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Ghana, India, and the Transnational Dynamics of the Congo Crisis at
the United Nations, 1960 1
Alanna O’Malley*

This article examines the role of Ghana and India at the United Nations during
the Congo crisis from July 1960 to February 1961. The role of non-aligned
countries both in the UN peacekeeping force, Operation des Nations Unies au
Congo (ONUC), and in the negotiation of Congo policy was fundamental to the
evolution of events. The article shows how Jawaharlal Nehru of India and
Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana used the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and the
Afro-Asian bloc to alter UN Congo policy. In leveraging their influence with in
the General Assembly, the NAM was able to sustain the UN effort in the Congo
and preserve the prestige of the organisation. In the process, NAM members
realised the benefits and the limitations of non-aligned politics in the context of a
violent, anti-colonial war. The crisis had the effect of rupturing the status quo at
the UN and in the eight months under study here, it is argued that the actions of
the NAM within the UN helped to activate the agency of the organisation in
pursuit of neutralist principles. The Congo crisis served as the turning point in the
decolonisation drama and NAM’s influence over UN Congo policy represented a
dynamic form of anti-colonial internationalism.
Keywords: Congo crisis; United Nations; Non-Aligned Movement; Kwame
Nkrumah; Jawaharlal Nehru

The Congo crisis was a multi-dimensional episode in international relations, which
had the effect of changing some of the fundamental tenets of internationalism primarily through the United Nations (UN). It was a period which would almost bankrupt the organisation financially as well as politically, given the paralysing influence
of the Cold War and the way it clashed with decolonisation. Simultaneously, however, during the crisis the UN offered a platform to newly decolonised states to enter
the debate about decolonisation. It was a moment when, given the Cold War context,
smaller nations and neutralist states seized the opportunity to shape the normative
agenda of decolonisation. As Ryan Irwin has argued: ‘For a brief moment, arguably
from the 1940s through the 1960s, the United Nations functioned as a powerful and
contested platform for this debate, normalizing certain ideas and framing the politically possible, as well as critiques against the politically possible.’1 Contrary to the
traditional narrative of the crisis, which focuses primarily on the Cold War battle
between the United States and the USSR, as well as the UN peacekeeping role, this
article looks at the attempt by the Congolese in August 1960 to demand that the UN
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withdraw its forces from their country and the consequences of the successive debate
over UN Congo policy and the role of the NAM therein. It will be shown that the
imperative nature of the crisis was such that many other African countries also saw
their fate hanging in the balance2, with the result that Ghana and India played a
highly significant role in shaping the evolution of events, and, as a consequence, the
way in which the challenges of decolonisation would henceforth be perceived by
NAM members.
The focus here on the role of Ghana and India during the Congo crisis at the UN
arises from their prominence in the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which was
consolidating at the time. While there were other NAM members such as Egypt,
Indonesia, and Tunisia who were also active members during the Congo crisis, the
choice to focus on India and Ghana is based on the former’s contribution of troops
to the peacekeeping mission and correspondent weight with the Secretary-General,
and the latter’s personal influence with the Congolese Prime Minister Patrice
Lumumba. Although the NAM is often identified as having been formally created
at the Belgrade Conference in 19613, ideas about non-alignment and neutralism had
been circulating among African and Asian nations for much longer. It was at the
UN that these ideas, which underpinned the NAM, were formalised through such
efforts as protesting the genesis of the apartheid system in South Africa from
1946 8.4 The non-violent struggle against colonialism was a central part of the
NAM, functioning both to attract newly decolonised members by offering them an
alternative to power politics, while at the same time creating an issue around which
members could unite. Crucially, the location of actions by the non-aligned group at the
UN was important, with Indian Premier Jawaharlal Nehru particularly of the view that
the collective power of the group within the organisation could shape the international
order.5 This shaping of the international order would take place through the promotion
of neutralist ideals among new members, but also through a public condemnation of all
forms of colonialism. By entering into the debate over the ways and means of decolonisation, the NAM would be in a position to articulate and help universalise norms of
decolonisation, while in the process becoming institutionalised itself.
For the members of the NAM as much as for other African and Asian states, the
Congo crisis exemplified power politics at their worst. The eruption of the crisis in June
1960, while planning for the Belgrade conference was firmly underway, presented an
opportunity for the NAM to advance its influence at the UN. With sixteen new African
states becoming independent in that year and joining the organisation, Africa had suddenly and dramatically exploded on to the world stage. The Congo crisis (and the
Sharpeville massacre in South Africa on 21 March 1960) focused the attention of the
world on African politics. African and Asian leaders, alongside the Yugoslavian
Premier Josip Broz Tito, were keen to capitalise on the sudden attention towards
Africa. They sought firstly to persuade new African states to join the NAM and to
become part of the Afro-Asian bloc at the UN. Secondly, the threat of the Cold War
entering the continent provided a pivot around which the NAM could consolidate and
fortify their influence in international affairs, primarily through guiding UN Congo
policy. Thirdly, the Congo, as an anti-colonial struggle, exemplified many of the central
aims of the NAM regarding the recognition of the right to self-determination, antiimperialism, anti-racialism, and the quest to liquidate colonialism. While the Congo crisis would serve to split the African states between a conservative faction who became
known as the Brazzaville group and the more radical Casablanca group in 1961, when
the crisis initially flared up it was immediately enshrined in the agenda of the NAM.
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India and Ghana used the crisis to advance the agenda for decolonisation, taking
up the cause of the Congo and decrying what they perceived as the neo-colonial
response of Belgium and Britain. Moreover, both countries played a significant role
in shaping UN Congo policy, co-operating closely with the UN Secretary-General
Dag Hammarskj€
old. The first instance of decisive piloting was in August 1960, when
Ghanaian President Kwame Nkrumah urged moderation on Lumumba and encouraged him to withdraw his demand that the UN halt their peacekeeping operation in
the Congo. The second decisive moment was in October 1960, when Nehru delivered
a speech at the General Assembly which laid down the gauntlet to Hammarskj€
old:
either the UN operation was directed towards supporting Lumumba, or the Indian
troops, on which the Secretary-General was reliant, would be withdrawn from the
peacekeeping mission Operation des Nations Unies au Congo (ONUC). Crucially,
Nkrumah and Nehru proved instrumental in urging restraint on the Congolese and
in prompting them to co-operate with the UN operation. Through diplomatic wrangling and negotiation at the UNHQ in New York, Nehru and Nkrumah also consolidated the influence of the NAM with the Secretary-General. Finally, in February
1961, Nehru in particular helped engineer what would become Security Council Resolution 161, which granted the Secretary-General and ONUC an empowered mandate in the Congo to resolve the crisis.
