and of politics,” 

considered Seidman to be “a person of genuine socialist convictions, who with his wife has had a 

very hard time in the U.S.A. on that account.” Hodgkin was clearly not impressed with the 

accusations of subversive activity against the six expatriates and believed them to be a 

fabrication by party activists. The most effective way for Hodgkin to confront such accusations 

was to underscore the individuals’ socialist convictions. 

On February 8, when it was already made clear that the deportations were a done deal 

and would in all likelihood take place that same day, Dorothy Hodgkin was contemplating the 

day after. She wrote a short letter to Nkrumah in an attempt to strengthen confidence between the 

university and the CPP. “My dear President,” she wrote,  

There is in the University of Ghana at present a strong group of left-wing faculty 

members who are anxious to help in the transformation of the University. Would it be 

possible for them to meet with C.P.P. people and even better, with yourself – perhaps 

even a series of meetings as soon as possible? It is most urgent that you know how many 

friends you have within the university. Meetings of this kind would lead more surely to 

the University you want than the removal of friends and colleagues which leaves us 

miserable and unable to work.81  

The Hodgkins, secure of their standing with Nkrumah, allowed themselves a large degree of 

candidness with Nkrumah, and Nkrumah, on his part, was receptive to hearing their suggestions. 

In response to Dorothy Hodgkin’s letter, Nkrumah wrote, perhaps implicitly acknowledging the 

political motivation behind the deportations: “I know quite well that we have a good number of 

these fine persons at the University, only they are so mixed up with die-hard neo-colonialist 

right-wing confusionist faculty members at the university.”82 And he welcomed the idea of 

arranging a meeting between himself and the aforementioned group of left-wing faculty 

members. Nkrumah suggested that Dorothy discuss the matter with Thomas and produce a list of 

names that he would in turn invite for a “discussion and dinner.” A second letter followed from 

 
81 Hodgkin to Nkrumah, February 8, 1964. 
82 Kwame Nkrumah to Dorothy Hodgkin, February 8, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD. 
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Dorothy Hodgkin, in which she suggested a meeting between Nkrumah and the Student 

Representative Council, in an attempt to rebuild confidence between the student body at the 

university and the government.83 Following the deportations, the Hodgkins approached Nkrumah 

a number of times in an attempt to restore workable relations between the chancellor and vice-

chancellor, and to rebuild confidence between the university and state in general, and also 

mitigated O’Brien’s intransigence regarding three appointments on which Nkrumah insisted.84 

Hodgkin was one of the chief executors of Nkrumah’s vision for transforming Ghana into an 

Africa-based and Africa-centered center for the production of knowledge on Africa. He 

embodied the sort of expatriate scholar Nkrumah hoped to see in the University of Ghana, one 

who enjoyed academic repute and challenged traditional methods of studying Africa and 

Africans. The crisis befalling the university in late 1963-early 1964 threw Hodgkin into a 

sensitive mediating position, which characterized the latter part of his term as director of the 

IAS.   

  

THE SEIDMANS, NKRUMAISM AND THE AMERICAN PERIL 

In direct contrast to Harvey’s insistence on an objective and value-neutral academic space, 

ascertaining the “left-wing” and socialist credentials of faculty members and students, as well as 

underscoring the continuous need to “transform” the university, became an increasingly more 

decisive component in the relations between the CPP-led government and the university. This 

was especially true for individuals such as Ann and Robert Seidman, both teachers at the 

University, following Robert’s deportation. Unlike the majority of expatriate members of 

university staff, the Seidmans had hoped Ghana would remain their home for many years to 

come. Their five children had acclimatized well in local schools, and they thoroughly enjoyed 

their life in Ghana. The couple was highly committed to their work in the country, certainly from 

a professional point of view, but also in terms of their political inclination. This was especially 

true for Ann Seidman, whose professional work as an economist quickly became entwined with 

 
83 Dorothy Hodgkin to Kwame Nkrumah, February 9, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), PRAAD. 
84 For Hodgkin’s mitigation in the appointments affair, see for example, Thomas Hodgkin to Conor Cruise O’Brien, 
March 19, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17); O’Brien wrote to Nunn May that “Thomas and Dorothy came and also 
asked me to [...] generally try to sound a little less intransigent.” See Conor Cruise O’Brien to Alan Nunn May, 
February 24, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
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Nkrumah’s vision for continental unity. The economic rationale for trans-continental unity 

became Seidman’s primary scholarly concern during her years in Ghana, and for some time after 

Nkrumah’s overthrow. Robert Seidman’s deportation thus came as a shock to the couple. Ann 

Seidman, who stayed on with her children in Ghana, worked hard, through Thomas Hodgkin’s 

brokerage, to regain Nkrumah’s confidence hoping that her husband may be allowed back into 

Ghana and the university. Ann Seidman thus had to reconcile her personal misfortune, the result 

of the increasing authoritarianism and anti-Americanism of Nkrumah’s regime, with her strong 

commitment to Nkrumaism’s vision of pan-African unity.  

Hodgkin desperately attempted to influence Nkrumah to reconsider the deportations. He 

sent him a syllabus that Ann Seidman, who taught at the Department of Economics, was using in 

a course she taught for student studying towards a diploma in public administration.85 The 

syllabus, Hodgkin argued, demonstrated the “new kind of outlook” that people like Seidman 

were introducing into the university’s economics curriculum.86 He hoped that by convincing 

Nkrumah of Ann Seidman’s political commitments, Nkrumah would reconsider her husband’s 

deportation order. Seidman’s syllabus was, indeed, strongly catered towards Nkrumah’s 

government’s economic agenda and illustrated her idea of what the study of economics should 

consist of in postcolonial Ghana. The course, the syllabus stated, aimed “to give [students] an 

insight into the economic problems of Ghana as a mixed economy moving towards socialism, 

seeking to increase output and raise the living standards of the people.”87 It included reading 

portions on the economic history of Africa, such as the “Effect of European trade and slavery in 

Africa,” and “the importance of pan-African economic integration,” as well as Ghana’s 

economic planning, such as the CPP’s “Seven Year Plan.” It was Africa-centered, with multiple 

texts composed by African and pan-African nationalists, focused on development economics, 

and with a clear Marxist orientation.  

 As relations between Ghana and the US were taking a turn for the worse, the American 

link of four of the six deportees became the locus for governmental suspicion, and the Seidmans 

 
85 Hodgkin to Nkrumah, February 4, 1964; Ann Seidman, “Department of Economics, Lecture Syllabuses for 
1963/1964. Diploma in Public Administration. A1. Elements of Economics.,” 1963, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), 
PRAAD. 
86 Hodgkin to Nkrumah, February 4, 1964. 
87 Seidman, “Department of Economics, Lecture Syllabuses for 1963/1964. Diploma in Public Administration. A1. 
Elements of Economics.” 
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were eager to underscore their oppositional activity in the US in an effort to revoke the 

deportation order against Robert, even after it became a fait accompli. On February 25, Dorothy 

Hodgkin and Basil Davidson sent Nkrumah a letter with an enclosed document composed by 

Ann Seidman, which bared the title “Background information on Bob and Ann Seidman.”88 

Hodgkin and Davidson, acknowledging Nkrumah’s anxieties of foreign subversion, wrote that 

they realized that “in the interest of security” it was necessary to take decisions “rapidly on 

whatever evidence [was] available.”89  But thinking of the “day after,” they sent the additional 

information contained in the document in the hope that on some future date the decision could be 

reconsidered. They added that Ann and Robert Seidman were “both really progressive people” 

and that Ann Seidman had in the past written “a very favorable account […] of the Cuban 

Revolution.” As an expatriate who faced accusations of subversion, Robert’s, and his wife 

Ann’s, political orientation became a crucial line of defense. 

Whereas in his post-deportation report, “Letter From a Deportee,” Robert Seidman 

summarily explained the couple’s motivation for coming to Ghana as a “mixed bag of reasons, 

part interest in doing something socially more useful than trying lawsuits, part sheer 

adventure,”90 Ann’s five-page long document emphasized their ideological and political 

standing, “in hopes of giving some insight into the reasons why we would very much like to 

continue work in Ghana.”91 If, as was likely the case, Robert Seidman’s American background 

and partial sponsorship by the Ford Foundation had made him susceptible to accusations of being 

a neo-colonialist agent of American imperialism, then Ann Seidman’s report underscored their 

oppositional activity in the US. When Robert Seidman was a law student at Harvard, wrote his 

wife, he was reported to US security agents for having led a campaign to allow a Communist 

Party activist to speak at the university. Ann Seidman was active in an organization that had been 

blacklisted for subversive activity; Robert worked for a law firm that represented the Cuban 

government in the US; both Ann and Robert were subpoenaed by the Un-American Activities 

Committee; Ann had been cited in an anti-Communist trial in Connecticut as “a teacher of 

 
88 Dorothy Hodgkin and Basil Davidson to Kwame Nkrumah, February 25, 1964, RG 17/1/375 (SC/BAA/48), 
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Marxism,” etc. And they had come to Ghana “hoping to make some contribution to the national 

liberation movements.”92 It took a few months, but by May 1964 Robert Seidman was not only 

permitted to return to Ghana, but was also appointed by Nkrumah a Presidential Professor of 

Law.93  

Though Ann Seidman’s “Background information” had a clear purpose – to influence 

Nkrumah to reconsider Robert’s deportation order – it would be a mistake to consider the 

document as sheer apologetics. The document, as well as her course syllabus sent to Nkrumah by 

Hodgkin, were indicative of her principled political engagement as an academic economist. As 

Gerardo Serra demonstrates, Seidman was a strong supporter of Nkrumah’s vision of African 

unity, which she articulated in terms of economic theory.94 As member of a research team on 

“The Economics of African Unity” at the Department of Economics at the University of Ghana, 

Seidman rejected conventional wisdom on African economic realities, and proposed an 

alternative set of methodological principles to think about economic integration in Africa. 

According to Serra, Seidman, together with her colleague at the department, economist Reginald 

Green, “were trying to create a new theory of market integration and a series of policy measures 

which truly reflected the characteristics and the needs of the African continent, and at the same 

time support Nkrumah’s call for continental planning and political union.”95 The results of 

Seidman and Green’s economic efforts at the research team were published in 1968, after 

Nkrumah’s fall from power, in a book entitled Unity or Poverty? The Economics of Pan-

Africanism.96 Serra explains that the book strongly supported the idea of continental-based 

economic planning as a solution to neo-colonialism in Africa, while detaching it from 

Nkrumah’s imperative for a unitary African government, in order to maintain the relevance of 

their political analysis and suggested policy in the post-Nkrumah era. Robert Seidman’s 

deportation order was thus more than a personal blow for Ann. It conflicted with her committed 

 
92 Seidman. 
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efforts to produce knowledge commensurate with Nkrumah’s postcolonial vision of African 

unity.  

Seidman shared her research paradigms and efforts with the readership of the CPP-

controlled Ghanaian Times, in a three-part series in March 1965 – approximately one year after 

the deportations – in what was itself a sign of her good standing with the government.97 In her 

article, Seidman explained her perception of the study of economics in postcolonial Ghana, and 

Africa in general. “The body of economic theory inherited from colonialism,” wrote Seidman,  

the theory which is still too frequently being taught in the schools and universities of the 

newly liberated states of Africa today, is completely inappropriate as a guide to 

achievement of economic independence and higher living standards. Rather, it was, and 

is, designed to provide a rationale for continued economic dependence on former colonial 

as well as other neo-colonial powers. Studies of economic development in Africa, based 

on African experience, must develop economic theory as a guide to building economies 

which are capable of mobilising resources for rapid growth and independence – 

economies which must move, as many African leaders emphasise, in the direction of 

socialism.98 

Seidman consequently declared that the primary aim of the study of African economic 

development should be “the complete overhauling of textbooks and teaching methods,” and to 

contribute to the provision of new textbooks “to help students understand socialist economic 

principles,” to offer new materials and suggest new teaching methods. In her series of articles, 

Seidman’s critique of colonial economic knowledge was complemented by discussing three 

areas of study that followed her suggested paradigm, which all coalesced around the imperative 

of rapid economic development: (1) an elaboration of the economic problems inherited from the 

colonial era and of competing capitalist/neocolonial theories of development, and the ways they 

hindered economic development; (2) the crucial role of state planning – institutions, policies – in 

guaranteeing rapid development; (3) the advantages of continental unity for rapid development 
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and increased living standards.99 Seidman’s economic scholarship was thus strongly inspired by 

Nkrumah’s vision for a trans-continental political union, and equipped it with a powerful 

economic defense. Her research was unabashedly politically-engaged, committed, and inspired, 

in a way that would not occur as appropriate to Harvey, for whom the political was always a 

component of the studied object, never the scrutinizing subject. 

