
!

s

HI
■ .

Ba

r
■ ---L ;.■' ; ’ .

11w
w.■EMaiMMi

I
wi1 '

'

HI ; ?

• - :
J

■, - g -

-, • 1
=!





CRISIS AND CONFLICT IN NIGERIA
VOLUME II

JULY 1967-JANUARY 1970



Miles 100o

Lokoja1

Idah
)bolo

o

: (44oe):

Reproduced by kind permission of The Times

/ NIGERIA
(Lagos r

3> ^J7
Port Harcourt:X I I

FEDERAL ADVANCE 
MARCH 1969

|^Baro

b

II \)) V 
Calabaru A;

C Wouala

1 Zv
FEDERAL ADVANCE 

JULY 1968

BIAFRA
XAkure

Ondo(fkt=:=^

ORIGINAL BIAFRA REPUBLIC |

oEnugu
Onitshi 

t, Warn

Ibudu:

FEDERAL ADVANCE
MAY 1969TTV



CRISIS AND CONFLICT
IN NIGERIA

A Documentary Sourcebook 1966-1970t

NEW YORK IBADAN

LONDON
OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS

VOLUME II
JULY 1967-JANUARY 1970

A. H. M. KIRK-GREENE
Senior Research Fellow in African Studies 

St. Antony's College, Oxford



M.

Oxford University Press, Ely House, London IF.J

ISBN 0 19 215642 X

This edition

@ Oxford University Press 1971

First published 1971

Second impression 1976

J?/ 
sis 

'C^g>0
OXFORD LONDON GLASGOW NEW YORK

TORONTO MELBOURNE WELLINGTON CAPE TOWN 
IBADAN NAIROBI DARES SALAAM LUSAKA ADDIS ABABA 

KUALA LUMPUR SINGAPORE JAKARTA HONG KONG TOKYO
DELHI BOMBAY CALCUTTA MADRAS KARACHI

Reproduced and printed by photolithography and bound in 
Great Britain at The Pitman Press, Bath



PREFATORY NOTE

i

With the outbreak of hostilities on 6 July, the verifiability of the state­
ments included in the documentation of these four years of crisis 
assumes added complexity. The commonplace that when war comes the 
first casualty is truth is here compounded by the flood of partisan 
literature whose quality is by no means commensurate with its quantity, 
by the total absence of official casualty figures, by the general reluct­
ance to allow war correspondents to fulfil their conventional role, and 
by the sometimes Bond-like cloaked and covert moves from foreign 
diplomats, international organizations, oil companies, public relations 
agencies, roving emissaries, mercenaries, arms-dealers, and blockade­
busters as well as by the controversial humanitarian and Church 
bodies that figured so prominently in one headlined context or another 
over these thirty months. All conjure up J. P. Clark’s imagery in his 
‘Casualties 1966/68’ of

Caucuses at night, caucuses by day, 
With envoys, alien and local, 
Coming and going, in and out 
Of the strongroom. What briefs 
In their cases?

The detailed ebb and flow of the military campaign is barely touched 
on in this essentially politically-focused narrative. Those who are 
looking for a carefully chronicled record of the fighting will not find it 
here.

The materials on which the text is based and from which the documen­
tation has been drawn are necessarily but a fraction of those collected in 
several years’ active researching, and this in turn is but a proportion of 
that consulted. Much of its origin is identified in the textual footnotes 
and in the bibliographical notice included in this volume. There are 
three points on sources that need to be made in addition to the guide­
lines set out in the Preface to Volume I. Firstly, whereas the grave 
absence of Nigerian newspapers in British universities and research 
libraries for the period from January 1966 to July 1967 may endow 
citations from that primary source with an enhanced value in this 
country, their growing availability in the U.K. from August 1967 on­
wards has allowed Volume II to devote greater attention to the well- 
preserved, readily accessible, and often indexed files of the leading 
British newspapers and journals. In the event, the handling of the 
civil war by Fleet Street was to result in something like a subordinate 
war in its own right; but this is not a premiss to develop here. Secondly, 
while many of Ojukwu’s speeches have subsequently been published in
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vi Prefatory Note
book form, they are reproduced here as they were publicized at the 
time. Thirdly, by and large, Biafran propaganda documentation in 
Nigerian libraries and archival repositories has not yet reached the 
scale of holdings in Europe and America, so that cross-references to 
such sources in this volume are additionally justified.

Because of the internationalizing scale of the civil war and of the 
escalating level of propaganda, above all in its forum of publicized 
peace talks and the disputatious context of humanitarian intervention, 
the amount of documentation available to the researcher working in the 
period covered by Volume II is considerably greater than that to hand 
for the period of Volume I. The selection of materials for inclusion has 
thus been a far harder task. The narrative, too, spread over a much 
longer time span, has perforce been a matter of closer compression. 
Once more, political speeches broadcast over the radio have retained a 
high degree of documentary importance, especially where they have 
not subsequently appeared in print (e.g., the Mid-West in August and 
September 1967). And once again, for a day-by-day diary of events, 
there are few better sources than the pages of Africa Research Bulletin 
and Ifest Africa.

St. Antony's College 
Oxford
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The press also mounted an urgent internal campaign to explain to the 
people the righteousness of Lagos’s decision to go to war.2 It warned of 
the perilous lessons to be learned from involvement with the inter­
national currency of ‘black gold’ and emphasized the validity in inter­
national law of the challenged oil blockade.3

Military success came to the Federal troops rapidly enough to en­
courage General Gowon’s definition of the fighting as ‘a surgical police 
action and not civil war’.11 Ogoja was captured on 12 July, and Nsukka 
fell to the Federal troops three days later. Its capture was accompanied 
by a spate of radio denials and counter-rebuttals5 that were to set a be­
wildering precedent for the months ahead. Further bomb outrages in 
Lagos6 resulted in the issuing of a decree carrying the death penalty by

1 B.B.C. ME/2S14/B3.
2 Morning Post, 10 July 1967.
3 Morning Post, 11 July 1967.
* In a television interview quoted in Daily Times, 13 July 1967.
6 Radio Enugu, 20 July, and New Nigerian, 22 July 1967.
• Daily Times, 20 and 21 July 1967.

A friend in need is a friend indeed. A more suitable adage can hardly be 
found for measuring the depth of the perfidy of some of Nigeria’s so-called 
friends in the current situation. Foremost on the list of those who want 
Nigeria divided is the new clique led by Ojukwu. It is clear that without a 
group of misguided fellow travellers encouraging him, the rebel leader alone 
could not have singlehandedly embarked upon his hopeless gamble. . . . But 
justice ■will soon catch up ■with them. So much for these internal enemies of 
Nigeria.

But now external forces, some of them old friends of Nigeria, are not only 
deserting and playing the double game, some have even jumped on the band­
wagon of the rebel Ojukwu. High on the list of such external enemies of 
Nigeria are some commercial interests. A number of them are within our 
gates. They were allowed to exploit the natural and other resources of the 
land for their benefit and that of all the peoples of Nigeria. . . . Like their 
new-found friend in Enugu, these enemies of a strong Nigerian economy have 
adopted some questionable actions lately. They have pleaded duress for their 
abuse of trust. But their move in paying royalties to Ojukwu and his gang 
was deliberately premature by at least 21 days. There has not been a scrap 
of evidence, physical or otherwise, that they have been forced to take such a 
step. . . . Nigeria, however, knows how the minds of these economic ex­
ploiters are working. . . .

Gradually, African nations have come to realize that where international 
economic conspiracy emerges, diplomatic intimidation follows. This pattern 
is repeating itself in the Nigerian crisis. . . .

Within seventy-two hours of war being declared on 6 July, the re­
sources of Radio Nigeria’s external programme were geared to issuing 
strong warnings against any African state daring to support Biafra and 
thus ‘promoting its own future disintegration’:1
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a firing squad for anyone found in unlawful possession of explosives1 
and in the imposition of stricter security measures by the Inspector- 
General of Police. In a broadcast he called for civilian co-operation:2

May I also appeal to you to be extra vigilant during this period of emer­
gency. Without necessarily reverting to witch-hunting, all peace-loving 
Nigerians must constantly be on the look-out for subversive elements, 
saboteurs and other agents of destruction no matter who they may be, and 
report their movements to the police... . Do not shelter, assist or protect 
any subversive elements. Report all suspicious persons, movements, activi­
ties or strange objects to the nearest police station. Do not assist in spreading 
false and dangerous rumours. Report all pedlars of such rumours and all acts 
of intimidation and threats to the police at once.
Abroad, Chief Enahoro appealed to a press conference in London, 
taking the theme of Nigeria’s ‘Struggle for Survival’ [doc 120].3 At 
home the radio crackled busily in the last half of July with uncom­
promising talks4 and a whipping-up of public opinion along the lines 
of:6

Every inch of Biafran soil desecrated by the filthy invaders from Nigeria 
must act as another gallon of fuel to the spirit and determination of every 
Biafran citizen. The enemy has dealt you fatal injuries in the last one year. 
The same enemy is now rubbing salt into the wounds. It has never happened 
in history; it is a taboo in African tradition; it is a cruel travesty of natural 
justice; it is against the law of God. Here is a ruthless and implacable enemy 
who chased you out from the village square and your commonly owned 
stream. The enemy pursued you along all the by-paths and followed you right 
into your father’s compound. The enemy wants to murder you right inside 
your father’s courtyard and your mother’s bedroom. It has never happened 
anywhere.

Your family god is watching out from his shrine to give divine assistance 
to your resistance and fight. The skies will turn blood red, and God will in 
anger send armies of cherubims to your side. Your ancestral fathers will 
jump out of their graves to help you defend the honour of the family tree. 
Africans believe that no injured child is ever defeated in an unjust war 
carried into his own father’s compound. An African proverb says: ‘It is only 
when you say yes that your guardian angel says yes; if you say no, your 
guardian angel says no.’ The guardian angel of every Biafran has shouted 
‘no’ because every Biafran has said ‘no’ to the unprovoked aggression of a 
feudal vandal. Every Biafran should hold a quiet communion and conference 
with himself or herself and ask: How can I run away from my ancestral 
home? How can I run away from my father’s compound? Where do I run 
to?... To these questions every Biafran answers: It has never happened,

1 Gazetted on 28 July 1967.
* Broadcast over Lagos Radio, 20 July 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2523/B7).
3 Cf. the Biafran skit on this press conference in African Weekly Review, vol. 1 no. 4 

pp. 8-9. ’ ’ ’
( 4 e-S-» ‘The Inhumanity of the Rebel High Command’, by Muhammed Sani and 
‘Nigeria’s Final Rejection of Ibo Domination’, by Edet Jackson.

‘ Broadcast by the Voice of Biafra, 16 July 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2519/B1).
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and it will never happen. If it were to happen, every Biafran would for ever 
remain the laughing-stock of the world; if it were to happen, your ancestral 
fathers would curse you for life, and withdraw their blessings from you. . . .

The flames of freedom are inextinguishable. The same tide of history is 
shaping the spirit of every Biafran to greater determination and defiance in 
the face of an enemy ■who has chased us right into our family compound. 
After massacring 30,000 of our people, the enemy has dared to penetrate into 
our borders to drink more blood. Every Biafran is determined that every 
pint of blood drunk by these vandals, either now or before, has to be vomited 
out and repaid with 10 pints of the enemy’s blood. This war will be a long, 
long tournament. It will go the full 15 rounds. It is only the first round that 
has ended.
Vivid visions of the war were described by Ojukwu [doc 121] and Sir 
Francis Ibiam, who spoke of genocide.1 Ejoor still advocated a policy of 
non-involvement and warned Ojukwu against violating the Mid-West’s 
territory.2 The British Government continued to come under attack 
from the radio stations of both combatants, but while Kaduna accused 
it of bolstering the Ojukwu regime, Enugu launched the first of many 
tirades of virulence and venom against the British High Commissioner 
in Lagos and his ‘uncivilized utterances of a noble savage’.3 Sir David 
Hunt’s cold comfort may have been that he was soon joined in this 
competitive exercise in vilification by the fellow-martyrdom of the 
B.B.C.'1 Another stick for beating Britain with came to hand in the 
British Government's delayed decision—accompanied by the first of 
what was to become a series of three years’ major parliamentary debates 
on the Nigerian war—not to forbid the export of arms already ordered, 
and paid for, by Lagos.5 This permission was quickly followed by 
publicity given to the search for no less than forty charter aircraft to 
ferry the arms to Nigeria, leading to an outraged public advertisement 
by the activist Biafra Union of the United Kingdom [doc 122], In 
Britain, too, the Church committed itself on this issue [doc 123]. The 
Nigerian High Commissioner in the U.K. challenged their externally 
‘inspired’ call to refuse arms [doc 124], and Biafra exploited the 
church leaders’ hint of a religious struggle by accusing the Sudan of 
supplying arms as part of a Pan-Moslem jihad.6 In the event, it was 
Russia that became the first major arms supplier,7 a move that caused 
Biafra to accuse Lagos of selling out to Communism.8 She kept up this

1 Broadcast from Enugu, 21 July 1967.
2 International Herald Tribune, 13 July 1967.
3 Talk over Enugu Radio, 1 August 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2533/B6).
4 In the event, the B.B.C. was to have a ‘bad’ war, incurring the odium of both Biafra 

and Nigeria.
5 See Financial Times, 10 August 1967. The same newspaper carried an 

survey of the arms position in its issue of 18 August 1967.
8 Enugu Radio, quoted in B.B.C. ME/2556.
7 For part of the war, the Russian MIG fighters bought by the Nigerian air force 

were piloted by Egyptians.
8 The Russians Now Hasten to Grab Nigeria (Enugu, 1967).
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allegation throughout the coming months as the U.S.S.R. progressively 
consolidated her new found entry into the attractive Nigerian scene.1

The fighting hit the headlines again on 9 August when, after a sus­
tained radio campaign of incitement of the Ika-Ibo people of the Mid­
West to join their Ibo kin across the Niger in their struggle against an 
alleged Hausa/Fulani domination2 (of which the authorities had been 
amply aware since at least May3), a partial insurrection took place. 
This mutiny of an Ibo-led section of the Mid-Western army made it 
easier for Biafran forces to swarm across the undefended Niger bridge 
at Asaba and, linking up with the mutineers, seize Benin. Brigadier 
Ejoor was lucky to escape: he was to give an interesting account of the 
Mid-West coup when he came out of hiding six w eeks later.4 The citizens 
of Benin learned by radio on the afternoon of 9 August that they had 
apparently been ‘saved from the dark shadows of Fulani-Hausa domi­
nation’.5 Anxious Lagos took a different interpretation of this invasion 
than did jubilant Enugu.6 The next day the new Commander, Brigadier 
Victor Banjo, congratulated the people of the Mid-West on their 

soi-disant ‘liberation’: '

Fellow citizens of Mid-Westem Nigeria, this is Brigadier Victor Adcbu- 
kunola Banjo, Commander of the Liberation Army from Biafra, speaking 
to you. Some time in the early hours of yesterday morning, some of you 
might have woken up to the sounds of some minor firing in the capital city of 
Benin as well as in some other areas of 3Iid-Western Nigeria. In consequence 
of this, some of you have fled your homes and places of work under the mis­
understanding that Mid-Western Nigeria was in the process of being invaded 
by Northern troops. I am happy to reassure you that you have not been 
invaded by hostile troops. As some of you have found out within the last 
forty-eight hours, the soldiers amongst you are disciplined troops of the 
Liberation Army from Biafra, which I command, acting in close co-operation 
with troops of Mid-Western Nigeria to ensure that the territory of the Mid­
West is adequately protected from invasion by Northern troops. This action

1 e.g., Nigeria: a communist beach-head in Africa (Enugu, 1968); Biafran Radio talks 
on ‘Russian Imperialist Manoeuvres,’ 21 August 1967, and ‘The Implications of Russian 
Revisionism in Nigeria’, 9 and 27 November 1967.

1 e.g., Biafran Radio talk quoted in B.B.C. ME/2539/B1, following up the propaganda 
directed at them as far back as September 1966 by Enugu E.N.B.S. reports of ‘Mid­
Western Ibos desire to join East’ (B.B.C. ME/2277/B2).

’ o.g., Radio Kaduna warning against Mid-Western Ibos as ‘saboteurs’, 19 May 1967 • 
‘What are their objectives? Merely to win power and abuse it with reckless abundance 
Paradoxically, these are the people who shout loudest that they are being pushed out of 
the Federation. They are those who have sworn on their part that Nigeria can only 
survive on their own terms or be destroyed. Sometimes one is tempted to ask why not 
let these people go and stew in their own juice, for what good riddance it would bn ’
(B.B.C. ME/2472/B1).

* Press conference of 25 September; New Nigerian and Daily Sketch (Ibadan) *>6

5 Special announcement over Benin Radio on 9 August 1967.
‘ Special announcement broadcast over Enugu Radio on the night of 9 August and on the following morning (B.B.C. ME/2540/B7). 6
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is consistent with the desired intention of Biafra to assist in the liberation of 
the people of Nigeria from domination by the Fulani-Hausa feudal state.

I would also like to reassure the people of Mid-Western Nigeria that this is 
neither an invasion nor a violation of the integrity of the Mid-West. This 
action of the troops under my command, in close co-operation with their 
Mid-Western counterparts, is designed to insulate the people of the Mid-West 
fiom the coercive threats of Northern military presence in neighbouring areas 
and occasionally in the Mid-West, which has for long prevented the Mid­
West from declaring its true stand in the Nigerian crisis of the last 18 months. 
It is my hope that by our presence, the people of the Mid-West will, in com­
plete freedom from any restraint direct or implied, be able to seek their 
rejection of the fiction that peace in Nigeria is only possible under the con­
ditions that the entire people of Nigeria should be dominated by the Fulani 
Hausa feudal clique. . . ?
For the next forty-eight hours the radio network poured out communi­
ques and orders from the Region’s new military administration.2

By now Ojukwu was in a position to announce to the Biafrans the 
success of this first stage in his ‘crusade ofjjheration’ [doc 125]. He 
even felt himself strong enough to deliver a formal note of protest to 
the U.K. High Commission’s representative in Biafra against Britain’s 
involvement in the war.3 Ojukwu’s choice of a Yoruba, Banjo (a radical 
and politically-minded officer, who had been detained for allegedly 
trying to kill Ironsi during the unsettled week of the army’s coming to 
power in 1966), for this new Benin command was not without longer- 
range significance. In a press conference,4 and then again in a very im­
portant broadcast, Banjo, besides throwing new light on his role in the 
January 1966 coup, outlined his plans for an interim administration 
[doc 126]. Instrumental in its success would be an uprising in the un­
certain West. Hence the series of appeals, such as the following to the 
Yoruba troops to defect and join in the fight against the alleged 
Northern-inspired aggression of Gowon’s government, made by Banjo:

Brig. Banjo called on all Mid-Westerners to rise for the defence of their 
own survival. This also goes to all Yoruba people of the West and the Yoruba 
areas of the previous Northern Nigeria to rise in arms. They should remember 
their grandfathers who fought relentlessly to halt the march of the Northern 
hordes. The Yoruba people have at this period been humiliated enough. He 
said that today the territories of the Yoruba people have become occupied 
areas for the prosecution of a war in which they have refused to take part. 
The leaders of the Yoruba people are being forced under threat to their lives 
to identify themselves with a war they have refused to join.

Brig. Banjo continued: ‘As an act of crowning insult, Yoruba troops have 
been shabbily thrown into this war against their will, merely to further 
commit them into a war in which they would rather fight on the Biafran side.

1 Broadcast over Bonin Radio on the evening of 10 August 1907 (B.B.C. ME/2541/B1).
2 The fullest collection of all these announcements and directives is to bo found in the 

B.B.C. monitored reports ME/2541 and 2542.
3 Government of the Republic of Biafra, World Press Briefing Document No. 5.
4 B.B.C. ME/2542/B2.
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Henceforth, every Yoruba man, woman and child must rise to arms to fight 
on the side of the liberation army in order to restore the pride and integrity 
of our people.' Brig. Banjo appealed to all officers and soldiers of Y’oruba 
origin to join his command with all their weapons as his army moves forward 
All Yoruba troops who are at present too far away to join should stand still 
until the assistance of the liberation army reaches them and all Y’oruba people 
should stand prepared to use every means possible to render Yorubaland 
untenable to Northern troops. ‘This shame to our people.’ he stated ‘must not 
be allowed to go unchallenged in our lifetime. The pride and integrity of our 
people must be restored and sustained.1

Now that the tribal, and hence in Nigeria often political, line-up 
had changed, Lagos reacted to the Benin invasion by a declaration of 
‘total war’ against the rebels, for this was the very depth of black 
treachery:

From now on, the forces of the Federal Military Government will reply 
with heavier blows to every act committed by the rebels and will pursue them 
in an all-out drive until the rebellion is completely stamped out. Xo 
mercy will be shown to the rebels clique and their collaborators anywhere

Nigeria must be saved at all costs.2 J

This resolve was welcomed in a special announcement by Colonel 
Hassan Katsina in Kaduna.3

It was a moment for decision by the long-divisive, often indecisive 
Yoruba politicians. If they were to heed Biafra’s insistent calls to throw 
in their lot with the Ibos in a common struggle to rid the South of 
supposed Northern domination, it would mean the immediate colla 
of the government in Lagos. Could the acknowledged ‘Leader of tf6 
Yorubas’ justify his novel title? Chief Awolowo did not equivocate thf6 
time. Despite his earlier endorsement of ‘secession for one. secession f ** 
all’,4 he now came unambiguously forward on 12 August and ioine I tl* 
West’s Military Governor in calling on the Yoruba to ignore Biafr " 
appeals for co-operation and to support the Federal Government" 
Ojukwu was thus prevented from effecting by force of arms what th 
apparently ill-matched temperaments of the great political figures of 
‘Zik’ and ‘Awo’ and their respective peoples had in their heyday failed 
to do by mutual reconciliation when an equal opportunity to coalesce

1 Report of broadcast by Brigadier Banjo from Benin on 11
ME/2568/B1). P ™Or 1J87 (B.B.C.

* Special statement issued in Lagos, 11 August 1967.
’ Released on 11 August 1967. Ho spoke of ‘a full-scale war on the 1 

a quick end to Ojukwu’s rebellion and crush him and his mhnl „ J*?. ° S ' ' ' to bring 
advisers without further delay.’ ' 0 ,ers nn(l civilian

* See Vol. I, p. 93. He himself referred to doubts about his stnn i
Lagos Radio on 12 August 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2543/B3). ’ as

* Text in New Nigerian, 14 August. Ibadan Radio carried imn
from these two leaders on 16 August 1967. portant
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the Ibo and the Yoruba into one alliance had come their way:1 the 
unification of the ‘South’ against the ‘North’ as an insurance (if nothing 
more) against any temptation for the North’s constitutional majority - 
to ride roughshod over parliamentary opposition. Had either union 
taken place, in 1959 or 1967, how different could have been the story of j 
Nigeria. But now, at any rate, Lagos was saved from a sentence of death. 
Nigeria, too, was spared from immediate disintegration.

But was this just a postponement of the end? Regrouping in Benin, 
the Biafran forces headed for Lagos and the West: in the politically and 
psychologically motivated idiom of Radio Enugu, they continued their 
‘onward march to liberate Western Nigeria from Hausa-Fulani domi­
nation’. A dusk-to-dawn curfew was imposed in Ibadan, a Home 
Guard was raised in Lagos, the Western State was now invaded, and 
Northern towns like Okene and Lokoja had their first taste of war. 
Writing in the New York Times,2 Albert Friendly likened the Nigerian 
war at this confused and critical stage to Matthew Arnold’s

darkling plain swept 
With confused alarms of struggle and flight, 
Where ignorant armies clash by night.

The battle of Ore, where a Biafran mobile column was held only 100 
odd miles away from Lagos and a dashing canoe-carried commando all 
but penetrated the shorter creek approaches from Okitipupa, must rank 
as the most crucial engagement of the war. Those who like to speculate 
on the ‘ifs’ of military history may one day add the hypothesized rever­
sal of the Mid-West blitzkrieg of August 1967 to their repertoire of what 
might have been had Ojukwu’s forces not paused in Benin but thrust 
straight towards undefended Lagos a few days earlier than they did. 
For Biafra, this loss of momentum was to spell the loss of the campaign ■■’f' 
and, in the long run, of the war. For Lagos, it meant salvation. By the 
end of August, the thrust from Ore and Okitipupa had been contained 
and the Biafrans were retreating to Benin. Lagos could breathe again; 
and, consolidating its determination to wage an all-out war after the 
frightening threat posed by the Benin coup, it now set up on 26 August 
a War Cabinet.3 The curious refusal of the Federal spokesman to give 
names or clarify the position of General Gowon therein (‘The names of 
members will be released later.’) unfortunately encouraged malicious 
speculation in the press about a split in the Federal leadership con­
sequent on the setback suffered in the Mid-West.'1

1 Soo tho mutually recriminatory statements issued by Azikiwo and Awolowo 
i of tho N.P.C./N.C.N.C. coalition government in 
) publicized premiss that ‘The N.C.N.C. is os different

ist 1967.
367.

immediately after tho formation 
December 1959, summed up in tho 
to tho A.G. ns light is to darkness.’

8 New York Times, 20 August
3 Radio Lugos, 26 August 19(
4 The Times, 29 August 1967.



1 Text in Biafran Office (New York) press release dated 21 August 1967.
• The phrase was used in Sunday Tima, 20 August 1967.
1 Reported by Benin Radio on 21 August 1967.
* Benin Radio report, 20 September 1967, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 865.
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In Benin city itself, there had been a sudden change in command 

when Ojukwu, broadcasting direct to the people of the Mid-West,1 
appointed Major Okonkwo as Military Administrator in succession to 
Brigadier Banjo’s ‘mayfly week of power’.2 He, in his turn, broadcast 
over Radio Benin (momentarily known as Radio Liberation) a long 
address to the people of the Mid-West on their new independence 
[doc 127] and gave a press conference,3 in both of which he castigated 
the ‘brutality and vandalism’ of the Hausa troops in violating the 
Region’s neutrality. The Mid-West’s next shock (her last, and her most 
agonizing shock, was to be the atrocities that accompanied the terrible 
tide of Biafran withdrawal before Nigerian reoccupation; so ironic 
considering her refusal to become a battleground by allowing either 
side to move troops through her territory) came, in one of those out-of- 
the-blue broadcasts now no surprise to the peoples of Nigeria, namely 
the dramatic proclamation by Major Okonkwo of the independent 
Republic of Benin on 20 September [doc 128]. Okonkwo listed eight 
reasons for this abrupt step:
1 The Mid-West’s earlier proposals for the preservation of Nigerian unity 
had all been frustrated.
2 The State’s leaders of thought had favoured a loose form of association.
3. At least 10,000 Mid-Westerners had been ‘slaughtered or maimed by the 
people of Northern Nigeria .
4. No apology or compensation had been forthcoming from the perpetrators 
of this heinous misdeed’.
5 Neither Lagos nor Kaduna had honoured the agreement reached at Aburi.
6. The Federal and Northern governments had sought forcibly to impose on 
the Mid-West 'an unacceptable type of government’.
7 It was Lagos and the North that had declared war on the Mid-West as well 
$S Th^State’s ‘innocent citizens' had felt the brunt of the fighting.

In a would-be rationalization of these curious arguments, Okonkwo 
assured the people that the Oba of Benin had given him ‘unequivocal 
support’.4 

But it was a short-lived sovereignty, for within a matter of hours 
Federal troops, brilliantly led by Lt.-Col. Murtala Mohammed, had 
recaptured the city. Instructions wore at once issued to the citizens:

All Mid-Westerners in Benin City should go about their normal business 
quietly and they should not harbour enemies. Anyone doing so will be 
treated as an enemy.

Looting on all fronts must stop immediately. Anyone found looting will be 
shot.
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Civil servants and Corporation staff should return to work immediately. 
Officers and men of the Nigerian Army should report at the Army head­

quarters in Benin City immediately.

Posters were displayed ordering an end to looting:

The military Administrator of the Midwest State of Nigeria, Lt.-Col. S. 0. 
Ogbemudia has ordered that all civilians in possession of Army uniforms and 
arms should return them to the nearest Police Station not later than today. 
After which any person found with army uniform, and or weapons will be 
shot.

No houses occupied by persons who have fled should be occupied. Persons 
found occupying them will be severely punished. ALL looted property should 
be deposited in the nearest Police Station at once. Houses will be searched for 
looted property.

ALL escaped prisoners should give themselves up or when captured will 
be severely dealt with.

and citizens were warned to:
Stop looting at once, anyone found looting ■will be shot.
Stop pointing to innocent Midwesterners and non-Mid-Westerners.
Report suspects to the police.
Molestation of anyone is an offence and will be dealt with as such.
Civil servants should report for duty forthwith.
Don’t use soldiers to perform duties not authorized by a competent authority.