Conceiving of the Congo crisis as an important moment which expanded and
crystallised the power of the NAM at the UN, this paper seeks to answer three key
questions: Why did these two leaders of the NAM view the fate of African decolonisation to be so inextricably linked with the outcome of the Congo crisis? How did
they alter the course of UN policy through exercising influence with Congolese politicians and the Secretary-General in the first eight months of the crisis? What was the
impact of these efforts on the agenda for decolonisation? In considering these questions, the article will outline why the Congo crisis was important for the NAM, how
it altered the status quo within the movement and what were the longer effects of this
for the UN. In the process, NAM helped to change the rules of engagement with
regard to questions of empire and the decolonisation process, but also played a significant role in activating the agency of the UN. In this way, the NAM was instrumental in structuring, collating, and legitimising a form of anti-colonial
internationalism.
The UN enters the Congo: July 1960
When the Congo was granted independence from Belgium on 30 June 1960 in a ceremony which contained provocative and bitter speeches from King Baudouin of Belgium and the newly elected Lumumba, the emergence of NAM on to the world stage
was imminent. Nehru, who advocated a neutralist position for India in international
affairs as the best way to shield the country from the Cold War, had attracted the
attention of other Asian leaders in exercising this policy throughout the 1950s. Adamant that India should preserve political independence from the divisive Cold War
paradigm, Nehru envisioned his country ‘stak[ing] a claim for a moral stance which
might serve and unite many Asian and African countries seeking a genuine independence of policy, and would work for peace by preventing the building up of antagonistic power blocs’.6 The Bandung conference of April 1955, with the participation
of almost thirty countries, reflected the appeal of this idea among Asian and African
nations while also sealing Nehru’s position as leader of the movement.7 Among the
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participants at the conference in 1955 was one man who would prove important to
the NAM in Africa: Nkrumah.8 When Ghana achieved independence two years later
in 1957, Nkrumah sought to bring together the principle of peaceful coexistence, central to the NAM with the realisation of his dream of a Pan-African union. By 1960
both leaders were important to the NAM, not just because of their commitment to
neutralist principles in Indian and Ghanaian foreign policy, but also with their rhetoric and charisma, they served to spread the NAM philosophy among newly independent countries, with both vigour and success. In particular, the relationship between
Nkrumah and Lumumba would prove important when the NAM was confronted
with the Congo crisis, which threatened to divide its members just a year before the
official launch of the movement at Belgrade in 1961.
As events unfolded in the Congolese capital Leopoldville (now Kinshasa) in June
and July 1960, Ghana, India, and other members of the NAM watched with growing
unease. There was awareness that the Congo was a volatile state led by an imperious
and mercurial leader, who was setting a difficult course for the newly independent
country. Commenting on the independence ceremony, one of India’s leading newspapers, the Hindu, noted the contrast between the independence ceremonies of the
Congo and Ghana: one hostile and acrimonious and the other calm and respectful.
‘Unfortunately Mr. Lumumba seems uncertain how to deal with the Belgians. At the
inaugural function he launched out a bitter attack on them - and he has also
requested them to stay and help him! … The contrast with what happened in Ghana
is striking.’9 In a telegram from the Belgian Ambassador in India to Brussels, it was
revealed that the independence ceremonies were greeted by the Indians with some
indifference, and certainly, in Delhi’s view, what had transpired in Leopoldville on
30 June did not constitute the final outcome of that process.10
This sense that the Congo was headed towards implosion and the Indian impression that the independence ceremony marked only the beginning of hostilities with
Belgium was soon confirmed. On 6 July 1960, Congolese soldiers mutinied and
locked up their Belgian officers after it was announced by the commander, General
Emile Jassens, that independence would have no bearing on the structure of the military nor the service conditions of the troops.11 It was the response of the Belgians, in
sending in their paratroopers as though the Congo were still a colony12, which
induced the catastrophe and caused Lumumba to appeal to the UN for international
assistance to protect the sovereignty of the Congo. Thereby, the Congo crisis was
immediately catapulted on to the international stage and the challenge was now
posed to NAM of how a newly independent country like the Congo could maintain a
moral and political stance of neutrality while engaged in an anti-colonial struggle
against Belgium.
From the outset, the Congo drama was concentrated around the UN. SecretaryGeneral Dag Hammarskj€
old adopted a ‘hands on’ approach to the crisis, evoking
for the first time Article 99 of the UN Charter in response to Lumumba’s appeal on
13 July 1960.13 In his opening statement to the Security Council he recommended
that the UN accede to the request from the Government of the Congo for military
assistance in defending their independence following the dispatch of Belgian troops
to the Congo.14 The objective for the UN was the containment of the Congo crisis by
ensuring that all aid and support came through the official channels of that organisation, and thereby preventing any one power from gaining a foothold in the country
and drawing it into the Cold War.15 This concurred with the aim of the mission as
viewed by members of the Afro-Asian bloc in the General Assembly led by Ghana,
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who urged for the ‘Africanisation’ of the crisis, by ‘forestalling all non-African and in
particular imperialist and neo-colonial intervention’.16 The first Security Council resolution on the Congo was passed on 14 July 1960. It mandated the UN to provide
assistance to the Congo and called on Belgium to withdraw its forces. ONUC was
thereby created, involving contributions of troops and supplies from seventeen
states. As Norrie MacQueen has described, it ‘would outstrip in size and ambition
any UN project undertaken hitherto’.17
Continuing to promote a non-aligned position for the Congo, Ghana was particularly of the view that both the West and the Soviet forces should be prevented from
intervening in the crisis. In a telegram to the Belgian Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Ambassador de Walravens, the Belgian Ambassador to Ghana, described the
cautious approach of Nkrumah’s government to the escalating conflict. He emphasised that despite Ghana’s support for the Congo’s predicament, Lumumba’s indications that he might turn to the Soviet Union for support had been met with alarm in
Accra.18 It was felt that there was a lack of cohesion in Lumumba’s policy, which
Nkrumah set out to amend by sending emissaries to Katanga to urge the leader of
the breakaway province, Moise Tshombe, into negotiations. The Congo crisis had
been exacerbated even further when Tshombe declared the secession of the province
of Katanga on 11 July 1960. Katanga had a considerable European population, especially around the provincial capital Elisabethville, and while in total the region contained only 12% of the entire population, it also produced 60% of total Congolese
revenue. In effect, this meant that Katanga was not only the wealthiest region, but
that the rest of the Congolese economy was reliant on Katanga’s resources: ‘The
effect of stripping it away would be like taking the Ruhr out of Germany or the Midlands out of Britain.’19 The Union Miniere du Haut Katang (UMHK), a primarily
Belgian company, also had vested interests from other European nations, including
Britain giving these countries a foothold in the region. When political differences
elsewhere in the Congo threatened their economic interests in Katanga, Belgium,
and to a lesser extent Britain, had a pretext for supporting Tshombe’s regime thereby
undermining the authority of the Central Government in Leopoldville. The dominant Ghanaian concern, according to de Walravens, was to avoid Soviet, US, or Belgian influence in the Congo by deepening and expanding their influence with
Lumumba.20 This Africanisation of the crisis was in line with Hammarskj€
old’s view
of how the conflict should be managed, consolidating the influence of Ghana and,
later, India, with the Secretary General as the crisis progressed.