Indeed, Robert Seidman’s return to Ghana posed a problem for his sponsors at Ford 

Foundation’s SAILER program, and especially to Harvey. SAILER insisted on maintaining a 

politically-neutral academic agenda, but this was complicated by the growing disaffection with 

the US and increased scrutiny over foreign aid in Ghana, as well as by the government’s attempts 

and expectations to politicize Legon. The government’s increased suspicion of American 

intervention was felt in the university in November 1963, when, after months of intensive 

planning and after coming very close to securing funding from the United States Agency for 

International Development (USAID) for establishing a medical school at the University of 

Ghana, the government suddenly decided to terminate negotiations with the American agency. 

This was, at least partly, the result of interventions made by Dr. Joseph Gillman, a South African 

political migrant, who served as director of the Ghana Institute of Health and member of the 

Ghanaian Academy of Sciences. Gillman had direct access to Nkrumah and, according to 

Harvey, was “extremely hostile to the United States.”100 Harvey believed that Gillman had 

“nurtured the growing anti-American feelings of the President as well as his distrust of the 

University.”101 

In Basner’s assessment, and in this he undoubtedly reflected Nkrumah’s close circle of 

advisers, the conflict that emerged between Nkrumah and the University was over the neo-

colonial peril. As Basner explained, Nkrumah understood “most of the post-colonial activities of 

the Western powers in Africa as attempts to perpetuate the colonial system in a disguised 

form.”102 “In our age,” Basner wrote, “Western influences mean predominantly US influence,” 

and in the field of education, it meant “grants from the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, and a 

preference for US graduates whose language is English but whose constitutional history was 

 
99 Each of these three areas of study was accordingly covered by one of her three articles in the series.  
100 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 48. 
101 Harvey, 49; see also O’Brien, Memoir: My Life and Themes, 282. And see file on Gillman in RG 17/1/361 
(SC/BAA/175), PRAAD. 
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made by Jefferson, Lincoln and Franklin Roosevelt and not Lord North and [Frederick] 

Lugard.”103 For Basner, therefore, Harvey and Seidman’s partial sponsorship by the Ford 

Foundation’s SAILER program was tantamount to a form of academic neo-colonialism, and their 

extensive revisions of the law curriculum and pedagogy were all part of this large scheme. The 

deportations didn’t preoccupy Basner, who went further as to argue that though neither O’Brien 

nor Nkrumah could know for certain if Harvey “was, or was not a CIA agent,” it was the 

American government that “had chosen to make every American educationalist a security risk 

for foreign governments, and deportation an occupational hazard for every American 

educationalist abroad.”104  

O’Brien and Harvey were well aware of the growing suspicion in CPP circles of US 

academic grants. In a letter that Nkrumah sent to O’Brien on 27 January, during the seventeen-

day recess imposed by the government on the university, he presented six “directives” to the 

university.105 One of these stated that “the chancellor must be informed of the appointment of all 

academic staff who are not paid by the university.” O’Brien, uncharacteristically, as Akenson 

observes, “acted with exigent and expedient humility in putting up with a little governmental 

meddling.”106 And expedient O’Brien was. In his impressively detailed report to the SAILER 

project following his deportation, Harvey, who closely advised O’Brien on drafting “an 

appropriate response” to the chancellor’s directives, revealed their tactic.107 O’Brien, as the 

 
103 Basner, 174; for more on the intimate links between the Ford Foundation and the US foreign policy, see Edward 
H. Berman, The Influence of the Carnegie, Ford, and Rockefeller Foundations on American Foreign Policy: The 
Ideology of Philanthropy (Albany: SUNY Press, 1983); Inderjeet Parmar, Foundations of the American Century: 
The Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller Foundations in the Rise of American Power (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 2012); but compare with Krishnan’s conclusion that “SAILER was not a single monolithic program, nor was 
its mission to advance some grand Cold War, American foreign policy objective.” Krishnan, “Academic SAILERS,” 
262. 
104 Basner, unpublished manuscript, 175; months before the controversy over Africanizing the Faculty of Law and 
the deportations had all taken place, it was indeed rumored in the Ghanaian press that Harvey was a CIA agent. On 
January 6, 1963, a hand grenade had been thrown at a stadium during a CPP rally, shortly after Nkrumah had left the 
stadium. Then on January 12, 1963, a brief article appeared in the Evening News questioning “what that so-called 
‘Michigan Professor’ at Legon was doing at the Sports Stadium on the day of the incident with his camera and 
whether he is not one of the CIA agents operating in the country.” Harvey was clearly insinuated here since he was 
the only professor at Legon with links to Michigan. Only that he had not been at the stadium at the day of the 
incident. “Patu-Busufo Wishes to Know...,” Evening News, January 12, 1963; see Harvey’s account, Harvey, “The 
Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 30; O’Brien spoke to Nkrumah about the “unpleasant and mendacious 
piece,” who was in turn “shocked to hear it” and said he would “take steps to see that a retraction appears,” see 
Conor Cruise O’Brien to William B. Harvey, January 21, 1963, UG1/1/H51. 
105 Kwame Nkrumah to Conor Cruise O’Brien, January 27, 1964, IAS/3/1/24 (IAS/CONF.17B). 
106 Akenson, Conor, 247. 
107 Harvey, “The Development of Legal Education in Ghana,” 66. 



190 
 

archives show, indeed supplied Nkrumah with “a list of academic staff not paid by the 

University,” but did not enclose the criteria upon which he interpreted Nkrumah’s directive.108 

Harvey thus clarified in his report that “we did not interpret the President’s directive to include 

persons who were regularly appointed by the University and compensated by it at normal rates 

but had supplementary financing from other sources.”109 Thus, he added, those members of the 

Faculty of Law who received financing from SAILER, “were regarded as regular University 

appointees and not included in the list.” O’Brien and Harvey were clearly concerned that, already 

in the crosshairs, adding the names of Harvey, Seidman, and others, to the list, would jeopardize 

their positions as faculty staff.    

Nevertheless, Harvey did not view his educational activities in Ghana, nor SAILER’s 

intervention, as an extension of American foreign interests. His philosophy of law, as discussed, 

strongly distinguished between the objective sphere of academic legal education and the value-

charged political and subjective arenas. But this distinction proved unworkable, and for Harvey 

personally – a hazard, in Nkrumah’s Ghana. Harvey was a leading figure within the SAILER 

program, which stated purpose was “to financially support law schools in African countries” 

where SAILER was welcome.110 Though the program, as Krishnan explains, was informed by 

the “law-and-development” model, namely, the assumption that a vibrant legal profession was a 

necessary condition for democracy and economic development, its official, neutrally articulated 

statement of action, fit well with Harvey’s beliefs. This conviction, however, proved 

consequential for Seidman, after his return to Ghana in May 1964. In a letter Harvey sent to 

Seidman, he questioned the wisdom in the latter’s decision to return. His first concern was that 

Seidman’s professional reputation would be compromised if he returned, since people in the 

profession – not Harvey himself, he clarified – may wonder if his intellectual integrity was 

somehow compromised by the need to appease the Ghanaian government.111 Harvey would not 
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conceive that an appropriate academic course of activity could be pursued in tune with the 

government’s prescription, especially after the developments of early 1964.  

Harvey’s second concern regarded Seidman’s continued reliance on SAILER support. 

Robert’s wife, the economist Ann Seidman, had taken on intermittent consulting projects to the 

Ghanaian government, and this, in Harvey’s opinion, was untenable from SAILER’s point of 

view. “Ann’s feminist hackles,” Harvey wrote belittlingly, “will undoubtedly rise at the 

suggestion, but the fact is that her activities cannot be divorced from the capacity in which you 

are serving.” Harvey added that “in some instances the Ford Foundation may think it desirable to 

provide funds to enable the recipient to procure economic consultants, political advisors or 

others. In the SAILER program, however, the only purpose is support for the development of 

legal education and research.” And Harvey was adamant – though the last word was not his – 

that the activities of anyone (even a wife!) associated with SAILER had to be kept free of “any 

governmental involvement which could be classified as political.” Harvey’s harsh dichotomy 

between knowledge production and value-judgments clashed with Ann Seidman’s inclination to 

actively engage in economic planning as an academic economist and marked the very limits of 

his positivist convictions within the context of “Nkrumaist” Ghana.112  

 

ACADEMIC FREEDOM: THE UNIVERSAL AND THE CONTINGENT  

On March 14, 1964, a month after the deportations had taken place, with ongoing attacks on the 

university in the Ghanaian press, O’Brien addressed the university congregation.113 He opened 

his speech by paying tribute to the university architects, who he had criticized in the past from 

time to time for their conservative quadrangle design of the university campus. An earthquake, 

which shook Accra and its vicinity three days earlier, on March 11, caused no damage to the 

earthquake-proofed university buildings. “The architects,” he reminded his listeners, “have been 

widely criticized for having taken this expensive procedure, since it was believed that Legon Hill 

was not in the earthquake belt.”114  But as it turned out, they were correct in taking such 
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measures. The earthquake served O’Brien as a sophisticated and implicit rhetorical device to 

note a positive aspect in the colonial inheritance, one which was widely thought of as wasteful 

and contrary to the postcolonial instrumentalist ethos. O’Brien proceeded with the earthquake 

metaphor to remind his audience of that second pillar he had referred to in his first address to the 

academic board in October 1962, namely, that the university stood “on the same soil as the rest 

of the community,” and that the “revolutionary change” and the current era of national 

emergency and increased security measures naturally affected the university as well.115 

“Changes,” he continued, “should be a stimulus to thought, to re-examination, to self-criticism,” 

and the university responded to this stimulus by setting up an ad hoc committee to promote 

reforms that would transform some of the habits rooted in university custom, such as students 

wearing gowns, being waited at table, or that faculty members should sit on high tables.116  

 Then O’Brien turned to the other “shock” the university had experienced. He dedicated 

the major part of his speech to arguing for a universal premise for the intellectual ideals any 

university should embody. “Respect for truth; intellectual courage in the pursuit of truth; moral 

courage in the telling of truth” – these were the qualities O’Brien prescribed for a “real” and a 

“living” university.117 These ideals, O’Brien argued, had nothing in common with the 

perpetuation of colonialist and neo-colonialist values, as some critics had argued. Rather, the 

aforementioned core intellectual values had been shared by Mencius in China and Socrates in 

Greece. “The geographical and cultural gap between them was the widest possible,” O’Brien 

reiterated, “yet it is clear they would have understood one another.” O’Brien then shrewdly 

quoted Nkrumah’s speech on academic freedom from February 1963, the one which O’Brien 

himself had ghost written, to express his hope that the “enlightened policy” proclaimed by the 

Chancellor in his speech, would prevail.118 As a result of the increased strife between the 

university and government, O’Brien promoted the idea that the university ought to secure what 
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he deemed were core universal ideals – ahistorical, and unaffected by colonialism – essential for 

any vital system of knowledge production and dissemination. 

 O’Brien’s speech came under attack in the CPP mouthpiece The Spark, which had been 

attacking the university in a series of columns entitled “Our Universities: Legon,” since 25 

September 1963, the same day Nkrumah had delivered his controversial speech at the official 

opening of the IAS, in which he proclaimed the need to Africanize the staff of the Faculty of 

Law.119 Amidst its characteristically hyperbolic style and invective, the Spark (considering the 

style and arguments, Basner was probably the author) offered a thorough critique of O’Brien’s 

conjecture of a universal premise for academic freedom.120 “Freedom, academic or otherwise” 

argued the Spark, “is not the simple question of removing all restrictions upon behaviour.”121 

Rather, against O’Brien’s “abstract Platonic idea of a university,” the writer argued that 

knowledge production was always contingent upon its immediate political and material context. 

“Nowhere in space or time,” the anonymous writer argued, “have universities carried out 

research out teaching in freedom from the external pressures of money and politics or […] in 

freedom from the pressures of the cultural and ideological environment.” And in a socialist 

country like Ghana, where, ostensibly, a privileged minority that was “more receptive to 

conservative than to radical ideas” was still in charge of intellectual labor, it was legitimate for 

the state, which represented the “majority,” to restrict that minority’s freedom to “speculate and 

corrupt.”  

 Similarly, unimpressed by O’Brien’s outcry, Bing and Basner emphasized that academic 

freedom was in fact a contingent principle. Bing drew a sharp distinction between “academic 

freedom” in the English Oxbridge tradition and “academic freedom” in the American colleges, 

especially the Land Grant colleges, which he had offered as a model for the universities in 

Ghana.122 Importantly, those documents authored by Bing which have been discussed earlier in 
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this chapter, concerning the establishment of the University of Ghana and meant for internal 

circulation, mentioned nothing on academic freedom. In his memoirs, however, composed after 

the coup and addressed to a general public, Bing dedicated many pages to criticizing the concept 

of academic freedom insisted upon by the professors at Legon. Academic freedom in the English 

tradition, explained Bing, evolved from the medieval age, when universities had been 

ecclesiastical institutions, and “their ‘self-government’ had followed simply from the autonomy 

of the clergy.”123 This principle evolved during the nineteenth century into a concept of academic 

freedom, which “had essentially been the right of College ruling bodies to impose their collective 

decisions as to whom they would admit and what they would teach.” The fact that a university 

teacher was able at times to hold “extreme political or otherwise unconventional views was due, 

not to any overall policy of allowing intellectual or personal freedom, but to a part of the ancient 

clerical concept that a Church Living […] was property of which the holder could only be 

deprived by due process of law.”124 Bing highlighted the historical contingency to undermine the 

notion of universal principle of academic freedom. The English university system, argued Bing, 

had indeed reformed over time to suit the needs of British industrial and commercial needs, but it 

reformed “as part of the compromise, preserving some of the former privileges of their ancient 

ruling bodies.”125 It was a mistake to render such anachronistic privileges a matter of academic 

freedom. 