The officer commanding the relief column, Lt.-Col. Murtala Mohammed, 
made a broadcast [doc 129] and Lt.-Col. Ogbemudia was appointed 
Administrator. He announced over the radio his policy for the State’s 
recovery.1 This turned out to be a slow, bitter process, and the evidence 
painstakingly collected by the Omo-Eboh Rebel Atrocity Committee 
set up by the Administrator is, despite its overflowing gruesomeness, 

y- only part of the story of the rape of the territory by rampageous 
soldiery from both armies. Scarred Benin, like Belgium a generation 
earlier, was to pay the appalling price for unrealistic neutrality.
/ In Biafra, too, the repercussions were to be swift and severe. Ojukwu 
found his Mid-West military plot now played on himself. As he had 
done earlier over the loss of Nsukka,2 he blamed the fall of Benin on the

1 Broadcast from Benin on 21 September 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2576/B3).
2 Cf. the special broadcast by the Biafran Army P.R.O. and Commissar (sic) from 

Enugu on 15 July 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2518/B5): *.. . Tho monster head of internal reaction 
without our young nation has struck a blow seriously threatening the integrity of our 
young republic. There is strong evidence to show that traitors of Biafran origin, not 
necessarily from tho so-called minority areas, have been revealing the inner structure of 
our basic military plans for prosecution of tho war and that quite recently our plans for 
each battle have either been disclosed to tho enemy or sabotaged by mysterious orders 
to our field commanders, supposedly given from the Military Headquarters in Enugu, 
addressed to our field commanders, and aimed at preventing our forward troops from 
launching certain attacks which would have completely liquidated enemy troops. 
Yesterday, a special attack which would have completely sealed the doom of enemy 
troops in the Nsukka sector of the northern front was ruthlessly sabotaged by a myster-



ter

They were Victor Bnnjo and Emmanuel lleajunn from tho army, ar 
jam and John Aide, both civilians. Seo also Biafra Radio, 24 September 

ll’cst Africa (1967), p. 12S5.
a New Nigerian, 2 and 3 August and Financial Times, 2 August 1967. Christopht 

Okigbo’s death in action was commented on in the Guardian, 4 October 1967.
4 Editorial ‘Wo shall vanquish,' Biafra Sun, 23 September 1967.
4 Ojukwu's address to a delegation of staff from Aba hospital, 21 August 1967.
1 The Times, 31 August; West Africa (1967), p. 1093.
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treachery of his own staff who had ordered the withdrawal of tactical 
headquarters to Agbor without his consent.1 He had four persons 
executed by a firing squad for plotting to overthrow his government.2 
One of these, it may be noted, was Major Ifeajuna, who had been 
among the five Ibo officers responsible for the implementation of the 
January 1966 coup and who now joined Major Nzeogwu (killed in action 
within weeks of the declaration of war) as a casualty of the civil war.3 
Ojukwu’s stern action brought no further challenge to his leadership, 
and the Biafra Sun greeted this ‘Operation Ferret’ with acclaim.4

Before this momentary split in the Biafran leadership, however, 
there had been important developments at the political level. Following 
up his statement of 21 August that recognition of Biafra’s sovereignty 
was the sole prerequisite to peace,5 presumably generated by-his 
military triumph of the opening days of his strategically successfid 
Benin campaign, Ojukwu released on 29 August a White Paper defining 
the possible areas of future association between Biafra and the rest of 
Nigeria [doc 130]. Gowon, however, was now in a strong position. He 
was victorious in the Mid-West, he had been reassured of Britain’s 
support by a renewed pledge from the High Commissioner, as well as by 
a personal letter from the Prime Minister, and he had an increasing 
flow of arms0 (in particular the hope of launching a telling air-strike 
force with Russian MIG fighters). This, in addition to half of Biafra 
being occupied within six weeks, enabled Gowon in his dawn broadcast 
from Lagos on 2 September to counter Ojukwu’s proposal and dictate 
the Federal Government’s own three conditions for peace [noc 131], 
These included the refusal to accept Ojukwu as a negotiator. Although 
Biafra indirectly turned down the Nigerian offer by an attack on its 
contents and on Gowon himself over the radio, followed by Sir Francis 
Ibiam and thirty-seven other leaders publicly renouncing their British

ious order from tho Army high command, obviously aimed at confusing our valiant 
commanders in the front. As a result of this wicked betrayal our valiant troops in that 
sector were treacherously exposed to the enemy flanks and had to bo retreated as a 
temporary measure. The local collaborators of the Northern vandals and invaders are 
now either through ignorance or deliberate treachery jubilating over this obviously 
temporary situation. But the revolutionary wing of the Biafra Army backed by tho 
entire working people will soon prove how hopelessly wrong they ore. . . .’ For tho 
Lagos reply, see B.B.C. ME/2523/B7.

1 ‘All this happened without reference to me as the Commandcr-in-chiof. . . . With­
out tho unhealthy influences of these disloyal elements we would by now have been see­
ing tho end of the war’—broadcast from Enugu, 21 September 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2576/ 
B2).

2 They were Victor Banjo and Emmanuel Ifeajuna from tho army, and Samuel 
Agbam and John Alele, both civilians. See also Biafra Radio, 24 September 1967, and



War and Peace 1967 13 

honours,1 the Biafran Chief Justice, Sir Louis Mbanefo, in London on his 
way to present the Biafran memorandum on joint services to the U.N., 
made a flexible enough statement to show that mediation was uppermost 
in the minds of many.2 The peace offensive had now started in earnest.

Nor was it confined to internal negotiations. In England, Lord 
Brockway had, in his capacity as leader of the Movement for Colonial 
Freedom, written to all heads of African States urging on them the 
need for a goodwill mission to be quickly sent to Nigeria and Biafra. 
More important still, the fourth session of the O.A.U.’s assembly of 
heads of state opened in Kinshasa on 11 September. In view of Biafra’s 
conspicuous failure to secure any recognition of its claim to sovereignty, 
it was imperative for her envoys to secure the opportunities for lobby­
ing afforded by this meeting. Dr. Okpara, the former Premier of the 
Eastern Region, flew in from Kenya and, with much literature and 
many words-in-the-ear, made effective use of the corridors of influence 
outside the debating chamber, particularly swaying a number of the 
anglophone East and Central African leaders known to incline towards 
positive mediation.3 A closely reasoned presentation of Biafra’s case 
against Nigeria was privately circulated to member states represented 
at Kinshasa [doc 132]. Publicly, parallels with Hitler’s extermination 
of the Jews and modern Israel’s defiance of the Arabs were drawn 
[doc 133], Despite Nigeria’s initial objection to having the civil war 
debated,1 an allusion by the leader of Nigeria’s delegation in his post­
script speech in condemnation of all secession allowed nine states to 
take the reference in the Emperor of Ethiopia’s opening address5 a 
step further and introduce a resolution which resulted in the appoint­
ment of a top-level mission of six heads of state6 to go to Lagos and press 
for an end to the fighting [doc 134]. Lagos courageously met the 
challenge of this potential diplomatic setback.7 Admittedly, thanks to

1 ‘In the circumstances, I no longer wish to wear the garb of tho British Knighthood. 
British fairplay and justice and the Englishman’s word of honour, which Biafrans loved 
so much and cherished, have become meaningless to Biafrans. . . . Christian Britain has 
shamelessly let down Christian Biafra’—quoted in press release issued by tho Special 
Roprcsentativo of tho Republic of Biafra, Now York, 8 September 1967.

2 In an exclusive interview with tho Financial Times (11 September 1967) Sir Louis 
was quoted as saying that recognition of Biafra was not a cease-fire pre-condition. See 
also West Africa (1907), pp. 1125 and 1250.

3 Seo, for instance, tho Tanzanian press over this period and the editorial in the 
Standard, 8 October 1967; also Financial Times, 15 July 1967.

4 African Research Bulletin (1967), p. 856. Cf. Dr. Arikpo’s explanation (doc 151).
6 See Ethiopian Herald, 12 September 1967.
8 These were tho Emperor of Ethiopia, as Chairman of the Consultative Committee, 

tho Presidents of Liberia, Niger, Camoroun, and Congo (Kinshasa), and the Chairman of 
tho National Liberation Council of Ghana.

7 Sunday Times, 24 September 1967. The Guardian (15 September) described the visit 
as being forced on Lagos against its will. Corvonka describes Go won’s agreement to 
receive the mission as ‘reluctant’—The Organisation of African Unity and Its Charter 
(London, 1969), p. 197. For Nigeria’s initial hesitation see also R. Nagel and R. Rathbone, 
‘The O.A.U. at Kinshasa’, World Today, November 1967, p. 481.
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consultation with the leader of the Nigerian delegation in Kinshasa and 
his telephoned clearance from General Gowon,1 the wording of the 
resolution did endorse the Federal Government’s point about this being 
an internal matter and an issue fought to prevent the contagious 
malady of secession; and so, despite reservations in the local press 
Gowon agreed to meet the mission which he tried to see as one simply of 
solidarity.2 However, despite the intention of the mission’s leader 
Emperor Haile Selassie, to arrive in Lagos on 21 September, it was two 
months and several postponements later (the Federal Government had 
to issue a denial that it was resorting to stalling tactics so as to enable 
it to present the mission with a military fait accompli,3 and the press 
carried repeated reports of the deep anxiety caused by such post­
ponements4) before a quorum of the O.A.U. mission—its value now 
debased in the opinion of both the Biafran and Nigerian information 
media—finally gathered in Lagos on 22 November. They were wel­
comed by General Gowon, who firmly set the framework for the 
mission’s discussions:

Despite the doubts expressed abroad about the value of your Mission the 
Federal Military Government is convinced that our friends in Africa can be 
of assistance in our determination to maintain the integrity of Nigeria 
We have, however, always insisted that our friends are only those who arc 
firmly committed to the maintenance of the territorial integrity and unity of 
Nigeria. Our true friends are those who publicly and genuinely condemn‘the 
attempted secession by a few who have imposed their will on the former 
Eastern Region of Nigeria. The Kinshasa Resolution of the O.A.U. Summit 
on the Nigerian situation proves that all African States are true friends of 
Nigeria. I wish to take this opportunity to express formally our appreciation 
of the brotherly spirit of the O.A.U. Summit in recognizing the need for 
Nigeria to be preserved as one country.

It is in the interest of all Africa that Nigeria remains one political and 
economic entity. The O.A.U. has rightly seen our problem as a purely domes­
tic affair and in accordance with the O.A.U. resolution, your Mission is not 
here to mediate.3
The Emperor replied shortly, advising the mission that ‘as you are all 
familiar with the details of the present Nigerian crisis, we deem it un­
necessary to delve into them.’ He concluded:

We feel that the fratricidal war that is going on in the country will only 
weaken the sister State of Nigeria by depleting her valuable human and 
material resources and by denying her a climate of peace and co-operation 
which is so essential for nation building. In view of this we believe that a 
solution needs to be urgently sought—a solution which will accommodate the

1 If&st Africa (1967), p. 1223.
* International Herald Tribune, 24 November 1967.
3 Statement issued in Lagos on 21 October 1967.
< e.g., New York Timet, 14 October, andSunrfai/ Times, 15 October 1967
1 Nigeria and !he O.A.U. Mittion (Lagos, 1967), pp. 4-7 (italics added). ’
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varying interests in Nigeria but specific enough to ensure the steady develop­
ment of the Nigerian State.1
Without visiting Ojukwu (a prospect of dubious value, given Biafra’s 
pre-rejection of the O.A.U.’s competence,2 the mission left the next day, 
leaving the Federal Government to issue a brief and emollient communi­
que [doc 135]. (President Ahidjo was later to add a personal sidelight 
in a radio interview.3) And that was that. Little came of General 
Ankrah’s ‘hot line’ to Ojukwu, and it was another eight months before 
the O.A.U., whose support was so crucial to Nigeria, showed a sufficiently 
strong hand to resume the peace initiative from non-African bodies; 
by that time, its respect in Biafra was nil, and the military situation 
was very different.

This consideration of the O.A.U.’s unproductive first move to repair 
the injury done to Africa’s standing in world opinion has taken us 
beyond our calendar. Deliberately choosing the grim anniversary date 
of 29 September, Ojukwu broadcast a midnight message to his people in 
which he categorically ruled out the possibility of surrender [doc 136] 
and restated liis case against Gowon who, twenty-four hours earlier had 
appealed to ‘all the people of the East-Central State’ to overthrow their 
leader: ‘Throw Ojukwu out—lay down your arms, not your lives.’4 
General Gowon, equally alert to the magic of anniversary dates, now 
delivered a Nigeria in ‘retrospect and prospect’ broadcast on National 
Day [doc 137], praising the achievements of the Federal troops and 
concluding that ‘the sacrifices will be heavy, but the cause is worthy 
and just’. Indeed, with Ogoja, Nsukka, and Bonny in Federal hands, 
and Enugu about to fall, it did not seem too early to be thinking ahead 
to the weighty problems of post-war reconciliation and reconstruction.5 
Such was the theme around which Awolowo, in his capacity as Com­
missioner for Finance and Deputy Chairman of the Federal Executive 
Council, built his seven-point programme for rehabilitation and the 
consequent austerity measures now introduced in a broadcast to the 
nation on 19 October [doc 138], His estimate of the war costing £50m. 
to date was simultaneously doubled to £100m. and 50,000 lives since 
January 1966 by the Federal Permanent Secretary to the Ministry of 
Finance,5 and then raised at the end of the year to £100m. in Biafra 
alone by Dr. Okigbo, the former Nigerian Economic Adviser now in the 
Biafran camp;’ by mid-1968 it had risen to an estimated £300m. and 
two million casualties.8

1 ibid., pp. 8-10.
1 There is room to reflect on the Biafran vollcface in its attitudes towards the O.A.U. 

between April and October 1967.
3 Interview reported in B.B.C. ME/2701/B2.
4 Statement issued in Lagos, 28 September 1967.
3 Seo special articles in West Africa (1967), pp. 1475-7 and 1509-11.
3 West Africa (1967), p. 1317.
7 In a paper read to a meeting of Commonwealth finance exports: The Times, 10 

October 1967; financial Times, 9 January 196S. 3 West Africa (1968), p. 1317.
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Abroad, the fall of Enugu on 4 October (despite typical contradictory 
news reports) was accompanied by reassuring statements from Nigeria’s 
embassies on the future of the Ibos.1 At a press conference in New York, 
Arikpo was able to promise no ‘hunting down of the Ibos’,2 glossing 
over Enahoro’s sterner hint that there was little future for the guilty 
Ibos and that ‘it would be idle to pretend they could reoccupy aban­
doned positions—their posts had been filled and opportunities taken by 
local people’.3 At home, this success in seizing Enugu—perhaps of even 
greater psychological than military value, for unlike the capture of most 
capital cities the fall of Enugu was not to lead to a rapid end to the war 
—was exploited to the full in one of the Federal Government’s too rarely 
effective propaganda gestures, when it ferried scores of the foreign 
journalists to the ‘ghost town'4 and allowed them to interview officers 
and prisoners. It arranged special conferences, the hand-out of a 
new presentation of its case.5 and a victory broadcast by the Com­
mander of the impressive First Division, Colonel Mohammad Shuwa, 
in which he sought to disabuse the Ibos of the evil effects of Ojukwu’s 
disproved propaganda lies.6 Finally, the Federal Government released 
the facsimile record of top-secret minutes, seized in Enugu, by Biafran 
army commanders purporting to reveal plans for an Ojukwu-ruled 
Nigeria.7 But by and large correspondents complained that they were 
not welcomed at the front and that they had to be content with cam­
paign briefings from Federal spokesmen back in Lagos and undiscussable 
hand-outs at the Commissioner for Information’s weekly press con­
ferences.

Faced by the fall of his capital, Ojukwu summoned his Consultative 
Assembly to Umuahia on 11 October and reported to them on the state 
of Biafra after three months of war [noc 139]. They responded with a 
further vote of confidence in his leadership, promoted him to the rank 
of full general in the People’s Army of Biafra, and, in an allusion to 
Gowon’s condition of refusing to accept Ojukwu as a negotiator for 
Biafra, ‘strongly condemned and rejected any attempt from any quarter 
to impose any [other] leader on the people of Biafra’.’ A public relations 
windfall came to Biafra in the press conferences and several articles by 
the influential scholar Dr. Conor Cruise O’Brien who, after a week’s

1 New Nigerian, 7 October 1967, commenting on a press conference held in London 
on fl October and on a release from the Nigerian Embassy in Brussels. Soo also the re­
marks of the Chairman of the Federal Public Service Commission quoted in Daily Timex, 
10 October 1967: ‘All will bo on merit only.’

2 Went Africa (1967), p. 1289.
2 Quoted in Financial Timex, 18 October 1967.
‘ The Time*, 23 October 1967.
1 The Struggle for One, Nigeria.
• B.B.C. ME/2602/B1.
7 Nigeria: the dream empire of a rebel?
• The nine resolutions

Representative's office in

(Lagos, 1967).
passed are contained in the release issued by the Binfrnn 
New York, dated 16 October 1967.



1 ‘A Crit ical Analysis of the Nigerian Crisis’, Pan African Journal (Now York), 1, 1968. 
This is tho samo article as his ‘A Condemned People’, which appeared in Neu* 1’orfc 
Times Review of Books, 21 December 1967.

2 Soviet News, 7 November 1967.
3 Reproduced in The. Times, 31 October 1967.
4 B.B.C. ME/2607.
6 ‘Why I am a Federalist’, Insight (Lagos), 22, 1968, pp, 7-14. See also his personal 

views sot out in two interviews (with Drum and Transition) reprinted in the first volume 
of his speeches (Lagos, 1968), pp. 55-72.

0 For example, tho interviews with Chinua Aehebe and with Peter Ennhoro, ‘Why I 
loft Nigeria’, in Transition (Kampala), 36, 1968.
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visit to Biafra, came out unequivocally on its side, emphasizing that 
while this was not another Katanga it was essential for the U.N. to 
arrange a cease-fire in order to prevent ‘mass murder on a scale un­
paralleled as yet in Africa’.1 Militarily, too, the fall of Calabar on 19 
October after heavy fighting was offset by Biafra’s morale-booster in 
the severe losses incurred by the Federal troops in their fruitless efforts 
to storm Onitsha from the river.

Less cause for Biafran rejoicing attached to the purchase of Soviet 
aircraft that was the tangible expression of the letter of personal good 
wishes from Kosygin to Gowon, in which he spoke of how: ‘The Soviet 
people fully understand the desire of the Nigerian Federal government 
to preserve the unity and territorial integrity of the Nigerian state and 
to prevent the country from being dismembered,’ and how ‘We proceed 
from the fact that attempts to dismember the Federal Republic of 
Nigeria run counter to the national interests of the Nigerian people, 
and specifically in the conditions of the increased activity of the im­
perialist and colonialist forces on the African continent.’2 Lagos, how­
ever, was equally vexed at the growing involvement of Portugal. Here 
Biafra had opened a mission, which was destined to prove highly 
effective in organizing a dangerous milk-run of arms supplies. General 
Gowon took the opportunity of an exclusive interview with an American 
journalist3 to follow up his attack on the Portuguese role included in 
his speech on United Nations Day.4

With so much of Biafra now firmly in Federal hands, Gowon took 
the bold decision to appoint a civilian administrator for Enugu and the' 
recaptured areas of the East-Central State. The man who courageously 
accepted the post on 28 October was Dr. Ukpabi Asika, one of the few 
Ibo lecturers who had not fled Ibadan University in late 1966. His 
subsequent explanation of his personal dilemma and decision—‘you are 
in a real sense the Federal case’6—-makes valuable reading, and con­
trasts with the concurrent pro-Biafran sentiments of other Ibo and 
non-Ibo intellectuals.0 Asika appealed to Ibos to come out of hiding, 
and in the first of a number of notable public speeches he urged his 
fellow-countrymen to lay down their arms [doc 140].

Mid-November was notable, too (discounting the speculation caused 
by the Emir of Kano’s visit to London, for medical reasons, that he
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might draw on his ambassadorial experience to act as a mediator),1 for 
several public statements. One was a detailed and important reply by 
Dr. Azikiwe2 to a report published in The Times of London3 which had 
developed a suggestion, attributed to Enahoro in Nairobi, that the ex­
President might still have a part to play in resolving the crisis and 
speculated on Iris capacity to proride the alternative Ibo leadership that 
General Gowon was insisting on. After answering points raised, Dr. 
Azikiwe went on to give an important description, within the limitations 
of his delicate position living in a Biafra at war, of his own feelings:

... It is crj'Stal clear from all available evidence, judging from what is 
disseminated regularly in the Nigerian mass-media of information, that the 
Ibo is not wanted anywhere in Nigeria. It is only in Biafra that they and 
other Easterners have found a place of refuge. In fact, the word ‘Ibo’ has 
become anathema almost everywhere in Nigeria.

The logical conclusion is to face the facts of contemporary Nigerian history 
and recognize the natural and inalienable right of the Ibo and fellow Easter­
ners to self-determination and autonomous existence as a free sovereign and 
independent nation, christened the Repubbc of Biafra. That is the straight­
forward way to resolve honourably the problem of future peace in Nigeria. 
In which case, I should be happy to co-operate in any reasonable manner. To 
do otherwise, is to turn a blind eye to an unjustifiable pogrom and inexcus­
able genocide of eight million Ibo-speaking peoples with six million non-Ibo 
speaking peoples, contrary to the international convention on genocide and 
the internationally accepted standards of civilized life.

Mr. Udo-Affia, Biafran Commissioner for Health, with Dr. Dike also 
on the platform, was invited to put the Biafran case to a press con­
ference in the House of Commons sponsored by the Movement for 
Colonial Freedom [doc 1-41], Enahoro held a press conference in Benin 
at which he reminded the Mid-West of the importance of accommodat­
ing its own Ibo peoples.4 Lastly, Ojukwu recorded a long message 
urging international recognition of Biafra’s right to separate existence. 
This was specially prepared for Biafra’s active and articulate student 
supporters in the United States, where it was later converted into an 
item for fund raising and played on an amplifier at public ‘support 
Biafra’ rallies on a number of campuses.5

More importantly, General Gowon, taking advantage of his position 
as Visitor to the University of Ibadan to speak at the installation of the

1 Financial Times, 1 November 1967.
2 The Times, 16 November 1967. The letter was date-lined ‘Zungeru Haven, Onitsha’. 

See also the disapproving editorial in West African Pilot, 2 December 1967, ‘Lot us reason 
together.’

3 The Times, 17 October 1967: ‘Problems of Future Peace in Nigeria: Lagos Looks to 
Dr. Azikiwe.’

< JFert Africa (1967), p. 1583; B.B.C. ME/2622/B6.
5 For obvious reasons, the Michigan State University campus became the scene of a 

lot of factional in-fighting between Nigerians and Biafrans, students and staff alike. See 
the various issues of the M.S.U. Collage. Other campuses also had their ginger groups.
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new Chancellor, launched a scathing attack on the machinations of the 
Ibo intellectuals at the University of Nsukka, abetted by those who had 
withdrawn from Ibadan to Nsukka, for plotting the East’s secession 
there. Rubbing in this charge of secession hatched at Nsukka, Gowon 
went on angrily to declare: ‘It is an unforgivable crime for a learned | 
man with all his privileges and opportunities for a wider vision to limit • 
his horizon to his personal aspiration and those of his own ethnic group | 
and no more.’1

This speech may permit us to refer in passing to related statements 
on the role of the Nigerian intellectual in his alleged part as ‘the tribalist 
par excellence’. These include the strictures of Dr. Dike when he 
castigated the Convocation assembly at Ibadan in July 1966 on how ‘it 
must be said to our shame that the Nigerian intellectual, far from being 
an influence for national integration, is the greatest exploiter of 
parochial, clannish sentiment . . . educated advocates of tribal division 
and strife, and worshippers of tribal gods ;’2 of Sir Francis (or, as he now 
preferred, Dr. Akanu) Ibiam himself blaming the war on the intel­
lectuals;3 and of contributors to the monthly magazine of Nigeria’s 
most respected national intellectual group, who were ‘struck by the 
notoriety, by the opportunism, the parochialism and the negativity of 
their [intellectuals’] activity,’4 which led them to conclude that ‘their 
role in terms of consolidating national consciousness has been negative.’6 
When, in the middle of 1968, Biafran territory was rapidly overrun 
and yet no middle-class or upper-class people (the ‘urbanized Ibo’)6 
were among those who gave themselves up, arguments were again 
advanced that this was in truth a war waged by the Ibo intellectuals 
fearful of losing the economic rewards they expected from Nigerian 
society. To some, such remarks echoed the complaint heard during the 
American Civil War that it was a rich man’s war but a poor man’s fight.

The year ended with, as a close observer of the situation pointed out,’ 
no substantial progress and little more than sporadic fighting since the 
Federate ’ initial victories had been dissipated by their spectacular 
setback in attempts to storm Onitsha across the river. Thus it is on the 
traditional Christmas messages from the various leaders that our 
attention is best focused for a break in the lull on the war-front. At 
Umuahia Dr. Ibiam, in reply to a welcoming address by Dr. Okpara, 
reminded the new Biafra Peoples’ Mutual Understanding Association 
in a lengthy speech of their motto that ‘United we stand—we are one in 
Biafra’ and gave an unusual insight into inner Biafra:

1 Foundation Day Address, University of Ibadan. 17 November 1967.
2 Convocation Address, University of Ibadan, July 1966.
3 B.B.C ME/2468.
4 Nigerian Opinion, 1 December 1966, p. 141.
8 ibid., January 1967, p. 152.
8 The Times, 5 October 1968.
7 Walter Schwarz, Guardian, 7 December 1967.
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Before concluding this address, I would like to bring to your close atten­
tion certain observations which are disturbing and disagreeable to my way of 
thinking. This is a time for serious reflection and a period of great national 
emergency. Biafra is at war and you are all aware that war is a matter of life 
and death. As I move around, however, I see Biafrans indulging themselves 
in certain sports, like soccer (Association Football) and Lawn Tennis. In 
some areas Biafrans masquerade and fleet around, evidently in glee, and cause 
unpleasantness. In this connection, I get the unhappy impression that some 
Biafrans could [not] care less whether Biafra burns to ashes or not.1 How can 
we go about rejoicing and making merry while our bitterest foe, Nigeria, is 
moving heaven and earth to exterminate us or make us slaves, and our 
generations of Biafrans to come? Because of the war, the normal and due 
process of education for the youths of Biafra has had to stop; but only 
temporarily, I hope. Our soldiers are valiantly facing the bullets of the 
enemy. Now and again there are air raids here and there and the enemy sends 
down lethal metal to do its worst. Enemy infiltrators are busy looking for 
loopholes to break our defences. Some evil and greedy Biafrans who have 
been bitten hard by the bug of inordinate ambition are underground seeking 
ways and means to collaborate with the enemy to help him strike at us and 
betray our fatherland for a mess of pottage and filthy lucre. And true Biafrans 
find time to make merry!

Fellow Biafrans, I ask you: Is this being vigilant ? Is the war over and 
finished with a victory right here with us ? Is it ?2

. In Dar es Salaam. Dr. Okpara reiterated to a news conference that ‘we 
' have reached a point of no return. ... It is a question of win or perish.’3 

In a special order of the day, Ojukwu congratulated his troops, and also 
broadcast a ‘we shall vanquish’ message to the ‘fourteen million virile 
and dynamic people of Biafra’. Like most charismatic leaders, he 
dreamed his visions aloud:

■ •. The initiative for ending this war must come from those who unleashed 
it. Let those who started the war stop it. Born out of the gruesome murders 
and vandalism of yesterday, Biafra has come to stay as a historical reality.... 
I see the birth of a new Biafran society out of the carnage and wreckage of 
the war. I see a new breed of men and women, with new moral and spiritual 
values, building a new society—a renascent and strong Biafra. . . -4
From Enugu, Asika issued another appeal to his fellow-Ibos to renounce 
secession. Quoting Ojukwu with approval, and speaking as an Ibo, he 
agreed that ‘the entire world has praised our courage’ and added that 
‘with this sacrifice we have expiated our bitterness. We have proved, 
beyond all doubts, our valour and our manhood.’ This point granted, 
he went on to ask:

1 Visitors to wartime Lagos also questioned how serious the war effort was as they 
noted the merry-go-round of cocktail parties. The banning-of-drumming order assumed 
a farcical degree in the opinion of some.

2 United We Stand (Enugu, 1968).
3 Quoted in the Nationalist (Dar es Salaam), 12 December 1967.
4 Biafra Office (London) Press Release No. 66/1967.
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We fought to prove that we are equal to other Nigerians. To seek to secede 
is to do away with and confound our claim and our right to that equality. 
To secede, to run away, is to make nonsense of our fight and of our sacrifice. 
It is also equally bad, useless, and stupid to even now continue fighting. As 
I have said, as the world has known, we have made our point. No one ever 
again will dare to take the Ibos for granted. All Nigerians now know that this 
is so. What are we still fighting for? Are we fighting so that we can run away? 
Are we still fighting in order to show our bravery? Surely no, one fights to 
show something that all the world can see. Indeed the fight, now, is a hopeless 
one. Because in the present situation of things, as Ojukwu himself has said 
repeatedly, you are now ‘fighting against overwhelming forces’. To continue 

' such a fight is madness, not bravery. It is suicide, not courage. It is blindness, 
not wisdom. Are we fighting to show that we can die? Even a goat knows how 
to die.

A year ago our bitterness was coloured with despair. We despaired at the 
prospect of our ever achieving full equality, as Nigerians, so long as the former 
Northern Region remained as it was, so big, so powerful, so very different 
from us. It was because of this that in years past, we placed our faith and our 
hopes in a strong Central Government. Today, because of the very agonies 
of the past year, the former Northern Region has withered away. The 
Alkali courts have been abolished. In the six new States in the former 
Northern Region a new leadership has emerged: youthful and unafraid, 
progressive and nationalistic in outlook and as committed to and as anxious, 
as we used to be, for a strong Central Government. Thus this new year, we 
can truly say that we have achieved, even by indirection, the major goal of 
several generations of our leaders. That is, that we have achieved the insti­
tutional and constitutional conditions for the full equality of all Nigerians.1

It was General Gowon who dramatically caught the outside world’s 
waning attention in the so-far ‘forgotten war’. First, in his Christmas 
message he spelled out the Federal stand in terms for all to understand:

. . . The objectives of the current operation to crush the rebellion of 
Ojukwu and those whom he has blackmailed and misled are: firstly, that the 
territorial integrity of this promising country is preserved for now and for 
posterity; secondly, that we ensure equality of each and every ethnic group 
in this country and equal status and opportunity for all our citizens; thirdly, 
that we establish and strengthen the new administrative structure so that no 
State can dominate the country; fourthly, to create the internal condition of 
stability and freedom of movement for persons and goods necessary for the 
most rapid economic and social development of the country; and fifthly, to 
win the respect of the outside world for ourselves and for the African and his 
capacity to order his own affairs. These are the great goals for which we are 
fighting.

Our detractors have tried to confuse the issues. Some of them have sug­
gested that we are fighting a religious war of Federal Muslims against 
Christian rebels. This is nonsense. All the world should know by now that 
more than sixty per cent of the officers and men of the Nigerian Armed Forces

1 Speech made 31 December 1967.
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are Christian and not Muslim. Others have suggested that if the rebels surren­
der the Ibos will be annihilated. This wicked lie has been exposed by the fact 
that Ibo-speaking parts of the Mid-West are fast recovering from the ravages 
of the rebel incursion. Nigerians there have resumed their normal life and are 
co-operating loyally with Federal Forces. Indeed, hundreds of Ibos are today 
serving in the Nigerian Army; many more are in the Nigerian police and on 
normal duties in Lagos and elsewhere. Civil servants and employees of com­
mercial firms who are Ibos number scores of thousands in Lagos, the Western 
State, and elsewhere. The Administrator of Enugu has himself confirmed the 
absence of rancour and the eager welcome awaiting our compatriots from the 
East-Central State once the evil of secession is removed.