Hammarskj€
old seized upon this common ground with the Afro-Asian bloc and
the NAM, prioritising the Congo issue as a means to invigorate their role in policy
formation; in August 1960, he established the Congo Advisory Committee. The
Committee was established as a forum in which to devise the UN Congo policy, but
which crucially was composed of Permanent Representatives of nations who had
contributed forces to ONUC and was, therefore, intended to insulate the development of UN Congo policy against the direct influence of either the West or the
USSR. In addition, the committee provided a space for the Afro-Asians to improve
cohesion between their Congo policies, and helped keep the group aligned on the
issue.21 In the first meetings of the Committee, the Secretary-General was adamant
there was an ‘open door policy’ in discussions stating: ‘Any time anybody can give us
information or advice, we are happy to get it. For that reason there are no closed
doors, there is nothing that is definitive […] under these circumstances I think that
you are fully safeguarded.’22
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Both Ghana and India were members of the Advisory Committee, as both countries had committed large amounts of troops to the UN operation, and so played an
important role in shaping UN policy. For Nkrumah in particular, the Congo’s
potential as a strong Pan-African ally and Lumumba’s charismatic leadership made
the crisis an important issue for Ghanaian foreign policy. The 1958 Pan-African
Conference in Ghana had marked the beginning of a relationship of mutual respect
between Nkrumah and Lumumba, with the result that Ghana committed the largest
single contingent to the UN force in 1960.23 As Jitendra Mohan describes: ‘In
Lumumba Nkrumah saw an African nationalist very much of his own type and persuasion an “Nkrumaist” in the making.’24 He was determined to implement the
UN resolution as speedily as possible, especially with regard to the removal of all
Belgian personnel from the region. Nkrumah viewed the Belgian intervention as representative of what he called ‘clientele-sovereignty or fake independence’. In a speech
to the General Assembly, he denounced the actions of the Belgians claiming: ‘What
has happened in the Congo has more than justified my continuous outcry against the
threat of balkanisation in Africa and more than justifies my daily condemnation of
neo-colonialism […]. The Congo is a test case for Africa […] and what the United
Nations does today must set a precedent for what it may have to do tomorrow.’25
Similarly, Nehru railed against what he viewed as the unacceptable occupation of the
Congo by Belgium: ‘It seems to me of great importance, in view of past history and
present conditions that every type of Belgian military or semi-military personnel
should leave the Congo.’26 In addition, he emphasised the stakes of the Congo operation for the UN itself, pointing out that, ‘[t]he question of the Republic of the Congo
[…] cast on the United Nations difficult responsibilities.’27
The role played by India and Ghana on the Advisory Committee, influencing the
Secretary-General and in the use of stirring rhetoric in the General Assembly, was
important in two ways. Firstly, as the crisis progressed, Ghana and India committed
more and more troops and supplies to the UN peacekeeping mission, and in the process consolidated their influence with the Secretary-General. For his part, Hammarskj€
old also chose Indian delegates for important roles within the Secretariat and
on the ground in the Congo, appointing the Indian diplomat Rajeshwar Dayal as his
Special Representative in Leopoldville in 1960 and the Indian General Indar Jit
Rhikye as the commander of the peacekeeping force as a whole. His choice of nonaligned Indian aides and representatives was deliberately designed to keep both
Western and Soviet influence out of the crisis but also reflected a respect for the principles of NAM and a pragmatic avoidance of the appearance of any Cold War bias.
Through the Congo Advisory Committee India, Ghana, and other members of the
NAM had direct access to the Secretary-General on an almost daily basis while in
the process; they sought to develop a UN Congo policy which would promote a neutralist position for the Congo. In doing so, the members of the NAM activated the
agency of the UN in various channels but also helped to bring their agenda into the
discussions about what should happen in the Congo. Gerard McCann attributes substantial influence in particular to India at the UN during the Congo crisis. Arguing
that the Indian efforts were directed towards serving Indian aims and helping
develop the image of New Delhi as a global power, as much as they were part of an
altruistic vision for Africa, he maintains that ‘India conceptualized the fledgling
UN at one and the same time as a key tool to promote world peace and to implement
its own strategies as a global power.’28 While McCann’s perception of the UN is
rather problematic in that as it is described here, neither the organisation nor the
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Secretary-General has any agency, he does emphasise rightly that India viewed its
role at the UN as a means of repositioning itself and the NAM in global affairs. The
effect was not just to consolidate the NAM within the UN further, but also to carve
out its increasing influence on UN policy during the crisis.
Hammarskj€
old capitalised on this strong support and moved quickly to invigorate the UN machinery in response to the Ghanaian and Indian demands by demonstrating that he was determined to hold the Belgians accountable for their actions in
the region. In a letter to the Belgian Foreign Minister, Pierre Wigny, Hammarskj€
old
issued a series of what he called ‘frank and uncensored observations’, in which he
pointed out that ‘after studying the factual record, I must note that your complaints
have a serious counter-part in complaints from the Congolese side.’29 Further to
this, on 8 August 1960, the Tunisian delegate Mongi Slim presented a resolution to
the Security Council that called for the immediate withdrawal of Belgian troops
from the province of Katanga, and reaffirmed the authority of the UN troops
there.30 However, while the UN, supported by Ghana and India, moved to implement the Congo resolutions, Accra’s earlier concerns about the cohesion of
Lumumba’s policies proved correct when the Congolese leader turned against the
UN in August 1960.