 Bing contrasted the British university system with the American Land Grant Colleges, 

established in the US in the second half of the nineteen century and were governed by a 

committee drawn from the surrounding community rather than by the academics themselves. The 

Land Grant University served Bing as his preferred model for Ghana’s university system.126 

Accordingly, Bing argued that whereas the British concept of academic freedom underscored the 

university’s right for self-government, a different concept of academic freedom evolved in 
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America, one which “sprang from the puritan and anti-colonialist belief in the right of protest 

and dissent.”127 According to Bing, the University of Ghana had inherited its conceptions of 

academic freedom from its predecessor institution, and the university elite was quick to interpret 

any intervention in university governance as a breach of academic freedom. As for the 

deportations and other points of controversy between the university and government, these Bing 

dismissed as a modern manifestation of “the sordid brawling between ‘town’ and ‘gown’ which 

had disgraced medieval Cambridge.”128 Bing had his own reservations from the hyperbole 

emanating from the CPP-publications. He dismissed as untrue the Ghanaian Times assertion in 

February 1964 that the universities in Ghana had become the locus of “imperialist and neo-

colonialist subversion and counter-revolution.” “The crime of the University,” he wrote, “was its 

passivity in face of the crying economic and social needs of the country,” by failing to produce 

the type of civil servant that was required, and the skilled personal needed for development.129 

O’Brien’s mistake, Bing added, was that the academic freedom “which he defended with such 

skill, courage and pertinacity” as “the free expression of opinion in academic circles” was not 

intended by most of those who composed the university elite.130 Rather, argued Bing, academic 

freedom merely became “the modern version of the ancient claim of the academic clerics to be 

the sole arbitrators of truth and to have the sole right to punish and expel the heretic from their 

midst.”131 

 Like Bing, Basner was in the opinion that “academic freedom” was, in the Ghanaian 

context, used as a device not to provide, as O’Brien had argued, the intellectual conditions in 

which “a modern African genius” would develop, but quite the contrary. Basner emphasized the 

institutional inertia between the University College and University of Ghana. With Ghana’s 

intelligentsia in charge of the country’s institutions of higher education, combined with a 

recruiting system which prioritized academic recruits from Oxford and Cambridge (under the 

claim of maintaining standards), the banner of academic freedom was lifted in order “to foster 

reaction in every form.”132 “In the name of academic freedom,” Basner argued, “every faculty 
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could be used to refute and denigrate the principle and program of the CPP vehemently as well 

as openly, providing it was couched in academic language.”133 The banner of academic freedom, 

in sum, was raised ingenuously by the university, as a means to oppose the CPP’s agenda.  

If O’Brien underscored those universal values – namely the pursuit of truth and the 

dissemination of that truth – that conditioned any university worthy of its name, Basner argued 

that although the great universities of the past were “great seats of learning where scholars could 

search for the truth undeterred and undistracted by social and political pressures,” they had, 

crucially, also been “great propaganda machines for the societies which nourished them.”134 

Basner argued that Nkrumah’s political ambivalence towards Ghana’s system of higher 

education was coupled with a genuine respect for intellectual freedom, which prevented him 

from acting drastically, in a revolutionary manner, by clearing the university of his opponents. 

Instead, Basner explained, Nkrumah was a reformist, who hoped that with time and patience the 

university would extend beyond the limits of the established elite, its continued admiration for 

Oxbridge’s high tables and gowns, conceptions of academic freedom, and degrees, and its 

principled opposition to Nkrumah and the CPP.  

Reflecting upon Harvey’s expulsion from Ghana, Basner considered it important that he 

was deported “as an alleged CIA agent,” and that “the question of academic freedom didn’t come 

into his deportation.”135 It was a case of “administrative ruffianism,” illustrative of the “arbitrary 

manner in which aliens were deported from Ghana without recourse to any form of legal 

action.”136 However, Basner insisted that deporting alien subjects on undisclosed grounds had 

been a practice “going on for thousands of years.”137 It was frequent in Africa and “not 

uncommon” in Britain, France, or the US, where members of the diplomatic corps were 

periodically declared persona non grata based on confidential information. Interestingly, 

Harvey, who rejected the factual basis for the charges made or implied against him, and 

disapproved “the arbitrary measures adopted for dealing with them,” also ascribed importance to 

the official grounds provided his deportation.138 He acknowledged that “on an abstract basis [the 
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charges] reflect legitimate concerns of those having political responsibility in a developing 

country.” For Harvey, it was especially meaningful that at no time during the affair did issues of 

race or color appear to be a significant factor. Harvey made a good point. White expatriates 

existed on both sides of the debates, and by actively encouraging and sustaining a vibrant 

expatriate cosmopolitan scene in Accra, Nkrumah, as I discuss in part I, powerfully demonstrated 

his ideal of a transracial Ghana. This commitment corresponded with his hopes for the 

rejuvenation of an “African personality,” in which the meaning of “African” fluctuated from 

precolonial indigeneity to hopes for a racially-inclusive postcolonial African identity. The 

existence of a small cohort of ideologically inclined, “revolutionary” exiles and expatriates in 

Nkrumah’s immediate circle symbolized in practice Nkrumah’s commitment to resist racism. 

This commitment was made all the more evident by Nkrumah’s insistence that debates over the 

university, with its large American and European expatriate contingency, remain on the terrain of 

ideology, away from any explicit reference to issues of race.139   

 

THE AFTERMATH 

Expatriates working in Legon were attracted to Ghana for a variety of reasons. Adventure, career 

opportunities, scholarly resources, would best define the motivation of some expatriates. But 

there were those whose motivation included the prospect of shaping and partaking in the 

Nkrumaist political culture, experiment, and vision, which resonated with them. Nkrumah’s 

commitment to higher education, his deep conviction that postcolonial Africa required an 

intellectual, cultural, and spiritual transformation, enabled, facilitated, and inspired this cohort of 

expatriate scholars. Legon composed a singular moment and cosmopolitan space in Nkrumah’s 

Ghana, in which expatriates such as Ann Seidman, Conor Cruise O’Brien (for a time), and 

Thomas Hodgkin, to name but a few examples, engaged in a novel project by attempting to 

produce knowledge that was in some way uniquely African, that was produced in Africa, and 

was tailored to Africa’s needs. Allman reminds us of two major institutions which set new terms 

for the study of Africa, the IAS and the Encylopaedia Africana project. In this chapter, other 

examples were introduced to describe the kind of academic-activism commensurate with 
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Nkrumah and the CPP: Ann Seidman’s advocation of trans-continental unity as a prerequisite for 

rapid economic development; O’Brien’s imperative to “reinterpret” history, or his two-pronged 

thesis for state/university relations; Bing’s notion of a “statist” university; Basner’s critique of 

“standards.”  

The expatriate existence in Legon, however, was characterized by a constant 

renegotiation of the academic sphere with the ever-changing terms of political life in Ghana, 

which included unprecedented governmental intervention in the university’s autonomy, and, 

arguably, on academic freedom. The “events of December-February” (1963-1964, respectively), 

as O’Brien referred to them, marked a high point of tension between the government and the 

university.140 These tensions posed new challenges for expatriates in Legon or those expatriates 

invested in reshaping the university, and triggered new responses to the university’s role in an 

“Nkrumaist” state. The unprecedented attempt of an increasingly authoritarian state to 

“discipline” the university should not, however, reduce the discussion to an assessment of 

academic freedom in Nkrumah’s Ghana. Instead, that debate over academic freedom in Ghana, 

should, I argue, be understood as an integral part, a “by-product,” of those oppositional attempts 

to define novel and creative postcolonial forms of knowledge. By this I do not mean to say that 

Nkrumah’s cruder forms of intervention – the deportations, the attempt to interfere in academic 

appointments, stripping the university of certain institutional organs – were a necessary 

component of his intellectual enterprise. These interventions were intertwined with a larger trend 

in Ghanaian politics to centralize power and quench opposition hubs. Only that the same 

Nkrumaist political vocabulary that generated an “Africa-centered, Africa-based, and globally 

engaged” body of knowledge, sat uneasily with the semi-codified, seemingly self-evident 

principles of academic freedom and autonomy underlaying western academic norms.141 All the 

more so considering the university’s institutional genealogy and the political and intellectual 

biography of a large segment of Legon’s academic (and administrative) staff. The voices 

unearthed and reintroduced in this chapter – by Bing, Basner, and the CPP press – insisted that 

concepts of academic freedom and autonomy ought to be understood not as rights but as 

manifestations of the entanglement of knowledge with colonial or neocolonial power. The terms 

of the debate that accompanied the unfortunate state of state/university relations in Ghana force 
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us to consider a context wider than the narrow (and however important) confines of “academic 

freedom” that previously dominated much of the scholarship focused on these events. 

O’Brien’s experience in Legon deeply affected his ideological self-identity. In his 

introduction to Writers and Politics, a compendium of his essays, O’Brien described a meeting 

with “an African leader,” clearly referring to Nkrumah.142 “Are you a socialist?” Nkrumah asked. 

“Yes,” O’Brien answered immediately. “People have been telling me,” Nkrumah continued, 

“that you are a liberal…”. O’Brien was acutely aware “why a charge of ‘liberalism’ was felt to 

be damaging.” “In relation to Africa, Asia and Latin America” he continued, 

The European and American liberal has too often been – and is perhaps increasingly – a 

false friend. Typically, in welcoming the new independence of, say, the African 

countries, he has warned them lest they fall under the far greater tyranny of communism, 

and he tends to identify communism with indigenous left-wing movements, thereby 

consciously or unconsciously identifying liberalism with, for example, the Emirs of 

Northern Nigeria. […] His moral worries about forms of government in African countries 

are unevenly distributed along the political spectrum. His press will have very much more 

to say about political detentions in ‘left-wing’ Ghana than about the liquidation of entire 

villages in ‘democratic’ Nigeria or ‘conservative’ Cameroon.143 

Meanwhile, went O’Brien’s description, Ghana was trying to build a socialist society, and its 

spokesmen and press vehemently rejected that kind of liberalism. Ghana was “progressing 

rapidly, in the development of its economy and in education,” and the Ghanaian government 

displayed what seemed to O’Brien as “a greater sense of responsibility to the people – not in the 

formal sense but in a profound one – than did neighboring states with more apparently liberal 

constitutions.” But O’Brien ultimately understood that he was “more profoundly attached to 

liberal concepts of freedom – freedom of speech and of the press, academic freedom, 

independent judgment and independent judges – than I was to the idea of a disciplined party 

mobilizing all the forces of society for the creation of a social order guarantying ore real freedom 

for all instead of just a few.” This realization is embodied by the change of perception apparent 

from a comparison between O’Brien’s two speeches discussed above. The first address 
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advocated the two-pronged thesis, which created a symbiosis between academic freedom and the 

“national interest,” while the second underscored the universal premise of truth-seeking, which 

he articulated as academic freedom. In between the two stood O’Brien’s experiences as the vice-

chancellor of the University of Ghana during a tumultuous period. 

 That African “liberal complex,” which O’Brien introduced as he narrated his meeting 

with Nkrumah, was ironically embodied by O’Brien himself in the immediate post-coup reality. 