Let the malicious propaganda among our detractors cease, 
stop pushing innocent Ibo youths and others in their thousands to a senseless 
and untimely death. I and my Government guarantee the Ibos a future of 
absolute equality with all the other ethnic groups in this country.

We must have the conditions for lasting peace. This is why the Federal 
Military Government reiterates its conditions for the cessation of military 
operations: first, the rebels must renounce secession; second, the rebel regime 
should accept the present administrative structure of a federal union of 
Nigeria comprising twelve States: third, a body of men should come forward 
from the East-Central State, willing to work for national reconciliation, 
peace, and reconstruction.

The existing constitution confers on the States the power and functions 
and the autonomy of the former regions.... Those functions can only be 
reversed in a forum in which all the twelve States are properly represented. 
... As soon as possible an independent revenue allocation commission will be 
established to review this. Each State will continue to have its own public 
service. The East-Central State is thus offered the same concrete deal as 
each of the other eleven States.

There is therefore no question of treating Ibos as second-class citizens, let 
alone exterminating them. It is now for the people of the East-Central State 
to save themselves from the falsehood and madness of the rebels. . .

Then, in a special New Year message to the Chairman of the Northern 
States Interim Administration and the field commanders on the war 
fronts, General Go won set a date by which the war must be won: ‘I am 
resolved this crisis won’t continue for long. Let’s all put our shoulders 
to the wheel and end it by 31 March 1968.’2

1 Released in Lagos, 23 December 1967. Seo also B.B.C. ME/2654/B2.
2 Official text quoted in Morning Post, 2 January 1968.
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If 1967 had opened in a mood of optimism engendered by the news that 
the young colonels had agreed to get together round a table in Accra 
and discuss their differences, 1968 broke no less hopefully. The arrival 
in Lagos of two papal envoys, coinciding with the Pope’s call for a truce 
over the public holiday, promised to be a fair augury. In the event, the 
whole calendar for 1968 was to be marked by a series of peace feelers, 
proposals, conferences, declarations, and disappointments. To see its 
efforts in perspective, it is necessary to touch on the initial and largely 
clandestine attempts at mediation made in the last months of 1967.

Leaving aside the failure of the O.A.U. Committee, the positive moves 
by Zambia1 and East Africa,2 and the frequent spelling-out of terms for 
a negotiated settlement by General Gowon and Colonel Ojukwu re­
spectively (all of which have been referred to earlier), there remains the 
role of the Commonwealth Secretariat whose presence was to reappear 
so prominently in 1968. This skeleton body, representing the vehicle 
for what formal organization there was within the Commonwealth, was 
alerted to the sense of shame attaching to another intra-Commonwealth 
full-scale war like that of 1965 and of potential risibility stimulated by 
yet another breakdown of stable government in one of its African 
member states, apparently so prone to friability. As far back as April, 
before the fighting had broken out, there had been a reported move for 
mediation through the offices of Mr. A. L. Adu, its Deputy Secretary- 
General.3 In July the Secretary-General himself, Mr. Arnold Smith, had 
flown to Lagos at Gowon’s invitation4 and thence gone on to Accra to 
discuss the crisis with General Ankrah, who in 1967 had figured con­
spicuously in attempts to bring the protagonists together. That nothing 
came of, or was even said about, these reconciliatory moves by the 
Secretariat at the time, becomes less surprising when one recalls how 
they were concerned with what Lagos (and, it was believed, official 
advisers to the British Government) had confidently and publicly 
assumed to be a ‘surgical police action’ of a mere week’s duration. In 
October, and again in November, the Commonwealth Secretariat had, 
it seems, secretly and discreetly arranged for representatives of the two 
sides to ‘coincide’ in London as their roving emissaries pursued their 
round of the world’s capitals; but, according to the Federal Government,5 
their three top-ranking men—colloquially referred to in London as ‘the

1 Financial Times, 14 Juno 1967.
2 Financial Times, 15 August 1967.
3 Financial Times, 7 April 1967.
4 Financial Times, 7 July 1967.
5 The Only Way Out (Lagos, 1968), p. 12; Arikpo press conference of 25 April 1968.
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three musketeers’ (Messrs. Ayida, Ahmed Joda, and Asiodu), whose 
recognized liberal outlook was enhanced by their easy ethnic fusion— 
waited in vain for Ojukwu’s team of Messrs. Mojekwu and Dike to turn 
up.1 At the same time there had been renewed speculation on Dr. 
Azikiwe’s potential for leadership and accommodation.2

Now, in the new year, it was the turn of the Pope. His Holiness had 
sent an appeal for peace to both Go won and Ojukwu on the eve of the 
war;3 and when the text of his Christmas message to General Gowon4 
was subsequently released in Lagos,5 it revealed something more 
positive than papal good wishes. The two envoys, Mgrs. Conway and 
Rochau, carried to Biafra a similar appeal to open negotiations.6 Had 
not the Church’s substantial spiritual empire in breakaway Biafra put 
His Holiness in a far more favourable position to urge reason than was 
possible in other Vatican appeals for peace such as those to the non­
Catholic Middle East or to Vietnam ? Gowon responded to this diplo­
matic approach by announcing in a brief but highly important state­
ment to the press at Dodan Barracks that there was a group of Ibo 
leaders ‘who I know to be reasonable and who believe in Nigeria’:

... We have repeatedly stressed the willingness of the Federal Military 
Government to work with all Ibo leaders ready to work for reconciliation, 
unity, and national development. I seize this opportunity to emphasize our 
earnestness. Ibo leaders such as Dr. Nnamdi Azikiwe, Professor Eni Njoku, 
Professor Kenneth Dike, Dr. A. N. Ogbonna, Chief Z. C. Obi, Chief A. N. 
Abengowe, Mrs. Nzimiro, Mr. C. 0. Chiedozie, Mr M. C. K. Ajuluchukwu, 
Sir Louis Mbanefo, Chief Osita Agwuna, Dr. B. U. Nzeribe, Justice A. N. 
Aniagolu, Dr. J. C. Mbanugo, Archbishop Arinzc, Bishop Uzodike, Dr. 
Ukegbu, Dr. Pius Okigbo, Chief C. A. Abangwu and several Ibo Military 
Officers, who I know to be reasonable and who believe in one Nigeria, as well 
as other well-meaning Ibo leaders not mentioned. They are all acceptable to 
the Federal Military Government to discuss and negotiate how to restore 
peace and heal the Nation’s wounds. We believe that together with such men 
who would discuss in good faith and keep agreements, effective arrangements 
could be negotiated to ensure that the territorial integrity of Nigeria is 
preserved while the safety and livelihood of all its citizens are guaranteed.

For understandable reasons we have pursued the military operations 
against the rebels with great caution.... The operations will be stepped up, 
but they will be halted as soon as there is a positive response to our appeal 
from leading personalities and the people in the East-Central State or from 
the rebels themselves... .7

1 Dr. Arikpo’s statement reported over Lagos Radio, 18 April 1968.
1 e.g., Sunday Times (Lagos), 5 May 1968; The Times, 8 November 1967.
3 L'Osservatore Romano, July 1967. 4 Le Monde, 30 December 1967.
s Morning Post, 6 January 1968; B.B.C. ME/2660 and 2665.
* The story is best followed in the Dublin press of the time. See also IFesi Africa 

(1968), p. 205
’ Press conference held in Lagos, 5 January 1968. It may be noted that Asika also 

‘named names’, calling on his fellow-Ibos ‘to speak up now and save our people from 
further pain’—broadcast of 28 November 1967.
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Thia hope of splitting the Biafran leadership had been a principal 
tactic in Lagosian strategy ever since the emergence of a ‘Quisling’ 
(in the Biafran view) officer group in the aftermath of the Benin coup.1 
It had been implicit in the careful selection and off-the-record talks in 
Great Britain and the United States by the Federation’s three roving 
envoys,2 and had been confirmed in remarks made by Gowon to a U.N. 
representative at the end of November.3 To the several general appeals 
to Ibos to shake off Ojukwu’s leadership Gowon had now named those 
whom the Federal Government would accept as negotiators on the 
Biafran side. But Ojukwu was still specifically excluded, by name, 
under Gowon’s three earlier conditions.4 At the same time General 
Gowon again hinted that 31 March was the date by which, ‘with the will 
to win, the backbone of Ojukwu’s rebellion’ might and must be broken:
... It is also essential that each of the twelve states should be performing all 
its functions by the first of April this year. These tasks cannot be accom­
plished until the lebellion in the Eastern States is finally crushed. The utmost 
priority will therefore be given to concluding the current operations. We 
intend to quicken the pace because further delay will be much more destruc­
tive of lives and property.5
As it happened, this was to bo but the first of a number of over-optimistic 
and unrealized prophecies of a named date in 1968 and on into 1969 for 
the ending of the war.

Meanwhile, a telling blow was struck at the Biafran economy by the 
Federal Government cancelling all Nigerian currency notes and issuing 
differently coloured ones.0 Within the month Ojukwu had irrepressibly 
introduced Biafra’s own postage stamps and currency,7 but Nigeria’s 
move had nevertheless shrewdly negatived much of the prize of the 
two million pounds in old Nigerian notes seized in August 1967 from the 
Federal Treasury in Benin.8 Biafra’s ever-bubbling emotions were 
brought to boiling-point by the rumour that a thousand British soldiers 
destined for Nigeria had embarked on a troopship at Liverpool,9 and in 
protest British business offices were burnt and looted in Port Harcourt, 
at an estimated cost of one million pounds.10 Molehill that this mountain

1 See pp. 11-12.
* o.g., answers to questions put to A. A. Ayida at Oxford in October 1967.
3 The Times, 1 December 1967; One Nigeria, vol. iv, p. 50.
4 See p. 12. 6 Lagos press conference, 5 January 1968.
• West Africa (1968), pp. 25, 53, 81; B.B.C. ME/2562 and 2568.
7 The Times, 30 January 1968, with photograph; West Africa (1968), p. 141; B.B.C. 

ME/2683, 2685, 2688. Towards the end of 1969 the Biafran public relations agency in 
Geneva sought to replenish its funds by offering sets of these currency notes and coins to 
collectors. Their eventual redemption after January 1970 proved a major economic 
headache for the Federal Central Bank and at the time of writing [March 1970] the 
Biafran notes are to all intents and purposes so much worthless paper.

8 See The Times, 25 October 1967, and a useful account in West Africa (1968), p. 25.
’ Daily Telegraph, 19 January; The Times, 30 January; West Africa (1968), p. 113; 

Radio Biafra, 16 January; B.B.C. ME/2673 and 2674. The report was dismissed by the 
British Commonwealth Office as ‘a complete fabrication’. 10 B.B.C. ME/2678.
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was to be, a neurotic Biafra even submitted a formal protest through its 
Commissioner for Foreign Affairs to the United Nations:

Your Excellency, information has reached me that the British Government 
has despatched by sea, at the request of the Nigerian Military junta in Lagos, 
one thousand British troops to aid the Lagos clique in their invasion of Port 
Harcourt. These troops are reported to have left Liverpool on the 6th 
January, 1968, travelled via Cameroons so as to avoid publicity. ... It is 
clear from the foregoing that the British Government, by participating 
directly with the Nigerian military clique in their genocidal war against 
Biafra has abandoned all pretence of neutrality and is guilty not only of 
interference in the conflict between Nigeria and Biafra, but of supporting 
genocide which is an offence under international law. Having encouraged and 
armed Nigerians in their mad war against Biafra and yet unable to crush 
Biafran will and resistance, the British are now engaged in a last desperate 
gamble to maintain and continue their economic exploitation of parts of 
Biafra by participating directly and actively in the war.

Your Excellency, the action of the British Government is not only an 
insult to the progressive and independent African peoples, but an outrage to 
the world conscience, which has already been shocked by the combined 
military and civilian massacres perpetrated against Biafrans by the Nigerian- 
British agents. I request Your Excellency to apprise your member-states of 
the grave situation which has now arisen in the Nigeria/Biafra war by this 
direct British intervention which is a threat to world peace. . . ?

These were, in fact, nothing more lethal than a party of schoolchildren 
departing on an educational cruise of the West African coast; but the 
damage was done, in more senses than one, and the incident underlined 
several points about the Biafran public relations media to those who 
wanted to note them and recall them in the months of wild allegations 
ahead.2 That mercenaries, or at least foreign nationals, were being 
employed on a minor scale by both sides was substantiated from many 
sources: a dispatch by Le Figaro correspondent,3 a press briefing in 
Lagos,4 statements by and about notorious Congo mercenaries like 
Mike Hoare and Robert Denard,5 and disclosures in questions raised in 
relevant House of Commons debates in January and February.6

Press conferences to publicize the claimed progress of the war on 
either side were held in London by Okigbo and Dike for Biafra,7 by 
Tarka as Federal spokesman,8 and in Washington by the three Federal 
Permanent Secretaries—the last-named coining a new term for the 
conflict, ‘a modified civil war.’9 The month ended with a mammoth

1 Biafran Press Release, Now York, No. 1/1968.
* In May 1968, the Hibernian football team visiting Nigeria were identified by the 

Voice of Biafra as a unit of paratroopers (B.B.C. ME/2778).
’ Also quoted in Daily Graphic, 12 January 1968.
4 West Africa (1968), p. 173. 5 The Tinies, 1 December 1967.
4 Hansard, 30 January 1968, cols. 1062-3, in which reference was made to a Major 

Wicks and Colonel Peters; The Times, editorial, 31 January 1968.
7 IFwf Africa (1968), p. 81. 8 West Africa (1968), p. 113.
* Quoted in JFwf Africa (1968), p. 116.



1 Tho questions and answers at the ensuing press conference were published in 
Biafra. They are revealing of the Biafran line.

2 B.B.C. ME/2689.
3 JFwi Africa (1968), p. 173.
< B.B.C. ME/2692-8 and 2706.
6 e.g., in the British press 10-13 February 1968.
• New Nigerian, 12 February 1968.

War and Peace 1968 27

address on 27 January by Ojukwu to a joint session of the Eastern 
House of Chiefs and Consultative Assembly, this time meeting at 
Umuahia [doc 142], Much of it was devoted to attacks on the North’s 
role in Gowon’s allegedly exterminist policy, summarized in the asser­
tion that ‘They mean to keep Nigeria one in the service of Northern 
Nigeria.’ Considerable publicity was arranged by Biafra, including the 
chartering of an aircraft by a Los Angeles firm acting for Biafra to carry 
newsmen and television teams to Ojukwu’s elaborately staged press 
conference.1 It drew scorn from the Federal Government, still firm in its 
refusal to treat with Ojukwu as a negotiator, as ‘rebel lipservice to 
peace’.2 At about the same time, a scurrilous Biafran charge sheet in­
corporating thirty-nine vicious and malicious accusations against the 
Federal Government was given circulation abroad [doc 143].

February was to ring the bells of potential peace louder than ever 
before. First, Pope Paul sent a new message to General Gowon, by the 
hand of J. S. Tarka, who had had an audience of His Holiness.3 Then 
the two Papal envoys, who had been active in Lagos in December, 
returned to Nigeria and proceeded to Biafra where, after delivering 
their message from the Pope, they toured widely.4 Finally, there was 
the visit of Mr. Arnold Smith to Lagos twice during the month which, 
though officially in connection with the Commonwealth Education 
Conference due to open there on 26 February, gave rise to intensive 
speculation6 about his role as potential mediator. Whether, as some saw 
it, the Commonwealth Secretary-General's visit of 12 February re­
presented the culmination of his discreet efforts since the autumn, but 
was now sprung too early in the U.K. press, thereby embarrassing the 
Federal Government, or whether, as Mr. Smith assured journalists in 
Lagos, his visit was no more than it seemed, Nigeria’s information media 
came out strongly against any Commonwealth peace keeping force 
patrolling the battle zone:0

What are the chances of Arnold Smith’s success? The Commonwealth 
Secretary-General must have been firmly committed to a ‘one-Nigeria’ 
solution before the Federal Military Government allowed him to come to 
Lagos at all. If he puts forward a solution based on the creation of twelve 
States within the Nigerian Federation, the pirate radio will soon start abus­
ing him just as it did in the case of the O.A.U. Heads of State. This is the 
dilemma that Arnold Smith faces—either to help the rebels to break up 
Nigeria, contrary to international opinion and the wishes of Commonwealth 
countries, or to accept a ‘one Nigeria’ solution and suffer a rebuff at the hands



1 Talk over Logo: Radio (B.B.C. ME/2696/B9). Soo also doc 145.
lTht Timet, Guardian, New Nigerian, 13 February 106H. Soo alno lottor from the 

Nigerian Deputy High CommiMioner in London to The, Timet, 19 February 1968.
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of the arrogant secessionist leader.... If Arnold Smith realizes that Ojukwu 
will not give up unless he knows that he has been beaten hands down, only 
then can the Commonwealth Secretary-General hope to succeed.

Another question is the idea of a Commonwealth Military force in the 
context of ‘one Nigeria’. The whole world accepts Nigeria as one country. 
The whole world accepts the Federal Government as the only recognized 
government in Nigeria. The Nigerian armed forces are therefore the only 
legitimate military force in the country. It follows that a Commonwealth 
military force cannot come to Nigeria to separate the combatants, that is the 
legitimate Federal armed forces and the rebel forces. This is not a war be­
tween the countries, but a war to crush an ill-fated rebellion. The position is 
crystal clear in international law: no foreign force can come to Nigeria 
except at the invitation of the Federal Military Government.1

If negotiations did exist they were now so compromised as to be useless. 
Lagos decided to issue a firm denial of any involvement with the 
Secretary-General’s plans and declared the advance to have been purely 
at his own initiative.2 Striking while the iron was hot, Ojukwu ex­
pressed a public welcome to any peace move that would lead to an 
honourable settlement:

This war has many angles. In addition to the battlefront, it is also being 
fought on the diplomatic front and on several other fronts. Those fighting on 
these other fronts have done no less well than those on the battlefront. I 
seize this opportunity to thank our representatives abroad who are so ably 
presenting our case to the outside world. My sincere appreciation goes to a 
number of international organizations, particularly the Vatican, the World 
Council of Churches, and the world press, whose representatives have found 
time to visit Biafra to see things for themselves and hear our own side of this 
tragic story. Biafrans are a peace-loving people. The world is now beginning 
to understand that all of us in Biafra have always believed that the only way 
of resolving the Nigeria-Biafra conflict is by negotiation. Since this war began 
I have always made it clear that we in Biafra are prepared to any time to 
accept a ceasefire and negotiate an honourable peace. We did not start this 
war. Ours is purely a fight in self-defence.

You will all have heard in the past few’ days of a number of moves reported 
as being made by various international bodies to bring peace to this part of 
the world. In accordance with our well-known stand on this crisis, we welcome 
any peace initiative that will lead to an honourable settlement. Before this 
war our people w’ere slaughtered and driven aw'ay from other parts of what 
was then the Federation of Nigeria. The 14,000,000 people of Biafra saw in 
the establishment of this young republic the only reliable guarantee of 
security both inside and outside Biafra. Any formula for an honourable 
settlement of the present conflict must therefore take into account this basic 
need of all Biafrans. References to constitutional guarantees of internal 
security miss this point entirely, because they failed in the past. Any peace



At this stage very little need, be said about the question of secession. Your 
leaders have been asked repeatedly to give up the idea, I have spoken often 
about the dangers involved, for all of us, if we do not give up the idea. Time 
is now running out. If your leaders keep up their present childishness of 
playing with words—one day it is ‘Biafran sovereignty is not negotiable;' 
another day it is ‘autonomy’ they are tailung about; yet another it is ' Aburi 
Agreements’; then it is ‘confederation’; soon it will be something else—if 
they do not stop this foolishness it will soon be too late. At the rate things are 
going now if this childish debate continues you will have no secession to give 
up. You would have been compelled by military victory. Your leaders forget,

1 Broadcast over Biafran Radio, 15 February 1968 (B.B.C. ME 2699 B3).
3 Financial Times, 15 February 1968.
■ Africa Weekly Review, 14 March 1968; B’r.u Africa (196S). p. 663. The Sunday 

Telegraph of 20 October 1969 tried to analyse the differences in the principal British 
pro-Biafran groups.

1 Soo Sunday Telegraph, 4 July 1068; The Tinies and the Guardian, 30 September 196S.
• ll'Mt Africa (1068), p. 831.
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plan which does not guarantee to Biafrans security inside and outside our 
borders will clearly be unacceptable to Biafrans. The challenge to those 
working on a peace plan is to find a formula which will enable Biafra to live 
peacefully, not in Nigeria, but with Nigeria.1

But Arnold Smith’s cool rejection by Lagos was sufficient to prick the 
ballooning bubble of peace hopes for the time being. Deflation and 
dismay followed.2

In the meantime Biafra had been gathering more and more support 
among certain classes of Britons and Americans. They were influenced 
by a number of factors. These included letters in the press from promi­
nent churchmen, reports of the bombing of the Marj' Slessor hospital, 
apparently substantiated accounts of the wanton killing of civilians, 
but above all the signal superiority of Biafra’s public relations agencies j\ 
in Europe and the U.S.A. In England, this support now crystallized I 
in the formation of a Britain-Biafra Association.3 This organization 
was soon to play a markedly activist role by such snow-balling of 
nuisance tactics as publications, demonstrations, rallies,4 a Save 
Biafra sleep-in, lobbying, and a mammoth teach-in.5 Subsequent 
bipartisan organizations like the United Nigeria Group and Lord 
Brockway’s Committee for Peace in Nigeria were to be a very different 
phenomenon; sadly they were far less effective in capturing the public 
imagination and convincing it of the Federal case.

On the home front, Dr. Asika moved his office to Enugu and broad­
cast another appeal to his fellow Ibos, calling on them to end this 
‘useless war’. He praised their spirit (‘there is no shame in being beaten 
after a good fight—the shame lies in not recognizing defeat’) and then 
warned them to lay down their arms before they reached the stage 
where ‘the rule may well be “to the victor the spoils”:’



Dr. Azikiwe emerged from three months’ silence in a rousing speech to 
the men of the Biafran Tenth Battalion, quoting as a do-or-die perora­
tion Claude McKay’s celebrated call to sacrifice: ‘If we must die let it 
not be like hogs,’2 and prudently acknowledged Ojukwu’s example of 
resistance: ‘May I say that this is the main reason why our young Head 
of State undertook the mantle of leadership: we, the people of Biafra, 
gave him the mandate to lead us into victory.’

In the Mid-West, one of the areas most ravaged by the physical 
impact of the fighting and heir to its own problem of Ibo reintegration, 
the Governor found it necessary to address the reinstated civil servants 
on the need for living together, even while the Omo-Eboh Commission 
continued to receive evidence of guilty collaboration during the August 
occupation by the Biafran army. Lt.-Col. Ogbemudia spoke sternly:

... Not long ago, the Head of the Federal Military Government and 
Commander-in-Chicf of the Armed Forces observed at the last convocation

1 Federal Ministry of Information Press Release No. 669/68.
: Broadcast over Biafra Radio, 26 February 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2707/B7).
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but you must remind them that in the conflict of ideas it is people who die. 
Does anyone still require to be told that the dead are already too many? 
Does any one still require to be told that the sacrifice is now enough? Seces­
sion was never possible, it has not been possible—in spite of the gallant 
bravery of thousands of young men dead, it is now hopelessly impossible. 
Your leaders knew, of course, from the beginning that secession was not 
actually possible. They believed in secession not as an end in itself but rather 
as a means towards the seizure of power—by frontal assault—over the rest 
of the country. To this end, the seizure of power in Nigeria, they planned and 
gambled on a grand scale. They failed. Not because they did not try. They 
actually tried very hard—it may be they were even unlucky’ in places. But 
there is no doubt as to their failure. Once they7 were driven out of Benin and 
the Mid-West the game was up and then was the time to give up. The only7 
other alternative was to convert the means—secession—into the end and to 
seek to defend it. But they knew already however brave the defence, however 
clever the strategy, it was inevitable that they’ would have to keep retreating 
until there is no place to run. It is so, even now.

There is no Biafra, yet each day* hundreds of men go to their deaths be­
cause of Biafra. No one has recognized Biafra because it does not exist. . .. 
Yet your Biafra, with more than 14 million people as they claim, has not 
been recognized by one single solitary state, even if only7 on a temporary basis. 
It is rather odd is it not ? The answer is quite simply’ that there is no Biafra. 
A state has to exist before it can be recognized and Biafra does not exist. 
Now the rebellion is in rout—it has been beaten if yet unbowed. In war as in 
wrestling there are stages of defeat. A wrestler may7 be badly beaten and 
thrown down several times but he may* ultimately deny7 defeat if his back does 
not touch the sand. No one in the Federal Military Government wants to 
force our backs to the sand—unless we keep up the fight, then it will and must 
happen. If we insist on this end, it may7 be too late to negotiate. . . A
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of the University of Ibadan that the troubles in the country have been 
fomented, nurtured, and encouraged by intellectuals in our universities. 
So too in our own community, civil servants can be an influence for good or 
evil. Unfortunately a number of civil servants have played an ignoble role 
and have by their disloyalty and treachery contributed to the creation of the 
present crisis of confidence in our State. This is a tragedy because civil 
servants, like the intellectuals, are in a position to exert a healthy influence. 
Instead of living and working for this ideal many of you have allowed your­
selves to be led to treachery by your selfish attitude and stand in the Nigerian 
crisis. . . .l

Nor was there any falling away in the momentum of the peace 
offensive, only momentarily checked by the Lagos denial of Arnold 
Smith’s assumed moves in February. A major break-through was 
achieved by the admission of Nigeria’s Permanent Secretary for 
External Affairs to a press conference in London that the Federal 
Government was after all prepared to drop the third of its original con­
ditions: it would no longer refuse to negotiate with Ojukwu as Biafra’s 
spokesman.2 The planned peace mission led by Dr. Martin Luther King, 
which had been welcomed by Biafra at the end of 1967,3 was dissolved 
by his assassination.4 Next, the World Council of Churches and the 
Roman Catholic Church, having sent separate missions to Nigeria and 
Ojukwu because of the fear that a single mission might be tainted in the 
eyes of one government if it had already visited the other (an apprecia­
tion that was to prove justified), disregarded abrasive warnings from 
Lagos and Kaduna radio stations6 and issued an unprecedentedly joint, 
uncompromising call for a cessation of hostilities [doc 144],

With General Gowon’s cease-fire target of 31 March only a matter of 
days away, Federal spokesmen were at pains to hedge its apparent 
‘deadline’ element with qualifications.0 Happily for them, the fall of 
Onitsha on 22 March after six months of some of the hardest fighting 
of the war, resulting in perhaps 10,000 casualties,’ provided a timely

1 Address to tho reinstated civil servants of Ika and Asaba Divisions delivered at 
Benin, 7 March 1968.

2 Quoted in ll'eat Africa (1968), p. 298.
3 B.B.C. ME/2627 and 2655.
4 The Times, 12 March 1968; B.B.C. ME/2742. Radio Lagos carried a message of 

sympathy from General Gowon on 6 April and Radio Biafra one from Colonel Ojukwu 
on the following day; only tho latter included a reference to his civil war peace mission.

6 Titles of tho radio talks on this episode included ‘Christian Peacemakers’ from 
Lagos (19 March), in which tho observation was made that no church delegation had 
gone to argue with Tan Smith, tho Rhodesian Outlaw’; and ‘British Missionaries and 
Rebels’ from Kaduna (21 March), in which it was asked ‘What have these foreign specu­
lators of doom done to stop tho rebels from killing Christians in tho Rivers and South- 
Eastern states?’ Seo also New Nigerian, 22 March 1968, accusing tho two church organ­
izations of ‘trying to drive a wedge between [Muslim and Christian] Nigerians.’

8 o.g., Nigerian High Commission letter to The Times, 20 February 1968; Brigadier 
Hassan Katsina’s remarks quoted by Radio Kaduna (B.B.C. ME/2699). Tho Financial 
Times carried a headline on 29 March: ‘General Gowon Misses his Biafra Deadline.’ 
Gowon himself referred to tho way it had been ‘misinterpreted’ (see doc 145).

7 B.B.C. ME/2733.
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boost to morale1 and enabled at least one Nigerian diplomat publicly to 
equate this victory with the fulfilment of Gowon’s prognostication:

Major-General Gowon, the Head of the Federal Military Government, in a 
message to the State Governors in January expressed the hope that by March 
31 the Nigerian crisis would be coming to its end. This wish has been realized. 
I can disclose to you that the war in Nigeria has now receded enough to 
allow the setting up of Administrative machineries in all the twelve states.... 
Having just returned from Nigeria, I can tell you that the backbone of the 
rebellion is already broken. The only town of significance still held by the 
rebels is Port Harcourt. The town of course can fall any time. What remains 
then is hardly more than mopping up operations... .a
When the D-Day of 31 March came, invested with the same air of 
speculative excitement as its 1967 predecessor, both leaders made 
broadcasts to their people. Gowon spoke moderately7 of the dawn of a 
lasting peace and emphasised the birth of the new states [doc 145]. 
Biafra’s reaction to the ides of 31 March, drowning the would-be 
prophecy in utterances of sound and fury, was predictably7 scornful— 
and abusive.3 Like Gowon, Ojukwu renewed the progress of the war in 
a broadcast, much of it going over old ground. He concluded that:

It is now abundantly clear that Gowon will not willingly agree to the 
cessation of hostilities and the negotiation of a peaceful settlement. It is clear 
that he feels no concern for the misery and destruction which the continua­
tion of the war is causing. It is also clear that Gowon will now want to buy 
more time, fit a new deadline and again step up the scale of his atrocities and 
achieve practically7 nothing at the end of it.4

Abroad, Biafran satirists, adding to their cruelly7 satirical ‘Biafra- 
toons’,5 lampooned Gowon in a blasphemous version of the Beatitudes 
[doc 146] which enjoyed circulation in some of those western circles 
where Biafra had made itself ‘in’ and Nigeria had regrettably7 chosen to 
leave itself 'out' through its lower-keyed propaganda campaign.