Lumumba’s appeal for UN withdrawal, August 1960
On 16 September 1960, Lumumba, who had grown increasingly frustrated with the
UN because of what he viewed as its failure to end the secession of Katanga and
remove the Belgians, issued an ultimatum. In a strongly worded appeal to Hammarskj€
old, he called on the UN to halt its destructive action in the Congo and immediately withdraw its forces within eight days, after which period the UN would be
responsible for ‘shedding the blood of its technicians and troops’.31 Employing provocative rhetoric, he spoke of having to revert to the help of the Devil to save his
country from total anarchy, and declared the UN mission to have failed. What was
perhaps most alarming for the UN and other observers was Lumumba’s reference to
who this ‘Devil’ was. His telegrams contained mentions of Soviet support for his
own military campaign to end the secession of Katanga. In his desperation to hold
the disintegrating Congo together, he fortified this impression of a swing towards the
USSR in further telegrams to the People’s Republic of China and the Soviet Union
requesting military aid and personnel.32 Even his domestic correspondence was cause
for concern. In a letter to the provincial authorities in Stanleyville, his support
base, he encouraged resistance to the UN stating: ‘Vive l’Union Sovietique. Vive
Khrushchev.’33
Soviet relations with Lumumba up to this point had been cordial as Moscow considered the Congolese Premier a useful potential ally in Africa and official diplomatic
relations had been established upon independence. Lumumba now appealed directly
to Moscow for aid, including copies of his correspondence with Hammarskj€
old to
indicate his commitment to divesting the Congo of the UN. Despite these overtures,
however, the response from Khrushchev was decidedly lukewarm. Madeline Kalb
argues that the Soviet Premier weighed the risks of accelerating the Cold War against
the opportunity to ‘project Soviet power into the heart of Africa’34, and eventually
decided on the latter, sending limited support. Realising that a full-scale military
operation was logistically impossible, Khrushchev agreed to contribute, in addition
to the food and medical aid the USSR had already supplied through the UN,
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30 Ilyushin-18 planes for troop transportation, and weapons and ammunition for
Lumumba’s military campaign to end the secession of Katanga.35 Alongside this
material support, Khrushchev positioned himself as an ally of Lumumba’s political
campaign against neo-colonialism in the Congo. As Alessandro Iandolo has
described, this was part of a two-track Soviet strategy: denouncing the actions of the
UN and its Western supporters in the Congo, while gathering support from African
members for their campaign for decolonisation. ‘In this way the USSR would obtain
the definitive consecration as the champion of the oppressed peoples of the Third
World - by just talking threateningly and without the need to fire a single Soviet
shot.’36
Lumumba launched a two-pronged military attack on Katanga at the end of
August, clashing with UN troops along the way who were overseeing the withdrawal
of Belgian forces. Khrushchev’s gamble ultimately backfired as the military support
arrived too late to salvage Lumumba’s military campaign (in response, the UN had
closed all of the Congo’s airports and the radio station in Leopoldville, crucial to
Lumumba as a means of communication).37 The tenuous alliance between the USSR
and the Congo also caused consternation among the African leaders at the UN. In
response to Lumumba’s declaration that the UN had failed in the Congo, Nkrumah
urged moderation on the Congolese leader, appealing to him to remain calm and
claiming that in this endeavour ‘the Congo and Ghana are one.’ In a letter addressed
to ‘My Dear Patrice’, Nkrumah insisted that he ‘struggled day and night in your
favour’, but that he could only allow the use of Ghanaian troops as part of a UN
force.38 In addition to this direct appeal to Lumumba, Nkrumah also increased pressure on Hammarskj€
old, pointing out that ‘the situation in Congo at the moment is
very embarrassing and vexatious for Ghana vis- a-vis the legitimate Government.’ In
a threat to the Secretary-General that he would have to reconsider Ghana’s commitment of troops to the UN operation unless the organisation recognised Lumumba’s
authority and the legitimacy of his government, the Ghanaian President stated:
‘[Ghana] reserves the right to place its troops that are in the Republic of Congo
completely at the disposal of the government of Mr. Lumumba, the legitimate government of the Republic of the Congo.’39
Other African leaders soon followed suit, refusing to go forward without UN recognition of the legitimacy of Lumumba and his government.40 While the Congolese
Premier’s attacks on the Secretary-General and his swing towards the USSR were
cause for concern, there was a belief among the members of the NAM that the only
way out of the mire was to formally bolster Lumumba’s position through the UN.
Following Nkrumah’s example, they counselled patience on Lumumba, encouraging
him to co-operate with the organisation.41 At a conference for African leaders in
Leopoldville in August 1960, some members took Lumumba to task, instructing him
that the attacks on UN troops must be halted and that it was important to ‘mend his
fences with Hammarskj€
old’.42 Even the more radical African states like Egypt and
Guinea refused to allow Lumumba to use their troops against UN forces in
Katanga.43 Effectively pushing him into a corner, they adopted a resolution which
praised the work of the Secretary-General in the Congo and thanked him for his
efforts.44 Lumumba had no choice but to cede to the combined pressure, and he thus
adopted a more conciliatory tone in his UN communiqu
es in the following months. It
is likely, too, that his failed military campaign against Katanga and the realisation of
the limits of Soviet support were cause for his yielding to the UN. Simultaneously,
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however, the Afro-Asians recognised that the Congo’s most popular leader had to be
a part of the solution and the UN was required to recognise his authority. It was at
this point in September 1960 that the strategy of the NAM at the UN on the issue
began to change. Representatives now pressured the Secretary-General directly to
alter his stance towards the entrenched Congolese leader. Within the group the limits
of non-aligned rhetoric were beginning to become clear in the context of Lumumba’s
violent anti-colonial struggle. However, despite their sympathy with his cause, they
were adamant that his frustration could not be directed against the UN, which was
the most powerful tool at their disposal. In formulating this approach, members of
the NAM employed a two-fold strategy; on the one hand, they urged restraint on
Lumumba by using their influence at the UN to implement resolutions in his favour.
On the other hand, they stepped up pressure on the Secretary-General to do more to
halt the spread of neo-colonial influence within the Congo by removing the Belgians.
Hammarskj€
old’s response to Lumumba’s demand for UN withdrawal was one of
increasing annoyance. The relationship between the two had deteriorated drastically
since June 1960. Essentially, the source of tension between the Secretary-General
and the Prime Minister was their differing conceptions of what ONUC was supposed
to do. On the one hand, Lumumba believed that the primary purpose of the UN mission was to support his government, which he interpreted as helping them end the
secession. On the other hand, Hammarskj€
old had a view of the mission as being part
of the UN’s wider effort to manage the international state system. From this perspective, and given the reality of Western vetoes on the Security Council, it was inconceivable to launch a UN military force against Belgian troops in the Congo.45 This
varying conception drew the ire of the Congolese Prime Minister, who charged the
UN with not fulfilling its original agreement to defend the sovereignty of the Congo.