Shortly after the coup, O’Brien returned to Ghana to attend the degree conferring ceremony on 

26 March 1964. He came upon the invitation of Alex Kwapong, who had been O’Brien’s pro-

vice-chancellor, and was recently installed as vice-chancellor by the National Liberation Council 

(NLC), which ruled Ghana following the military coup.144 In an article published in the British 

Observer, O’Brien described his warm reception at the airport by Kwapong and Kofi Edzii, the 

university registrar.145 Both, wrote O’Brien, “were more relaxed and happy than we had ever 

seen them: they had incurred under the old regime a degree of official displeasure which has 

become, after the coup, a precious asset.” O’Brien briefly described the “exciting time” which 

resulted in the deportations, and referenced, mockingly, the attempt on Nkrumah’s life in January 

1964 which triggered the events. Nkrumah, he wrote, “had just been shot at by a policeman, 

chased into his own kitchen and bitten in the face.” O’Brien admirably described Major General 

Emmanuel Kwasi Kotoka, the leader of the coup and a member of the ruling NLC, and would 

later, in his memoir, express his sorrow for Kotoka’s murder approximately one year later.146   

 Basner was outraged by O’Brien’s article. “O’Brien,” he wrote, “relishes Nkrumah’s 

downfall with all the sensitivity and political finesse of a Boston ward-heeler lofting a glass to 

the news that a rival political boss has been slugged in a back-alley.”147 In a private 

correspondence Basner wrote of O’Brien,  

to my mind there were two Conors […] The Conor who came to Ghana to help build a 

great African university, and the Conor whose resolution and judgment crumbled at the 

first touch of the ugly realities of post-colonial Africa. (Kwame is part of that Africa). 
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How, how, how could a man of integrity and liberal democratic convictions have written 

that article in the Observer […] Conor defending an army coup! Conor, at ease and 

gloating, with that race-course gang at the overthrow of Nkrumah!148 

In Basner’s eyes, O’Brien’s positive assessment of the NLC, which he believed was driven from 

his deep animosity towards Nkrumah, represented precisely that sort of liberalism in-name-only 

that O’Brien had described as signifying western imperialism in Africa. Even O’Brien, argued 

Basner, could express an admiration towards an undemocratic regime that came to power 

through a military coup, provided that it toppled Nkrumah and refrained from interfering in the 

university’s autonomy. From O’Brien point of view, however, there had been no other choice. 

“After the rigged referendum that made Nkrumah president for life,” he wrote, “there was no 

way of ending his rule except by military intervention.”149 And Kotoka, at least, had been more 

“enlightened” than most of his successors.      

Though the deportations undoubtedly served as a high-point in state/university relations, 

the remainder of O’Brien’s term was marked by continued strained relations with Nkrumah. 

O’Brien was confronted with further demands from the chancellor, some of which – Nkrumah’s 

demand to appoint three lecturers and CPP stalwarts to the positions of head of department – he 

managed, in large, to combat effectively.150 Others he was forced to accept as fait accompli – 

namely, the removal of the Institute of Education from the University of Ghana.151 Following the 

deportations, resignation was a constant dilemma for O’Brien, as for other expatriates. In a letter 

he sent to Thomas Hodgkin early in April, 1964, approximately two months after the 

deportations, O’Brien wrote: “we are now reaping the harvest of last February’s events in the 

form of resignations – I have received about ten in the past week.”152  

One resignation was handed by Vern G. Davidson, an American lecturer at the Faculty of 

Law, who wrote that, 

I feel that I cannot conscientiously continue to teach with the University in its present 

posture. It is clear that the government is willing to dominate the affairs of the University 
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for political ends and for the ambitious ends of the faithful within our ranks […] To 

continue to teach under these conditions would be an act of treason towards the youth of 

Ghana and the concept of a university.153 

Of Davidson, O’Brien wrote blatantly to Hodgkin that he was “only a poor bloody American, 

and his letter is over-emotional and self-righteous.”154 “But even allowing for that,” he conceded, 

“I’m afraid he makes a point or two.” O’Brien, who would himself contemplate resignation, and 

who had already suggested to Nkrumah that he fire him, replied to Davidson saying that he 

understood Davidson’s position, but took issue with his framing of his resignation in exclusively 

moral terms. “In present circumstances,” O’Brien wrote to Davidson, “teachers may well, on 

equally conscientious grounds but on different interpretations of the possibilities of the future, 

reach different conclusions as to whether or not to stay […] I don’t think it is helpful to suggest 

that teachers who do decide to stay are acting immorally or betraying the youth of Ghana and the 

concept of the University.”155     

The prospect of mass resignations became a primary concern for the university’s 

leadership following the deportations. It was also an indication of the insecurity and loss of 

confidence felt by expatriates in Legon following the events that befell the university. Days 

before the deportations took place, O’Brien made a statement to the university’s academic board 

on recent events, which he concluded with an address to the expatriate members of the board. He 

pleaded them not to resign. “I would urge you,” he said, 

to act for the present on the assumption that we are passing through a temporary phase of 

turbulence and that quieter waters may lie ahead. I can give you no guarantee that that 

assumption is correct, but at least as far as I am concerned, I do not intend to abandon it 

unless I am forced to do so. At the present stage I believe it would be unnecessarily 

defeatist and, to some extent, a betrayal of our responsibilities, to assume that the 

University, as we know it, has no future.156 

 
153 Vern G. Davidson to Conor Cruise O’Brien, March 31, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
154 O’Brien to Hodgkin, April 2, 1964. 
155 Conor Cruise O’Brien to Vern G. Davidson, April 2, 1964, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
156 Conor Cruise O’Brien, “Summary of the Vice-Chancellor’s Statement to the Academic Board,” February 3, 
1964, IAS/3/1/24 (IAS/CONF.17B). 
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Approximately one year later, on March 24, 1965, following the government’s decision to 

remove the Institute of Education from the University of Ghana, O’Brien himself seriously 

considered resigning. He wrote to Hodgkin that he would announce his resignation during the 

approaching convocation about to be held on March 29. “As matters now stand,” he wrote, 

“remaining on is a greater evil than departing.”157 What happened during the next days that 

caused him to change his mind is unknown, but by March 29, O’Brien “was back, determined to 

fight.”158 He decided he would put his resignation up for a vote and have the convocation decide 

whether or not “in the light of the extremely serious set of issues which have arisen the best 

interests of the University would or would not be served by the resignation of the Vice 

Chancellor.”159 By a vote of 131 to 4, the teaching body of the university decided that O’Brien 

should not resign and should stay until the end of his term.160 The university teachers had 

expressed their absolute confidence in their vice chancellor. 

A tug of war ensued between O’Brien and Nkrumah following the events of December-

February. Akenson explained the dynamics between the two: “Conor [Cruise O’Brien] wants 

Nkrumah to fire him; Nkrumah wants Conor to resign. Why are they playing this game? In 

Osagyefo’s case, it is because he would suffer a black eye internationally if he fired someone as 

prominent as O’Brien, who was popular and respected in anticolonial circles in Africa.”161 On 

O’Brien’s part, however, being fired would have gained for him the moral high ground, while 

“merely resigning could easily by interpreted as petulance, or, at best, battle fatigue.” Basner 

observed the same dynamics, and provided a similar explanation (though his point of view was 

altogether different than Akenson’s). O’Brien’s “liberal conscience” had been outraged, but not 

outraged enough to resign.162 And Nkrumah had been outraged that his appointment of the “hero 

of the Congo” whom he had brought to Legon to decolonize the university, should have become 

the spokesman for “the Oxbridge version of academic freedom.” But Nkrumah too was not 

“outraged enough” to fire him, because “there was no point in sacking O’Brien and creating an 

 
157 Conor Cruise O’Brien to Thomas Hodgkin, March 24, 1965, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17); See O’Brien’s detailed 
account of the events surrounding the transfer of the Institute of Education from the university, and his analysis of 
its implications, in Conor Cruise O’Brien to Kwaku Boateng, March 23, 1965, IAS/3/1/25 (IAS/CONF.17). 
158 Akenson, Conor, 268. 
159 Conor Cruise O’Brien, “Address to the Convocation. Draft I, March 28, 1965.,” March 28, 1965, IAS/3/1/25 
(IAS/CONF.17). 
160 Akenson, Conor, 269. 
161 Akenson, 263. 
162 Basner, unpublished manuscript, BASN/2/175-176. 
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international academic scandal if the Establishment remained untouched.” Consequently, 

O’Brien completed his term as vice-chancellor, which ended on August 1965.  

This tug of war between the chancellor and vice-chancellor was emblematic. There was a 

push and a pull, an ongoing negotiation, between “Nkrumaism’s” prescription that the state of 

postcolonial independence had to inform and reshape knowledge production in Ghana, and 

between the deeply engrained conventions advocating the universality of knowledge. The 

University of Ghana during Nkrumah’s years in power contained enclaves fertilized by 

Nkrumah’s pan-African vision, such as the IAS or the Economics of African Unity research team 

at the Department of Economics. But it was also a site of a deep, at times crippling controversy 

over the degree of autonomy that the university ought (or ought not) to have from state-imposed 

prescriptions. If, as Nkrumah proclaimed in his IAS opening speech, African studies had in the 

past been “subordinated in varying degrees to the effort to maintain the apparatus of colonial 

power,” the appropriate postcolonial relationship between knowledge and power had no tradition 

to rely upon, and was cause for much debate.163 One undisputed outcome of Nkrumaism, 

however, was Legon’s uniquely cosmopolitan scene. And it was Legon’s dominant and highly 

diverse expatriate presence that proved instrumental in articulating and demonstrating both the 

promise, but also the shortcomings, of Nkrumah’s high expectations from the University of 

Ghana. 

 

 
163 Nkrumah, “Opening of the Institute of African Studies. Legon, October 25, 1963,” 274. 
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APPENDIX 
 

The Israeli Presence in Legon 
 

The deteriorating relationship between the CPP-controlled state and the university elite reflected 

a deep tension between Nkrumah’s political evaluation of Ghana’s urgent need for foreign aid – 

in this case, in the form of academic knowledge – to support rapid economic development (as 

well as a cultural renaissance in Africa) – and his fears that this strong dependency on aid would 

lead to the loss of independence and sovereignty. Ghana’s ties with Israel, I argue, serve as an 

ideal case study for this ambivalence, because of the great promise, confidence, and inspiration 

with which it was received by leading members of the CPP, on the one hand, and Ghana’s pan-

African policy, which grew increasingly incompatible with the Israeli foreign agenda, on the 

other hand. By examining the dual role played by Israeli travelers and expatriates in Legon, who 

insisted on embedding their strong moral and professional commitment to Ghana’s academic and 

technological development with an unreserved commitment to Israel’s official foreign policy 

agenda, I hope to shed further light on Nkrumah’s neocolonial anxieties, his constant suspicion 

of the doubled-edged nature of aid, and his ambivalence towards the university. Furthermore, 

archival materials demonstrate the increasing professional dilemmas faced by Israelis in Legon 

as the University came under attack by the CPP, and their growing loss of confidence in the 

Nkrumaist project, thus attesting to the obstacles faced by the University of Ghana following the 

deportations, and its difficulty to reconcile between its commitment to Western standards and the 

Nkrumaist state. 

During the late-1950 and early 1960s Israel played a unique role in Africa as a benefactor 

of aid.1 Israel’s initial goals in Africa, as Zach Levey explains, were to establish relations that 

would ameliorate its diplomatic isolation, the result of the Arab-Israeli conflict, as well as 

“garner support at the United Nations, achieve greater international legitimacy, and create 

 
1 For an exhaustive bibliography on Israel-Africa foreign relations and Israeli foreign aid in Africa and the third 
world, see Ayala Levin, “Exporting Zionism: Architectural Modernism in Israeli-African Technical Cooperation, 
1958-1973” (PhD diss., Columbia University, 2015), n. 5, https://doi.org/10.7916/D8JQ102H. 
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economic opportunities.”2 As one of the very first countries in Africa south of the Sahara to gain 

independence from colonial rule, Ghana was singled out by the Israeli Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, and was considered an important point of departure for Israeli influence in postcolonial 

Africa. The success of Israeli aid projects in Ghana impressed African countries that gained 

independence in the early-1960s and provided Israel with considerable diplomatic gains. Ehud 

Avriel, Israel’s first ambassador to Ghana, became, according to Thompson, the most influential 

diplomat in Accra during the late 1950s.3 Israel successfully maintained its positive status in 

Ghanaian governmental circles between 1957-1960, but the Casablanca conference in January 

1961, followed by the rise in CPP circles of a new cohort of left-leaning “ideologues,” was a 

turning point in Israeli-Ghanaian relations. 

In fact, a document from early February 1966, which I have unearthed from the Israeli 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs archives, reveal that the Israeli national intelligence agency, the 

Mossad, was informed by “a sensitive source” about the upcoming military coup in Ghana.4 The 

document may be added to a number of testimonies and documents that have been revealed over 

the last decades, attesting to the CIA’s knowledge of, and indirect involvement in, Nkrumah’s 

overthrow.5 Israel’s knowledge of the upcoming coup and its decision to abstain from passing 

the information over to the Ghanaian authorities reveals the level of discontent and distrust 

which Israel felt towards the Nkrumaist regime by the time of the coup. Yet while Israel and 

Ghana’s interests in Africa grew further apart, Israel maintained its aid programs in Ghana. 