In Nigeria attention was easily diverted to an event which observers 
had already noticed® as threatening to siphon away some of the country’s 
personal interest, even on occasion at the expense of energies more 
properly channelled into pursuing the war. This was the implementation 
of Decree 8 of 1967, for the physical setting up of the new States organ­
ization provided problems and opportunities in the redistribution of 
senior positions. Besides General Gowon’s references in his speech of 
31 March to the inauguration of his multi-state structure, which was 
destined to rank as an event as profound in Nigeria’s administrative and

1 Cf. editorial in tho New Nigerian, 22 March 1968.
* Statement issued in London by the Nigerian High Commissioner, 29 March 1968 

(italics added). Seo also doc 145.
3 B.B.C. ME/2733.
4 Broadcast of 31 March 1968. The full text is in Biafra Newsletter, 12 April 1968, 

pp. 6-8.
4 These were principally carried in Biafra Newsletter.
• IFwt Africa (1968), pp. 36Iff. Gowon called it ‘national complacency’ (doo 175).
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constitutional history as 1900, 1914, or 1954 had been, several of the 
new State Governors made inaugural policy speeches.1 Lagos Radio 
carried an important talk on the political landmark, emphasizing the 
genuineness and likely panacea of the States system:

When on 27 May 1967, Maj-Gen. Yakubu Gowon declared that the 
Federation of Nigeria had been reorganized into twelve States, most Niger­
ians admittted that this was a courageous act of statesmanship which must 
rank with many of the great decisions in history. The alternative courses 
which were open to the C.-in-C. at that time were few and equally fraught 
with danger. A federation of four Regions, such as existed before 17 January 
1966, was ruled out for two very important reasons. There was the problem 
of uneven distribution of political power resulting from a lop-sided structure 
of the Federation. As the Federation then stood, one Region or a combina­
tion of the old Northern Region with another Region, could rule the country 
as long as it wished, however unpolitical the policies they pursued. In the 
Northern and Eastern Regions, there were substantial minorities who, parti­
cularly in the East, were subjected to the political, educational, and economic 
tyranny of the dominant tribal group. If several million Ibos of the Central- 
Eastern State do not wish to be dominated or governed by others, it is 
difficult to see by what process of reasoning they should suppose that the 
5,000,000 people of the South-Eastern and Rivers States should not opt for 
self-determination. . . .

Some cynics have asked whether new States could properly be created 
without a plebiscite. The history of Nigeria and that of many other countries 
provide the answer. The old Regions were established -without a plebiscite. 
In particular, the former Eastern Nigeria was created without a plebiscite. 
The Mid-West, the youngest and the only one left just as it was, was created 
but confirmed by a plebiscite some months afterwards. Regarding the 
creation of the new States, it has been stated over and over that where 
communities, towns, or groups of villages are wrongly grouped, their claims 
■will be examined by an independent state boundary commission, and where 
justified, there would be marginal boundary adjustment. The war to crush 
the rebellion in the three Eastern States has made it as yet impossible for the 
State Delimitation Commission to function. There is no gainsaying that there 
are a lot of benefits which the establishment of the new States will bring to 
Nigeria. The old question of imbalance in the political structure of the 
country has been resolved with the establishment of the twelve States.2 
Significantly, in view of Biafra’s suspicion of the whole operation as a 
bluff to mask the realities of ‘the North’s’ alleged wish to subjugate 
‘the South’ in perpetuity, the Northern students in the United King­
dom held a party to celebrate the birth of their six new States.3

In his speech of 31 March General Gowon had announced that his 
Government’s ‘next phase is to usher in lasting peace’.1 April brought 
a flurry of renewed activity dedicated to negotiating a cease-fire.

1 o.g., that by Kano, Jawabin Kan Manufar Gwamnalin Jihar Kano, 1 April 1968.
2 Talk over Lagos Radio, ‘The Establishment of the Twelve States’, 1 April 1968.
3 Notice in West Africa and author’s personal invitation to propose the toast.
4 See doc 145.
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Biafra’s peace feelers were out in a number of capitals, notably those 
visited by Dr. Azikiwe in an African tour that took in Tanzania, 
Uganda, Zambia, Senegal, and Ivory Coast.1 His mission was reason­
ably queried by Radio Lagos2 but Nigeria’s High Commissioner to 
Kenya and Uganda attacked his role as ‘Ojukwu’s messenger’, re­
gretting that the erstwhile advocate of Nigerian unity should now 
‘succumb to the whims of the young ambitious Ojukwu to dismember 
Nigeria’.3 Although the E.N.B.S. had rejected Gowon’s terms set forth 
in his speech of 31 March as offering a pistol-to-the-head choice of either 
talking peace or ‘military suppression’, Dr. Azikiwe told a press con­
ference in Paris that Biafra was ready to negotiate with the Federal 
Government without conditions: if Lagos took the same view’, ‘It could 
lead to an end of hostilities’ [doc 147]. This was followed by a hint 
from Mr. Mbu who was reported as saying that Biafra would agree to a 
plebiscite provided it was conducted by an impartial observer.4

Such persistent lobbying both by Biafra’s high-powered roving 
envoys and by her tireless man in Dar es Salaam5 (who, like his Paris 
counterpart,5 had defected from the Nigerian Foreign Service and con­
verted into a most successful spokesman for the Biafran cause), met 
with a handsome pay-off when, on 13 April, Tanzania became the first 
country to grant official recognition to Biafra [doc 148]. Because of the 
apparent haste’ of the announcement read out at State House by Mr. 
Mgonja, Minister for Foreign Affairs, and because of the epoch-making 
nature of this decision—feared by many to be the opening of Africa’s 
Pandora’s Box5—it is imperative to note its essentially humanitarian 
rationale as subsequently expounded by Dr. Nyerere himself [doc 149].

Amid a hail of press and radio abuse on the ‘perfidy’ of President 
Nyerere,9 whose very skin, Nigerians were reminded,10 had been saved 
by the dispatch of Nigerian troops in Tanzania’s ‘hour of need’ after 
the mutiny of his own forces in 1964, Lagos issued a statement express-

1 Biafra Radio reported that ‘In a statement issued at the conclusion of his visit to 
five African Heads of State at the head of a diplomatic mission from Binfra, Dr. Azikiwe 
said the mission appealed to the Heads of State to use their good offices to urge upon 
Nigeria to stop its war against Biafra and accept Colonel Odumegwu Ojukwu’s offer of a 
cease-fire and immediate resort to the conference table for peace talks without pre­
conditions on either side. Dr. Azikiwe said the mission emphasized to the various 
African Heads of State that this peace formula is the only realistic way of restoring 
peace and stability to this part of Africa and speedily bringing to an end the wanton 
killing of innocent and defenceless civilians’—broadcast, 2 April 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2738/ 
B2).

1 Talk on ‘Dr. Azikiwe and the Nigerian crisis’ broadcast from Lagos on 4 April 1968 
(B.B.C. ME/2740/B1).

3 Quoted in Uganda Argus, 22 March 1968. 4 Financial Times, 11 April 1968.
5 Austin Okwu. See Daily Telegraph, 24 April 1968.
6 Ralph Uwechue. He later again changed sides. See his Reflections on the Nigerian

Civil JFar (London, 1969). 7 West Africa (1968), p. 473.
8 The metaphor was used by Christian Science Monitor, 16 April 1968.
* B'est Africa (1968), p. 482.

10 Daily Sketch, 20 March; Daily Tinies, 14 April 1968.
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ing regret rather than surprise at this ‘hostile act’ and recalled her 
mission in Dar es Salaam.1 Nigeria’s mass-media came out in virulent 
condemnation of Nyerere, the Lagos radio including a savage talk in 
which responsibility for much blood was laid at Nyerere’s door.2 So 
excessive was the style of abuse, that those endowed with the longer 
look began to wonder how soon such personal wounds could be healed 
in any post-war return to the spirit of pan-African solidarity.3

In Biafra the break-through at the diplomatic level was received 
with understandable jubilation, even if it was tempered with regret that 
she had received butter instead of guns. Banner headlines in the Daily 
Flash—now, like most of Biafra’s newspapers, grimly printed on card­
board paper or school exercise books'1—hailed Nyerere as a ‘sincere 
man of honour’;6 Dr. Azikiwe sent him a congratulatory message;0 
and radio programmes were interrupted to carry the special announce­
ment from State House, Aba, where Major-General Effiong was 
officiating in Ojukwu’s absence on what was described as ‘a week’s 
Lenten retreat’. The new national anthem, ‘composed’ by Dr. Azikiwe 
and set to the stirring music of Finlandia, was now heard on the radio 
for the first time.7

1 Statement issued in Lagos on 13 April 1908.
2 Lagos Radio, 14 April 1908 (B.B.C. ME/2740/B1).
3 For a significant beginning of the post-war detente, see the conciliatory rationaliza­

tion of their pro-Biafran stands by the Tanzanian and Zambian governments quoted in 
West Africa (1970), p. 240. An O.A.U.-induced accord of ‘Let bygones be bygones’ 
rather than any public recantation seems the likely outcome.

4 Soo the description in The Times, 8 May 1908, and samples in author’s possession.
6 Quoted in the Nationalist, 10 April 1908.
8 Broadcast by Radio Biafra, 10 April. See Biafra Sun, 10 and 17 April 1908.
7 Subsequently, Dr. Azikiwe was to explain that ‘my ode to Onitsha Ado N'Idu, 

“Land of the Rising Sun”, was plagiarized and adapted to suit the purpose of the 
secessionists, who had not the decency to make adequate acknowledgement’—un­
published memorandum on the origins of the Nigerian civil war, December 1909.



Ojukwu also claimed that it was only due to the U.K. High Commis­
sioner prevailing on Gowon that caused the latter to amend the text of 
his speech of 1 August 19663 and excise the passage announcing the 
North’s secession:
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A week later Ojukwu, who had returned from his vacation (rumour 
had also placed him in Tanzania1) and naturally looked on this recog­
nition as but one of many more encouragements to come, gave an 
exclusive interview on 18 April to the three delegates, led by Mr. 
Geoffrey Birch, from the activist Britain-Biafra Association [doc 150], 
He also held another extravagantly staged press conference at Aba on 
22 April,2 at which he added to his routine allegations of Britain’s 
intervention in the Nigerian war five terms that he would consider for 
peace:

1. That talks commence without further ado within forty-eight hours;
2. That talks should be either at ministerial or official level;
3. That talks should be at a venue mutually agreed in Africa;
4. That the talks should have joint chairmanship with each of the 
opposing camps nominating and seeking the good offices of one of the 
respected Heads of African States;
5. That the first item on the agenda of such a meeting should be an 
immediate cease-fire.

We in Biafra are convinced that the present crisis would have been re­
solved by the erstwhile Nigeria but for the intervention of the British 
Government. It was the British Government’s intervention which prevented 
Northern Nigerians from seceding as they had planned after the 29th July 
coup. It was Sir Francis Cumming-Bruce, the former British High Com­
missioner in Nigeria, who prevailed upon Gowon to amend his already- 
recorded speech of secession. Nevertheless, when Gowon eventually made his 
first statement on 12th August he categorically—in deference to Northern 
opinion—stated that the basis of Nigerian unity did not exist. . . .It was the 
British Government that prevailed on Gowon not to implement the real 
wishes of the people, as this could complicate the British imperialist and 
economic interests and policies in this area. This was what happened after 
the meeting of the representatives of the military leaders on 9th August 1966 
when it was agreed that military personnel should be separated to their 
regions of origin. This was what caused the Northern Nigerian delegation to 
the ad hoc constitutional conference of September 1966 to abandon its 
demand for a confederal arrangement, an arrangement which met with the 
general consensus of the delegation. This was what led to the dictatorial 
dismissal by Gowon in November 1966 of the ad hoc constitutional con-

1 The Tima, 19 April 1968.
1 Biafra Radio, 24r-5 April 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2753 and 2755).
* See Vol. I, p. 54. The charge, since repeated by different persons, has yet to be 

proved one way or the other. If true, it would seem to have undertones of wisdom, not 
treachery.
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ference itself. This was what caused the abrogation by Gowon of the agree­
ment reached among Nigerian military leaders at Aburi, Ghana, in January 
1967.

This accusation of British involvement was followed up by a radio 
talk challengingly entitled ‘The war is now with BRITAIN’.1 The Aba 
press conference was the highlight of another imaginatively organized 
tour of Biafra at war for foreign correspondents, aware of overseas 
readers’ insatiable appetite for the exploits of any apparent under-dog. 
Their reports and photographs subsequently filled the columns of the 
press.- They successfully raised Biafra’s image in the minds of those 
who knew or wanted to know little beyond what they hurriedly read at 
the breakfast table or half-watched at supper time. Exceptionally, 
Lagos singled out The Times correspondent for special praise3 but once 
again it failed to seek out the influential world press as an ally in pro­
moting the legality of its own cause.

In the second half of April diplomatic events achieved that publicity 
so far singularly lacking on the military front. The Federal Government 
had astutely pre-empted the move for peace talks by a Biafra clearly 
encouraged through confident expectation of further international 
recognition; this, in less friendly eyes, was precisely the reason that 
Lagos suddenly seemed so anxious to take the initiative in peace talks.4 
Hard on the heels of the Tanzanian shock affair, and ahead of Ojukwu’s 
five conditions of 22 April, Dr. Arikpo repeated at a press conference 
held in Lagos on 18 April that his Government was, ‘despite the 
favourable military situation’, nevertheless prepared to hold peace 
talks ‘at any time and at any venue acceptable to both sides’.6

Dr. Arikpo now flew to London (generating cynical abuse from Biafra6) 
to meet Government and Commonwealth Secretariat officials on 25 
April, three days after Biafra had announced its five-point basis for a 
peace settlement. Dr. Arikpo, after a personal call at 10 Downing 
Street, issued a statement declaring that there would be no pre-condi­
tions [doc 151], On the day following, the Federal Government pub­
lished in Lagos its proposed agenda for peace talks, comprising seven 
points [doc 152], Arikpo, still in London, added a supplementary 
statement at an informal press gathering at which he sought to ‘clarify 
the Federal Government’s position’. As a South-Eastern State man 
himself, he also spoke about the minority areas in Biafra: ‘The reaction 
of the people in all the non-Ibo areas liberated by the Federal troops is 
clear and unmistakable: they do not want to form part of an Ibo

1 Biafra Radio, 30 April 1968.
2 o.g., the three special articles contributed to the Scotsman by one of the visiting

journalists. 3 B.B.C. ME/2759.
4 New York Times, 10 April; Observer, 5 May 1968.
6 Lagos Radio, 18 April 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2749/B1).
8 ‘They meet to promote genocide.’ Text of talk over Biafra Radio, 26 April 1968 

(B.B.C. ME/2756/B2).
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empire. 1 Then, flying back to Lagos, he made yet another statement on 
the unsettled venue of the peace talks to heads of diplomatic missions 
there, explaining why London had been preferred over an African 
capital [doc 153].

Although Ojukwu insisted that a cease-fire must be the first item on 
any peace agenda,2 he announced the formation of a top-level delegation 
ready to leave for Dakar at forty-eight hours’ notice, and declared 
that he stood by his reply to the Commonwealth Secretary-General’s 
letter of 24 April stating that he accepted peace talks without any 
pre-conditions.3 Gowon now spelt out the Federal stand in a statement 
in Lagos:
. . . To the surprise of both the Commonwealth Secretariat and my Govern­
ment, the rebels have suddenly and unilaterally dislocated all preliminary 
arrangements that have been made for peace talks. Their radio is now de­
manding that the peace talks must not be held in London to which they had 
agreed but in Africa and that they be allowed to nominate an African Head of 
State to be co-chairman at the talks. ... It is my belief that the rebels are not 
genuinely interested in peace talks but they merely say so for propaganda 
purposes.4
Relieved that his patient persistence had at last ensured the holding of 
talks about talks, the Commonwealth Secretary-General now concerned 
himself with bringing the two delegations together in London so that 
they might at least agree on the venue and agenda for the proposed 
peace conference.

The assumption of public disquiet in Britain and the need for the 
urgent start of negotiations to which Mr. W ilson was presumed to have 
drawn the attention of the Federal Government in a personal letter to 
General Gowon,5 now received substantiation when, during a long 
debate on Nigeria in the upper House, Lord Brockway urged the 
Nigerian Government to accept the proposal reportedly made by 
Presidents Senghor and Nyerere6 for an immediate cease-fire and a 
referendum in the non-Ibo areas of Biafra.' and again in the debate in 
the lower House on Britain's arms supplies.8 A subsequent statement 
from Biafra listed a long schedule of sophisticated arras said to have 
been supplied to Nigeria by Britain, a claim that elicited the significant 
reply from Britain’s Commonwealth Office that it was supplying only 
‘traditional armaments—the sort of items they were receiving before 
the Biafran secession’.9 In Lagos, General Gowon—who had just

1 ‘The Nigerian Situation’, address by Dr. Okoi Arikpo, London, 26 April 1968.
See editorial, New Nigerian, 26 April 1968. 3 Biafra Radio, 27 April 1968

4 Statement issued in Lagos on 2 May 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2761/B1).
6 Cf. Listener, 2 May 1968. 6 WesJ Africa (1968), p. 529.
7 Debates, House of Lords, 29 April 1968, cols. 94Sff.
8 See press round-up in African Research Bulletin, p. 1072.
0 Quoted in the Nationalist, 10 May 1968. In January 1970, Walter Schwarz was to 

challenge this statement in a survey article on arms supplies in the Guardian, 29 January 
1970.
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approved the Federation’s Budget for 1968-691—sent a message to 
heads of African and Commonwealth countries informing them of his 
efforts to end the war.2

The groping progress towards the much discussed peace talks in 
London received a nasty jolt when the Biafran Commissioner for In­
formation, Dr. Eke, suddenly made a public statement which roundly 
pre-judged the choice of venue. Rejecting London and Addis Ababa, 
he proposed Dakar or an East African site:

Since the O.A.U. is not acceptable, other reputable African international 
organizations like the O.C.A.M. and the East African Common Services 
Organization, for example, would be quite acceptable to Biafra. If Nigeria 
prefers O.C.A.M. then the talks should be held in Dakar, the headquarters 
of that organization. If on the other hand Nigeria wants the talks to be held 
under the auspices of the East African Common Services Organization, 
Arusha would be suitable for such peace talks.3

But London was on—just. Although the talks started there as 
scheduled on 6 May, it took two days for the Commonwealth Secretary 
to advance them from unilateral meetings at his private residence and 
the submission of proposals for him alone, to an across-the-table con­
frontation of both delegations.1 These were led respectively by Nigeria’s 
Commissioner for Information, Chief Anthony Enahoro, who had re­
placed the Commissioner for External Affairs, Dr. Arikpo, and by Sir 
Louis Mbanefo, Chief Justice of Biafra. Like the concurrent exploration 
of peace talks for Vietnam, the search for a mutually acceptable venue 
jumped giddily round world capitals before finally settling on Kampala. 
This in itself was seen as a minor triumph for Nigeria, since it effectively 
‘froze’, to quote the Ugandan Minister of Foreign Affairs, President 
Obote’s perceptible leaning towards recognizing Biafra.6 Although 
Kampala was mutually agreed upon by 8 May, it took another week 
before the delegations were able to agree on both the agenda and the 
date. These were announced by the Commonwealth Secretariat on 15 
May [doc 154]. Yet even this, at the end of an eleven day meeting, 
failed to show accord over the question of chairmanship that had 
bedevilled the talks about talks.

1 Four Steps to National Stability (Lagos, 1968) reproduces the full text of the budget 
speech delivered on 28 April 1968. Its rationale was fourfold: ‘First, the civil war, 
imposed upon this country by a misguided and over ambitious clique of Nigerians sup­
ported by foreign adventurers, will be carried to its just and inevitable conclusion. 
Secondly, funds required for crushing the rebellion must be raised through a combina­
tion of fiscal and monetary policies which will leave the economy strong enough at the 
end of the war for the all important task of reconstruction and development. Thirdly, 
Nigeria’s declining balance of payments position must be protected until new reserves 
can bo built up again. Fourthly, the nation’s new found and hitherto unsuspected 
reserves of confidence and self-reliance must be fully exploited and extended to all facets 
of the development of the nation’s economy.’

2 Lagos Radio, 2 May 1968. 3 Biafra Radio, 6 May 1968.
4 West Africa (1968), pp. 535ff. 6 Uganda, Argus, 21 May 1968.
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Indeed, the Kampala meeting threatened to be killed before it was 
born, with Nigeria broadcasting uncompromising views to emphasize 
President Obote’s ineligibility for the task of chairmanship because the 
war was an internal affair,1 and somewhat provocatively congratulat­
ing herself for ‘having displayed a rare kind of magnanimity’ in taking 
part in the preliminary talks at all.2 The Biafrans showed an equal lack 
of diplomatic sense or sophistication by obstinately reiterating their 
stand on procedural matters.3 All the signs were clear that the road to 
peace would be very hard going; exactly how hard would only be fully 
revealed over the next twenty months.

Before the peace talks opened in Kampala on 23 May, several events 
took place on the home front. They followed a ding-dong pattern. 
Biafra threatened to close down all British firms that did not declare 
their intentions before 12 May regarding their assets in Biafra :4

... By the beginning of August, the withdrawal of the expatriate staff of 
these companies was virtually complete. Most of them made no arrangements 
for the continuance of their businesses or for the continued employment and 
payment of their Biafra staff. In most cases bank accounts of the companies 
used in running the businesses were frozen and the Biafran managers who 
undertook to look after the businesses are unable to operate them. The result 
is that in some cases the Biafran staff of the companies have had to be laid 
off. Some of the companies have not even bothered to correspond with their 
Biafran managers looking after their businesses or to find out the state of 
their assets. The action of most of these companies amounts to nothing less 
than abandonment of their businesses and assets. . . . The Government 
cannot continue indefinitely to protect these assets when the owners have for 
nearly one year shown no inclination to maintain and operate them. Accord­
ingly, the Government has decided to give the following notice to all com­
panies operating in Biafra.

Any company that has businesses and assets in Biafra for example, 
industries, workshops, batteries, buildings, machinery and so forth, should 
within 30 days from the date of this notice notify’ the Permanent Secretary 
of the Biafra Ministry of Commerce and Industry whether or not they still 
intend to maintain such assets or operate their businesses how they hope to 
do so and what arrangements they have made for the future operation of the 
businesses and for the payment of their staff. Failing that, the Government 
will, after the expiration of the 30 days, assume that the businesses and the 
assets have been abandoned and will assume responsibility to deal with the 
property in whatever manner it deems best in the national interest. . . .* 
This threat was countered by a reassurance from the Federal Govern­
ment but both statements of intent prompted a number of anxious 
questions in the House of Commons throughout the May debates.

tSTT pT qr0l6d by Knduna Radi°. 13 May 1968.Talk on Lagoa Radio, 15 May 1968. *
’ Comment in Uganda Argus, 22 Mav 1968 
‘ The Times, 12 May 1968.
5 Biafran Government statement issued
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Although Ojukwu’s deadline passed without incident, he issued a 
decree on 31 May enabling his Government to take over businesses and 
assets of all foreign companies that had suspended their active interest 
in Biafra.1 While the indisputable military setback to Biafra in the 
capture of Port Harcourt on 18-19 May by Colonel Adekunle’s Third 
Marine Commando Division, following the fall of Abakaliki and Afikpo 
in April, made a forceful strengthening of her hand as Nigeria went to 
Kampala, the blow was immediately discounted in Biafran eyes by the 
uplifting announcement within less than twenty-four hours of Zambia’s 
diplomatic recognition [doc 155]. Recognition by Gabon came on 8 May:

This was followed a week later by the long expected Ivory Coast 
decision,3 only a matter of time after President Houphouet-Boigny’s 
press statements of 25 April and 9 May,4 with their conclusion that ‘as 
long as Biafra is fighting for its independence there can be no lasting

1 ll'wi Africa (1968), p. 677.
2 Markpross Overseas Division Press Release, 10 May 1068, quoting statements issued 

in Libreville on 8 May.
3 Statement issued in Abidjan and broadcast over the radio on 15 May 1968.
4 West Africa (1968), pp. 473 and 482; Fraternity (Abidjan), 26 April 1968.

. . . Federal groupings inherited from colonisation, or imposed by force, 
have not been shown from experience to be viable. ... In the case of Nigeria, 
the Council of Ministers thinks that the military junta which overthrew the 
civilian Federal regime has imposed by force an unitary structure in total 
disregard of well-known rights of the federated states as recognised by the 
Constitution. . . .

Faced with this situation, the Government of Lagos reacted in the manner 
every one knows by perpetrating a real genocide with the aim of wiping out 
the State of Biafra and the Ibo people. Taking into account the atrocities 
committed with equipment and men supplied by foreign powers, the Govern­
ment of Gabon considers that the Biafran drama has ceased to be an internal 
Nigerian problem and should force all African countries to take a stand with­
out equivocation.

The Republic of Gabon could therefore not maintain a guilty indifference 
in the face of the pogrom organised against fourteen million Africans. . . . 
When one thinks that in an absolutely unequal fight, hundreds of thousands 
of innocent civilians, women, old men and children, are condemned to buy, 
with their lives, the right to existence to which all men are entitled, the 
Government and the people of Gabon could not without hypocrisy take 
refuge behind the principle of the so-called non-interference in the internal 
affairs of another country. . . .

The Government of Gabon deplores the human tragedy that has befallen 
the Ibo people and denounces the bloody and fratricidal war which is ravag­
ing a portion of the African land. . . . The Government of Gabon expresses 
its very deep sympathy to the people of Biafra and decided as a result to 
recognise Biafra as an independent state that must enjoy its international 
sovereignty.2
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peace in Nigeria.’1 Here was the third African country to join Tanzania 
within a month. Furthermore, had not Senegal,2 Tunisia,3 and Uganda4 
shown disquieting signs of following suit by continued use of the ‘right’ 
vocabulary, and were not the Scandinavian countries known increas­
ingly to incline towards Biafra?5 The reception of this news by Lagos 
and Biafra’s new headquarters of Aba was expectedly different.5

Yet militarily Ojukwu could not shrug off the severance, through 
Port Harcourt’s loss, of this last physical communications link with 
the outside world. In the tinal analysis, this deprivation was to be a 
turning point in the rebels’ resistance. Broadcasting on 19 Hay, 
Ojukwu declared that the conflict ‘cannot be settled by victories won 
in the battlefield—the breach occurred in the hearts and minds of men’, 
and he went on, in a passage elaborating his belief that ‘the second 
phase of our struggle is about to begin’, to promise sustained guerrilla 
warfare.’ He then, as usual, summoned the Joint Consultative Com­
mittee to hear a similar report and a statement of the line to be taken 
at Kampala:

Our stand and approach will be governed by the whole circumstances of 
our fate and position today. We were driven out of Nigeria after being 
slaughtered there. We are being slaughtered even in our homes in a most 
savage and genocidal war. We are fighting for our very survival and security, 
we want the right of peace and security within and outside Biafra.8
The Committee’s resolution reaffirmed its faith in Ojukwu’s leadership 
and specifically thanked the four African countries that had non­
recognized them.9 It also endorsed Ojukwu’s attitude towards the forth­
coming peace talks, a point taken up by Radio Nigeria as ‘very dis­
heartening and discouraging’.10

On the very eve of the Kampala peace talks the foreign press were 
invited by a Nigeria now waking up to the deep influence of the fourth 
estate abroad, where danger of further diplomatic recognition appeared 
alarmingly real, to visit the areas of former Biafra now coming under 
the administration of Asika. He spoke to the journalists of his aspira­
tions.41 At the same time General Gowon, speaking in the wake of a

1 There are two texts of this speech, delivered at the Ivory Coast Embassy in Paris on 
9 May. The official translation is that given in Realilu Ivoiriennes, for a copy of which 
I acknowledge the help of the Ivory Coast Embassy. The Biafran office in London 
issued its own translation as a press release on 14 May.

1 B’wt Africa (1968), p. 341.
3 L'Action, quoted in African Research Bulletin, p. 1073.
4 See above, p. 39.
5 JFert Africa (1968), p. 822.
* B.B.C. ME, 2768/B2-B3 and Africa Research Bulletin, pp. 1073-4.
7 Broadcast of 19 May 1968 (B.B.C. ME 2775/B2).
I Speech of 20 May 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2775 B3).
’ Biafra Radio, 22 May 1968.

10 Comment on Lagos and Kaduna Radio, 22 May 1968.
II A corrected version of the original hand-out of 21 May is given in 2Vo Victors, No 

Vanquished (Lagos, 1968).
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signal campaign of military triumph, told a press conference in Lagos 
that the peace talks in Kampala would in no way halt the military 
operations.1

To the surprise of many the peace talks did manage to open in 
Kampala on 23 May; the date was almost exactly one year after Biafra’s 
secession.2 Both sides arrived with a mass of documentation for private 
distribution in the corridors and at the frequent press meetings. The 
Lagos literature was focused on—to select actual titles—‘The Collapse 
of Ojukwu’s Rebellion’ and ‘Prospects for Lasting Peace in Nigeria’ 
while the Biafran line was that of ‘Biafra Deserves Open World Sup­
port’ and the ‘inherent logic’ of its secession; or again, Nigeria’s case 
study of ‘A Record of a Rebel’ was balanced by Biafra’s indictment of 
‘Nigerian Leadership: a Disgrace to Africa’. The war of words had 
begun to shift from radio virulence to printed vituperation.

In his opening address President Obote spoke of Nigeria’s tragedy 
demanding the highest priority: ‘Whether the war is just or unjust is 
no longer the question—the principal and over-riding demand is to 
bring it to an end.’3 He was followed by the leaders of the two delega­
tions, Chief Enahoro [noc 156] and Sir Louis Mbanefo [doc 157], both 
of whom, as might be expected at this first opportunity to debate 
coram populo, gave extended versions of the history of the crisis as well 
as outlining their respective opinions on the purpose of the peace talks. 
As such the speeches rank as important comparative expositions of the 
case.