One such example of the hostility between them was an incident on 16 August when,
following a series of ‘erroneous allegations’, Hammarskj€
old refused to accede to
Lumumba’s request that he delay his departure from Leopoldville to New York by
one day in order to allow the Congolese UN delegation to travel with him.46
The events which led to Lumumba’s call for the withdrawal of the UN had been
put into motion on 5 September when the President of the Congo, Joseph Kasavubu,
fired him. In response, Lumumba launched a scathing attack on Kasavubu, denying
that the President had the authority to dismiss the legitimately elected Prime Minister. The political turmoil in Leopoldville meant that Hammarskj€
old was now
diverted from his usual course of quiet diplomacy with the Congolese leaders when
Nkrumah and Nehru started to swing behind Lumumba and threatened to withdraw
their troops. Without their support, the whole UN operation was put into serious
jeopardy. The Secretary-General was forced to back-pedal quickly, sending a series
of messages to Nkrumah and other heads of states to persuade them not to recall
their troops and reopen the Congolese airports. In order to assuage their concerns
about the UN’s motivation in the Congo, he announced that the theme to his annual
report, presented at the opening of the 15th session of the General Assembly on
20 September 1960, was ‘a call, addressed especially to the new and the non-aligned
states’, to use the UN to keep the ‘newly arising conflicts outside the sphere of bloc
differences’.47 Whether deliberately or unwittingly, this positioning of the UN as an
instrument at the disposal of the NAM proved to be a presaging of the showdown
which would take place in the 15th session, as Nkrumah and Nehru threw down the
gauntlet to the Secretary-General over the Congo question.
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The General Assembly debate, October December 1960
The 15th session of the General Assembly was dominated by the Congo crisis from
the outset. The state was formally admitted as a member of the UN but also, rather
paradoxically, was represented by two separate delegations, one loyal to Lumumba,
and the other, Kasavubu. For the non-aligned leaders, the issue was clear-cut;
Lumumba was the legitimate, democratically elected leader of the Congo, and they
now combined their forces to compel Hammarskj€
old to recognise this.48 Norrie MacQueen has argued that the Afro-Asians in particular were also critical of what they
perceived as UN resistance towards ‘radical Third World aspirations (here personified by Patrice Lumumba)’.49 While Hammarskj€
old’s back was against the wall, with
the UN operating in a legal vacuum in the Congo, the NAM leaders presented a
General Assembly resolution which called on the Secretary-General to ‘take vigorous
action … to assist the Central Government of the Congo in the restoration and maintenance of law and order throughout the territory of the republic of the Congo and to
safeguard its unity, territorial integrity’.50 The resolution had the effect of both drawing the group together but also in stating clearly their dissatisfaction with the way in
which the UN operation had been handled thus far.51 Leading the charge for a
change in UN policy to support Lumumba was Nkrumah, who used his floor-time in
the General Assembly to pressure Hammarskj€
old into a formal recognition of the
Prime Minister as the legitimate Congolese leader.
In his speech to the General Assembly on 23 September 1960, Nkrumah laid out
Ghana’s recommendations for the UN in the Congo. Not only did he bolster the
position of Congo’s legitimate government, but he called for the removal of all nonAfrican troops from the UN contingent, stating: ‘Let these African states operate
under the canopy of the United Nations […] the Congo crisis should be handed over
to the independent African states for solution.’52 His repeated calls for the Africanisation of the crisis were also part of Nkrumah’s shift towards non-alignment at this
stage. While in New York, the Ghanaian leader had successive meetings with the US
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, Khrushchev, and the Secretary-General regarding
the Congo and the proposed restructuring of the Secretariat. Kalb describes it as
‘symbolic of his new non-aligned status that his first meeting with Eisenhower and
Khrushchev took place on the same day’.53 Despite whatever symbolism may have
been intended, it is important to point out that Nkrumah was in an advantageous
position with regard to both the Americans and the Soviets. He was deep into negotiations with the State Department about the Volta River Project, which was part of
Eisenhower’s strategy to make Nkrumah its ‘point man’ for interests in sub-Saharan
Africa.54 In August, Eisenhower had announced a US$30 million investment in the
project, although this was later suspended after Nkrumah’s General Assembly
speech, which in the eyes of the Americans represented his shift away from a nonaligned position, and decidedly towards a Communist one.55 On the other side of the
political spectrum, Nkrumah was also in a position of strength with the USSR, with
whom a series of advantageous bilateral trade agreements had been signed the previous year as the Soviets sought to expand their influence in West Africa.56 Capitalising
on his powerful position with both of the superpowers, Nkrumah played diplomatic
roulette with Hammarskj€
old, using the speech as a public platform to call for a revision of the UN’s Congo policy. However, the issue of the troika, which had been presented on the same day in Khrushchev’s speech to the General Assembly, offered
Nkrumah the final gambit to induce change.
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It was while aboard the Soviet steamer the Baltika, on his way from Moscow to
the General Assembly session in New York, that Khrushchev found the inspiration
for the ‘troika’ initiative which, when he announced it in the General Assembly,
apparently came as a surprise to even his closest aides.57 The basic proposal was a
restructuring of the Secretariat with the abolition of the Secretary-General and the
promotion of three directors, one from each of the three blocs in the General Assembly: the West; the Communists; and the non-aligned countries. Khrushchev’s proposal, including a call for the resignation of the Secretary-General, was met with
horror by both the West and Hammarskj€
old himself, who rightly viewed it as a personal attack. It did, however, provide the non-aligned states with more leverage over
the Secretary-General regarding the Congo question. Hammarskj€
old was now more
reliant than ever on their support in the General Assembly vote to defeat the Soviet
initiative. In order to secure their vote against the resolution, Hammarskj€
old agreed
to a volte-face. He conceded that no solution to the Congo could be found that did
not include Lumumba in some form or another.58
This pressure on the Secretary-General came from several members of the
NAM, the most important of which was India. Nehru was at this time taking an
increasing interest in the Congo crisis.59 As the provider of over a quarter of the
manpower for ONUC60, India was a pivotal contributor to the mission. Given the
controversy surrounding the UN operation by September 1960, Nehru began to
advocate a more pro-active stance. It was precisely at this time that the Afro-Asian
bloc, led by Nehru, was reaching its zenith, and the issue of the troika offered the
group a significant opportunity to effect change at the UN. In addition, this was a
central part of India’s African policy; indeed McCann has pointed out that it was
the ‘multilateral, non-aligned UN context which was crucial to India’s African
designs’.61 There was, however, a general feeling that the UN structure required
some revision, especially in light of the Congo debacle. Picking up on this issue
directly, Nehru connected with Nkrumah’s statements to the UN Correspondence
Association on 30 September that the Secretariat should be changed to be composed of three deputy Secretaries-General. He advocated that what was needed was
a compromise between Hammarskj€
old and the USSR troika proposal that went
along these lines.62
Speaking to the General Assembly on 3 October, Nehru pointed out that the
organisation was ‘unbalanced’ and the solution, in his view, was the establishment of
an advisory council for the Secretary-General composed of between two and five representatives from each of the geographical regions of the world.63 Crucially, Nehru
also came out in favour of Lumumba, calling for a reconvening of the Congolese parliament and reintroducing Lumumba’s earlier suggestion for the convention of an
Afro-Asian Conciliation Commission to monitor the withdrawal of Belgian troops.