Israel, as Levey explains, “continued to view its relations with Ghana as an important component 

of its growing presence on the continent,” and Nkrumah, meanwhile, “still saw political 

advantage in a continued Israeli presence in his country.”6 The limited Israeli presence in Legon 

 
2 Zach Levey, “The Rise and Decline of a Special Relationship: Israel and Ghana, 1957-1966,” African Studies 
Review 46, no. 1 (2003): 156. 
3 Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 48. 
4 The message, marked “secret” and “urgent,” is addressed by a Mossad representative to Moshe Leshem, head of 
the Africa Division at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The message states the following: “The following from our 
representative in Accra from the 4th of this month [February 1966] from a sensitive source (not to be attributed at 
all): 1. The president [Nkrumah] will most likely leave for Hanoi beginning of next week and may also visit China 
and West Germany. 2. The president’s associates assured him that he had nothing to fear from leaving Ghana at the 
moment. 3. The source implied that once having left Ghana Nkrumah may be ‘requested’ to remain outside the 
country. End of quote.” The coup indeed took place while Nkrumah was on his way to Hanoi. See A. Arbel to M. 
Leshem, “Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 6, 1966, ISA-MFA-Political-0013wb9, Israel State Archives. 
5 For CIA involvement, see Paul Lee, “Documents Expose U.S. Role in Nkrumah Overthrow,” July 5, 2007, 
https://web.archive.org/web/20070705144155/http://www.seeingblack.com/x060702/nkrumah.shtml. 
6 Levey, “The Rise and Decline of a Special Relationship,” 167. 
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should be understood within this context of Israeli aid projects, as well as the moral discourse of 

“Zionism” that accompanied it.7 The Israeli expatriate experience in Legon was marked by its 

constant negotiation of the moral imperatives of Zionism with the evolving language and 

requirements of Nkrumaism. 

Israel distinguished its aid projects in Africa by alleging a postcolonial status of socialist 

nation-building, official neutrality in relation to the Cold War (though in practice, Israel was 

closely aligned with Western powers), as well as a shared history of racial oppression, thus 

alleviating fears of neocolonial infiltration.8 This was a perception of Israeli aid which largely 

resonated with Ghanaians, especially during the late 1950s, but well into the more “reserved” 

phase of the Israel-Ghana relations during the Nkrumah years. In his book Living with 

Nkrumahism, Jeffrey Ahlman demonstrates the example that Israel’s state-induced projects of 

national reconstruction set for the Ghanaian government. “Ghanaian officials,” he writes, 

“praised Israel as a model of a thriving, disciplined, and unified new nation.”9 Ahlman 

demonstrates the influence Israel, through its paramilitary wings, youth movements, and the 

kibbutz communal settlements, extended on Ghanaian projects of national and social 

reconstruction. Such projects included the Ghanaian National Workers Brigade and the Ghana 

Young Pioneers, important vessels of state sanctioned discipline, ideological formation and 

social mobilization.10 Similarly, when John Tettegah, a Ghanaian trade union leader, returned 

from a ten-day visit to Israel, he told reporters that during his visit he had learned more about 

trade unionism than he “could have learned in a British university in ten years,” and 

consequently decided to model the Trade Union Congress of Ghana on the Israeli national trade 

union, the Histadrut.11 The CPP-controlled press periodically dedicated a special “Focus on 

 
7 Israeli presence in Ghana as a whole amounted, in early 1964, to a total of 205. See Ya’akov Eshel to Africa 
Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Israelis in Ghana” [in Hebrew], January 17, 1964, ISA-mfa-Political-
00035ng, Israel State Archives. 
8 See, for instance, Arye Oded, “Africa in Israeli Foreign Policy—Expectations and Disenchantment: Historical and 
Diplomatic Aspects,” Israel Studies 15, no. 3 (2010): 125–28; Levin, “Exporting Zionism,” 20; Haim Yacobi, Chen 
Misgav, and Smadar Sharon, “Technopolitics, Development and the Colonial-Postcolonial Nexus: Revisiting 
Settlements Development Aid from Israel to Africa,” Middle Eastern Studies, 2020, 3, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00263206.2020.1772762; Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 91–93. 
9 Ahlman, Living with Nkrumahism, 92. 
10 Ahlman, 91–93, 97. 
11 Quoted in Thompson, Ghana’s Foreign Policy, 1957-1966, 47. 
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Israel” edition, with pages full of writeups, clearly provided by the Israeli government, on Israeli 

development projects, unions, and cooperative settlements.12   

By the time O’Brien assumed the vice-chancellorship, Israel was constantly searching for 

opportunities to make inroads with a circumspect Ghanaian government. As Austin comments, 

the Kulungugu affair provided such an opportunity, with “the temporary eclipse of the extreme 

anti-western, anti-neocolonialist wing of the party” following the arrests of Admafio, Coffie-

Crabbe, and Adjei, and the subsequent “hurried reinstatement of the old guard.”13 A report 

submitted on October 1962 by the Israeli ambassador in Accra to his superiors in Israel reveals 

the ambivalence with which Israel was perceived in the Ghanaian government, but also the 

temporary readiness of leading Ghanaian officials to reexamine relations with Israel.14 In his 

report, ambassador Michael Arnon summed up 34 meetings he had with various men and women 

of influence in Ghana. Perhaps the most ardent Israeli supporter working for the Ghanaian 

government with whom Arnon had met, was the Guyanese-born pan-African activist Ras 

Makonnen, who helped organize the 1945 Manchester conference. Makonnen had settled in 

Ghana in 1956 and since Ghana’s independence directed the African Affairs Center (AAC), one 

of Ghana’s pan-African institutions that hosted African political refugees.15 Makonnen’s 

memoirs, Pan-Africanism from Within, reveal his strong support of the Zionist movement and 

Israel, which he perceived as an inspirational and standard-setting model for Ghana and the pan-

African movement. This is also the sense Arnon received from his meeting with Makonnen in 

1962. Makonnen, wrote Arnon, “received me with great respect in the institution [i.e. the AAC], 

after requesting and receiving an Israeli flag, which he displayed on the mast in my honor. He 

mentioned that for a long period of time he was accused of being an ‘Israeli spy,’ and therefore 

had to show caution in his dealings with us.”16 However, Makonnen reassured Arnon that “lately 

the situation has improved.” This assessment was supported by other leading CPP politicians, 

such as Krobo Edusei, who confirmed their readiness to strengthen diplomatic ties with Israel.17 

 
12 See, for instance, Ghanaian Times, April 5, 1962; Ghanaian Times, April 29, 1963. 
13 Austin, Politics in Ghana, 410. 
14 Michael Arnon to Ministry of Foreign Affairs Africa Division, “Meetings in Accra 13/8/62-15/9/62” [in Hebrew], 
October 3, 1962, ISA-mfa-Political-000kl0d, Israel State Archives. 
15 Makonnen, Pan-Africanism from Within, 162–68, 207–9; For a history of the AAC, see Grilli, Nkrumaism and 
African Nationalism. 
16 Arnon to Africa Division, “Meetings in Accra” [in Hebrew], October 3, 1962, 1; all Hebrew texts translated by the 
author. 
17 Arnon to Africa Division, 4. 
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Geoffrey Bing, wrote Arnon in his report, expressed the most hostile view of Israel’s role 

in Africa. “For some time now,” wrote Arnon, “we have been warned that Bing was always one 

of the great inciters against us. I therefore looked him up as soon as I arrived in Accra, and we 

found out that we had known each other in London many years ago. I invited him to Lunch, and 

he spoke frankly.”18 Bing explained his suspicious stance against Israel. According to Arnon, 

Bing argued that Israel had “ruined [its] reputation by siding with the imperialists” especially in 

the Congo, but also with respect to Algeria and the French nuclear test in the Algerian Sahara. 

Bing also argued that the funding for Israel’s activity in Africa originated in one way or another 

from the West, and Israel’s activity was therefore “not as unbiased as we try to present it.” A 

similar critique was expressed by Nethaniel Welbeck, executive secretary of the CPP, who had 

visited Israel in the past and “knows many of us,” but who was suspicious of Israel’s motivations 

in Ghana following its involvement in the Congo crisis.19  

Importantly, Arnon also met with O’Brien, “an old acquaintance,” who was apparently 

very much in favor of “Israeli cooperation in the university and its development.”20 Though 

cooperation between Israel and Legon was limited, what cooperation did exist was nonetheless 

indicative of how Israel presented itself as a pertinent model for development in Ghana, and how 

it was perceived as such by Ghanaians and expatriates working in Ghana. Crucially, the few 

Israeli academics and technicians working in Legon displayed a staunch commitment to the 

Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ agenda, articulated in the moral and spiritual rhetoric of 

“Zionism.” In this I follow Ayala Levin’s conceptualization of “exporting Zionism,” which she 

introduces in her dissertation, “Exporting Zionism: Architectural Modernism in Israeli-African 

Technical Cooperation, 1958-1973.”21 Levin interprets Israel’s imbuing of aid with spiritual and 

moral values,  

as a means of alleviating the predicament of becoming, with the establishment of the 

state, ‘a nation like all nations’ that divested Zionism from its moral purposefulness. The 

 
18 Arnon to Africa Division, 1. 
19 Arnon to Africa Division, 6. 
20 Arnon to Africa Division, 7; in his memoirs, O’Brien tells an anecdote about Arnon, reaffirming their friendship, 
but also their disagreement over Israel’s support of Tshombe’s government in the Congo. See O’Brien, Memoir: My 
Life and Themes, 278; O’Brien kept holding Israel in high regard decades later when he published a book providing 
a sympathetic account of Israel, within the context of the Israeli-Arab conflict. See Conor Cruise O’Brien, The 
Siege: The Saga of Israel and Zionism (London: Paladin Grafton, 1986). 
21 Levin, “Exporting Zionism.” 
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developing countries thus presented an opportunity for Israel to perpetuate the sense of 

voluntary sacrifice – and thereby continue to sharpen its operative and moral edge – while 

helping it to position itself in the postcolonial international realm as moral and just, 

despite the injustices it was performing against the Palestinian population.22 

This is apparent from those professionals working for the University of Ghana who fall under 

Levin’s general terms of discussion (though not treated by her), namely, those involved in Israeli 

architectural and construction aid.  

Two Israelis were involved in the physical development of the Legon campus. Agbodeka 

writes that in January 1963 O’Brien invited Michael Nadler, an Israeli architect, “to report on the 

future lines of development of the University of Ghana campus.”23 Another Israeli, engineer O. J. 

Schorr, worked as director of the Department of Development at Legon during O’Brien’s term as 

vice-chancellor. Schorr clearly viewed his professional commitments in tandem with a larger 

agenda – representing Israel’s interests in Ghana, which were appraised through a moral 

vocabulary.24 In his periodical reports, Schorr provided Israel’s Division of International 

Cooperation in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Mashav) with a detailed account of his 

professional activities, and his wider political assessments of events transpiring in Legon. In his 

report from March, 1964, for instance, Schorr’s report included his own assessment of the 

motivations behind Ghana’s decision to reject American aid for the planned medical school, and 

described the atmosphere in Legon following the deportations.25 Schorr was committed to 

strengthening Israeli presence at the University of Ghana and even criticized Mashav for not 

doing enough to assist his efforts. In his report, he reminded Mashav that there were still a 

number of vacancies at the Department of Development, but “no suitable Israelis have been 

found – probably because the salaries are unattractive […] and in light of Mashav’s reluctancy to 

supplement the proposed salaries which I consider to be insufficient – especially after the recent 

increases in income tax and cost of living here.” Schorr pleaded Mashav to make an effort to 

make things easier for Israelis to apply to the approaching bid. Approximately one year later, in a 

cover letter attached to a copy of the “Development Office Progress Report for the Year 1964” 

 
22 Levin, 11–12. 
23 Agbodeka, A History of the University of Ghana, 153. 
24 Schorr’s employment was most likely facilitated – perhaps also partly financed – by Mashav. 
25 O. J. Schorr to Mashav, “Intermediate Report No. 2” [in Hebrew], March 19, 1964, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-
0007olr, Israel State Archives. 
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which he sent to Mashav, Schorr wrote that it was “regretful that appropriate Israeli candidates 

were not presented for the vacant senior positions in my department.”26 Chanan Olami, a senior 

officer at Mashav, replied that manpower and budgetary considerations forced Mashav to focus 

on those “key positions which enable us to advance our interests.”27 

The imagined commensurability between the “soft” socialism, rapid development, and 

nation-building agenda of Israel’s Zionism and Ghana’s Nkrumaism was hampered by Ghana’s 

unstable positioning on the East-West Cold War scale, and especially the prospect of 

strengthening ties between Ghana and Egypt, Israel’s arch-enemy on the international scene. In 

the same cover letter, Schorr mentioned O’Brien’s approaching retirement and the rumors 

circulating in Legon that his successor would be an Egyptian related to Nkrumah’s Egyptian wife 

Fathia.28 These rumors, Schorr alleviated Israeli concerns, “have for now been shelved, and with 

them the fear of a ‘national’ clash.” The same “strategic” concern is evidenced from a letter sent 

from the Israeli ambassador in Accra to Mashav in February 1964. Ambassador Arnon stressed 

the importance of drawing Israeli academics to Ghanaian universities. “There is no doubt that 

[…] penetrating the serious ranks of Ghanaian universities is highly important. Moreover, it 

turns out that some Egyptian professor has already arrived at the university in Kumasi, and more 

may well follow.”29 Thus, the ambassador and the Israeli engineer at Legon perceived their 

divergent professional roles as interlinked with a shared Israeli national interest. Schorr 

perceived his commitment to the physical development of Legon – and the archives testify to 

Schorr’s uncompromising professional integrity as an engineer – as a reflection of his morally 

imbued nationalist commitments, which he perceived as largely corresponding with Ghana’s 

Nkrumaist interests. The Egyptian “peril,” however, required intense negotiation on Schorr’s 

part, and marked the limits of his perception of Zionist-Nkrumaist commensurability. 