Such mutual recrimination immediately engendered gloomy press 
comments of an inauspicious start, of an opening in anger.4 Surely 
enough, the smooth passage of the first two items on the agenda agreed 
in London was followed by stormy weather caused through the dis­
appearance of a confidential stenographer of the Federal delegation.5 
His decomposed body was discovered three weeks later and murder was 
established. There was also a Biafran demand for a Nigerian reply to 
their specific cease-fire proposals. Reputedly,6 only Mr. Arnold Smith’s 
skilled piloting as a go-between saved the day. Accusing Nigeria of 
‘delaying tactics’ Sir Louis Mbanefo announced his decision to return 
home.7 After separate press conferences and a further mediatory meet­
ing with an anxious President Obote, the conference managed to resume. 
Enahoro now made a two hour statement on proposals for a cease-fire

1 21 May 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2777/B3).
2 Tho obb and flow of expectation at Kampala is best followed in IVesZ Africa for this 

period.
3 See tho Uganda press, 24 May 1968; B.B.C. ME/2780/B1, quoting Kampala Radio; 

and Markpress Biafran Overseas Division Press Release No. Gen. 134 for excerpts.
4 The Times, 24 May 1968.
6 Federal Ministry of Information Press Release No. 1002/1968. See also tho Ugandan 

press of the period.
8 Sunday Times, 26 May 1968.
7 Guardian, 28 May 1968.



44 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

and put forward a Federal twelve-point programme [doc 158].1 
Mbanefo's comment (unlike Enahoro he gave no press briefing on 28 
Maj’2) was that this indicated no serious approach to a cease-fire but 
rather a naked demand for surrender: Biafra was not prepared to 
negotiate ‘with a baj’onet in our backs’.3 Nigeria made good use of a 
speech by the non-Ibo minority leader, Dr. Ikpeme from Calabar, 
assailing the secessionist regime for its ill-treatment of the minorities 
in the East who, he maintained, were loth to consider themselves as 
part of Biafra.4

Despite corridor speculation of another deadlock, the delegates re­
assembled next day. They decided, however, to form a core group, con­
sisting of onlj’ the delegation leaders and two advisers each, along with 
Mr. Smith and Mr. Odaka, the Ugandan Foreign Minister nominated as 
President Obote’s non-participating observer.5 A moratorium on press 
statements meant that there was no news about these private meetings;6 
indeed, for the next two days the delegates did not meet face to face, 
even in private, so whatever the proposals gradually gelled with the 
intermediary aid of Messrs. Smith and Odaka they’ never- saw the light 
of daj-.

At midday- on 30 May Sir Louis called for an immediate plenary 
meeting of the conference. It was held next morning, a day that broke 
symbolically’ grey and gloomy. In what was described as a 'hard line, 
apparently prepared’7 speech, Sir Louis emphasized a point that he 
made later to pressmen: his delegation saw no useful purpose in re­
maining in Kampala while more lives were daily’ lost in this gruesome 
war and they would therefore be quitting the talks.8 In his own press 
conference Enahoro was reported to have made an unusually’ concili­
atory reply off-the-cuff5 but Mbanefo declined the opening door and 
announced the withdrawal of the Biafran delegation:
•.. The Biafran delegation believe that there must be an immediate stop to 
the mass destruction of life and property and the miseries of war. The 
Biafran delegation are convinced that once peace is re-established between 
Nigeria and Biafra, it would be possible, in an atmosphere of reduced 
bitterness, to explore areas of co-operation with Nigeria. The Nigerian 
delegation, despite protestations of their concern for peace and of their 
sincerity, have generally- treated the conference with levity, employing 
tactics of delay to avoid a discussion on the important Biafran proposals for 
the immediate cessation of hostilities. When finally’ the Nigerians produced 
their cease-fire proposals, they turned out to be a programme of insulting 
arrangements for a Biafran surrender.. . .

N° communique was issued but see the Lagos summary quoted in B.B.C. ME/2783/ 
B3, and Uganda Argus, 29 May 1968.

’ It esl Africa (196S), p. 655. 3 Quoted in The Times, 1 June 1968.
Secessionist Regime and the non-Ibo Minorities in the East of Nigeria (Lagos, 

8). For Enahoro's subsequent summary of Kampala, see DOC 171.
, West Africa (1968), p. 623. • Africa (1968), p. 655.

ibid. i A!rica Research Bulletin, p. 1070. • B.B.C. ME/2786.
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It has become clear that the Nigerians do not want to talk peace. In these 

circumstances, the Biafran delegation do not see that any useful purpose can 
be served by their continued stay in Kampala while more lives are daily lost 
in this gruesome war, and we are, therefore, returning to Biafra.1

Enahoro blamed the breakdown on Biafra’s tenacious stand on re­
cognition as an independent country and above all on their 'fresh 
instructions from home’ which had put the talks back to square one. 
In this assumption he was likely right, for Ojukwu’s defiant ‘State of the 
Nation’ address on the eve of the first anniversary of Biafra’s independ­
ence, broadcast on 30 May, was scarcely compatible with continued 
talks of peace [doc 159]. Its emphasis on the sovereign state of Biafra, 
deriving strength from the hopes of further international recognition 
and moral support, left Sir Louis Mbanefo no room for manoeuvring. 
Ojukwu’s grandiose peroration was an unmistakable call to fight on:
.. . Fellow countrymen and women, this Republic was born from tragic and 
unhappy circumstances. But it was born in faith and great expectations. For 
the past 12 months it has been put to the most severe and painful test. It has 
stood that test with increasing and unabashed faith. We have struggled to­
gether with unparalleled and indestructive resolve. We have been suffering 
and dying so that the young Republic may survive and play an honourable 
role in the comity of nations. May the blood of our youth, the tears of the 
bereaved, and the sweat of the suffering together water and foster for ever the 
luxuriant growth of all the principles, ideals and aspirations for which this 
Republic stands. With our faith fastened on God we shall not fail. Hail the 
Republic of Biafra!

No less unyielding, in a minor key, were the full-page black-bordered 
‘In Memoriam’ notices published on 29 May in certain Ghana news­
papers2 mourning the ‘thirty thousand civilians who were murdered 
during the pogrom of 1966 in Northern Nigeria’. In contrast, Gowon’s 
own anniversary broadcast, to mark the creation of the twelve States 
on 27 May 1967,3 included in its condemnation of ‘Ojukwu and his 
clique’ and of their ‘so-called diplomatic recognition by dubious charac­
ters’—these had also come under fire as ‘the tools of neo-colonialists 
and the instruments of disintegration’ in his address on African Libera­
tion Day4—a heartfelt appeal for a change of mind by the Ibo people: 
‘I honestly believe it is in the true interests of the Ibos to return to the 
fatherland.’ Yet neither recrimination nor appeals could disguise the 
brutal fact that the Kampala peace talks had collapsed: the ‘historic 
reconciliation Conference’6 was not to be. The cause of any hawkish 
faction in the Lagos Cabinet had received the necessary justification.

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 155.
2 e.g., Ghanaian Times, 29 May 1968, p. 5.
3 Text issued in Lagos, 26 May 1968.
4 Federal Ministry of Information Press Release No. 1000/1968.
5 Enahoro’s description (doc 156). Gowon was later to describe 1967-70 as the ‘war 

of reconciliation’.
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* The net result from the Federal viewpoint was, as we shall see, the post-war order 
to ‘pack your bags and depart’.

’ Lagos Radio report, 28 May 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2783/B4).
3 Talk on Lagos Radio, 30 May 1968.
4 Federal Ministry of Information Press Release No. 1011/1968.

10 M^CX 1968Crm°n courtes-v Cardinal Heenan’s secretary’. See also Daily Telegraph,

• Transcript by courtesy of the B.B.C., London.
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It was about this time that the International Red Cross Committee 

had the first of its brushes with the Federal Government—clashes that 
were to increase in scale and tempo and spill over to all the humanitarian 
agencies, as they willy-nilly found themselves becoming so involved in 
the politics of starvation over the ensuing months, that by late 1969 
there developed from the protracted procedural wranglings a sub-war 
in its own right.1 The official reply by Lagos to the appeal by George 
Hoffmann of the I.C.R.C. to have the blockade lifted so as to allow the 
dispatch of two hundred tons of foodstuffs a day to Biafra referred to 
the acute sense of regret that the organization had compromised its 
integrity2—a charge exploited by Radio Nigeria in its interpretation of 
The new role of the International Red Cross in the Nigerian crisis’.3

This phase of intervention by international humanitarian agencies 
cannot be divorced from Biafra’s much publicized accusations that 
General Gowon, incited by ‘Hausa Fulani monsters’, was hell-bent on 
a policy of genocide for the allegedly hated Ibo race. Indeed, on 28 May 
the Federal Government rejected an I.C.R.C. protest on this very issue 
as related to the alleged bombing of civilian targets.4 Into this argument 
now stepped the Catholic Church, whose Archbishop in London, Card­
inal Heenan, asked in his Whit Sunday sermon at the ecumenical 
service held in Westminster Abbey, ‘How many marchers and demon­
strations have there been against the massacre in Biafra?’ and went on 
to cite President Houphouet-Boigny’s estimate that ‘more people have 
been killed in the last ten months of the Biafran war than in three years 
in Vietnam. It is we British who have supplied many of the instruments 
of death.’5 In a subsequent B.B.C. interview Cardinal Heenan disclosed 
that he had already exchanged letters with the Prime Minister on the 
Biafran war.6

Enahoro and his Radio Nigeria at once challenged the Cardinal’s 
figure and started the long-running hare that the Vatican was support­
ing the rebel cause:

Nigerian Christians of all schools of thought are becoming sick and tired 
of ill-informed Christians and the partisan intervention of foreign church 
dignitaries in the Nigerian conflict. The most shocking of these performances 
was the recent pronouncement of Cardinal Heenan in his sermon at West­
minster Abbey. This Cardinal is reported to have said, among other things, 
that the military operation to crush the rebellion in the East-Central state is 
a war of unbelievers against Christians....
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Is the Cardinal motivated by the love of cheap publicity, a fighter of lost 

causes? The Cardinal spoke of genocidal war against the Ibos. Surely, the 
Irish priests who left Calabar, Uyo, Abak, Ikot Ekpene and Ogoja must have 
told him of the terrorism and atrocities committed by the Ibos against 
Nigerians in those areas for no reason other than that they desire autonomy 
for themselves within the Federation of Nigeria and oppose the secessionist 
attempt of the Ibo leaders. Yet, so far, neither the Cardinal nor his priests in 
these areas have raised a single voice in condemnation of these acts of 
brutality and inhumanity.... This callous indifference can be traced to the 
fact that the financial support of the church in the former Eastern Region of 
Nigeria, had its main source in the large contributions of Ibo political leaders, 
most of which came from large-scale misappropriation of public funds. . . .

Nigerian Christians, be they Protestants or Roman Catholics, must think 
deeply about the true meaning of the actions of foreign church dignitaries in 
the Nigerian conflict. Westminster Abbey, where Cardinal Heenan preached 
his sermon, is still a relic of communal conflict and the world wars waged by 
Britain and supported by the Church. The Pope blessed the hordes of Musso­
lini before they launched their brutal atack on the defenceless Abyssinians 
in 1935. The late Cardinal Spellman of New York was a notorious supporter 
of the Vietnam war. Therefore, whatever may be said to the contrary, 
neither the Church of England nor the Roman Catholic Church is a pacifist 
organization. Their opposition to the war in Nigeria can only derive from 
their support for the break-up of this country. . . .x

Yet nobody seemed to have noticed that it was neither President 
Houphouet-Boigny in May nor Cardinal Heenan in June who originated 
the casualty figures, but a member of the House of Lords who, in March, 
had quoted 60,000 dead in the first eight months of the war, ‘twice as 
much as the three year figure in Vietnam’.2 His lordship’s source was an 
article in The Times, where the figure was, however, qualified by ‘the 
number of dead is anyone’s guess.’3

The term ‘genocide’ had been bandied about for some time by Biafran 
supporters and propagandists: in articles in the overseas Biafran

1 Talk on ‘Foreign Churches and the Nigerian conflicts’, broadcast from Lagos on 12 
and 13 Juno 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2795/B2). Seo also Sunday Telegraph, 9 and 16 Juno 1968.

2 Quoted in JPc-sZ Africa (1968), p. 374.
3 In an interview on B.B.C. television, 24 August 1968, the figure of 150,000 was 

attributed to Dr. Azikiwe. The total absence of casualty figures from either side through­
out the war has only lent confusion to an issue already clouded by uncertainty over 
which figures to accept for the May, July, and September massacres of 1966. Visiting 
Nigeria again in the ‘home-coming’ months of January/February 1970, I was struck by 
how many ox-Biafrans of the officer class had happily survived. Hence the sour cocktail­
party joke by Nigerians greeting their former brothers-in-arms: ‘But was nobody killed 
in the war?’ A largo number of their former Nigerian colleagues and class-mates found it 
hard to list even two or three names of officers on either side who they knew for certain 
had been killed in the war. From this generalization, I except the acknowledged roll of 
regular officers murdered in January and July 1966 and those killed during the war but 
not in action, such as Joseph Akahan, Louis Chude-Sokei, Shittu Alao, D. Okafor, 
Nzeogwu, and Ifeajuna. To the extent that the real casualties, running into their hundreds 
of thousands, were among the other ranks, the civilians, and above all the Biafran 
children, it was, in social terms, very much a people’s war.
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BDAFBATOON

Newsletterthe formation of BIAGEN (Biafran Committee for the 
Prevention of Genocide) in the United States, a petition by Mr. Mbu to 
the United Nations,2 references by the papal envoy3 and by President 
Senghor,4 and of course in speeches by Ojukwu.5 The charge had been as 
consistently denied by the Federal Government which, as far back as 
January 196", had itself mentioned the concept in its condemnation of 
the false interpretation of the ‘unfortunate pattern’ of murder along 
tribal lines in the two 1966 coups as ‘a kind of genocidal warfare’.6 But 
it was from May 1968 onwards that the cry of genocide was noisily taken 
up outside Africa. Nor was its echo even partially stilled until a team of

1 e.g., the issues of December 1967, and February 1968.
2 Focus on Biafra, 18 December 1967, referring to the text of the appeal dated 13 

December. This was followed up by a telegram from Mbu to U Thant on 24 February and 
another multi-page submission on alleged genocide, Memorandum by the Government of 
the liepublic of Biafra on the Deliberate and Continuous Contravention by Nigeria of the 
United Nations Charter Provisions on Human Rights and her Practice of Genocide, sub­
mitted, complete with nine documented appendices, through the New York office of the 
Special Representative of Biafra in February 1968.

3 B.B.C. ME/2748. < West Africa (1968), p. 341.
5 Notably that of 27 January 1968. See also doc 63 (Life magazine).
® Nigeria 1966, p. 5.
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international military observers, sent at the Federal Government’s 
unique and exemplary invitation in October 1968, concluded that there 
was ‘no evidence of any intent by the Federal troops to destroy the Ibo 
people or their property’.1 Even then, as we shall see,2 the genocide 
horse had not been flogged to death; though whether the Biafrans or 
outside do-gooders were the greater wielder of this particular whip re­
mains a matter of opinion. Alarmed by the related mischievous refer­
ences to the war having religious undertones of a Moslem jihad, the 
Christian Churches in Nigeria decided to take immediate action by 
sending a delegation to tour Europe and America3 and explain the utter 
falsity of such a charge.4 Regrettably for most, if anticipatedly by some, 
a little of this ‘genocidal’ bird-lime was enough to last for months and 
entrap not a few of the gullible in the snare.

After the Kampala collapse, expectedly interpreted at variance in 
Nigeria,5 Biafra,0 and East Africa,7 the scene shifted to London, to 
where the leaders of both delegations now made their way. Chief 
Enahoro arrived from Lagos on 6 June to urge a growingly concerned 
Britain not to stop supplying arms, as the Netherlands and France had.8 
This plea he followed up in a personal letter [doc 160] sent to all British 
M.P.s on the eve of their major debate on this issue,9 ironically the first 
on a Nigerian subject since the debate on Enahoro’s own cause celebre 
five years before.10

In summary, despite the concerted counsel of editorials11 urging an 
embargo on British arms as ‘the best catalyst for African political re­
thinking’, and the mounting public and parliamentary pressure to 
change British policy on the Nigerian civil war, the Government stood

1 Press conference in Lagos, 3 October 1968, to mark the publication of the observer 
team’s first report.

2 e.g., article in Spectator, 24 December 1968.
3 Statement issued in Lagos on 30 May 1968 and attached in full to Federal Ministry 

of Information Press Release No. 1020/1968.
4 The delegation issued another, more important, statement in London in which it 

reviewed the historical roots of the conflict and discussed the efforts of the ad hoc 
Consultation of Christian Laity set up in Nigeria on 13 August 1966.

6 The major Nigerian documentation includes the reviewing statement issued by the 
Federal Government in Lagos on 31 May; General Gowon’s personal statement when ho 
welcomed the Federal delegation back to Nigeria on 3 June; the talk over Lagos Radio 
on the breakdown in Kampala, delivered on 3 Juno (B.B.C. ME/2787/B2); and the 
Military Government’s post-Kampala pamphlet, Nigeria: Prospects for Lasting Peace 
(Lagos, 1968).

0 o.g., the talk over Biafran Radio on 3 Juno 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2787/B4), which makes 
an important comparative text with that given by Lagos on the samo day (soo above).

7 Seo especially tho Ugandan and Tanzanian press between 28 May and 3 June 1968.
8 Seo Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1099.
9 Tho Britain-Biafra Association also heavily lobbied M.P.s in memoranda dated 

26 May, 30 Juno, and 15-16 July. Many, too, received a letter in support of tho Federal 
cause from Sir Rex Niven, formerly Speaker of tho Northern House of Assembly.

10 Comment in West Africa (1968), p. 713. Cf. Enahoro’s own reference to ‘having 
myself a few years ago been a beneficiary of this [parliamentary] interest and concern’, 
(letter of 12 Juno 1968).

11 e.g., Guardian, 12 June, and The Times, 13 June 1968.
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firm in its belief that it could best retain some influence over Lagos 
through keeping in with rather than breaking with the Federal Govern­
ment.1 The volume of ensuing correspondence in the U.K. press and the 
number of columns in Hansard occupied by this debate afford some 
measure of its importance as an index of British public opinion, how­
ever well- or ill-informed on the crisis at this time. Both Hansard and 
the press were to proride a continuing source for the vast and emotional 
range of British attitudes on the war. These were to be laid bare in all 
their manifestations over the next eighteen months and, as it turned 
out, were by no means to cease with the immediate termination 
of hostilities. The traditional if irrational British conscience was stirred 
throughout June and July to an unusual pitch by appeals to one of its 
most sensitive areas: the suffering of children.2

Just before the parliamentary debate, Sir Louis Mbanefo was invited 
to meet Lord Shepherd, Minister of State at the Commonwealth Office. 
This was the first official contact with Biafra3 and was enough for the 
Spectator, now to dedicate itself more and more deeply to the cause of 
what it saw as the Government’s betrayal and ‘Britain’s shame’,4 to 
implore the British Government to recognize Ojukwu’s regime. After 
the House of Commons debate, Sir Louis Mbanefo gave his critical view 
on its worth before returning to Biafra:

I should like to say that I was very impressed by the emergency debate 
which took place last Wednesday in the House of Commons. It was conducted 
in the true spirit of British justice, at least my memory of it prior to the 
insane war which has had the support of the British Government. The 
attitude of nearly all the members engaged in the debate could do a great 
deal towards repairing Britain’s badly tarnished image in Biafra. Admittedly 
the debate did not result in an immediate decision to cease arming the 
Nigerians in their ruthless genocidal war against my country. However, 
there was certainly an improvement in the government’s attitude, for as you 
know, talks are presently going on between myself and Lord Shepherd which 
is the first time that a member of the British Government has been delegated 
to do this. I came to London over a year ago, and even though various 
members of parliament did their very best to persuade the government to 
talk to me, the government declined to receive me, even unofficially. I do not 
wish at this stage to make a detailed analysis of the debate, which on the 
whole was favourable in the sense that [ ?had] the British government allowed 
it to come to a vote at that session there is absolutely no doubt that the 
decision would have been an immediate embargo on further arms shipments 
to Nigeria.

1 Speech by the Foreign Secretary in the House of Commons, 12 June 1968.
1 The documentation over this period is extensive. For an indication of its tone and 

volume, see the issues of The Times, 2, 9, and 12 July; the Scotsman, 8 July; the Daily 
Telegraph, 5 July; and Life, 12 July 1968.

3 The Times, 11 June 1968.
* This was to be the sub-title of the book subsequently co-written with Suzanne 

Cronje by Mr. Auberon Waugh, political correspondent of the Spectator.
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There were certain statements made, however, which did not reflect the 

true position, and I feel it is advisable to refute them at this time, to keep the 
records straight. There have been too many misconceptions in the past, 
which perhaps explains why this unnecessary war has taken place, and cer­
tainly its continuation is the result of the lack of accurate information having 
been given to the public by the British Government. . . J

Then on 20 June Mr. Wilson, seen by some as injecting a note of 
‘deliberate drama’2 into the situation, sent Lord Shepherd post-haste to 
Lagos with a personal message to General Gowon, presumably in answer 
to one delivered by Chief Enahoro the previous week when the Prime 
Minister had taken the opportunity to warn him of Britain’s anxiety 
over developments in Nigeria,3 about to be so forcefully expressed in 
the House of Commons debate. Lord Shepherd’s visit was warmly wel­
comed by Nigeria (and coldly by Biafra, which spoke of Britain’s 
hypocrisy1) and the joint communique issued on his departure a few 
days later5 elicited mixed comment from both radio systems.0 This 
weak, official communique7 was elaborated by a still ebullient Lord 
Shepherd in a more helpful speech to the House of Lords on his return :8

My Lords, with the permission of the House I should like to make a 
Statement on my recent visit to Nigeria. During my visit to Lagos I had three 
lengthy meetings with General Gowon and other members of the Federal 
Government. 1 was also able to pay visits to Calabar and Enugu to see for 
myself some of the problems of relief and rehabilitation, and to speak to 
civilians and prisoners of war in those areas. Unfortunately, because of weather 
conditions I was prevented from carrying out my plans to pay a similar visit 
to Port Harcourt, where we have substantial British interests.

In addition to delivering a letter to General Gowon from my right honour­
able friend the Prime Minister, I had four main aims in going to Lagos. First, 
I wished to follow up the contacts which I had already made separately with 
representatives of the two sides in London, with a view to securing a resump­
tion of talks between them after the breakdown of the peace talks at Kampala. 
I had already been promised by the Biafran representative, Sir LouisMbanefo,9 
that he would be prepared to assume direct informal talks in London pro­
vided that I was able to satisfy myself that the Federal Government were 
prepared for meaningful negotiations. In Lagos, General Gowon assured me 
that the Federal Government were ready to start direct talks on an informal

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 192. 2 Guardian, 20 Juno 1968.
3 Seo The Times, 12 Juno; tho Guardian, 13 Juno; the Financial Times, 29 Juno 1968.
4 Biafran spokesman quoted in Markpress Release No. Gon. 211.
6 Tho communique was issued in Lagos on 24 Juno 1968.
0 Lagos Radio talks on 26 Juno and 5 July (tho latter described the visit, in retrospect, 

as 'a two-faced affair’); Kaduna Radio talk on 25 Juno, where Lord Shepherd was re­
ferred to as ‘playing tho mediator’; tho press round-up of Nigerian newspapers carried 
by Lagos Radio on 26 Juno; and the Biafran Radio report of the visit given on 26 Juno 
1968.

7 Its contents were couched in the vaguest of non-committal terms.
8 Hansard, House of Lords, 26 June 1968, cols. 1409-11.
• Hansard has ‘Mbanafo*.
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basis as soon as possible, and to send a representative to London for this 
purpose with a view to re-convening the Kampala Conference. As a result of 
my discussions I am satisfied that meaningful talks are possible, and Her 
Majesty’s Government hope that Sir Louis Mbanefo will shortly return to 
London to take up this offer. I shall be seeing Mr. Arnold Smith to-morrow 
morning about the practicable arrangements for the resumption of talks.

Secondly, in response to my inquiry General Gowon expressed the readiness 
of his Government to see, as part of a satisfactory cease-fire arrangement, the 
introduction of an External Observer Force. He emphasised that the purpose 
of such a Force would be to give a sense of security to the Ibo people.

Thirdly, I was able in Lagos to emphasise the concern which is felt in this 
country about the need to avoid unnecessary casualties. I stressed the 
urgent necessity of achieving a negotiated end to hostilities before the con­
flict reached a scale likely to cause greater suffering and loss of life to the 
civilian population. I was given earnest assurance by the Federal Govern­
ment of their wish to co-operate to this end and to keep casualties to a 
minimum. General Gowon said that it was not his intention to order further 
bombing attacks except against important military targets such as airfields 
being used for arm supplies. General Gowon underlines the responsibility he, 
personally, felt for the safety and wellbeing of all Nigerians.

Fourthly, I also urged upon General Gowon the need for relief to the 
civilian population. General Gowon promised his Government’s full and ready 
co-operation in allowing relief supplies to be taken through an agreed 
corridor in the fighting fines under the control of the International Red Cross, 
and was ready to put at the disposal of the Red Cross and other organisations 
whatever airports or sea ports were considered most practicable. Her 
Majesty’s Government are urgently considering what more we can do to 
relieve the plight of refugees in war-stricken areas. It is the intention of 
Her Majesty’s Government to increase significantly their financial contri­
bution to the relief of distress and they will make a further statement in this 
respect shortly.

During the Secretary of State’s similar explanation to the Commons, 
a large procession of Biafran supporters marched on Downing Street to 
protest. Also in London, a high-powered and non-partisan Committee 
for Peace in Nigeria had been formed by leading public figures1 and was 
soon to set out its plan for a peace settlement in a letter to the Prime 
Minister:

We are deeply concerned, as we know you will be, by the conflict between 
Nigeria and Biafra and its terrible consequences. We realise that the neces­
sary condition to relieve the hunger is a ceasefire. We feel sure that the British 
Government will exert its influence towards this end. We believe that two 
contributions could assist in bringing the hostilities to an end.

The first would be willingness to press upon appropriate governments the 
provision of an international peace-keeping force. Canada, India and Etliiopia

1 The Times, 2 July 1968. See also Lord Brockway’s letter to the Guardian dated 31 
July 1968, in which ho set out his Committee’s ten-point programme for action de­
manded from all governments.
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have been suggested as acceptable countries for this purpose, and we hope 
you will encourage this.

The second desirability is a cessation of all arms supplies to both sides. 
We would like to see the British Government approach the Governments 
from which supplies arc reaching Nigeria and Biafra, and urging that these 
should be stopped at the points of embarkation. As you will be aware, there 
is now a very wide feeling in this country that Britain should stop its supply 
of arms, and we strongly urge this upon the Government. It would be a lead 
which would influence others.

We recognise that a political settlement cannot easily be realised, but we 
believe—if there is international pressure to end the war—that an agreement 
might be reached on the basis of continued association between Biafra 
and Nigeria, with many common services and a plebiscite in the disputed 
areas. . . A
At the end of June, press conferences given in London by Dr. Asika and 
Sir Louis Mbanefo, and a review of the current situation presented by 
Dr. Ibiam to the World Council of Churches meeting in Uppsala attrac­
ted less attention than they deserved, probably because staggering 
stories of the suffering in Biafra had swept them off the front pages o 
the world press. The politics of propaganda and the sensationalism o 
starvation were already well under way. f

The war zone had now become the arena for Internationa re e 
agencies.2 Motivated by mercy, they operated with characteris ic 
fearlessness and too frequent treading on national toes. Early in une, 
both Ojukwu3 and Gowon had held press conferences to air t eir rs 
reaction to the Kampala breakdown, the latter additionally promising 
that ‘there would be no attempt by the Federal troops to drive into the 
heart of the East-Central State’ and no pursuit of the Biafrans in o ieir 
homeland except as a last resort after all appeals to Biafra a ai e . 
This remark seems to have been overlooked by The Times in its editorial 
of mid-June, when it took Nigeria to task for displaying a esire or 
revenge and punishment’ now that it had militarily secure e upper 
hand.6 At the end of the month Ojukwu recalled his joint onsu a lie 
Committee to reiterate his opinion that the Kampala ta s cou t no e 
reopened [doc 161], Once more they renewed his mandate.

We, the chiefs, elders and representatives of the 20 provinces of the 
Republic of Biafra, assembled at this joint meeting of the Advisory Committee 
of Chiefs and Elders and the Consultative Assembly at Owcrn on this 30 
day of Juno 1908, do hereby:

1 Letter addressed to the Primo Minister on behalf of the Conyn’ttcci for 
Nigeria on 30 August 1068 and signed by Lord Brockway and Rt. Hon. James Gnllitha,

’ Food and medical supplies had been flown into Biafra as far , g
1967, but it was not till the summer of 1068 when food became really short that sueh 
operations began to assume a clamant status.

3 Press conference of 5 Juno (B.B.C. ME/2794/B4).
4 Kaduna Radio, 6 June; Financial Times, 6 June
6 The Times, 13 June 1968.



54 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

(1) Express our deep thanks to H.E. the Head of State and C.-in-C. of the 
Armed Forces of the Republic of Biafra for his address, and hereby assure 
him of the continued loyalty to, and confidence of the people of Biafra in him 
and his Government;

(2) express our thanks to our delegation to the peace talks with Nigeria at 
Kampala, and affirm our support for their stand at the talks;

(3) express our satisfaction with the able manner in which the leader of our 
delegation handled the peace talks at Kampala and the informal talks in 
London;

(4) deprecate the fact that while we went to Kampala to talk peace, 
Nigeria went to dictate surrender terms, as evidenced by its 12-point pro­
posal which we categorically reject;

(5) reaffirm our belief in the principle of self-determination and the facts 
that the issues involved in the present conflict can only be resolved by peace­
ful negotiations;

(6) reiterate our stand that only a cease-fire can create the necessary 
atmosphere and confidence for negotiations leading to a lasting settlement of 
the conflict ;

(7) mandate His Excellency, on being satisfied that Nigeria is genuinely 
interested in a cease-fire without preconditions, to authorise our delegation 
to participate in talks leading to a cease-fire and thereafter in negotiations 
for a permanent settlement of the conflict;

(8) reaffirm our determination to continue our struggle for survival and the 
defence of our fatherland should Nigeria continue its intransigence;

(9) express our deep appreciation to those governments and organisations 
who have sent aid for our refugees direct to Biafra and advise that only aid 
sent direct to Biafra is acceptable.1
An informal interview with a British journalist granted in Umuahia 
about this time gave every indication that Ojukwu expected a fight to 
the finish.2 Gowon confined his public remarks to a message to his troops 
commemorating one year of war3 and to the sanctioning of £1,000,000 
to the nine-man Rehabilitation Committee set up in the Cabinet office 
under Mr. Omo-Bare in March.4 Its first undertaking was, ironically 
enough, to advise the over-zealous do-gooders on how to do much 
better.5

One lesson learned by the Federal Government at Kampala had been 
the sorry quality and ineffectiveness of its publicity6 in comparison 
with the Biafran success story.7 Nigerians themselves had become

1 Resolution passed at Owerri, 3 July 1968.
* Guardian, 5 July 1968. ’ West Africa (1968), p. 850.
* Morning Pont, 11 July 1968; West Africa (1968), pp. 850, 881, and 1170.
6 Of. Foreign Meddlers in the Nigerian War (1968), p. 7; B.B.C. ME/2821-22.
* Cf. The Economist, 14 September 1968; letter to Sunday Telegraph, 11 August 1968, 

‘Public relations fog over the Nigerian War’. And note tho contemporaneous Federal 
Government statement: ‘When the war went against them [Biafra] they disseminated 
lies about genocide, religious warfare, etc. They are now beaten. But it is important that 
the world should know tho truth’—The Collapse of Ojukwu's Rebellion (Lagos, May 
1968), p. 1. See also t)10 remarks of Mr. Nigel Fisher in the House of Commons Debates, 
21 August 1968, Col. 1461.