Even though relations between Hammarskj€
old and Nehru were strained, the Secretary-General realised that the influence of the Indian Premier was decisive.64 His support of Lumumba, combined with his rejection of the ‘troika’ proposal, had laid out
the issue clearly for the Secretary-General. However, although the ‘troika’ initiative
was eventually defeated, the USSR had succeeded in sowing seeds of doubt among
the African leaders about the way in which the UN decision-making machinery was
organised. Hammarskj€
old also responded to this: later that month he invited three
ex-presidents of the General Assembly (from India, Peru, and Canada) to consider a
reorganisation of the Secretariat, and the creation of an advisory committee or cabinet for the Secretary-General.65

The International History Review

981

Most importantly, however, the NAM successfully leveraged Hammarskj€
old into
revising his approach to the Congo and recognition of Lumumba as Congo’s legitimate leader. Not only did he need their allegiance to defeat the Soviet proposal, but
their majority in the General Assembly and their moral, political, and physical support of ONUC was also central to the prestige and authority of the office of the Secretary-General. Nkrumah and Nehru knew they had succeeded in pulling off a coup
when the Secretary-General announced in October that there would be a new UN
Congo policy.66 Hammarskj€
old decided to implement the Security Council Resolution of 20 September in line with the Afro-Asian interpretation, beginning with
increasing the pressure on Belgium to withdraw from the Congo.67 He also clearly
reoriented UN Congo policy in a speech to the General Assembly in mid-October, in
which he praised the efforts of the UN and Congolese personnel in keeping the country going in the midst of the political turmoil, therefore trying to emphasise the
humanitarian aspect of the crisis rather than the political one:68 a task he described
as trying ‘to save a drowning man’.69
Although his efforts to produce a more productive policy for the ONUC would
not prove immediately successful in terms of the peacekeeping mission, the alignment
of the Secretary-General firmly with the NAM’s view of how the Congo crisis should
progress was highly significant. The debate raged on in the General Assembly until
December 1960, when the arrest of Lumumba dramatically altered the political configuration in Leopoldville. The turnaround in Hammarskj€
old’s policy and the Secretary-General’s alignment with the views of the NAM represented a key shift in the
overall thrust of the UN Congo operation. Nkrumah and Nehru’s tactical approach
to the issue and their persuasive gambling at the UN granted them significant clout
and resulted in Ghana and India being among the most influential countries in the
formation of UN Congo policy during the autumn of 1960. It was precisely in their
campaign for an African approach to the crisis and the forestalling of any Western
or superpower intervention that they managed to force a wedge between the Secretary-General and the West, and permanently change the discourse about decolonisation at the UN. If the Congo was, as Nkrumah described, a test case for that process,
some of the more unexpected outcomes were evident in the change in thinking in
New York among the officials of the Secretariat and the Secretary-General himself
about the international implications of decolonisation. The strongest manifestation
of this transformation was the General Assembly Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, which was passed on 14 December
1960. Resolution 151470 not only represented the NAM’s real impact in changing
international norms in terms of how the relationship between newly independent
states and the former colonial powers should be framed, but highlighted how the
Congo crisis had exposed the very real political ramifications of decolonisation for
both the countries involved and the international order at the UN.
This moment in the early stage represents the first clear manifestation of NAM’s
influence over events, but it was not to be the last. As the crisis rumbled on, in early
1961 it threatened to produce a split between the NAM members.71 Although Nehru
had openly denounced the policy of the UN in 1960, decrying the disintegration of
the Congo while the United Nations was ‘sitting there passively carrying its policy of
non-intervention to an extreme’,72 as the crisis deepened, some of the more radical
non-aligned states began to raise similar criticisms. The announcement of the assassination of Lumumba in February 1961 shocked the world and for a short time undercut the impact of neutralist rhetoric. The Congo, and particularly Lumumba’s
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murder, revealed the limits of the non-aligned position in the context of an anticolonial struggle. It also served to translate the Congo crisis as a whole from an anticolonial war into a lightning rod for action amongst members of the NAM. Cracks
now emerged in the consensus between them over how the Congo operation should
proceed.
Cracks in the consensus, February 1961
The disagreements which arose within the NAM in early 1961 in the wake of
Lumumba’s murder were acute, and amounted to much more than a political tremor.
Alongside demonstrations in the streets of cities like London and Vienna, there was
an attack on the Belgian Embassy in Moscow and a well-planned riot in the visitor’s
gallery of the Security Council chamber while the Council was in session. It was at
this point that two separate factions emerged in the Afro-Asian bloc between the
Casablanca group and the Brazzaville Group. The latter consisted of twelve Francophone African states including Cameroon, Congo-Brazzaville, Mauritania, and Senegal, among others, advocating a moderate approach at the UN and continued
support of Hammarskj€
old and the mission in the Congo. The Casablanca Group
however, including Ghana, Guinea, and Egypt among others took a more radical
position. They laid the blame for Lumumba’s demise firmly with the SecretaryGeneral personally, and threatened to withdraw their troops from the peacekeeping
force in the Congo if he did not step down.73 Hammarskj€
old even received a letter
from Sekou Toure alleging that the Secretary-General was personally responsible for
the killing.74 Although this split did serve to fracture the unity of the Afro-Asian
bloc temporarily, the questions emerges: why didn’t this shattering of the consensus
on the Congo divide the NAM permanently on the issue?
The answer to how the NAM overcame this internal division is partly due to the
decisive role yet again of Nehru, but also in the leverage that he was able to use for a
second time with the Secretary-General. Nehru had not attended the conference of
African and Asian nations held in Morocco which had produced the Casablanca
group and had been attended by all other African and Asian states contributing to
the Congo operation.75 Following the withdrawal of Tunisian troops from ONUC
after the assassination and the generally belligerent attitude that pervaded the halls
of the UN with regard to Hammarskj€
old in the immediate aftermath, there again
arose an opportunity for the NAM to exert pressure on the Secretary-General.