The moral imperative to “export Zionism” also applied to the few Israeli academics who 

worked at Legon, or who “passed through” Legon. Such scholars often voluntarily informed the 

embassy, Mashav, or the Africa Division at the Foreign Ministry of their planned trips, and sent 

 
26 O. J. Schorr to Mashav, “1964 Annual Report” [in Hebrew], January 17, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-
0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
27 Chanan Olami to O. J. Schorr, “1964 Annual Report for the Legon University Administration” [in Hebrew], 
February 8, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
28 Schorr to Mashav, “1964 Annual Report” [in Hebrew], January 17, 1965. 
29 Michael Arnon to Mashav, “University Job Postings for Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 26, 1964, ISA-mfa-
InterCooperation-0007olr, Israel State Archives. 
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them detailed reports on encounters they believed would be of interest to them. These usually 

concerned potential academic cooperation with Ghana or more diplomatically “sensitive” issues 

pertaining to the Israeli-Arab conflict, but also personal impressions of the general state of affairs 

in Ghana. Thus, for instance, when Historian Uriel Heyd embarked on a professional trip – 

which he referred to as a “national mission”30 – to Nigeria and Ghana in December 1964-January 

1965, he coordinated his visit with the respective Israeli embassies, which in turn arranged an 

itinerary that included visits to leading intellectual institutions and meetings between Heyd and 

high ranking academic and political figures. Following his trip, Heyd wrote a detailed report for 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on his activities, meetings and conversations he held.31 Writing 

on his three day “mission” to Ghana, Heyd underscored the Ghanaian impressions he 

encountered of Israel and the Israeli-Arab conflict, as well as prospects for Israeli-Ghanaian 

academic cooperation. Following a meeting with Alphaeus Hunton, the African American 

secretary of the Encylopaedia Africana, Heyd believed there was room for extended cooperation 

with Israeli Africanists on the ambitious project. He described his visit to the anti-nuclear Accra 

Assembly offices, “a leftist organization,” and heard of their attempts to initiate peace talks 

between Israelis and Arabs. And in a party at the ambassador’s home, he met Minister for 

Education Kwaku Boateng, who was “interested to hear on our system of ‘female soldier-

teachers,’ on Israel’s education system for minorities, and more.” 

Similarly, Heyd’s student, Nehemia Levtzion, who was taking his first steps in what 

would become a distinguished career as a historian of Islam in Africa, demonstrated his 

commitment to the agenda prescribed by the Israeli ministry of foreign affairs. In November 

1963, following three months at the IAS in Legon studying Arabic manuscripts, Levtzion 

traveled to Tamale, in Ghana’s Northern Region, where he set base with his wife during the 

following months.32 From Tamale Levtzion would travel with his translator (to Arabic) every 

Sunday to visit Muslim communities in Ghana, Togo and the Upper Volta (Burkina Faso), 

returning every weekend to Tamale. On 30 April, 1964, Levtzion sent a hand-written report to 

the director of the Africa Division in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. “I would like,” he wrote, 

 
30 The Hebrew term used by Heyd is Shliḥut. 
31 Uriel Heyd, “Report on Mission to Nigeria and Ghana (25.12.64-5.1.65)” [in Hebrew], January 10, 1965, ISA-
mfa-Political-00035ng, Israel State Archives. 
32 “The Legacy of Nehemia Levtzion 1935-2003,” Canadian Journal of African Studies / Revue Canadienne Des 
Études Africaines 42, no. 2/3 (2008): 232. 
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“to report briefly on the first trip [to Upper Volta] and to describe in greater detail the problems 

that arose on my second trip [to Togo].”33 Levtzion described how, assisted by interventions 

made by the Israeli attachés in Upper Volta and Togo, he was received graciously at the various 

locations he arrived to. Until he reached the city of Sekodé in Togo, where the news of his arrival 

came to the attention of the local Egyptian attaché and a young Egyptian who came to assist with 

the foundation of a school for Arabic and religious studies. Levtzion described in great length 

how the Egyptians influenced the local Muslim community not to cooperate with Levtzion, and 

it was only through the intervention of a local dignitary, whom Levtzion had met via a common 

friend, that the imam and other leaders of the local Muslim community were willing to talk to 

him. Levtzion, like other Israelis working in Ghana, was eager to report the incident to the Israeli 

authorities in order to give them a sense of Egypt’s menacing influence and the largely favorable 

(or alternatively, ignorant) attitude towards Israel among the local Muslim communities. There 

were instances, for Levtzion, in which his scholarly interest in the local Muslim communities 

intersected with a sense of national responsibility, and his national identity, in return, 

momentarily threatened to jeopardize his field-work. 

Similarly, for the only Israeli lecturer teaching at the University of Ghana, Ya’akov 

Agassi, negotiating the academic practice with the Israeli foreign ministry agendas and the 

morally-laden Zionist imperative to provide aid to a developing country, seemed to have been an 

almost self-evident procedure. Agassi, a lecturer in the Department of Geography, wrote, 

voluntarily, following the embassy’s request, periodical reports consisting of notes and 

impressions “that may be of some interest.”34 His reports demonstrate Agassi’s great concern for 

his students’ academic advancement. He provided personal, as well as group, supervision to 

approximately twelve students, and demonstrated his resourcefulness when he showed his 

students how to use ropes and knots as measuring devices when more conventional equipment 

 
33 Nehemia Levtzion to Director of Africa Division, Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs [in Hebrew], April 30, 1964, 
ISA-mfa-Political-00035ng, Israel State Archives. 
34 Ya’akov Agassi to Ya’akov Eshel, “A Short Report on My Impressions from Work at the University” [in 
Hebrew], March 1964, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007olr, Israel State Archives; it seems, based on a letter sent by 
Arnon to Mashav, that Agassi was hired by Legon without Mashav’s solicitation. However, the embassy filed a 
Mashav assessment report for Agassi suggesting that he was a Mashav expert. This, however, may have happened as 
a result of Mashav’s direct request, without Agassi formally being associated with Mashav. Be that as it may, my 
argument here remains that Agassi was only too happy to volunteer information to the embassy and Mashav. See 
Arnon to Mashav, “University Job Postings for Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 26, 1964; Shlomo Armon, “Periodic 
Report Mashav Experts: Mr. Y. Agassi - Geography Lecturer at the University of Ghana” [in Hebrew], October 21, 
1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
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was lacking.35 In his reports, the academic and the personal were interwoven with the (Israeli) 

national “interest.” Agassi wrote of his warm reception at Legon, and the students’ “sympathetic 

and appreciative attitude” towards Israel.36 Students told Agassi that they had expected the 

arrival of the Israeli lecturer “with a kind of awe.” According to Agassi, Ghanaian students were 

primarily interested in (declining order of importance) “A. Kibbutz life; B. Israeli-Arab relations; 

C. The Arab minority in Israel; D. Water problems. Questions regarding the [Palestinian] refugee 

problem are scarce.” This last comment is significant, since it reveals to what extent Agassi was 

tuned to the foreign ministry’s concerns, and to the potential explosiveness of the refugee 

question to Israel’s perception among Ghanaian students living in Nkrumaist Ghana. Agassi was 

not only a lecturer, he willingly accepted that he was, in a sense, a representative of the Israeli 

state, and saw it as his mission to present Israel in the postcolonial realm as a positive, relevant, 

and moral force. In this he was in total accord with the state’s foreign affairs agenda. In a 

document attached to one of his reports, a member of the embassy staff in Accra commented that 

Agassi’s work was highly important since he was “the only Israeli lecturer now working in 

Ghana’s main university. This university is an important intellectual center in all respects and 

Mr. Agassi’s presence as an Israeli and as a lecturer is well received.”37  

Israeli archives also reveal, by way of anecdote, the challenge faced by the University of 

Ghana following the deportations, as it attempted to recruit foreign lecturers. The challenge of 

recruiting high caliber scholars from abroad was especially true for the Faculty of Law, with both 

Harvey and Seidman, leading members of faculty, expelled. Writing to Harvey in October 20, 

1964, a pessimistic O’Brien wrote that “no good can come of this Faculty [of Law] unless we 

can get a reasonable outsider as a Professor.”38 Although Nkrumah was no longer insisting that a 

Ghanaian had to fill the post of dean, O’Brien knew that his chances of occupying the post with a 

worthy substitute were slim.39 “Considering the events of December-February,” he wrote to 

 
35 Ya’akov Agassi, “Report for 1 October 1965” [in Hebrew], October 20, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-
0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
36 Agassi to Eshel, “A Short Report on My Impressions from Work at the University” [in Hebrew], March 1964. 
37 Armon, “Periodic Report Mashav Experts: Mr. Y. Agassi - Geography Lecturer at the University of Ghana” [in 
Hebrew]. 
38 O’Brien to Harvey, October 20, 1964. 
39 Nkrumah eventually retreated from his insistence on appointing Ekow-Daniels as faculty dean after the 
appointments board, which now incuded William “Willie” Abraham, a CPP supporter, found him unsuitable. For 
details see Akenson, Conor, 266. 
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Harvey, “this is not a job for which there is likely to be any rush of volunteers.”40 Writing again 

a month later, O’Brien sounded desperate. He reiterated that things at the Faculty of Law were 

“still pretty bad,” and there seemed “very little hope of the appointment of a new professor and 

dean.”41 A misunderstanding between the Israeli embassy in Accra and Mashav reveals just how 

dire the situation was.  

Mashav was eager for Israeli academics to apply for positions in Ghana’s university 

system as a means to enhance ties with local people of influence. This was clarified, for instance, 

by David Golan, head of Mashav, in letters he sent to a number of deans of various faculties at 

the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Golan requested their assistance to locate relevant 

applicants for a number of vacant positions of head of departments in Legon. Explaining the 

ministry’s keen interest in staffing these positions with Israelis, he wrote that they could 

potentially facilitate “contact with the student body and future intelligentsia, as well as members 

of the academic faculty and educated public in that country [Ghana].”42 Mashav’s recruitment 

attempts of Israeli academics didn’t amount to much, except – almost – in one case.43 Benjamin 

Akzin, a prominent professor of constitutional law and international relations at the Hebrew 

University, expressed his interest to serve as dean of the Faculty of Law at the University of 

Ghana.44 The appointments board at Legon approved Akzin’s appointment, and the university 

awaited Nkrumah’s approval.  

When the appointment was almost finalized, however, the Israeli ambassador to Ghana, 

Michael Arnon, commented incidentally, in a postscript to a letter he wrote to Mashav. “I 

suppose that you have explained to Prof. Akzin,” he wrote, “the recent developments concerning 

this post. I remind you that up until approximately one year ago, an American professor filled the 

post, he was deported from Ghana. The primary bone of contention is the Ghanaian 

government’s requirement that law has to be taught as a socialist doctrine, and that the judiciary 

 
40 O’Brien to Harvey, October 20, 1964. 
41 Conor Cruise O’Brien to William B. Harvey, November 18, 1964, UG1/1/H51. 
42 See for instance David Golan to Joshua Prawer [in Hebrew], November 29, 1964, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-
0007ols, Israel State Archives. The same template was sent to various other deans of faculties. 
43 On recruitment difficulties (and subtle recriminations) see following exchange, Aharon Assa to Embassy of Israel 
in Ghana, “University Job Postings for Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 21, 1964, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007olr, 
Israel State Archives; Arnon to Mashav, “University Job Postings for Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 26, 1964. 
44 For more on Akzin’s career, see Yehezkel Dror, “Benjamin Akzin: A Tribute,” Israel Law Review 13, no. 2 (April 
1978): 129–37, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0021223700006191. 
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has to serve the state and not exist as an independent institution.”45 Then, in another later, written 

a few days later, he clarified that “there can be no academic criticism whatsoever on issues 

pertaining to governance.”46 Neither Mashav nor Akzin had any previous knowledge of this 

requirement. Akzin consequently, and without hesitation, withdrew his candidacy, and Mashav 

wrote angrily to Arnon for not having clarified this constraint at an earlier stage. “I know of no 

professor in Israel,” Golan wrote to Arnon, “who would be willing to teach abroad under such 

constraints and whom we would be prepared to send abroad as an Israeli expert.”47 Early in 

1964, a Mashav representative in Jerusalem wrote to the Israeli embassy in Accra that “any 

serious Israeli scientist who respects himself considers this sort of mission [i.e. teaching in a 

Ghanaian university] as a response to both a human and national need.”48 This was, in all 

likelihood, also true for Akzin, but not at the cost of his academic prestige and professionalism. 