7 Despite occasional articles in the British press and references in tho parliamentary
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the battle for men’s minds. Ministry rationalization under a first-cla, 
Nigerian administrator was progressively carried out over the 
few months, coincident with the overdue appointment of a 
relations agency in London3 and of a proven journalist as 
relations officer in Lagos. The outspoken arrival of Oxfam and t' 
International Red Cross on the Nigerian scene, stimulated by a well
publicized and sustained radio appeal from Biafra for massive food 
supplies for its refugees who were now said to be facing ‘the highest 
deathrate in the world’4 (Lagos took a i 
statistic5), provided the new public relations 
lenge.
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alerted to this failure. Now it was to be rectified, according to a prom" 
made by General Gowon while on tour in Sokoto.1 It was, as Nigeria 
urged in their dissatisfaction,2 obviously no longer enough for Nigeria 
to depend on the legal cogency of her cause. That this truism was at last- 
appreciated by Lagos was shown in the £5,000 full-page advertised 
presentation of its case and its efforts placed in The Times and Are 
York Times early in July. Yet it had taken the Federal Government 
twelve costly months to appreciate how foreign sentiments could be 
encouraged to bloom under the hot-house glass of skilled public relations 
gardeners, their growth forced by the judicious application of the 
fertilizers of the press and television. Now things were to be changed 
In the international escalation of the war an ultimate victory jn th 
field could too easily, as Lagos was learning, be negatived by having lOst

—ass 
next 
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debates, the full story of H. W. Bornhardt’s handling of tho Biafran public relations 
contract from his highly effective office in Geneva has still to be told. The publicity wa 
no less effective in tho United States than in Europe, though one Los Angeles public 
relations firm decided to sever its connection with Biafra, amid considerable comment 
and speculation in tho American press. Seo New Nigerian, 20 August 1968.

1 B.B.C. ME/2793; TFerf Africa (1968), p. 733.
1 B.B.C. ME/2835; and letters in tho Nigerian newspapers.
3 Messrs. Galitzine Chant Russell. Soo Financial Tinies, 17 June 1968. One of the first 

results was tho admission by tho Biafra Weekly that the advent of the now United Nigeria 
had compelled it to close down.

* B.B.C. ME/2799.
6 In a talk over Lagos Radio, 18 Juno 1968, tho speaker declared: ‘The rest of the 

world has known for a long time that Ojukwu’s mad political ambition has brought un­
told sufferings upon tho people of Nigeria, especially those who live in the three Eastern 
States. But curiously enough the rebel leader and his foreign collaborators chose to 
ignore this fact. Any sacrifice, they said, must bo made in order to achieve Ojukwu’s 
ambition. But in recent days tho rebel loaders have started singing a different tune. They 
have finally admitted that the war is pinching their people and have started crying for 
help. In tho past few days they have issued several appeals, begging for badly needed 
foods, clothing, medicine, and other essential goods to be sent to them. They paint a lurid 
picture of 4,000,000 refugees dying of starvation and lack of medical attention, and they 
are now calling on the rest of tho world to como to their aid. While nobody denies that 
tho war provoked by Ojukwu’s secession is causing a lot of suffering, tho two important 
questions which one must consider are: first, who and what are responsible for all this 
suffering? Second, what must bo done to bring a quick end to it? There is no doubt that 
tho suffering of tho people of the Eastern States is the direct consequence of the war 
Ojukwu has thrust upon tho people of Nigeria. . . .’



1 Sunday Telegraph, 7 July 1968.
1 This was a standard of depravity' accepted in parts in Nigeria, too. In arguments, 

warnings about kada ka yi mini Kongo, ‘don’t you dare to bully mo’, were commonly 
heard in the early 1960s.

• This was the thesis of an article in Jet (Chicago, 27 July 1967).
• B.B.C. ME/281S; West Africa (1968), p. 733.
‘ Biafran Radio, 9 July 1968.
• The Times, 26 June 1968.
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For suddenly the world remembered the ‘forgotten war’. ‘The agony 
of Biafra', it was abrasively reminded, ‘is an affront to the conscience 
of the civilised world.’1 Divided over Rhodesia, disgusted at the by­
now-proverbial savagery of the earlier Congo,2 dazed by the succession 
of military coups in Africa, and no more interested in a mini-quarrel 
‘between the blacks’3 than it had ever been in the continent even at 
the apogee of empire, the British public was at last presented with an 
issue of the Biafran struggle in a vocabulary that it could grasp and 
react to in a familiar way: the horrors of starvation—and of children 
at that. In England, Oxfam mounted a heavily advertised appeal for 
£200,000; Caritas, a Catholic organization that was eventually to 
assume a hostile political presence in Federal eyes, arranged to fly’ 
relief supplies into land-locked Biafra from Sao Tome; and the I.C.R.C. 
prepared an airlift that promised to be on a scale second only to that 
which saved Berlin in 1948. There was, however, no agreement over the 
exact route for such relief supplies. A neutral land corridor through the 
Port Harcourt region was turned down by the Federal Government in 
favour of road transportation through the Federal lines.4 Such a cease­
fire corridor was not acceptable to Biafra, who went so far as to claim 
that the Federal insistence on inspecting supplies would allow their 
agents to poison the food:

The British government has made capital of Biafra’s inability to allow 
relief supplies through enemy territory by means of the so-called sea and 
land corridors. That the British government should insist on this despite the 
practical difficulties betrays their real intention of helping Nigeria to achieve 
its military and political objective. The British government knows that 
bridges in the areas occupied or menaced by the enemy have been broken in 
order to impede enemy advance, just as the channels have been blocked for 
the same reason. To facilitate relief supplies by land or sea corridors would 
entail restoring the bridges and clearing the channels. In other words, all 
obstacles to a rapid enemy advance would be removed. . . . All these con­
siderations apart, Nigerians have been known to poison food coming into 
Biafra.5

As the situation deteriorated towards famine level in the coming 
months, this standing on sovereign sensitivity while thousands died of 
starvation was to expose Ojukwu to the charge of playing politics with 
hunger and ‘using the misery of his own people to extract diplomatic 
and other advantages to counterbalance defeats in battles’.0
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The British Government granted £250,000 for civilian relief in Nigeria 
and on 5 July Prime Minister’ Wilson sent Lord Hunt, the conqueror of 
Everest, to make a fortnight’s assessment of how best to deploy the 
fund. He reported that £1 million would not be ‘an unrealistically high 
figure’ for those ‘in dire distress’ and that the death rate in the South- 
Eastern state was already 200-300 a day.1 Ojukwu refused any part of 
this help. He saw it as nothing more than a plan by Britain to fatten 
those it then intended to slaughter.2 The Biafran Ministry of Infor­
mation, enumerating nine separate instances of how General Gowon 
allegedly had broken his promises, also asked how, faced by this 
catalogue of bad faith, Biafra could ever accept any Eederal assurance 
or guarantee even on relief supplies.3

If the problem of relief supplies and the ardent pace of Western fund- 
raising increased throughout July, so did the temper of protestation at 
the way politics was bedevilling the situation; yet the fears on both 
sides that such relief operations could, in one way or another, affect the 
course of the war were real enough.'1 In such a situation, fraught with 
suspicion and sensitivity, it was not hard for some of the less ex­
perienced of the relief personnel to prejudice their position by mis­
handled protocol, an inadequate grasp of logistics, and sheer over- 
enthusiastic under-organization.

In Britain, press, radio, and television heightened the sensation as 
the mass-media suddenly ‘discovered’ the Nigerian crisis and em­
phasized their own country’s apparently ‘criminal’ contributions.5 
‘Milk—not murder’, shouted a Daily Sketch banner headline.5 ‘How 
can we sit and wait for a million innocent people to die?’ asked a skeletal 
Biafran child from an Oxfam advertisement. ‘Biafra: starving children 
don’t care which General wins’ proclaimed another poster. Confronted 
with reports of a weekly death rate in the thousands, British public 
opinion now suffered the prickings of its uncomfortable humanitarian 
conscience, suitably stirred by the vigorous application of the swizzle­
sticks of mass-media. The British Government’s questionable agree­
ment to use R.A.F. planes for flying in relief supplies’ was not un­
expectedly brought to naught by the Federal Government’s repeated 
warning that it would shoot down all unauthorized aircraft violating 
its air space: ‘The Nigerian Air Force has been ordered to shoot and

1 His report was published as a White Paper, Cmnd. 3727 of 1968. See also debate in 
Parliament, 22 July 1968.

3 See also the interview in the Guardian 5 July 1968.
3 Statement issued by the Biafran Ministry of Information, 28 June 1968. Cf. doc 143.
4 So, too, I would suggest, was the Federal Government’s genuine fear of chaos if it 

had listened to the pleas of the humanitarian agencies in mid-January 1970 and allowed 
them to clog up Uli airstrip and its service roads into the Ibo conclave with a massive 
and uncoordinated airlift.

8 Daily Telegraph, 15 July; West Africa (1968), p. 827.
8 Daily Sketch, 22 June 1968.
7 The Times, 9 July 1968.
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destroy foreign aircraft, not cleared by the Federal Government, over­
flying Nigeria under the guise of dropping relief material to victims of 
the civil war.’1

It was evident by now that the Federal Government had taken just 
about all it could endure from some of the more ‘where-angels-fear-to- 
tread’ humanitarianists.2 Radio talks, especially against Oxfam, and 
newspaper articles questioning their impartiality3 were followed by an 
acid reference from Chief Enahoro to the campaign as ‘overflogged and 
overplayed'.4 Finally, after several official ‘warnings’,5 their senior 
representatives were summoned on 19 July by General Go won, who 
sternly cautioned two of them, Oxfam and Caritas, against their 
deepening political involvement.6 At the same time the Nigerian Govern­
ment publicized a summary of the protracted efforts it had made to 
co-operate with the I.C.R.C. in ensuring the receipt of relief supplies by 
non-combatant sufferers,7 and reiterated its willingness to re-open a 
mercy corridor by land through Enugu:

... The method of getting relief quickly and effectively to the secessionist 
area has been engaging active attention and I can tell you that a road corridor 
will be opened from Awgu to an agreed point on the Okigwi road where the 
rebels can take over. Supplies can be airlifted to Enugu and there is a good 
road to Awgu from there. With a convoy moving these supplies by road to 
south of Awgu the secessionist area will be quite well served.

Furthermore, it should be possible, at a later stage, and ■with the release 
for the exclusive use of the International Committee for Red Cross (I.C.R.C.) 
by the rebels of some of the Nigerian railways’ rolling stock confiscated by 
Oiukwu, for supplies to be sent by rail from Enugu to supplement or replace 
the road corridor. The railway line will first have to be inspected and repaired 
where necessary, and this will probably be a long process especially if the 
secessionists refuse, as usual, to co-operate.8
Certain of Nigeria’s missions abroad put out a statement on relief, 
supplementary to the official one in the press. In Washington, for in-

1 Radio comment on the Government statement issued in Lagos, 5 July. See also tho 
talk broadcast over Lagos Radio on 9 July 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2818/B1) which concluded 
with the argument: *... Tho proposal to send tho British Royal Air Force fighters over 
Nigerian skies in the name of humanitarianism is vexatious and strange. Even if people 
believed that the R.A.F. transport would only drop food and medicine, what prevents 
the Portuguese and South African Air Forces and other adventurers from dropping guns, 
ammunition and other war supplies following closely in tho path cleared by the R.A.F. ? 
The Federal Military Government is alive to its responsibilities.’

2 Cf. ‘Politics and Humanitarianism', Nigerian Opinion, Juno 1968, pp. 302-3, and 
the lead article ‘The Foreign Coalition against Nigeria’, ibid., July 1968, pp. 337-40.

3 Morning Post, 19 July 1968; B.B.C. ME/2813, 2817, and 2831.
4 Daily Telegraph, 9 July 1968.
5 B.B.C. ME/2818.
8 Morning Post, 20 July 1968. Tho suspicion that tho relief air routes could also be 

used for arms supplies was well-founded.
7 Recapitulated in The IFay Out of the Civil War in Nigeria (London, 1968), pp. 

and published at the time in tho world press, o.g. New York Times, 8 July 1968.
8 Dr. Arikpo at a press conference in Lagos, 12 July 1968.
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stance, the ambassador tellingly developed the American Civil War 
parallel that had so often suggested itself during the months of crisis 
and conflict:

. . . The Nigerian ordeal is not without ample and somber precedents. Just 
over a hundred years ago, there ended in the United States a civil war in 
which the issue at stake had also been the maintenance of constitutional 
unity or the acceptance of an act of secession. As in Nigeria, the aching 
sacrifices of that war were endured not on the battlefield alone.

In these past few days, one has found himself wondering how the people 
of this country would have reacted, and what impact would have been on 
later American history, if Lee had met Grant at Appomattox not to end the 
resistance by his army, but to offer to negotiate an end to the fighting on 
terms which included (if I may borrow some of the proposals made recently 
by Mr. Ojukwu’s representatives at the Peace Talks in Kampala) recognition 
of the sovereignty of the rebel coalition, withdrawal of Union troops behind 
pre-war boundaries, the holding of plebiscites to decide the future of border 
states loyal to the Union, and the unimpeded and unsupervised admission of 
massive foreign aid to relieve suffering in the South. This, of course, is fantasy. 
Lee, unlike the rebel leaders in the east-central state of Nigeria, had the 
courage to recognize the hopeless plight of the gallant soldiers he commanded. 
But I believe it is probable that, as he handed his sword to Grant in that 
simple and famous ceremony, he was also recalling, and relying on, Lincoln’s 
promise to bind up the nation’s wounds. And perhaps, also, he looked forward 
with a sad but firm confidence to the time when the South would once again 
play an effective and prominent role in a Federal Congress, as all agree it does 
today, in a truly United States of America. . . ?

Yet in Lagos the noisy attitudes of the international relief agencies, for 
all their honourable intentions, had much of the makings of provoking 
a conflict in their own right. In January 1970 their curious capacity 
for giving offence was not to be forgiven by a justly rebukeful General 
Go won.

An important diversion was now in sight. Sensitive to the forthcoming 
O.A.U.’s Consultative Committee on Nigeria meeting, the Biafran 
Commissioner for Information, Dr. Eke, produced a six-point peace 
plan at a press conference held in Aba on 11 July:

(1) Britain and Nigeria should renounce the use of force as a means of 
settling the conflict.

(2) Nigeria should respect world opinion and accept an immediate cease­
fire.

(3) Britain should stop supplying arms to Nigeria.
(4) After a cease-fire has come into effect, Nigeria should agree with Britain 

on arrangements for the conduct of a free plebiscite in the disputed areas of 
Nigeria and Biafra.

(5) At an agreed time a free and fair plebiscite should be conducted in the

1 Statement issued by the Nigerian Embassy, Washington D.C., on 12 July 1968.
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disputed areas of Nigeria and Biafra to determine whether the people con­
cerned want to be Biafrans or Nigerians.

(6) After the wishes of the people have been so ascertained, true representa­
tives of Biafra and of Nigeria will meet to negotiate a final settlement.1

On 15 July the O.A.U. Consultative Committee on Nigeria met in 
Niamey. Before leaving to attend the conference (postponed from 5 July) 
as head of the Nigerian delegation, Chief Awolowo ruled out the sug­
gested plebiscite.2 Next General Gowon himself suddenly flew to 
Niamey. He made what was described as a frank and convincing address 
to the Committee, now in closed session, in which he accepted the idea 
of an observer force to give a sense of security to the Ibos [doc 162].3 
The Committee was reportedly deeply impressed by his sincerity and by 
the delicate balance of his own leadership. After listening to him, the 
Committee decided to invite Colonel Ojukwu to meet it in Niamey 
‘with a view to making a joint and urgent effort to find a satisfactory 
African solution to the grave Nigerian crisis’.4

Gowon's return to Nigeria before Ojukwu’s arrival studiously avoided 
the possibility of the two leaders meeting each other for the first time 
since Aburi; or, as it turned out, ever again before the war ended. 
Ojukwu duly arrived in Niamey on 19 July, flying in President 
Houphouet-Boigny's personal aircraft and accompanied by an im­
pressive party of aides. Prior to leaving Biafra, he had held a press 
conference in Aba at which he restated, at length, his views on how to 
secure peace and the obstacles that he saw thereto [doc 163].5 In 
Niamey he was courteously but coolly received. After Ojukwu had 
delivered a ninety-minute statement to the O.A.U. Committee in 
private, it issued a short communique on 19 July announcing that both 
sides had agreed to an immediate holding of preliminary talks in 
Niamey and the resumption of peace negotiations as soon as possible. 
These were to be held in Addis Ababa, this time under O.A.U. auspices.6 
This was followed by an O.A.U. resolution [doc 164], asserted in some 
quarters to have been ‘considerably weakened’ by the exclusion of a 
truce and an internationally policed air corridor after a long session 
with General Gowon.’

Representatives from Nigeria (five) and Biafra (nine) led by Mr. A. A. 
Ayida and Professor Eni Njoku respectively, started talks in Niamey

1 Broadcast by Biafra Radio, 11 July 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2820/B1).
2 Lagos Radio, 17 July 1968. The daily record of the conference is best followed in 

JFesf Africa (1968), pp. 854-909.
3 Despite rigorous Nigerian protests: see Sunday Post, 14 July 1968.
4 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1122. The communique announced in English 

by Niamey radio has a slightly different wording (B.B.C. ME/2824/B3).
4 The full text is also available, with the occasional hiatus of ‘words indistinct’, in 

B.B.C. ME/2826/B5-B6 and ME/2827/B1-B5. A useful summary is given in Africa 
Research Bulletin, p. 1123.

8 Broadcast from Niamey (B.B.C. ME 2827/ii).
’ Ethiopian Herald, 21 July 1968, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1124.
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under the chairmanship of President Haman Diori on 20 July, and by 
24 July had reached some measure of agreement on the proposal, 
reportedly first put forward by Ghana on 17 July,1 for a 3-5 mile wide 
demilitarized corridor along the ninety miles of road from Enugu to 
Ogoja. However, disagreement on the identity of the six nations to 
proride the observers for such a corridor and on Biafra’s proposed 
demilitarization of Enugu airfield to allow a direct airlift from Abidjan 
or Libreville prevented any real advance being made,2 so that the 
communique issued at the sudden ending of talks on 26 July was again 
one bom from only limited success [doc 165]. This was not entirely un­
expected, given the O.A.U.’s dilemma-bred inability to find a solution 
to independent Africa’s greatest embarrassment. But at least the O.A.U. 
had managed to get the two sides talking round a table again, a credit­
able achievement in its own right; furthermore it had always scrupu­
lously held its role to be that of conciliation, never one of mediation. 
Its continued endorsement of the Nigerian case was to be a welcome 
source of moral encouragement to Lagos throughout the conflict.

Echoing its censure on Ojukwu for haring broken up the Kampala 
talks by his jingoistic 30 May broadcast,3 Lagos was quick to blame 
him4 for haring this time sabotaged the talks by the cocky tone of his 
Owerri news conference given on his return from Niamey on 21 July.5 
Enahoro, too, quickly slapped down the -widely circulating suggestion 
that Gowon and Ojukwu would personally lead their delegations to the 
Addis Ababa peace talks due to be held in Ethiopia on or before 
5 August.5 There was concern in some quarters whether Gowon’s 
decision not to meet Ojukwu might not result in a majority of Heads of 
State on the O.A.U. Consultative Committee themselves boycotting the 
Addis Ababa talks,’ especially when Ojukwu pressed home the advan­
tage by announcing that he would not hesitate to lead his delegation in 
person:

In response to the invitation of His Imperial Majesty Haile Selassie of 
Ethiopia, who is Chairman of the O.A.U. Consultative Committee of the 
Nigeria/Biafra conflict, I am leading the Biafran delegation to Addis Ababa 
in quest of peace. . . . We go to Addis Ababa to seek peace with honour. For 
fourteen gruesome months the people of Biafra have stood up against a 
vicious and callous enemy backed by two world powers. We have withstood 
all forms of atrocities, barbarism and suffering in the knowledge that to do 
otherwise would mean death and total extermination for our people. The

1 West Africa (1968), p. 855.
2 West Africa (1968), p. 882; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1124.
3 d oc 159.
4 Lagos Radio, 29 July 1968.
5 Summary in B.B.C. ME/2829/B1 and excerpts in B.B.C. ME/2832/B2-B6.
0 Lagos Radio, 30 July 1968. Sec also Kadima Radio, 6 August 1968.
7 Agence France Presse, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1125. See also The Times, 

22 July 1968 and the remarks of Mr. James Griffiths in the House of Commons. For 
Gowon’s own comment, see W’est Africa, p. 855.
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3 B.B.C. ME/2828.
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Biafran delegation go to Addis Ababa with sincerity and determination to 
achieve an honourable and just settlement of the current conflict. We go 
with a full mandate and shall abide by that mandate.

As an earnest of our sincerity for peace, I have ordered our troops to remain 
in their positions and to make no attack on the enemy, except in self-defence. 
In other words, I have unilaterally ordered a temporary truce for the dura­
tion of the talks. Our delegation to Niamey had suggested to the Nigerian 
delegation that a truce be declared by mutual agreement. Well-meaning 
world opinion has also proposed this. But Nigeria, whose military aims are 
well know, has not show any interest in a truce. .. .l

Somewhat over-sanguinely, Gowon had allowed himself to be quoted as 
saying at a diplomatic reception held in Lagos that ‘as far as we are 
concerned the war is virtually over;’2 his information media, too, 
urging Ojukwu that enough was enough.3

Meanwhile, Dr. Eke lost no time in rejecting Biafra’s responsibility 
for the Niamey failure and putting the blame on what he called Nigeria’s 
‘conqueror complex’. He listed a number of reasons to explain the 
breakdown:

(1) Members of the Nigerian delegation openly declared at the conference 
that starvation was a legitimate tool of war. They said the war with Biafra 
was ‘total’ and gave the example of the 2nd World War when Germany was 
starved by the Allied Powers. Thus they claimed moral and political justi­
fication for their action.

(2) The Nigerian delegation insisted on a political settlement first before 
allowing relief to war victims. They claimed that Biafra’s presence at Niamey 
was dictated by the starvation at present causing untold suffering in Biafra, 
and insisted on Biafra’s renunciation of her sovereignty.

(3) The Nigerian delegation did not understand the seriousness of the 
refugee problem in Biafra. They likened it to the situation in Nigeria and kept 
saying that there was sufficient food to feed the refugees.

(4) There was evidence on the Nigerian side of the same conqueror complex 
exhibited at Kampala, expecting Biafra to beg.

(5) The Nigerians rejected proposals for air-lifting of supplies ‘for military 
reasons’, as opposed to the Biafran delegation’s proposal for a general agree­
ment on air, land and sea routes, pending further agreement which was to be 
given priority.

(6) The Nigerian delegation refused to apply principles, governing the 
setting up of any route, which had been previously agreed upon by both 
delegations. Such principles include the de-militarisation of a distance of 
three to five miles on either side of the corridor, the placing of international 
observers along the corridor to ensure that the supplies were not tampered 
with, and the de-militarisation of the entire length of the corridor. The 
Nigerian delegation would only agree to the de-militarisation of the collecting 
points on Biafran territory. This disagreement on principles led to the fact 
that there was no agreement reached on any corridor.

1 Statement of 3 August 1968.
1 B.B.C. ME/2830.
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Reproduced by kind permission of the Observer

(7) The determined attempt of the three props of Nigeria—Britain, Russia 
and the United States—to render the O.A.U. impotent as a mediator. This 
was well disclosed by Britain’s announcement during the preliminary talks, 
of their determination to continue arms supplies to Nigeria.1
A similar explanation was put forward by one of the Biafran delegates 
at Niamey, who noted how ‘wo talked of relief but they made relief 
hinge on a political settlement, so at Addis we will begin with the 
political relationship of Nigeria and Biafra. If we succeed there we will 
succeed with a cease-fire and with food.’2 The Voice of Biafra preferred 
to blame the British Government for ‘wrecking’ the Niamey talks, 
alleging Mr. Wilson’s pique at now losing the initiative earlier won by 
the ‘British controlled’ Commonwealth Secretariat to the African-run 
O.A.U.

1 Statement issued at Aba, 3 August 1968 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 251).
2 Quoted in IFast Africa (1968), p. 909.



1 Daily Times, 8 August ; Jfest Africa (1968), pp. 850 and 881.
2 Both cited in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1126.
3 Statement issued in Lagos, 2 August 1968.
4 B.B.C. ME/2839.
s F. Debre, Biafra an II (Paris, 1968), pp. 217-18.
* Two strongly phrased indictments of General de Gaulle were carried in talks on 12 

August 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2847/B1-B4).
7 Photostat copies of the agreement were distributed at a press briefing held in Lagos 

on 8 August 1968. See also United Nigeria, no. 2, 1968. It was denied by the Biafran 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs the next day as ‘a piece of intentional blackmail’, and they 
noted that the document carried neither date nor signature. (B.B.C. ME/2540/B6).
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Not unexpectedly, Nigeria’s hawks saw the Niamey histrionics as 
simply another device by Ojukwu to secure a much needed breathing- 
space for military recoupment. That the army was beginning to show 
impatience at the Supreme Commander’s humanistic tolerance was not 
hard to identify. In private, field commanders complained that his 
studious avoidance of the word ‘enemy’ cut right across a fundamental 
military precept. In public, press briefings given in July' by a senior 
staff officer, Colonel Danjuma at Enugu, were symptomatic when he 
acknowledged that ‘we will have to go in [to the Ibo heartland] even­
tually’.1 Further evidence of military impatience was found in the 
chafing comments made by two other senior field commanders. Colonel 
Adekunle’s ‘as far as I am concerned the war is over—I’m just waiting 
for the order and in two weeks I’ll have captured the “O.A.U.” [Owerri 
—Aba—Umuahia]’ was matched by the even more succinct comment of 
Colonel Utuk: ‘I'm only' waiting for the order to pitch in—in fifteen 
days time there will be no more Biafra.’2 The Daily Times, too, came out 
with an editorial urging ‘Let us fight to a finish.’

One more event was to queer the pitch for the heralded Addis Ababa 
talks; and, in the event, to have such a far-reaching effect that it may 
in the final analysis be seen to have played a major part, complemented 
by the relief operations, in greatly extending the length of the war. This 
was the statement made by the French Cabinet on 31 July calling for a 
resolution to the Nigerian conflict on—to use the once-sweet, now-bitter 
hallowed words of so many African leaders in their own struggle of the 
1950s against European imperialism—‘the basis of the right of peoples 
to self-determination’ [ooc 166]. Indignation in Lagos at this ‘deplor­
able intrusion into the country’s internal affairs’,3 especially' in this 
momentous pre-Addis week, was matched by' jubilation in Biafra.1 
‘La France, e'est noire seul espoir maintenant,' Dr. Azikiwe was, in­
credibly, quoted as say'ing in Paris.5 The Lagos and Kaduna radio 
stations wielded the big stick on ‘France and the rebels’.0 In London, 
the Nigerian High Commissioner issued a statement accusing France 
of having supported secession ‘from its inception’ [doc 167]. He also 
claimed to have in his possession ‘irrefutable documentary evidence’ 
that Biafra had given away' all its mineral resources concession rights. 
Part of the supporting documentation was later released.7



(1) Immediate cessation of fighting on land, sea and air. We are prepared 
to discuss with Nigeria the terms rather than the conditions for a cease-fire.

(2) Immediate removal of the economic blockade mounted by Nigeria 
against Biafra.

(3) The withdrawal of troops behind the pre-war boundaries to enable 
refugees to return to their homes.

With regard to (1), cessation of fighting, Biafra will agree to:
(a) the policing of the cease-fire line by an international force the composi­

tion of which must be agreed to by both sides:
(ft) a supervisory body, the composition and power of which are to be agreed 

and which will be stationed in the areas from which troops are withdrawn 
to ensure that the local population are not in any way victimised.

With regard to (2), the removal of the blockade, we shall be ready, if it is 
agreed, to accept supervision at points of entry into Nigeria and Biafra to 
ensure that there is no arms build-up by either while talks on arrangements 
for a permanent settlement continue. The aim should be to restore civilian 
life and administration back to normal in the war-ravaged areas as soon as 
possible.

Biafra is still willing to discuss:
(a) Maximum economic co-operation and common services with Nigeria.
(ft) Problems relating to the sharing of assets and liabilities (including the 

external public debt) of the former Federation of Nigeria.
(c) Problems relating to the payment of compensation for the life and 

property of Biafrans which were lost during the Pogrom and as a result 
of the war.