Firstly, Nehru stepped into the breach with regard to troop contributions, promising
to contribute a full brigade to the UN effort in the Congo in February 1961, if Hammarskj€
old reinvigorated and reformulated UN policy. In doing so, he was again able
to influence the Secretary-General in a way similar to the compromises the NAM
members had engineered in UN policy in October 1960.76 For his part, Hammarskj€
old was in dire need of support and grateful for the opportunity to rely on
‘non-aligned common sense’ to restore order to the debates in the General Assembly
and defuse tensions.77
In electing to promise further material support to the ONUC mission, Nehru
employed a strategy which was designed to prop up the UN effort at all levels. He
urged moderation on the Africans and sought to thwart the neo-colonialist strategies
of Western nations including the United States, but also through his influence with
Hammarskj€
old, formulated UN Congo policy in a neutralist tone. According to
Sarvepalli Gopal, Nehru had long been cautious in his support of Nkrumah,
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believing that the Ghanaian Premier was too close to Lumumba and viewed the
Congo through the lens of his own ambitions. He rejected Nkrumah’s calls for the
creation of an all-African force in the Congo to replace the UN peacekeepers. Similarly he jettisoned Tito’s proposal that UN peacekeepers should report to their
national commands instead of to the UN directly, believing that such a situation
would lead to chaos on the ground.78 Urging restraint in light of the assassination,
he held the Afro-Asians together by advocating that members did not withdraw their
troops from the UN force as Toure had demanded nor recognise the left-leaning
Gizenga regime in Leopoldville as Egypt and Guinea proposed. Alternatively, he
sought to position the Afro-Asians and the NAM between the suggestions coming
from the Soviet Union to replace Hammarskj€
old and withdraw the UN force from
the Congo, and the passive acceptance of the Belgian complicity in the policies of
Western states like Britain and the United States. The Congo crisis, in his view, could
only be resolved with the continued presence of the UN, for which it was incumbent
upon the NAM to formulate a neutral policy acceptable to both blocs, which would
prop up the ailing UN mission and restore the prestige of the organisation.
The way to do this, according to Nehru, was to further empower the UN to do its
job in the Congo: ensure that the crisis did not explode into a full-blown Cold War
blackspot by overseeing the withdrawal of all foreign personnel from the territory,
reinstate the Congolese parliament, and restore law and order by ending the civil war
with Katanga. He set about developing a resolution with the African and Asian
members of the Security Council which would grant the Secretary-General and
ONUC a stronger mandate and authority. The draft was presented to the Security
Council by Ceylon, Liberia, and the UAR and passed on 21 February by nine votes
to zero with France and the USSR abstaining. Resolution 161 was historic in that it
authorised peacekeepers to use force for the first time in self-defence and also gave
the Secretary-General permission to take political measures to restore the Congolese
Parliament. In helping to formulate this policy Nehru managed to achieve a compromise for both sides. While the resolution did not accede to Soviet demands to withdraw the UN force and recognise the Gizenga regime, the empowerment of UN
troops against Belgian forces was agreeable. For Britain and the United States, while
the resolution was stridently anti-imperialist, designed to increase pressure on Belgium through her Western allies, it did not contradict the Western approach, which
was to sustain the UN effort. From the perspective of the Secretary-General, Resolution 161 was precisely a realisation of his vision for an activist and interventionist
UN, and renewed both the vigour of efforts in the Congo and the reputation of the
organisation. For Nehru himself, the passing of the resolution reflected the real and
sustained impact of the NAM and the Afro-Asian bloc on UN policy while simultaneously highlighting the importance of the group in providing a way around the
paralysing influence of the Cold War. The ultimate effect of Nehru’s negotiation was
not just to keep the NAM together but also to fortify its position and influence
within the UN and as an alternative to Cold War bloc politics.
While the Congo altered the status quo within the NAM, the factions which
emerged did not serve to divide the movement. Despite his overtures when Lumumba
was murdered, Nkrumah continued to pursue a non-aligned strategy in pursuit of his
Pan-African dream and advocated a similar stance for other members of the Casablanca group. For those countries such as Tunisia and Egypt who had been particularly vociferous in their critique of the Secretary-General, there was now, more than
ever, the sense that both the West and the Soviet Union should be kept out of Africa.
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It was precisely in couching their demands in universalist tones which continued to
provide the NAM with a significant appeal among newly independent states at this
particular juncture. Regardless of the difference of opinion over how the UN operation should proceed in the Congo, there was a consensus that there were larger questions at stake in the conflict which superseded internal differences. The Congo crisis
altered the status quo for the NAM because it highlighted exactly the dangers posed
to burgeoning sovereignty when the politics of decolonisation became infused with
the agenda of the Cold War. The Congo was in many ways the worst-case scenario
realised in this regard and while many African states viewed their fate as hanging in
the balance, it was also an important moment of realisation for the NAM. The difficult position of Congolese leaders, and Lumumba in particular, demonstrated why
NAM was so necessary as a neutralist force in international affairs, strengthening its
appeal and the benefits of the NAM for newly independent states, keen to avoid a
crisis of the proportions of the Congo conflict. However, the crisis had also revealed
the limits of the NAM and the difficulties of maintaining a non-aligned position in
the context of safeguarding the sovereignty of a newly independent state from a colonial aggressor. Although the Belgrade conference officially launched the movement
several months later in August, the Congo crisis had already demonstrated to its
members both the benefits and the limitations of non-aligned politics at the UN.