Engineer Schorr too was concerned that the post-deportation tense atmosphere and the 

government’s antipathy towards the university would result with the re-installment of the former 

head of the Department of Development in Legon who had been dismissed by O’Brien for 

misconduct. Schorr wrote in his report to Mashav that should this prospect materialize, he would 

find it impossible to continue his work in Legon for much longer.49 For Israeli academics and 

professionals working at Legon during the mid-1960s, part and parcel of the expatriate 

experience was the constant negotiation between their professional practice and their national 

“mission” to “export Zionism.” They were eager to draw parallels between Ghana and Israel’s 

status as a “young” state emerging out of British mandated rule, and its committed ideals of 

socialist economic modernization and national cohesion. But such parallels required Israeli 

expatriates and “passerby” in Ghana to constantly negotiate and redefine their relationship with 

Nkrumaism – especially after 1961 – due to Israel’s ambivalent status as a “postcolonial colony,” 

 
45 Michael Arnon to Chanan Olami, “Professor Akzin” [in Hebrew], January 26, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-
0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
46 Michael Arnon to Chanan Olami, “Headship of the Law Department at the Accra University” [in Hebrew], 
February 4, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007ols, Israel State Archives. 
47 David Golan to Michael Arnon, “Professor Akzin’s Candidacy for Headship of the Law Department at the Accra 
University” [in Hebrew], February 12, 1965, ISA-mfa-InterCooperation-0007ols, Israel State Archives In response, 
Arnon wrote to Mashav arguing that he had assumed the Africa Division -- which he regularly updated on the 
university/state conflicts -- would communicate the information to Mashav. . 
48 Assa to Embassy of Israel in Ghana, “University Job Postings for Ghana” [in Hebrew], February 21, 1964. 
49 Schorr to Mashav, “Intermediate Report No. 2” [in Hebrew], March 19, 1964. 
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its insurmountable conflict with the Arab world, and growing state intervention in Ghana’s 

universities.50     

 
50 See Joseph Massad’s essay on “The ‘Post-colonial’ Colony: Time, Space, and Bodies in Palestine/Israel” in 
Joseph A. Massad, The Persistence of the Palestinian Question: Essays on Zionism and the Palestinians (New York: 
Routledge, 2006), 13–40. 
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Conclusion 
 

Ghana’s Nkrumaist cosmopolitan scene came to an end abruptly, on February 1966. While 

Nkrumah was on his way to a diplomatic mission in Hanoi, a military coup toppled the CPP 

government.1 Set within a larger perspective, the overthrow of Nkrumah was part of a series of 

coups that began in Africa in the 1960s, and marked the end of many of the political hopes 

associated with the first generation of African leaders during the first decade of African 

independence. The coup – as footage, media coverage, and eyewitness accounts from the period 

indicate – was followed by spontaneous public celebrations and expressions of joy on the 

country’s streets, a response that testifies to the rising popular discontent with Nkrumah and the 

CPP during the mid-1960s. But for many of the expatriate radicals and Nkrumah “loyalists” 

living in Accra at the time of the overthrow, the rise of the new military government of the 

National Liberation Council (NLC) meant the end of a promising era, and was accompanied by 

interrogations, violence, arrests, and deportations. Two expatriates belonging to Nkrumah’s close 

circle of advisors discussed in previous chapters, Geoffrey Bing and H. M. Basner, were 

imprisoned together by the new regime and then deported.2 The ambivalence with which 

Nkrumah’s fall was received continues to mark Nkrumah’s controversial heritage in Africa in 

general, and in Ghana in particular. On the one hand, Nkrumah symbolizes many of the promises 

of the era of African independence, into which this dissertation offered a glimpse – African 

unity, anticolonial solidarity, economic development, and a cultural and intellectual invigoration. 

 
1 For the new National Liberation Committee (NLC) regime’s portrayal of the toppled Nkrumaist regime, see 
Ghana, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, Nkrumah’s Subversion in Africa: Documentary Evidence of 
Nkrumah’s Interference in the Affairs of Other African States (Accra: Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, 
1966); Ghana, Ministry of Information and Broadcasting, Nkrumah’s Deception of Africa (Accra: Ministry of 
Information and Broadcasting, 1966); A. A. Afrifa, The Ghana Coup: 24th February 1966 (London: Frank Cass, 
1966); for an account of the coup, see Peter Barker, Operation Cold Chop: The Coup That Toppled Nkrumah, 2nd 
ed. (Tema: Ghana Publishing Corporation, 1979); and see A. K Ocran, A Myth Is Broken: An Account of the Ghana 
Coup d’état of 24th February, 1966, (Harlow: Longmans, 1968). 
2 Bing, Reap the Whirlwind, 372–73; H. M. Basner, “Ghana I” (unpublished manuscript, n.d.), 1, ICS88/1/11, 
Institute of Commonwealth Studies, University of London; and see Gaines’s discussion of the coup, the fate of 
various expatriates and their descriptions of the events that took place. Gaines, American Africans in Ghana, chap. 
7; with no passports except Ghanaian travel documents, and debarred from entering Britain – the Basners’ preferred 
destination – due to his vociferous critique of the British government’s policy towards Ian Smith’s recent Unilateral 
Declaration of Independence, Basner was in a delicate situation. Basner and his wife were able to fly to Rome, and 
from there continued to Israel, where, as Jews, they could be naturalized. Then, as Israelis, they obtained visas to 
stay in London, where their two elder sons went to school, and where they had other family. See Basner, Am I an 
African? The Political Memoirs of H M Basner, 198. 
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The promises of postcolonial modernity, however, were accompanied by economic decline and 

an increasingly authoritarian regime, which created widespread discontent with Nkrumah’s 

person and regime. 

 In this dissertation I attempted to further interrogate this tension by focusing on Ghana’s 

political translocators, a social component that formed Accra’s extra-metropolitan cosmopolitan 

scene, symbolized Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism, and negotiated its terms. This cohort of non-

Ghanaians residing in Ghana, were actively drawn to the sense of promise encapsulated by 

Nkrumaism. They were, however, repeatedly challenged by the local idiosyncrasies of the 

Nkrumaist vocabulary, the growing oppression of the Nkrumaist state, and its inability to realize 

its economic and pan-African visions. The latter, importantly, were themselves at least partly a 

response to an uneven global economic system, to a bi-polar Cold War order, and to Nkrumah’s 

growing anxieties of Western subversion in Ghana’s internal affairs. Political translocators 

therefore serve as pertinent illustration of the tensions between the postcolonial possibilities of 

Nkrumaism, and the constraints – to use Frederick Cooper’s terms – imposed on them by the 

CPP-led government and external forces.  

In retrospect, however, Nkrumah actively attempted to define the postcolonial state in 

novel terms, which offer an alternative to what often seems to contemporaries like the inevitable 

outcome of decolonization in Africa. Considering that the nation state has become the ubiquitous 

model for postcolonial statehood in Africa, one striking aspect of Nkrumaism was the 

transnational alternative it imagined. In fact, it was precisely Ghana’s experimentation with 

transnational modes of statehood that rendered it an attractive site for political translocators, who 

were committed to a global political agenda or to political struggles that focused on arenas 

beyond the physical boundaries of the Ghanaian state. This was true for the South African 

delegates to the AAPC, for whom Ghana’s pan-African outreach provided new opportunities for 

political claim-making and a new vocabulary with which to conceptualize their political struggle 

at home. The same was true for scholar-activists and other “interested” expatriates committed to 

transform the University of Ghana into a center that would redefine knowledge production to 

serve as an intellectual ethos for postcolonial Africa. By directing its gaze beyond the colonially-

defined boundaries of Ghana, the Nkrumaist state created an active postcolonial cosmopolitan 

space in which it could experiment with, and practice, its ambitious transnational visions. 
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The active presence of political translocators in Ghana demonstrated not only the novel 

possibilities offered by Nkrumaist extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism. It also exposed the 

tensions between the proclaimed objectives of the Nkrumaist state, and its realization in practice, 

as foreign policy, institutional employment policy, etc. Thus, the CPP’s attempt to define a pan-

African postcolonial citizenship that included North Africa, the African diaspora, and even 

African whites (should they accept the principle of universal suffrage) – didn’t always fit easily 

with the Nkrumaist heuristic of the “African personality,” or limitations imposed by the nation 

state’s bureaucratic apparatus. Thus, an African American, Maya Angelou, for whom Nkrumaist 

pan-Africanism offered an opportunity to link the African American struggle in the United States 

to the anticolonial struggle in Africa, did not fall into the boundaries of the policy of 

“Africanization” (rendered “Ghanaianization”) in the University of Ghana. Or, alternatively, 

when white South African dissidents insisted on defining a white African indigeneity, they 

exposed the tension between the Nkrumaist vision of a transracial African citizenship, and its 

principled insistence that the inclusion of whites in independent Africa was contingent upon their 

acceptance of the (non-white) indigenous majority. The “African” in the African Persoanlity 

fluctuated between the indigenous, pre-colonial, non-white, African, and the imagined 

postcolonial transracial African. Similarly, Nkrumah’s assumption that the CPP, which 

developed as a response to local conditions in the Gold Coast, could serve as a model for all 

African anticolonial movements, assumed an inherent commonality between anticolonial 

struggles in Africa. By extrapolating the local Ghanaian experience to the “rest” of Africa, the 

Nkrumaist political vocabulary proved inherently unstable and required adjustments as it 

transposed to other contexts. Thus, as this dissertation argues, cultural translation was part and 

parcel of “exporting” Nkrumaist conceptions of racism, the African Personality, or Positive 

Action, to the South African dissident scene.               

Furthermore, by unearthing and reconstructing various moments and sites of Nkrumaist 

cosmopolitanism, this dissertation offers a way to historicize current debates, not only on the 

African nation state, but on other controversial themes, such as the “decolonization” of 

knowledge. Here, again, the South African analogy – other analogies could admittedly be drawn 

– is telling. The Rhodes Must Fall (RMF) movement (i.e. the “Fallist” movement) began in 2015 

and initially focused on the removal of a statue at the University of Cape Town commemorating 

mining magnate and staunch imperialist Cecil Rhodes. Soon, however, the campaign 
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transformed into a wider movement that proclaimed ambitions beyond the removal of the statue, 

including institutional racism in university life and the decolonization of education in South 

Africa (and beyond, as the movement diffused to other locales). At issue, as Amit Chaudhuri 

writes, was “an ethos that gives space and even preeminence to such a figure, and hesitates to 

interrogate Rhodes’s legacy.”3  

What is consistently absent, however, from the widespread debates over RMF is an 

attempt to place the discussion within a wider African history of the struggle to redefine 

postcolonial knowledge and institutions of knowledge production in Africa. By this, I do not 

claim that the two cases are identical. Rather, there are analogies to be drawn, and a history to be 

written, of those movements which attempted to identify, and sought to resist, the “colonial” in 

the sphere of knowledge production. During the first years of its existence as an independent 

university, the University of Ghana, despite its substantial and apparent differences from the 

RMF, asked questions, and marked arenas of debate, which were strikingly familiar: institutional 

inertia and colonial heritage, the meaning of knowledge in the postcolonial era, access to 

knowledge, the racial/national identity of scholars and its impact on the type of knowledge they 

produced, etc. The history of higher education in Nkrumaist Ghana – and elsewhere in Africa – 

offers an opportunity to transcend the aura of singularity and impasse that often accompanies the 

racially-strifed South African “Fallist” debate, by anchoring it in a wider African historical 

context. Nkrumaist Ghana offers the opportunity to write a history that reminds us what is often 

forgotten – that however “messy” and unfortunate events at the university turned out to be, there 

was already a moment when Africans were attempting to offer a constructive and productive 

alternative to the colonial heritage dominating the postcolony’s leading university.  

   

*** 

Decolonization in Africa was coupled with an enthusiasm that translated into ambitious 

imaginings of the future postcolonial state. Ghana, and indeed Africa, was experimenting with 

independence, and creating a new nomenclature to conceptualize those imaginings. The unique 

 
3 Amit Chaudhuri, “The Real Meaning of Rhodes Must Fall,” the Guardian, March 16, 2016, 
http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2016/mar/16/the-real-meaning-of-rhodes-must-fall. 
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extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism in Nkrumah’s Ghana attested to that spirit of hope and 

promise encapsulated in the African independence movement, as well as to the material means of 

the state it now possessed. The meaning of Nkrumaist cosmopolitanism described in this 

dissertation was under constant negotiation between political expatriates, travelers, and the 

Ghanaian state. Multiple political imaginings were articulated concurrently, and against each 

other, during a period in which the postcolonial future marked a possibility for substantial and 

meaningful transformation. Such hopeful postcolonial expectations, as this dissertation made a 

point of showing, were embedded in a complex history that included also “shortcomings” and 

“disillusionments” – diatribe, politically-motivated arrests, and deportations. It is the historian’s 

imperative, however, that the latter should not cancel out the former. That they do not render 

Ghana’s extra-metropolitan cosmopolitanism meaningless. Political exiles often experience a 

severe sense of dislocation, homelessness, and a yearning to return to one’s “inaccessible” 

homeland. As Basner testifies, when he first arrived in Ghana, he had been “in an abrasive and 

irrational state, as all refugees become, looking for work and an identity.”4 But once Basner, a 

white South African forced out of his homeland, overcame his initial hurdles, he had found a 

political home in Nkrumah’s Ghana. “In more than a phrase,” he wrote, “I came home when I 

came to Ghana, where I had never been before and where I stayed no more than four years.”5 

That too is the story of Nkrumaism.