(d) The holding of a plebiscite in the disputed areas inside and outside Biafra 
to determine the true wishes of the people.1

These showed little change from Ojukwu’s position before the Niamey 
accord on the Addis Ababa talks.2 Simultaneously, Chief Enahoro ex­
plained his government’s position at a gathering in London, warning 
that too much hope should not be pinned to Addis and reiterating that 
there was ‘no question of General Gowon meeting Colonel Ojukwu in 
Addis Ababa.’3
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The physical implications of France’s declaration of moral support 
were to remain muted for another two months but its timing, falling 
only nominally short of diplomatic recognition, could not have been 
more unfortunate. It was enough to encourage an immediate and 
probably prejudiced hardening of the pre-Addis Ababa attitudes now 
adopted by the two protagonists in public statements. At a press meet­
ing held in London Mr. Mojekwu, Commissioner for Home Affairs, out­
lined the three proposals that Biafra intended to put before the peace 
conference:

1 Markpress Release No. Gen 245.
2 doc 161.
3 Quoted in TFesi Africa (1968), p. 910. No text was issued. Commentators noted the 

reversion to ‘Colonel’ after the deliberate down-grading to ‘Mister Ojukwu’ at Kampala.
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Thus the ‘last chance’ peace talks began in Addis Ababa with severely 
limited prospects of success.1 In his opening address on 5 August, the 
presiding Emperor of Ethiopia appealed to both sides for the discussions 
to be conducted in a spirit of brotherhood and understanding: ‘You 
cannot afford to fail.’ At this stage Chief Enahoro limited himself to the 
formality of a courtesy reply, emphasizing the O.A.U.’s endorsement of 
the aim of these talks as being ‘to preserve Nigeria’s territorial int egrity 
and to guarantee the security of all its inhabitants’, and noting that 
this could well be the final opportunity to settle the conflict by negotia­
tions:
... The Federal delegation has come to Addis Ababa determined to make 
every effort to dispose peacefully of the major issue which divides the two 
sides to our conflict. Put very simply, the central issue is whether or not the 
parts of the East Central State of Nigeria still under the control of the other 
side, can be re-integrated into Nigeria through these talks.

... I assure Your Imperial Majesty that the Federal Government delegation 
will do all within its power to facilitate the work of this meeting and ensure 
the success of the O.A.U. Consultative Committee on Nigeria in its search for 
an African solution to our crisis. We believe, as the Committee does, that 
such a solution is feasible and ought indeed to be promoted. Given good-will 
and the courage to face the realities of the situation in our country, the civil 
war in Nigeria can be brought to a speedy end through the Addis Ababa 
talks. I feel confident that with the spirit of Niamey behind us, and given an 
atmosphere of realism in Addis Ababa, we can succeed. Our people and 
Africa generally expect us to do better here than we did in Kampala where 
our efforts, assisted by others, to reconcile the differing views of the two 
delegations, were so abruptly terminated. We are determined to succeed this 
time because the omens are propitious and this may well be our last chance 
to resolve our conflict through a negotiated settlement. . . .2

Then came a dazzling display of stagecraft.3 With that heightened 
sense of wayo, ‘intelligent craftiness’, that he had shown at Aburi, 
Colonel Ojukwu prefaced his marathon 2| hour speech [doc 1G8] with a 
telling verbatim passage from the Emperor’s own plea of ‘defending the 
cause of all small people who are threatened by aggression’ made by 
Haile Selassie before the League of Nations in that grave June of 1936. 
Nor did he lose any trick in again going over much of the old ground on 
the causes of the conflict. Such was the tone of Ojukwu’s speech, with its 
calumny of Gowon as ‘the Hitler of Africa,4 coming on top of the brazen

1 Once again, the best blow-by-blow account is that in the pages of West Africa 
throughout August.

2 Opening statement by the Nigerian delegation, 5 August 1968.
3 Lagos Radio was to select the same metaphor when it described the performance 

as being characterized by ‘his usual theatricality’ (B.B.C. ME/2843).
4 In its indignation against this slander, the Nigerian public overlooked the fact that 

the Government sponsored Morning Post had carried a poem in September 1967 apply­
ing the Hitlerian comparison to Ojukwu, and the same analogy was heard among a 
number of Hausa veterans of the 1939-45 war now re-enlisted in the Nigerian army. 
The term was also used for Ojukwu by Lagos Radio a year before Ojukwu used it at



4 West Africa (1968),
8 Africa Research Bui 

heads of agreement.
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insult to Nigeria by the inclusion of Gabonese officials in the Biafra 
delegation,1 that Enahoro felt compelled to issue a press statement 
condemning ‘the tirade by Mr. Ojukwu as a gross violation of 
protocol’:2

... As far as the Federal Government delegation is concerned, we have not 
come to Addis Ababa for propaganda and in spite of the extreme provocation 
from Mr. Ojukwu yesterday, I have decided not to descend to his level of 
polemics and downright lies. ... As far as I am concerned, the whole affair 
was really in very bad taste. I am glad that Mr. Ojukwu’s performance on 
this occasion will further help to unmask this man.

We are therefore treating the unfortunate incident of yesterday with the 
contempt it deserves. In my statement to the next session, when it is con­
vened, I will be concentrating on the Federal Government’s proposals for a 
permanent settlement. I may, however, take that opportunity to correct 
some of the more serious distortions in Mr. Ojukwu’s presentation. For 
example, it is simply not true to suggest that the Ibos were driven out of the 
Federation. It would indeed be strange for us to drive them out and at the 
same time fight to keep them in the Federation. It was Mr. Ojukwu himself 
who forced Ibos to return to their region of origin and expelled non-Easter­
ners from the East, as part of his secession plan.

Yesterday, representatives of certain countries, notably Gabon, attended 
the opening session as part of the rebel delegation. This was part of Ojukwu’s 
plan to internationalise our crisis. We did not raise the matter then because 
we wished to avoid embarrassing the Emperor, but I have taken up the 
matter with the Ethiopian authorities. I have met the Foreign Minister and I 
am seeing His Majesty the Emperor later today to inform them that the 
Federal Delegation will not go back to the conference room until we have 
received assurances that only Nigerians will attend future meetings as dele­
gates and advisers on both sides. I hope that this matter can be cleared up 
quickly so that our discussions can be resumed.3

It was, indeed, at one time in doubt whether the Nigerians would 
request a second open session at all.4 However, the Conference, rocked 
though it was, had not yet foundered.

In presenting the Nigerian case when talks were resumed on 7 August, 
Chief Enahoro put forward nine5 detailed proposals for discussion, 
similar to those made at Kampala but modified by small concessions 
and an imaginative face-saving formula of a joint declaration, classified 
under the three heads of arrangements for a permanent settlement, 

Addis Ababa (One Nigeria, iv, p. 69). Dr. Arikpo was to repay the personal calumny 
when he addressed the United Nations in October 1968 (doc 185).

1 B.B.C. ME/2842.
2 Cf. the description of ‘contrary to all ethics’—Federal Peace Efforts (Lagos, 1968), 

p. 6.
3 Nigeria House Press Release, 7 August 1968.

 , p. 937.
dletin, p. 1151, enumerates ten, but the official listing was nine
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cessation of hostilities, and relief operations [doc 169]. These may be 
summarized1 as:

1. Renunciation of secession.
2. Disarmament of rebel forces.
3. Meeting of Nigerian and rebel military leaders.
4. Rebel area to be policed by mainly Ibo forces.
5. Pledge not to flood rebel area with Federal troops.
6. Armed forces to be used only if there is breakdown of law and order.
7. If policing by external force as suggested by rebels is agreed, 
Nigeria propose mixed force from Ethiopia, India, and Canada.
8. Military Government to be set up in East Central State and an 
Executive Council of Ibo civilians.
9. The terms of amnesty to be negotiated. Reinstatement of displaced 
Federal Government and Statutory Corporations employees included.

After a day’s recess to allow consideration of the Nigerian terms, Dr. 
Eni Njoku, who had introduced himself to the press as the new leader 
of the revised Biafra delegation on Colonel Ojukwu’s departure accom­
panied by Dr. Azikiwe on 6 August,2 presented to the conference his 
seven counter-proposals. These included control of the cease-fire agree­
ment by an international police force drawn from nine African countries 
and a promise that Biafra would accept a plebisc’te in the ‘contested 
regions’ of both Biafra and Nigeria [doc 170]. In a mammoth reply (not 
delivered until 12 August3) which also went over much old history,1 
Chief Enahoro emphasized that the basic principle of secession, -which 
lay at the root of the quarrel, was not negotiable and he rejected the 
argument that the safety of the Ibo people could be guaranteed only 
in an autonomous entity outside the nation of Nigeria [doc 171]. At 
the end of a week of heavy speechifying the two delegations had broken 
so little new ground and still clung so tenaciously to their long-prepared 
positions that the Emperor decided the only way to encourage some 
break in ideological attitudes was to invite both sides to declare their 
‘minimum demands’.5

On 15 August Dr. Njoku replied to what he called Chief Enahoro’s 
‘long diatribe’, by introducing four more papers designed ‘to correct the 
fanciful history’, allegedly put forward by the Nigerian delegation. To 
each of them were attached voluminous appendices, totalling over

1 From the press briefing issued by Nigeria House, London, on 9 August. A moro 
elaborate nummary is to bo found in United Nigeria, 2, 1968.

1 For his statement to the press in Pam rejecting Nigeria’s call for Biafra to ronounco 
secession, see Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1151.

’ Dr. Njoku charged this delay in replying to Ojukwu’s opening address as ‘having 
been merely a ruse to enable him [Enahoro] to take a whole week in preparing a long 
diatribe’—statement made on 15 August in introducing Biafran Papers Nos. 3-6.

* The press release issued by Nigeria House on 15 August is incomplete, comprising 
only half of Enahoro’s speech.

8 B.B.C. ME/2846; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1152.
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200,000 words.1 His concluding section he significantly entitled ‘Nigeria 
is not penitent’:

. . . Having listened to the reply made by the Nigerian delegation to our 
proposals, I find that what strikes me most is the continued absence of any 
sign of penitence by Nigeria for the inhuman treatment which Nigerians have 
meted out to Biafrans. We are all but human beings and we do make mistakes, 
grievous ones. But we can repent; we can show penitence. We can even go 
further and offer atonement and make it up to those whom we have wronged. 
These are human traits which have so far been utterly lacking on the part of 
Nigeria. Instead of showing penitence, Nigeria goes out of her way to abuse 
anybody who shows sympathy for us whom Nigeria has wronged, and turns 
a deaf ear to all who plead with her to leave Biafra alone. Nigeria has ignored 
and rewarded by abuse the pleadings of the Vatican and the World Council 
of Churches. Nigeria has cursed and maligned African States which have 
shown revulsion at the calculated destruction of African life and property 
perpetrated by her. The four African countries—Tanzania, Gabon, Ivory 
Coast and Zambia—which have appreciated the human aspects of our 
situation and have recognised Biafra as a sovereign and independent nation, 
have been the subject of particular abuse by Nigeria, and we have seen other 
African countries being systematically blackmailed by veiled threats to the 
unity of their countries. When, recently, a European country, France, saw 
the humanitarian issues involved, and showed the general horror felt by the 
civilized world because of the inhuman atrocities perpetrated against Biafrans 
by Nigerians and expressed the view that the Nigeria/Biafra conflict must be 
solved on the basis of the rights of the people of Biafra to self-determination, 
Nigeria again took to abuse and even went as far as to allege motives which 
are more appropriate for explaining the reasons for the arms support they 
get from the British Government. This is truly a case of their own heart­
dealings teaching them to suspect the thoughts of others.

As 1 have said earlier, all these show lack of penitence and no atonement 
on the part of Nigeria. But these—penitence and atonement—are the 
necessary preludes to any reconciliation. When Nigerians say they want 
Biafra back in Nigeria, it is clear that tliis is not in a spirit of reconciliation; 
otherwise, they would first have shown penitence and atonement. Why do 
they want us back then—to continue their wrongs against us? To make up 
their bondsmen and slaves? These things cannot be. Biafrans do not want to 
be slaves and will not be slaves. Nigeria can keep, for the meantime, the 
slaves they have captured already—the Asikas and others in open or closed 
prisons. The millions of people in Biafra have tasted freedom and will not 
give it up. Biafra must be recognised as a free, sovereign and independent 
nation.2
Dr. Njoku now listed five means to guarantee the safety of Biafrans:

1. Internally, maintenance of order and respect of law must be the responsi­
bility of the Biafran government. Biafra rejects any proposal giving the

1 Nono of those Conference papers 3-6 is included hero. Biafran Paper No. 1 was 
Ojukwu’s opening address (doo 108), and No. 2, Dr. Njoku’s peace proposals (doc 170).

- Concluding statement, 15 August 1908.
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Nigerian government responsibility for creating and maintaining an Ibo 
police, because the question is seen as a Biafran problem and not an Ibo one.
2. To defend the country against any attack the Biafran army must swear 
allegiance to the Biafran government.
3. Internationally, Biafra must be a member of international organisations 
in order to be able to defend at all times its international personality.
4. Economically, Biafra must be able to conclude international agreements. 
Its economic development must depend only on Biafra. The country must be 
able to control its immigration sei vices and its industry.
5. Biafra must be able to control its money, economic resources and the rate 
of its economic development.1

This pie-in-the-sky ploy persuaded Chief Enahoro, despite the earlier 
announcement to explain General Gowon’s absence that its delegation 
enjoyed a full mandate to sign any agreement,2 to fly back to Lagos for 
consultations, and the conference was temporarily adjourned. Enahoro’s 
remarks in Lagos indicated little likelihood of, or even advantage in, 
his returning to Addis Ababa.3

Nor had there been any hint of compromise in the interview given in 
Paris by Dr. Azikiwe in which General Gowon again came under attack 
for not attending the talks in person.4 Enahoro had been quick to rebut 
this:

I have received ieports of public statements in Paris, London and Tunis 
made on our peace proposals by Dr. Azikiwe and Dr. Okigbo. The statements 
lay down the line for the rebel delegation here in Addis Ababa. We had ex­
pected to hear the rebel reaction to our proposals from Dr. Eni Njoku directly 
here in Addis Ababa and not from rebel leaders who are not here and who 
obviously had not studied the text of my speech two days ago. This is a 
repetition of the rebel tactics at the Kampala talks. On that occasion, just 
when we appeared to be making some progress, Mr. Ojukwu broadcast a 
hard line which compelled Sir Louis Mbanefo and his delegation to walk out 
of the talks....

It seems to me grossly unfair to Dr. Njoku to manipulate him like a puppet 
from so far away. If the rebel leadership cannot trust Dr. Njoku and their 
delegation to make decisions in negotiations here in Addis, then whoever has 
the authority to make decisions for their side should come to Addis Ababa. 
I must say that I sympathise with Dr. Njoku. What can he do now but dress 
up his conformity with the hard line of publicity laid down for him in his 
own clothing?5
Azikiwe’s apparent fence-sitting was also lambasted by the publicity 
media operating under Enahoro’s portfolio.6 Meanwhile the Federal

1 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1152.
2 Lagos and Kaduna Radio, 6 August, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1151.
’ JFw/ Africa (1968), p. 944.
4 The Times, 9 August; B.B.C. ME/2844 and ME/2847; JVesZ Africa (1968), p. 944.
‘ Press Release issued by Nigeria House, 9 August 1968.
• Talk over Lagos Radio, ‘Dr. Azikiwe’s role’, 12 August 1968, in which some harsh 

language was directed against the ex-President (B.B.C. ME/2847/B4).
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Government lobbied the press in Addis and concentrated on proving the 
significant rejection of Biafra by the non-Ibo minorities in the East, 
effectively exploiting their windfall of an uncompromising denunciation 
of Biafra from no less a person than Ojukwu’s former Attorney-General, 
Dr. Nabo Graham-Douglas.1

On 24 August it was announced that both sides had agreed ‘in 
principle’ to a compromise plan put forward by the Emperor for land 
and air ‘mercy corridors’ to take in relief supplies for civilians suffering 
from the war.2 By the end of August, however, the talks showed the 
two sides to be as far apart as ever, and only the Emperor’s indefatigable 
private contacts and his decision to preside over a session held in his 
palace instead of in Africa Hall, along with a last minute appeal to the 
‘rebel [sic] leaders to show a spirit of compromise and some flexibility 
in their approach’, saved their complete collapse.3

Determined to scotch the accusations of genocide once and for all, 
Lagos made an almost unprecedented wartime gesture by inviting a 
team of foreign observers to visit the battle zone for eight weeks and 
scrutinize the conduct of the Federal troops.'1 This was in the face of 
earlier demonstrations in Nigeria against this very proposal.6 At the 
same time the Federal Government offered to allow direct relief flights 
to the neutralized Uli-Ihiala airstrip for one week,0 this again despite 
the mounting feeling in Lagos and Kaduna against what was seen as 
meddling in the crisis by foreign wolves wearing humanitarian sheep’s 
clothing.’ The Federal Government had issued a firm statement on 
relief supplies [doc 172] in mid-August and, because of the disquiet 
voiced abroad, its embassies amplified this with their own publicity, 
notably in the U.S.A.8 where the sustained Biafra support was a matter 
of concern. Finally, Lagos was obliged to give yet another grave official 
warning to the International Red Cross in reply to the ‘peremptory 
message’ it had issued in connection with its flights into Biafra [doc 
173], The Federal Government also published its own estimate, pre­
pared by nutritional experts at the University of Ibadan and from 
UNICEF, of the volume of relief (27,750 tons a week over three months 
to give a daily intake of 1,200-2,800 calories) that would be required 
by Biafra ‘after a final military offensive’.9

This ‘final push’ was dramatically announced at a press conference

1 Ojukwu’s Rebellion and Iforfd Opinion. Seo also Dr. Graham-Douglas’s press con­
ference in London on 22 August 1068.

2 Ethiopian Radio quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1152.
3 Lagos Radio, 20 August 1968, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1153.
4 Lagos Radio, 30 August; statement issued by Nigeria House, London.
3 o.g., Daily Times, 14 July 1968.
4 Statement issued in Lagos on 2 September 1968.
7 e.g., ‘Ono loaf.. . 10,000 bullets; those relief givers ENEMIES ALL*—radio talk 

by Osimua Ifidon reproduced in Morning Post, 6 August 1968.
3 Relief Problems in Nigeria, issued by the Embassy of Nigeria, Washington, D.C.
3 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1153.
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by General Gowon on 24 August after a meeting of the Army field 
commanders and Service chiefs at Dodan Barracks,1 and confirmed in a 
television interview with the B.B.C. [doc 174].2 Then, in an important 
broadcast to the nation on 31 August, Gowon informed Nigerians that 
the war was now on the last lap and the Supreme Military Council had 
decided 'to end the rebellion with the least delay’ [doc 175], Despite the 
millions of multilingual safe-conduct passes dropped by the Federal 
aircraft over both sides of the fighting line, the now declared decision 
to 'defeat the rebels militarily’ and without further ado, could hardly be 
reconciled with continued discussions on negotiations. With the down­
grading3 of the Nigerian delegation, now left in charge of a junior 
Commissioner, the Addis Ababa peace talks were ready' to justify the 
gloom of their original Jeremiahs. Opinion in Lagos had hardened: there 
was now no alternative to a conclusive military' solution. Was this final 
offensive against Biafra’s assumed last stand,4 world opinion could now 
ask itself in apparent confidence, the beginning of the end of the year­
long war?5 Was the day of reckoning at last just round the corner? Was 
this, at last, the quick kill,6 long preferred by' the hawks over the 
nugatory round of peace talks? The war seemed set for its final act.

1 Africa (1968), pp. 965 and 1029.
1 See also Gowon's exclusive interview with A.F.P., reported by Kaduna Radio on 

27 August, in which he explained, ’I gave the order [on 24th] and left it to the field com­
manders, on the ha.-; of their state of readiness, to make the necessary move’ (B.B.C. 
ME/2860/B3).

3 West Africa (1968), p. 944.
‘ Daily Telegraph, 15 September; The Times, 17 September 1968.
1 Sco'.-.t' an, 22 October; The Economist, 26 October, 1968; West Africa (1968), p. 1003.
* There is, perhaps, an analogy in the quick-kill dilemma in the decision faced by 

those who had to give the eventual orders to drop the atom bomb on Hiroshima.
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In the dying days of August and Addis both Houses of Parliament in 

London spread themselves in another milestone debate on the Nigerian 
war. The weight of the members’ remarks inclined to the Federal side, 
in contrast to the pro-Biafran sentiments enjoying concurrent attention 
in the Spectator,1 Time,2 and the colour supplement of the Daily 
Telegraph2 forcing home the message in earlier horror issues of Life1 
and the Sunday Times supplement.5 The whole of Hansard for this 
debate repays examination.5 Gowon, who was doubtless as aware of the 
futility of continuing the Addis talks given the present Biafran frame 
of mind as he was sensitive to the impatient demands of his commanders 
for a final offensive, could do little but accept their official adjournment 
on 9 September7—this despite the efforts of the tireless Emperor, who 
had received the delegations separately on no less than thirty-five 
occasions.5 Gowon’s final determination, after over a year of war and 
three months of public peace talks in addition to other mediatory moves 
behind the scenes, to have recourse to a military solution elicited 
anticipatedly snide sneers from the Voice of Biafra.9 In London, Dr. 
Azikiwe defined Biafra’s minimum peace terms as absolute control of 
her security forces, after which she ‘might co-operate on social and 
economic lines with Nigeria,’ and reaffirmed her determination to fight 
to the end against the forces allegedly dedicated to her extermination.10 
Expressing regret at the Addis impasse ‘in spite of the Government’s 
major shift in policy and substantial concessions made to bring about a 
compromise’,11 Nigeria nevertheless went ahead with the publication 
of its highly important seven-point programme for the reintegration of 
the Ibos which had been privately discussed at Addis Ababa [doc 176]. 
Later it was to add five more promises in its rehabilitation programme:
(i) caring with the utmost compassion for the surviving victims of past 
disturbances and of present military operations;
(ii) all soldiers, no matter on which side they fought in the civil war, will be 
rehabilitated and gainfully employed at the end of the military operations;

1 Summer 1968, passim. * 23 August 1968.
3 22 August 1968. < 12 July 1968.
6 9 Juno 1968.
0 It spread over 27 and 28 August: House of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, vol. 

769, no. 166 and 167, and tho parallel session in the House of Lords. Markpress (Genova) 
produced an interesting version which contained ‘Biafran’ comments in tho margin.

7 Morning Post, 11 September 1968. Tho Addis Ababa peace talks were not only tho 
longest of tho three public confrontations of official delegations from both sides during 
tho thirty months of civil war; they wore also tho most complicated and tho most 
heavily documented at the private level. A useful summary of tho Addis negotiations is 
tho rdsumd given by the Nigerian delegation at the end of the talks and reproduced in 
Federal Peace Efforts (Lagos, 1968), pp. 7-11.

8 Ethiopian radio, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1185.
9 Radio talk, 4 September 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2866/B4).

10 West Africa (1968), pp. 1029 and 1044. See also B.B.C. television interview with Dr. 
Azikiwe on ‘Twenty-Four Hours’, 26 August 1968.

11 Comments by the Nigerian delegation on its return to Lagos, quoted from Lagos 
Radio in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1185.
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(iii) those whose properties have been destroyed or damaged, as a result of 
civil disturbances are to be reasonably compensated;
(iv) all those who fled from their normal places of residence or business will be 
resettled and assisted to make a fresh start;
(v) all roads, bridges and public buildings which have been destroyed or 
damaged will be rebuilt.1

Furthermore, ignoring another appeal by the World Council of Churches 
for priority to relief supplies,2 the Federal Government announced its 
intention to implement unilaterally the Emperor’s personal compromise 
proposals for sending such supplies to Biafra [doc 177]. Both plans 
were, of course, rejected by the Biafran Government.3

The Federal Government scored a much-needed propaganda success 
in bringing about the courageous "conversion’4 of one of Biafra’s most 
tireless and hitherto (to Lagos) tiresome friends abroad, Dame Margery 
Perham, a sympathizer with rather than an uncritical advocate of the 
Biafran cause. Having studied the situation on the spot in Nigeria, she 
of her own accord broadcast from Lagos a message to the I bo people 
(doc 178] urging them to cut their losses and surrender now that, 
as she later told the people of Britain, they no longer had a chance: 
‘Is it not better for the Biafrans to live not to fight but to work and 
flourish another day?’5 This was at a high personal cost, for the pub­
lished scorn of her disenchanted Biafran friends was but the tip of the 
abusive iceberg to which this authority on Nigerian affairs was privately 
exposed for having declared the courage of her convictions.0 The same 
counsel to surrender was soon being put out by Radio Enugu, now under 
Federal control:

This is a public service announcement to the Biafran soldiers. Don’t be 
dead when peace returns.... It will be too late if you are dead. . . . Don’t 
retreat from the advancing Federal troops. Just show them you are no longer 
fighting. Show your hands; you may even hand over your weapons to them. 
You will be quite safe. You may not be released as yet, being a captured 
person, but you are not really a prisoner of war. You will get three meals a 
day. You mil see a doctor any time you need one. You will rest and sleep 
soundly at night. You will gradually be more comfortable. Anyhow, you are 
better alive than dead....’

1 Ibos in a United Nigeria (Lagos, 1968), p. 4. 2 B.B.C. ME/2849
3 Biafra Radio, 16 September 196S (B.B.C. ME/2877).
4 The Times, 9 September 1968.
s Article ‘Why Biafran Leaders should surrender’, The Tinies, 15 September 1968. 

For further articles and letters, see M. Perham, Colonial Sequence, 1949-69 (London, 
1970).

s Typical of the published rebuffs was: ‘If Dame Margery Perham is pro-Biafra, an 
anti-Biafran defies imagination. But with a friend like Dame Margery, who needs 
enemies?’—letter in the Spectator, 20 September 1968. Private reproof was, I understand, 
of an even more painful nature. Dame Margery was later to admit in private that she 
would have been wiser to have used the term ‘negotiate’ rather than ‘surrender’ in her 
broadcast.

7 Appeal broadcast on 18 September (B.B.C. ME/2878).
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In London a letter from Ben Enwonwn1 in answer to one from Chinua 
Achebe2 indicated the deep and distressing dilemma of the Ibo intel­
lectuals over the war.3

As if to consolidate this overdue reversal in public opinion, which had 
shown signs of hardening against a Nigeria too confident in the legality 
of her cause to bother to argue the moral grounds, the O.A.U. summit 
meeting held in Algiers in mid-September came out strongly in support 
of the Federal Government. Encouragingly, Biafra’s friends even 
failed to secure the civil war among the agenda for the Ministerial 
Council meeting, who at their final session on 12 September rejected the 
Tunisian call for a resolution on the Biafran situation. In sharp contrast 
to her behaviour at the Kinshasa O.A.U. summit a year earlier, Nigeria 
was now no longer reluctant nor afraid to have the question of Biafra s 
secession discussed by the Heads of State. It could indeed afford to 
do so on all grounds; and its impressive military occupation of the 
greater part of Biafra recalled to some Africanist observers the ad­
vantages of the 1885 lesson of coming to an international conference 
armed with evidence of 'effective occupation’. After a diplomatic contre­
temps over President Kaunda’s injured refusal of the vice-presidency of 
the meeting and after listening to an address by U Thant on the im­
portance of African solutions to Africa’s problems [doc 179], an im­
portant resolution based on a report from the O.A.U. Consultative Com­
mittee on Nigeria was issued calling on ‘the secessionist leaders to 
co-operate with the Federal authorities’ [doc 180]. At the time there 
appeared to be some discrepancy between Chief Awolowo s and the 
official Lagos understanding of the extent of the general amnesty called 
for by the O.A.U.—‘I do not think Ojukwu would be excluded’4—but 
all in all Nigeria this time had every reason to be satisfied w ith er 
diplomatic triumph at the O.A.U. summit. The Biafran delegation 
waiting in the wings never even received permission to enter 
Algeria.5

Any comfort that the Federal Government derived from this diplo­
matic success, coming encouragingly hard-on-the-heels of its important 
capture of Aba on 4 September, was sadly limited. On 9 September 
General de Gaulle included a dramatic reference to Biafran aid at one 
of his rare press conferences, and intimated that France would support 
Biafra [doc 181], In Biafra, her leaders of thought responded to de 
Gaulle’s uplifting promise by calling for a break with the Britis

1 The Tinies, 4 October 1968. , i • /m
2 The Tinies, 19 September 1968. See also Dame Margery Perhams reply in lhe

Tinies, 21 September. , .
3 Cf. the Asika/Achebe dialogue in Transition, 36, 1968; Asikas views n jeing an 

Ibo’ in his collected speeches (Lagos, 1968), pp. 73-9; and Dr. Azikiwe s am na ence.
4 Financial Times, 17 and 20 September; Jfest Africa, pp. 1135 Qna y’ ’ fluo e ,n 

Africa Research Bulletin-, p. 1174, and Lagos Radio, 19 September 196 .
6 The Algiers O.A.U. summit meeting is best followed in Africa Researc i u m, 

pp. 1171-5.
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Commonwealth and joining the Francophonie community.1 General 
Gowon called an immediate press briefing to reject ‘over my dead body’ 
any meddling suggestions about a confederation for Nigeria.2 and rude 
demonstrations against France gave vent to the nation’s indignation 
at this encouragement of Ojukwu.3 Yet it was just possible that with 
the fall of Owerri on 16 September and ‘the token Republic of Biafra’4 
reduced to a rectangle a mere 60 x 30 miles wide (a little larger than the 
county of Kent or half the state of Indiana) containing but one town, 
Umuahia, and two impovised airstrips, the question of this French 
quasi-recognition might seem ironically late or laughably academic ... 
unless, of course, moral support was to extend to practical matters like 
arms and ammunition. In the event it did—tragically so.