Nehru’s description of non-alignment had never been more fitting: ‘Non-alignment
… was not an acrobatic feat of sitting on a spiked fence and balancing between the
two sides; it had to be an effort to uproot the fence and throw it away.’79
Conclusion
In the first eight months, from July 1960 to February 1961, the Congo crisis proved
to be an important moment for the NAM as represented by Nkrumah and Nehru at
the UN. Both leaders considered the conflict to be critical to their own political agendas. Nkrumah hoped that with a strong leader like Lumumba, the neighbouring
country of the Congo could be the beginning of the realisation of his Pan-African
vision for Africa.80 For Nehru, the UN intervention had internationalised the process of decolonisation and provided an opportunity for the Afro-Asian bloc at the
UN and the NAM to consolidate their views and maximise their influence over
events. As Catherine Hoskyns has described: ‘Though the Congo operation is still
the only case where one can point to direct United Nations action as a consequence
of African pressure, there can be little doubt that African activity has led to […] a
concentration of international attention on the situation in colonial territories.’81 In
addition, the Congo issue was a vehicle which, for this period, created cohesion in
African voting at the UN, thereby demonstrating the impact of what a united AfroAsian bloc could achieve.82
In extolling the virtues of their non-partisan voice in a bipolar environment,
Nkrumah and Nehru led the charge to redirect Hammarskj€
old’s Congo policy, and
in the process assumed a very influential role in policy formation during these eight
months. The two leaders capitalised on their material support of ONUC by directing
the political dynamics of the crisis, and making the most out of the numerical majority of the Afro-Asians in the General Assembly. They affected this change through
close co-operation with Hammarskj€
old’s Secretariat and utilisation of the UN architecture that the Secretary-General had established to deal with the crisis, specifically
the Congo Advisory Committee. Crucially, the majority of the Afro-Asian bloc
in the General Assembly, and the unity of voting on the Congo question also granted
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them unique prominence. In advocating a particular set of principles such as the
Africanisation of the crisis, the prevention of bilateral intervention by the West or
the superpowers, and the championing of Congolese sovereignty and sovereign integrity, they were able to activate the various dimensions of the UN to alter and edit
Congo policy.
The opportunity to publicly denounce the behaviour of Belgium in particular
helped to polarise the response to the crisis among members, and added credence to
the arguments for the recognition of every peoples’ right to self-determination. It
was an exposition of the importance of territorial integrity and the role of the UN in
defending the sovereignty of newly independent countries. It is argued here that
Nkrumah, Nehru, and particularly vociferous members of the Afro-Asian bloc (such
as Egypt, Indonesia, and Guinea) extended their role in the Congo crisis to the
broader context of the decolonisation process taking place at the UN. During this
period, the conflict provided a moment of cohesion and dynamism during which the
Afro-Asian bloc pursued the same set of principles with regard to decolonisation. In
particular, through their arguments and resolutions, they emphasised the importance
of holding Belgium accountable for its actions in the Congo and compelled Brussels
to withdraw their forces from the sovereign territory. The General Assembly Resolution 1514 represented a significant victory for the African states and the NAM in
legitimising formally, through the disastrous experience of the Congo crisis, the end
of colonialism. Representative of the changed atmosphere at the UN, The Economist
surmised: ‘In 1960 when the last sods on the grave of colonialism are being pressed
down (in the West at any rate), it would be unthinkable for anyone outside of Africa
to take the Congo by the scruff of its neck and tutor it out of chaos.’83
There were also significant effects on the NAM itself. By the time ONUC was
withdrawn from the Congo in 1964, the membership of the NAM had almost doubled from twenty-five to forty-seven.84 The crisis served as an important moment for
consolidating the movement around the anti-colonial, anti-imperial, and anti-racialist agenda which was its raison d’^
etre. Although a split emerged between the conservative and radical groupings of African states in 1961 following the assassination of
Lumumba, the movement as a whole did not lose coherence. In fact, as evidenced by
the rapid expansion of the membership of the NAM during these years, the pursuit
of anti-colonial aims served to crystallise it. Decolonisation was the central cause for
the creation of NAM, but it was also important in shaping the identities of members
of NAM as neutralist. Indeed, the symbolism of Afro-Asian solidarity and the declaration of the end of colonialism was no mean feat.85 The threat of neo-colonialism
and the perceived imperial forces at work in the Congo had the effect of emphasising
the importance of non-alignment as an identity for newly independent states, as
much as it was a central tenet of their foreign policies. As Jayantanuja Bandyopadhyaya argues: ‘It was the revolt of Asia and Africa against the imperialists, against
the racists, against the West, against the Whites. It was a catharsis of their repressed
and impotent rage caused by centuries of imperialistic exploitation and racial humiliation. It was a declaration of their independent humanity.’86
This unique motivation of the NAM also led to its success in shaping the agenda
for decolonisation. It is clear that the Congo crisis had the effect of accelerating the
process of decolonisation as a whole, but central to this was the role of the AfroAsian bloc, and the NAM in using their influence at the UN to pressurise the Secretary-General and former colonial powers to address colonial issues.87 The NAM
seized upon the Congo as an example of the worst-case scenario for decolonisation
to demonstrate its role in international affairs and expand its influence. Following
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the Belgrade conference, various NAM leaders embarked on missions to the capitals
of the Great Powers in order to ‘appeal for sanity’.88 In the process, the NAM provided a moral and political focus for agenda for decolonisation, swaying public opinion against colonialism and imperialism, and providing smaller nations with a source
of identity and authority. The representation of these weaker nations and their role
in advancing decolonisation through the NAM has also been pointed to as evidence
of how the movement helped to universalise the international system.89 While the
Congo experience confronted the NAM with the limits of non-partisan rhetoric and
the difficulties of infusing world politics with a moralistic agenda as an alternative to
bloc powers, there were also important lessons learned. The split among NAM members which occurred over the Congo would be replayed in Belgrade when members
discussed the difference between peaceful co-existence and active co-existence.90
The potency of the crusade against colonialism and imperialism, as well as the
effect on international public opinion, was an important factor in the NAM’s success
in changing the norms of decolonisation. As McCann claims: ‘The normative
changes such institutions [the Non-Aligned Movement] fostered in an increasingly
bipolar international environment were important, re-orientating the sense of the
geopolitically possible.’91 Irwin has further pointed out that the ‘African group
viewed the General Assembly as an instrument to remake the international order’.92
It is argued here that through the efforts of the NAM, and Nkrumah and Nehru in
particular, the Congo crisis became not just an international issue, but was interpreted by other African and Asian states as a transnational challenge to how decolonisation had been managed and perceived up to this point. The acceptance of the
African resolution on 14 December by a staggering ninety votes to zero (with nine
abstentions) represented the zenith of the influence of the Afro-Asian bloc. Crucially,
the resolution was also a demonstration of how the Congo experience had been harnessed as a means to transform international norms. While there is no doubt that the
agenda for decolonisation had been set since the founding of the UN in 1945, the crisis had exposed the most damaging legacies of colonialism, and had also shown how
decolonisation in one country could be exploded into an international conflict. The
transnational dimensions of the crisis, in which the broader aims of the anti-colonialists were revealed, served to raise the stakes even further. The passing of Resolutions
1514 and Resolution 161 clearly showed that the NAM had formally translated their
influence into action. In the process, they permanently impacted how decolonisation
was perceived, outlawing colonialism in any form, helping to institutionalise the
NAM and outlining the importance of anti-colonial internationalism in shaping the
normative environment at the UN.
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