 
4 Basner, “Ghana I,” 4. 
5 Basner, 1. 
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מעמדה של   –פן אחר של הזירה הקוסמופוליטית בגאנה  החלק השני בעבודת המחקר בוחן 

לאומית, והוויכוח שהתפתח סביב האוניברסיטה אודות  -אוניברסיטת גאנה כצומת דרכים טרנס

,  3פרק  מורכב משני פרקים. זה חלק גם  .קולוניאלית-מדינה פוסטבתפקיד האוניברסיטה הפקת ידע ו 

פותח את החלק השני בעבודת המחקר, עוסק בתקופת המעבר של אוניברסיטת גאנה ממוסד ההפרק 

בתקופה המוקדמת של האוניברסיטה  כן אקדמי שהיה כפוף לאוניברסיטת לונדון למוסד עצמאי, ו

כיצד שחקנים פוליטיים זרים בגאנה, הן אלה המזוהים עם  (. הפרק מתאר 1960-1962כמוסד עצמאי )

שלטונו של נקרומה, הן אלה המזוהים עם האליטה האוניברסיטאית, הציעו חזון של שיתוף פעולה בין  

- הפרק מסביר כיצד הרגע הפוסט קולוניאלית לבין האוניברסיטה המובילה בגאנה.-המדינה הפוסט

במושגים של אפשרות לשינוי רדיקלי בתחום הפקת הידע  קולוניאלי התפרש בקרב אינטלקטואלים 

ילה גדולה של  הבין קיומה של קשהפרק דן בקשר . כמו כן, ויחסי האוניברסיטה עם השלטון במדינה

 . והידע המופק בו כוח האדםה"אפריקניזציה" של המוסד האוניברסיטאי,   למדיניותזרים באוניברסיטה 

החופף את   ברסיטהיבמערכת היחסים בין המדינה לאונ  מתמקד בתקופה מאוחרת יותר 4פרק 

, התאפיינה בקרע הולך וגובר בין  1963-1964. תקופה זו,  CPP-הסמכותנות הגוברת של שלטון ה

האליטה האוניברסיטאית )שתמיד הייתה חשודה בעיני מפלגת השלטון(.  מפלגת השלטון לבין  

האוניברסיטה למדינה הנקרומיסטית, כאשר  התאמה עקרונית בין -בתקופה זו גברו ביטויים של אי

ההנהגה האוניברסיטאית הניפה את נס החופש האקדמי אל מול הכרזותיה של הממשלה בדבר  

כיצד מעמדה של גאנה כצומת דרכים קולוניאלית של האוניברסיטה. פרק זה בוחן -חתרנותה הנאו

זרים באוניברסיטה  האורח"  ה מגוון תגובות של "עוברי  סוקרובתקופה זו  קוסמופוליטי הוגדר מחדש 

העוסק במעמדם הייחודי של  החלק השני בעבודת מחקר זו כולל נספח  .לתהליך זה ומחוצה לה

ערכית של  -שופך אור נוסף על עמדתה הדובאמצעות מקרה בוחן זה ישראלים באוניברסיטת גאנה, ו

מואצת, אך  תו היה לתיעוש המשק הגנאי וצמיחאשר שיוועה לסיוע חוץ שיקדם את שאיפות, הממשלה

הנספח מרחיב את הדיון אודות מיצובה של   קולוניאלית מצד מעניקי הסיוע.-חששה מחתרנות נאו

  ואת מגבלותיה של תפיסה זו. כמו כן,  מקור אופטימלי לסיוע חוץישראל בגאנה )ובאפריקה בכלל( כ

קדם  דרכה יכלו לאוניברסיטת גאנה זירה שראו ב  חוקרים ואנשי מקצוע ישראליםהנספח מתמקד ב 

מוקד להגשמה מוסרית של אידיאלים ציוניים אשר חפפו  לא רק את שאיפותיהם המקצועיות, אלא גם 

 בתודעתם את סדר היום המדיני של משרד החוץ הישראלי.
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עירני   חלוויכובאופן דומה שימשה אוניברסיטת גאנה, שאירחה קבוצה גדולה של חוקרים זרים, מוקד 

קולוניאלית. עבודת  -לגבי משמעותה של הפקת ידע באפריקה הפוסטשהתקיים בגאנה ומחוצה לה 

ו סוכני שינוי משמעותיים בדיונים אלה וכיצד נשאו  שימשמחקר זו מראה כיצד "נוסעים" פוליטיים 

 . קיומה של הזירה הקוסמופוליטית בגאנה משמעות אוצר המילים הנקרומיסטי ולגבי תנאיונתנו לגבי 

, שמשך מאות  לאומי-כמרכז עצבים טרנס AAPC-החלק הראשון בעבודת המחקר מתמקד במעמד ה

אפריקנית של מפלגת  - רטוריקה הפןלצירים מרחבי אפריקה לעבר גאנה וחשף אותם לאידיאולוגיה ו

  CPP-ת המתמקד בפרט בתרגום התרבותי של המושגים "גזע" ו"גזענות" ברטוריק זה ק. חלהשלטון

כתוצאה מנסיונותיה של מפלגת השלטון לייצא את תוכניתה הפוליטית לקהל של מתנגדי אפרטהייד  

מורכב משני פרקים. הפרק הראשון מתחקה אחר המגמות העיקריות   הראשוןחלק  ה   בדרום אפריקה.

, בתקופת  CPP-בשיח המשתנה אודות גזענות בקרב אידיאולוגיים מובילים של מפלגת השלטון, ה

קולוניזציה הייחודי בחוף הזהב  -הפרק מראה כיצד תהליך הדה (.1951-1957המעבר לעצמאות )

יותר של המלחמה הקרה ומאבק פוליטי עם האופוזיציה  )גאנה(, שהיה נטוע בהקשר היסטורי רחב 

  הפנימית למפלגת השלטון במושבה הבריטית, השפיע עמוקות על האופן בו נקרומה וג'ורג' פאדמור

(George Padmore) – דמויות מפתח בעיצוב האידיאולוגיה של ה-CPP –    המשיגו את הגזענות

קודמת שראתה בגזענות תוצר של יחסי  ה לסברתםחברתית בעיקרה, בניגוד -כתופעה  פסיכולוגית

מוטיב תהפוכות ושינויים בשימושים הרטוריים של כוח כלכליים. בנוסף, הפרק מדגים באמצעות 

קולוניאליות  -למפלגות לאומיות אנטימפלגת השלטון ביקשה לבסס את עצמה כמודל הגזענות כיצד 

מעמדה של גאנה כמרכז קוסמופוליטי באפריקה. ניסיון זה הניח את התשתית האידיאולוגית ל

 פוליטית רדיקלית. ותלפעיל

מתנגדי משטר דרום אפריקנים עם תפיסת הגזענות   AAPC-הפרק השני בוחן כיצד עימת ה

הפרק בוחן את הדהודי הוועידה בקרב דיסידנטים דרום הנקרומיסטית שתוארה בפרק הראשון. 

ייד אלה ליצור המשכיות אידיאולוגית עם  אפריקנים. הפרק מתאר את רצונם של מתנגדי אפרטה

יום  האוצר מילים זה לסמנטיקה וסדר הלקסיקון של מפלגת השלטון בגאנה, תוך "התאמת" 

, ובכלל זה גם מערכת היחסים בין מושג הילידיות האפריקנית לבין תושבי  הפוליטיים המקומיים

הפרק, אם כן, חושף את ההבטחה שגילמה  . םאפריקה הלבנים, צאצאי המתיישבים הקולוניאליי

הלאומיות הגנאית עבור מגוון של מתנגדי משטר דרום אפריקנים שהשתייכו למפלגות פוליטיות  

המגבלות שאיתן התמודדו פעילים אלה בבואם "לתרגם" מושגים   הפרק גם חושף את יריבות. אולם 

 המקומי בדרום אפריקה. למרחב הפוליטי ידי מפלגת השלטון בגאנה-שהוטבעו עלפוליטיים 
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 תקציר 

 

 (Kwame Nkrumahקוואמה נקרומה )ראש הממשלה ונשיאה הראשון של גאנה, בשנות שלטונו של 

  – וגולים פוליטיים פעילים – "עוברי דרך"מרכז קוסמופוליטי תוסס. מאות  , הייתה גאנה(1957-1966)

של המדינה הצעירה. קיומה של זירה   קולוניאלי-פרויקט הפוסטבעיצוב ה חלק  ונטלו נסעו לגאנה 

קולוניאלי בניצוחה של מפלגת  -היה תוצאה מכוונת של הניסוי הפוסט  זוקוסמופוליטית בולטת 

- פן"יבשתי ) -כללקידמה חזון ה השלטון . מפלגConvention People’s Party-ההשלטון במדינה, 

דמיינו את  ו  ציבור האזרחים בגאנהממגבולות מדינת הלאום ו ו( וסדר יום גלובלי אשר חרג "פריקניזםא 

משא ומתן הרעיוני,  הת מחקר זו עניינה . עבודקוסמופוליטימדינת הלאום הגנאית כמרחב 

לבין הביטויים האידאולוגיים הרשמיים  פוליטיים אלהעוברי דרך בין שהתקיים האידיאולוגי והרטורי 

ששאיפותיו של נקרומה לייצא  עבודת מחקר זו היא עומדת בלב הטענה ה  שקידמה המדינה הגנאית.

לית  א קולוני-מבנים פוליטיים ואידיאולוגיים מקומיים ולהגדירם מחדש כמודלים עבור אפריקה הפוסט

. המפגש  כולה לא זו בלבד שאפשרה את המרחב הקוסמופוליטי במדינה, אלא אף הושפעה ממנה

ציבור עוברי הדרך הפוליטיים  קהל היעד הפוליטי הזר שלה והמתמשך בין המדינה הגנאית לבין 

ידי מפלגת  -הרעיונות, השפה והאידאולוגיה שקודמו עלעיצב והגדיר מחדש את   בהשהתארחו 

 השלטון.

לאומית וקוסמופוליטית שקידמה -עבודת מחקר זו טוענת שהמודלים הייחודיים של אזרחות טרנס

יק לאחר התעלמות רבת שנים  גאנה בשנותיה הראשונות כמדינה עצמאית, ראויים לדיון מחודש ומעמ

הלאום כמסגרת הפוליטית הלגיטימית  -בשיח הציבורי והאקדמי כתוצאה מהתבצרותה של מדינת

-פוסטהקוסמופוליטיות את הזירה ה שיטות הפעולה שאפיינו ובאפריקה בכלל. בפרט היחידה בגאנה  

 .נקרומה חרגו ולעיתים אף סתרו את כוונותיו הפוליטיות של שלטון בגאנהקולוניאלית 

שחקנים פוליטיים זרים  בהם באו מתמקדת בשני מוקדים מרחביים/מוסדיים בולטים עבודת מחקר זו 

 All-Africanועידת כל עמי אפריקה )אידיאולוגיים של המדינה הגנאית:  ה  הביטוייבמגע ישיר עם 

Peoples’ Conference [AAPC]1958-( ב ( ואוניברסיטת גאנהUniversity of Ghanaבשנות ה )-60  '

החילופים  ומנתח את משחזר המחקר מקורות ראשוניים,  מגווןק ביבאמצעות עיון מעמהמוקדמות. 

כך,    דרכים אלה.-אשר התחוללו בכל אחד מצמתיוהמעתקים הסמנטיים  והרטוריים רעיונייםה

ף מתנגדי  , שהתכנס בגאנה ואירח, בין שאר המשלחות, נציגים מדרום אפריקה, חשAAPC-למשל, ה

עידה בגאנה שימשה במה לליבון  ו. הו CPP-של המשטר דרום אפריקנים לאוצר המילים הפוליטי 

קולוניזציה.  -עבור מתנגדי אפרטהייד בדרום אפריקה בעידן הדה "גזענות "ו   "גזע"משמעות המושגים 



 
 

 

 

 עבודה זו נעשתה בהדרכתם של  

 י לחם ופרופסור משה סלוחובסק- פרופסור לואיז בית
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