Thus the Nigerian war, which by September 1968 seemed at last to have 
a classical military ending in sight, and had been confidently predicted 
by General Gowon himself on 24 August as being over ‘within the next 
four weeks',5 was suddenly threatened by an internationalizing escala­
tion. With that came the threat, dreadfully fulfilled in the event, of 
prolongation. The fighting now became transformed, for the first time 
in its course, into a military stalemate through near equality of fire 
power. Injured to the quick, Chief Enahoro revealed that Nigeria had 
at least learned three lessons from this deliberate protraction of its crisis:
... The first is this... never again must we have to rely on external sources 
for the supply of our internal requirements. The second is this: never again 
must any State government be peimitted to control its own separate army 
and armed police. And the third is this: by reason of Nigeria’s position, we 
are obliged to conduct oui public affairs in the full glare of w-orld publicity. 
The situation has its demands. We must meet them.6

If September was meant to bring her death-throes, Biafra was an 
unconscionably long time a-dying. Yet was the crisis for survival not 
over and her capacity for resistance exhausted? Was it not too late for 
this French support materially to alter the rebels’ desperate military 
plight! Could Ojukwu, for all his charismatic leadership, not serve his 
people better by quitting and thus allowing negotiations at this eleventh 
hour!’ Reports discreetly circulating in September began to suggest 
there was now just a ghost of a chance of his listening to his envoys. 
Suddenly recalled to Umuahia, they could not fail to acquaint him with 
the altered feeling of many governments towards a Biafra now publicly 
disowned in the unequivocal condemnation by African Heads of State

1 Lagos Radio, 10 September 1968; B'est Africa, p. 1123.
1 Lagos Radio, 14 September; New Nigerian, 16 September 1968.
3 Biafra Radio, 9 September 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2870/B2).
4 Coined by Lagos Radio (B.B.C. ME/2881).
5 Biafra Radio enjoyed another laugh at Lagos in its talk ‘The latest deadline’, 

broadcast on 9 September 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2870/B2).
* Press conference held in Benin on 23 September (New Nigerian, 24 September 1968).
7 Cf. ‘Ojukwu must go’, editorial in Sunday Times, 6 October 1968.
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meeting in Algiers only ten days earlier. Whispers of a cease-fire and 
negotiation were once more gathering strength.

At any rate, here was enough of a straw in the wind for Britain to 
send Lord Shepherd—seen by a sullen Biafra as ‘that personification of 
the inhuman callousness and moral bankruptcy of the British Govern­
ment’1—to Lagos on 25 September with another personal message from 
Mr. Wilson. Within seventy-two hours he was back in London, bearing 
a chastened tale of ‘bitter disappointment’.2 Lord Shepherd was later 
to admit3 that he went to Nigeria after an approach by a group of 
politicians in Colonel Ojukwu’s inner Cabinet who hoped to promote a 
negotiated settlement with General Gowon and wanted Britain to 
guarantee the safety of the Ibo people. But the Federal Government 
had made it clear to him, in no uncertain terms and ones that were to be 
repeated again and again, that it would consider no peace talks outside 
the umbrella of the O.A.U.4

But it seemed that the long-cherished hope and now faintly audible 
possibility of a split in the Biafran leadership was not destined to 
materialize for, despite the unmistakable cooing in the Ibo dovecot on 
25 September, Colonel Ojukwu decided that he would fight on. Decrying 
as ‘fantastic’, stories of his skulking in a concrete bunker,5 or his plan­
ning a govermnent-in-exile in Gabon6 or in self-offered Zambia,7 he 
told his Consultative Assembly that he refused to surrender. He went 
on to urge his people, already more tightly knit than ever by frightening 
propaganda emphasizing how Gowon was intent on killing every man 
woman and child, ‘either with bombs and bullets or by starvation’,8 to 
counter seductive Nigerian calls for straight-thinking Ibo intellectuals 
to see the light of day.9 He called on his people to rededicate themselves 
to the struggle and foresaw a successful guerrilla movement. Ojukwu no 
longer aspired to military victory, rather to holding on and so ‘delay the

1 Biafra Radio quoted in B.B.C. ME/2890.
2 Seo The Times, 26 September and 1 October; the Observer, 29 September 1968.
3 Scotsman, 8 October 1968.
4 Statement issued in Lagos, 1 October 1968. A.F.P. reported that Lord Shopherd had 

indeed brought a message from the British Government urging Lagos to follow up 
moves with a caucus of Biafran doves who had recently met somewhere in Europe and 
come out in favour of negotiating an early end to a struggle that now seemed to bo 
futile. Though this is a likelihood believed by many of those on the fringe of such inter­
national moves, it has yet to bo officially corroborated or described in detail. See p. 78 
and doc 183.

5 New Nigerian, 16 September 1968. The charge was repeated by Dr. Arikpo at the 
United Nations (see doc 185).

0 Sunday Telegraph, 15 September; Markpress release dated 27 September 1968.
7 Zambia Mail, 27 September 1968. It is interesting to compare this offer of asylum 

with the Zambian reaction when in January 1970 Ojukwu fled from Biafra for an un­
determined destination.

8 Biafra Radio talk, ‘The Relief of the Assassin’, broadcast 17 September 1968 
(B.B.C. ME/2877/B1).

9 Lagos Radio talk of 16 September 1968, ‘Let Commonsense Prevail,’ quoting 
extracts from an earlier speech by Asika (B.B.C. ME/2876/B4).
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enemy until the world’s conscience can be effectively roused’, thereby 
hopefully pressurizing Nigeria into recognition of Biafra’s case. ‘We are 
stronger today than we were two weeks ago,’ he said, in an allusion to 
(French) arms supplies, ‘and indications are that we shall continue to 
grow from strength to strength.’ He also appealed to the friendly 
governments and relief organizations to:

re-examine the whole basis of this relief operation in light of the Nigerian 
determination to frustrate their efforts and to press on to a military' solution. 
It is clear that no relief will be effective without a cessation of hostilities and 
Nigeria has refused to heed any appeal to this end.1

Ojukwu may perhaps have recalled the defiant voice of his new princi­
pal prop, General de Gaulle, and echoed the President’s broadcast to 
the French nation at its omi moment of supreme crisis four months 
earlier: ‘I will not retire. I have a mandate from the people and that I 
shall fulfil.’ Once more the Consultative Assembly’ gave Colonel Ojukwu 
the mandate he wanted to continue the resistance [doc 182],

Of the disillusioned civilian doves some, like Dr. Azikiwe, returned to 
Europe; others stayed on and were reportedly kept quiet one way or 
another.2 The Biafra propaganda bureau issued a statement3 claiming 
that Dr. Azikiwe had pledged his full support to Ojukwu in a letter sent 
from Paris in refutation of reports in The Economist* The Times,5 and 
the Sunday Times* that moderate Ibo politicians who favoured a 
negotiated settlement and a conditional surrender by the Biafran armed 
forces enjoyed the ex-President’s support. However, private papers 
kindly shown to me by Dr. Azikiwe indicate a very’ different stand from 
the interpretation put on his letters by the Biafran propaganda bureau. 
Indeed, the telex message from Dr. Azikiwe to Ojukwu sent from Paris 
on 25 September represents a clear attempt to persuade Ojukwu to 
negotiate [doc 183]. It also substantiates the reports that prompted 
Mr. Wilson to send Lord Shepherd as personal envoy' to General Gowon 
at this time.7 It was this crisis in the Biafran leadership that caused a 
change of mind in Biafra’s successful Paris spokesman, Raph Uwechue.8

1 Exceptionally, the Biafran publicity machinery did not make widely available the 
full text of Ojukwu’s address to the Consultative Assembly and Council of Chiefs at 
Umuahia on 25 September. An indirect speech account was broadcast by the Biafran 
Radio on 26 September and Markpress issued selected excerpts on the following day. A 
fuller version has since become available in Biajra: Selected Speeches (1969), pp. 345-57, 
entitled ‘The Failure of Addis Ababa Talks’.

1 Talk on the reported fate of Sir Louis Mbanefo given by Kaduna Radio on 5 Novem­
ber 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2920/B2).

3 Biafra Radio, 4 October 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2892/B4).
4 21 September 1968.
8 24 September 1968.
6 29 September 1968.
7 See p. 77, especially fn. 4.
8 See his Reflections on the Nigerian Civil TFar (1969). His arrest was reported in B.B.C. 

ME/2921.
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The gravity of this reconsideration of how genuinely tenable and viable 
Ojukwu’s hard-line stand was has still to be fully explored. Meanwhile, 
there was no doubt on the present outcome: the hawks in Umuahia had 
won the day.

Ojukwu’s unyielding determination was reinforced in a ninety- 
minute TV interview shown in Paris in which he spoke of Biafra’s 
choice between a slow death and a chance, however minimal, to live;1 
and again in an interview granted to journalists in Umuahia.2 Clearly 
he was encouraged in this resolve by the coincidence of the accelerated 
flow of arms from French sources,3 often via Lisbon, and by the 
startling performance of a group of white mercenaries, led by Rolf 
Steiner.4 Tliis chef des affreux now predicted that the guerrilla fighting 
would last up to seven years. In the event, he and his aides were soon to 
be dismissed by an Ojukwu angered at their ‘acts of brigandage, acts of 
indiscipline, and the waylaying of relief supplies’.5 Lagos was scornful 
of the mercenary threats, though her continued use of Egyptian pilots 
restrained her from too strident an attack on the morality of men hired 
to kill.

In the face of Ojukwu’s dogged inflexibility, General Gowon could 
find little of cheer to include in his message to the nation broadcast5 on 
the somewhat empty-sounding Independence Day, now shorn of its 
customary celebrations, beyond holding on to his repeated belief that 
the ‘end of the war is in sight’. Radio Nigeria was prompted by the 
Umuahia decision to condemn the Biafrans’ apparent suicide psy­
chology :

The decision of the rebel leaders to continue their suicidal resistance to the 
Federal Military Government reveals the absence of the right kind of reason­
ing that should reflect the true wishes of the people. The senseless and arro­
gant rantings of Ojukwu and a few of the rebel top men is a far cry from the 
desire of ordinary Nigerians still in rebel-held areas. These ordinary men 
have no illusions about the continued suffering, the deprivation, and the un­
necessary deaths that a failure to renounce secession at this stage will mean. 
They are the men who have borne the brunt of Ojukwu’s tragic adventure. 
It was they who fell victims of Ojukwu’s propaganda of hate and needlessly 
left the other parts of the country where they were living in comfort and 
security. ... What is the position today? These men, whose sons and relatives 
are being sent to their deaths are completely ignored. Ojukwu recalls his 
henchmen, who have been gallivanting from one European capital to the

1 IKm; Africa (1968), p. 1118. * Sunday Times, 6 October 1968.
8 Daily Telegraph, 19 October 1968.
* Press release issued by Nigeria House, 25 October; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1189; 

The Times, 16 and 18 November; Lagos Radio talk on 22 October (B.B.C. ME/2906/B7); 
and Colonel Steiner's interview with A.F.P. (see Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1185).

8 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1240. For a report on the presence of Bob 
Donard, see United Nigeria, 5, 1968.

8 Ho described the war as having boon ‘a drama of national discovery’—message to 
the nation, 1 October 1968.



80 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

other since the fighting broke out, and calls on them to come and impose a 
decision on those who have been daily witnesses of the ravages of war. So 
no one is really surprised that Ojukwu’s globe-trotting henchmen, who have 
never been exposed to the turbulent dangers of the civil war, should come 
and make an inhuman decision to fight to a bitter end.

It is all very well for these unrepentant and unfeeling nation wreckers to be 
smuggled into Umuahia, attend a secretly convened meeting and hop out 
again. But what about the men who have nowhere to run to ? What will be 
the fate of the men, women and children who have been running for the past 
14 months and who have nowhere else to go ? Would the women whom Ojukwu 
has widowed in the prime of life want to carry on the war that is already lost? 
Would children whom Ojukwu has orphaned in his bid for political eminence 
ever consent to fight to a finish? Of course not. The rebel leaders can afford 
to be unreasonable because they have not much to lose. . . . But how many 
of the common people can afford to live abroad in exile?1
In the absence of any acceptable sors tertia to the alternatives of peace 
or war, both sides seemed finally resigned to choosing war.

Despite the absence of hard news from the fighting front in the 
doldrum months of October and November, there was no lack of in­
formed speculation about the build-up of Biafra’s war supplies. These 
were reliably estimated to be reaching up to one hundred tons a night 
through a daring airlift to the code-name ‘Annabelle’ strip.2 Such 
reports were matched by others focusing on the unhappy state of the 
Nigerian Third Division beset by problems of raw soldiery and over­
stretched lines of communication. Yet, action or not, it was in the battle 
zone that the interest was concentrated. First there was the dynamic 
personality of Colonel Adekunle. the ‘Black Scorpion’,3 unable to keep 
out of the public eye. what with his TV interviews4 and his noisy ex­
pulsions of those simply regarded as nuisances;5 his publicized execu­
tion of a Nigerian officer for the wanton shooting of an unnamed 
Biafran civilian;6 his exchange of words with Dame Margery Perham;1

* Lagos Radio talk, 1 October 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2888/B1).
4 Kaduna Radio, 24 October 1968.
3 Cf. Lord Hunt’s remarks in the House of Lords debate on 27 August 1968. For one 

interpretative analysis of Adekunle, see Kenneth Lindsay’s paper presented to the 
symposium on the Nigeria-Biafra Crisis held by the African Studies Association of the 
West Indies in April 1969.

4 B Mt Africa (1968), pp. 937 and 1029.
4 B.B.C. ME 2926; W«t Africa (1968), p. 1393.
• The controversy over this incident, especially the reported shout of ‘hold it’ by a 

TV camera man whose lens was not in focus at the moment the firing squad had come 
up to the present, was extensive in the British press. See, for example, The Times, 3-6 
September; IF&st Africa (1968), p. 1035; B.B.C. ME/2864; and the pictures in Mornin] 
Post, 5 September and Daily Telegraph, 11 September 1968. A French TV company 
filmed the murder of the Biafran civilian. The incident of the officer’s execution compares 
with that of the Nigerian officers sentenced and shot in Benin for a similar offence. See 
Daily Telegraph, 27 June, 1968; B.B.C. ME 2807 and 2815; photographs of the gruesome 
execution in Jeune Afrique, July/August 1968; and J. P. Clark’s ‘Bonin Sacrifice’.

7 The Times, 7 September 1968; West Africa (1968), p. 1073. Oxford lore relishes the 
story of how Dame Margery’ riposted Colonel Adekunle’s rudeness with the quip—'Just 
wait till I have you in my seminar!’
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liis uncompromising threats to Major-General Raab, to other military 
observers1 (which produced an acid skit in the Spectator2), and to the 
International Red Cross;3 and, above all, his alleged Ibophobia derived 
from his declared intention of ‘shooting anything that moves’.4

Of far greater importance though less catching to the eye, was the 
first judgement of categorical rejection of any genocidal plan in the 
Federal troops’ behaviour, pronounced by the team of international 
observers from Canada, Sweden, and Great Britain5 [doc 184], This 
they were to follow up by reports submitted later in the month on the 
other two divisions of the Nigerian army, each unit bearing noticeably 
different characteristics. Their useful documentation was complemented 
by a number of subsequent reports from the O.A.U. observers and from 
the personal representative of the U.N. Secretary-General, as well as by 
a general report from the international observer teams after their 
appointment had been extended beyond December 1968. In the same 
context, attention should be paid to the public statements, frank and 
reassuring, by the British military observer team’s leader General 
Alexander, with his vital reminder that, ‘This is a sovereign country no 
longer under colonial rule, and whether we like the policies or otherwise 
of the Federal Government they have a perfect right to run the country 
as they think fit,’0 and, more vulnerable perhaps on grounds of histori­
cal accuracy, by his successor Brigadier Fergusson.7 Neither of them 
was likely to have allowed any wool to be pulled over his no-nonsense 
soldier’s eyes.

Lastly there was 
excusable’,8 by a 
Okigwi. After an ‘evasive’0 press interview by a senior Nigerian Ministry 
of Defence spokesman, a separate investigation by the observer team 
was ordered by General Gowon, but its findings10 failed to elicit either 
the identification of the officer known to be responsible or the prompt 
court martial justice that had so impressively characterized two earlier 
wanton killings.11 The observers did not accept Colonel Ojukwu’s in­
vitation15 to work on the Biafran side of the firing line but undertook 
further investigations into the alleged massacre of civilians at Urua

I The Times, 1 November 1968; H'mZ Africa (1968), p. 1334. The incident was gladly 
exploited by the Biafran Radio (B.B.C. JIE/2914).

3 The Spectator, 8 November 1968.
3 Daily Telegraph, 24 September 1968.
4 B.B.C. ME/2878; Daily Telegraph 30 and 31 October, and 1 November 1968.
5 Seo tho Observer, 24 November 1968.
0 Major-General H. F. Alexander, ‘The War in Nigeria’, Supplement to United 

Nigeria (London), 9 December 1968.
7 Article in The Times, 12 December 1968.
8 The Times, 7 October 1968.
0 Sunday Telegraph, 6 October 1968.

10 Issued by Nigeria House, 8 October 1968.
II The Times, 29 October 1968. Cf. the Benin execution (p. 80, fn. 6).
12 Text broadcast over Biafra Radio, 4 October 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2892/B3).
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Inyang by the Federal forces (not proven),1 and into the conditions of 
prisoners of war held at Kirikiri and Ikon.2

In November, too, there was further controversy over the Red Cross 
intention to continue flying in supplies to the stricken areas, a decision 
which prompted the Federal Government to ventilate the nation’s 
resentful mind on what was looked on as the unwholesomely partisan 
role of the I.C.R.C.:

The crisis has gone a long way to reveal the mischief and double-facedness 
of many international organisations which pretend to work solely for human­
itarian reasons....

For some time now the International Committee of the Red Cross has 
proved beyond doubt that it is in Nigeria for reasons other than humanitarian. 
The organisation has so sided with the rebels that it has now assumed the 
role of an agent of the secessionists.... The fact is that the rebels and these 
mischief-making organisations are nothing but partners in crime. The role 
of the International Red Cross in the Nigerian crisis has clearly demonstrated 
that it is doing nothing other than aiding the secessionists to sustain their 
rebellion.... Without the co-operation of the Red Cross in solving their 
foreign exchange and other financial problems the rebels would not have 
remained so stubborn and unrepentant....

It is definitely true that the International Committee of the Red Cross is 
not rendering any useful service in Nigeria as far as humanitarian activities 
are concerned. Quite recently, Col. Adekunle revealed that this organisation 
was doing nothing in the liberated areas to help the people. He pointed out 
that the Federal troops were even doing a better job than the Red Cross in 
helping refugees and displaced persons with food and medical care. And not 
long ago the Federal Commissioner for Communications, Alhaji Aminu Kano 
suggested that the Red Cross should be ordered to pack and go, and many 
Nigerians endorse this new.3

Concerned at the mounting tonnage of munitions also being flown 
privately into Biafra,4 the Federal Government again warned that it 
would fire on ‘all unauthorised and illegal flights to the rebel-held area’,5 
and its air force, hitherto singularly ineffective in the hands of pre­
dominantly Egyptian pilots, scored its first night-time success by shoot­
ing down two relief aircraft.6 Advance Christmas card advertisements 
by UNICEF7 reminding readers that ‘not less than 200,000 children 
have starved to death in Nigeria’ and Oxfam’s black-bordered notice 
in the week-end press8 of ‘Sunday: just another day—and six thousand

1 Report published in Lagos, 2 November 1968.
1 Report published in Lagos, 3 November 1968.
3 Lagos Radio talk, significantly entitled ‘Partners in Crime’ (B.B.C. ME/2885/B2).
4 The Scotsman, 1 November 1968.
5 Statement issued in Lagos and broadcast over Lagos Radio, 3 September 1968 

(B.B.C. ME/2885/B2).
* The Times, 8 November 1968; West Africa (1968), p. 1338.
7 The Times, 13 November 1968.
• Leading newspapers, 14-17 November 1968.
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will die from hunger in Nigeria/Biafra,’ made it clear to all that the 
humanitarian agencies still had faith in the rightness of their actions.

In the Western State there were rumblings (not for the last time) of 
subversive separatism aimed at the creation of an independent Yoruba 
Central State, to comprise the Oyo and Ibadan provinces. This demand 
had been dormant in Nigeria since the ‘Sacred Cow and his Chorus 
Boys’ affaire of the previous January1 for which the Government’s own 
newspaper subsequently had had to print an apology to Chief Awolowo 
and the Military Governor of the West.2 This time the incipient dis­
content was suppressed by Brigadier Adebayo’s warnings3 and stern 
measures of arrest and newspaper banning, but the Western Region 
situation remained warningly indicative of the intricacies in re-drawing 
State boundaries which the Federal Government would have to face on 
the home front, quite apart from the assumptive ex-Biafran area, once 
the war was over.

There was a momentary shift of attention to New York in mid­
October. This was not so much because of Ojukwu’s message to the 
U.N., in which he implored the President of the General Assembly to 
invoke Article 8 of the genocide convention,4 nor because of Dr. 
Arikpo’s confident speech to the General Assembly. In this he compared 
Ojukwu to Tshombe and Biafra to another ‘lamentable tragedy of 
Katanga in Africa’ [doc 185]. The simile, drawn by Enahoro at Addis 
in August, had been challenged by other observers. Nor was it because of 
France’s rationalization by M. Debre of her ‘significant supplies and 
valuable medical assistance [to Biafra] in face of acts of unparalleled 
brutality and a kind of genocide',3 with its sneer at Gowon’s ‘phantom 
states’ and its grave undertones of a final French recognition of Biafra. 
It was rather because the highlight of the 23rd Session of the United 
Nations was the revealing attitudes of the African states towards 
Nigeria in their various speeches,3 along with Canada’s overt wish to 
raise the Biafran issue7 because of her Parliament’s disquiet at the

1 Article by Dan Zaki in Morning Post, 11 January 1968, in which ho attacked certain 
thinly veiled public figures for running tho Western State ‘as the special patrimony of 
the sinister Sacred Cow and his chorus boys’. ‘ Morning Post, 21 February 1968.

• Press conference at Ibadan, 10 September; broadcast over Ibadan Radio, 26 
November 1068 (B.B.C. ME/2937/B4).

* Text of message in Markpress Release No. Gon. 333.
1 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1212. Seo also Enahoro’s remarks on French 

arms supplies made in Paris and quoted by Kaduna Radio on 3 October 1968 (B.B.C. 
ME/2891/B5).

0 A useful analysis is to be found in Kayo Whiteman, ‘The O.A.U. and tho Nigerian 
Issue’, World Today, November 1968, pp. 449-53.

’ The Times, 9 October 1968; Markprcss Release No. Gon. 323. This move had been 
mooted in mid-Soptember: sco Montreal Radio report and the Lagos rotort quoted in 
Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1189. The Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs 
made a statomont before Canada’s Standing Committee on External Affairs on 10 
October 1968. Tho Canadian Primo Minister made a clear declaration of his country’s 
support of Nigeria in his speech to Parliament at Ottawa on 27 November 1968 (quoted 
in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1242).
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observers’ verdict of ‘no genocide’, in contrast to the inflamed accounts 
brought back by two of their M.P.s1 backed by the tireless lobbying of 
the Secretary for Overseas Missions of the Canadian Presbyterian 
Church.2 In the event this intention—seen by Lagos as flogging yet 
another dead horse3—was dropped, but demands by both Senators 
Kennedy* and Nixon, now President-elect, to 'call an end to this 
slaughter of innocents’, gave further grounds for anxiety [doc 1S6].

Add this to the growing Swiss5 and Scandinavian h ostility to Britain 
on account of her Federal support6 and it demonstrated to the Nigerian 
Government that she still had not won over the Western world to her 
cause—least of all Europe, where, a Gallup poll claimed that 42% felt 
most strongly about Biafra against 17% about Vietnam.7 Nor, it 
seemed, had she won all of Africa, as President Obote’s hint of taking 
Uganda into the 'humanist approach to politics’ group of those states 
that had already recognized Biafra,8 and the reiteration by President 
Kaunda (presumed by Lagos to have been piqued by his performance at 
Algiers) of Biafra’s own theme that her people had been 'rejected by 
their fellow Nigerians before secession’,9 made forcefully plain, much to 
Nigeria’s chagrin. Lagos replied with the bitter abuse of disenchant­
ment :

... [Kaunda’s] disgraceful show of bad temper . . . declined to be one of the 
eight vice-chairmen of the conference ... alleged that African leaders who 
spoke before him prejudged the issue of the Nigerian civil war, and lumped 
him together with the imperialists ... therefore decided to withdraw from 
the summit.
... In any case, who is Kaunda to talk of the rights of anyone to self-deter­

mination in Nigeria 1... Kaunda further confirmed that he is not prepared to 
repent when he announced that he was considering taking the Nigerian issue 
to the United Nations. This is a threat which does not move anyone, but 
one would like to know why Kaunda is considering taking action which runs 
counter to the O.A.U. resolution calling on all member-states of the O.A.U.

1 Elaborated on, with clippings from the Canadian press, in Markpress Release No. 
Gen. 382. See also Releases No. 364 and 366.

« JFesi Africa (1968), p. 1242.
3 B.B.C. ME/2880.
4 The Times, IS November 1968.
4 The British exhibition in Basle was cancelled for this reason.
* For Nigerian reaction to Swedish and Israeli pro-Biafran 

ME/2818 and ME 2814 respectively. See also Markpress Release 1 
jubilation.

" The Observer, 17 November 1968. See also The Times, 9 September, and Markpress 
Release No. Gen. 351.

8 He was quoted as describing the civil war as ‘a shame on Africa’,Uganda Argus, 
9 October 1968. See also IFes/ Africa, pp. 1089 and 1334. Radio reports quoted in 
Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1214, talked of ‘possible recognition’ by Uganda, which 
brought a sharp rebuke from Kaduna Radio on 9 October. An indication of the strength 
of President Obote’s genuine pro-Biafran sentiment is to be found in The People (Kam­
pala), 26 October 1968.

• The Times, 5 November; IFest Africa (1968), p. 1334.



criticism hi H h* Radi.°* 21 SoPtombor 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2882/B1). Seo also the sharp 

October 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2897/B4). Cf. similar abuse of Nyorero (see pp. 34—5).
F f SP*/9Ch dato,inod Peking, 22 September 1968, given in B.B.C. Monitoring Service 
Far Euat/288 /AS/1. Soo also Sunday Telegraph, 10 November 1968.

1 ubhshed in Lagos, September 1968.
* The Times, 24 October 1968.

noao?' 8 and 9 November; Financial Times, 9 November 1968; West Africa 
(1908), p. 1393.

• IFarl Africa (1008), p. 1301.
7 Tho effects wore analysed in an A.F.P. report dated 26 October 1968, quoted in 

esearch Bulletin, p. 1212. France’s motives have been subject to several inter- 
pro a ions, including (oil considerations apart) that of not wishing to see the emergence 
16 September foe?0"0 Ieadership in West Africa- So° aIao oditoriaI in Ncw Nigerian,

War and Peace 1968 85 
and the United Nations to refrain from doing anything which would prolong 
the Nigerian crisis. Kaunda’s motive is, of course, quite apparent. . . J

Nor was there support in the East, either, for the Chinese People’s 
Republic was now speaking out on Biafra’s part:

U.S. and British imperialism and the Soviet revisionist ruling clique have 
committed towering crimes in the past year or more in supporting the 
military government of the Nigerian Federation in its massacre of Biafran 
people who have declared their separation from the Nigerian Federation. . . . 
The Biafran people have been massacred in large numbers, but far from being 
subjugated, they have been fighting staunchly. . . .2

As the French experience continued to prove so alarmingly, this might 
be a prelude to supplying munitions as well as moral encouragement. 
Such an injection could, as Nigeria was now learning to her cost, at 
once change the whole face of the fighting overnight. Much of the 
Federal Government’s frustration at what it felt to be gratuitous inter­
vention by outsiders into a situation that it considered its own sovereign 
concern is revealed in a publication put out at this difficult time, 
pointedly captioned Foreign Meddlers in the Nigerian Crisis.3

It was this fear of a giddy spiralling that prompted the Conservative 
Party in Great Britain to table a motion deploring the threat posed by 
France’s ‘capricious action’,4 which in turn brought about yet another 
Parliamentary debate on arms supplies from the U.K. Chief Enahoro’s 
prompt arrival in London from Nigeria gave rise to contradictory views 
on what the British Government may have told him about future 
supplies.5 Even the news of a break between the Biafran Government 
and the American organizer of its Lisbon airlift, Captain Horton,6 
could not bring much comfort to Lagos in its rising fears of a Biafran 
army, re-anned and possibly resurgent, breaking back to the sea. 
Such growing belief in further recognition and physical aid, confirmed 
in the radical shift in the balance of military strength since September,7 
doubtless lay behind the attitude of confidence displayed first by Mr.
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Mojekwu in a statement made on arrival in London from Biafra [doc 
187] and then by Colonel Ojukwu at an exclusive press interview granted 
to a small group of continental newsmen in Umuahia on 27 October.1 
In this, he laughed off as wishful thinking a report that an attempt had 
been made on his life,2 attributed to Colonel Adekunle’s intelligence, 
(the same story, mutatis mutandis, had been circulated about Adekunle 
eleven months earlier3 and about Hassan in the year before). Ojukwu 
spoke again, in public, on the eve of his thirty-fifth birthday, arguing 
that with his 50,000 well-armed troops he could not see the war ending 
for another twelve months, by which time he expected world opinion 
to have crystallized in favour of recognizing Biafra’s struggle for self- 
determination.'1

Despite the expressions of support gained from Niger and the Sudan 
after General Gowon’s surprise visit to Maradi on 3 November, in the 
Lagos view it was still Ojukwu who was the stumbling block. Tliis was 
reaffirmed by General Gowon in an interview granted to a British M.P. 
and former leading counsel for the African Continental Bank at the 
Foster Sutton Tribunal, Mr. W. L. Mallalieu, at which he quoted from a 
letter attributed to Dr. Azikiwe which implicated Ojukwu in a plot to 
carry out a military take-over during the constitutional crisis of 
December 1964.5 Mr. Mallalieu, endorsing Dame Margery Perham’s 
example, also broadcast from Lagos an appeal to the Ibos to renounce 
and exile Ojukwu and so resolve the war by finding a new leader.6 
Towards the end of November the I.C.R.C. announced7 that it needed 
further funds to extend its relief programme beyond December. Since 
July, it claimed, the I.C.R.C. had brought in nearly 5,000 tons of 
supplies and had a further 4,000 stockpiled on Fernando Poo. This 
appeal followed an alarming Scandinavian Nord Church Aid report to 
U Thant8 that without a cease-fire one million Biafrans ■would die of 
starvation before the end of the year. Meanwhile, relations worsened 
between Nigeria and Gabon, which expelled all Nigerian nationals,9 
and the Ivon- Coast Foreign Minister gave a press conference in London 
(where he had talks with the Foreign Secretary and Lord Shepherd) to 
explain his country's policy of 7e dialogue honnete’ for bringing the 
Nigerian civil war to an end.10 In such a tense atmosphere, the reported

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 386. A verbatim transcript of a second meeting with 
selected newsmen was released in No. Gen. 395.

1 Observer and Sunday Telegraph, 27 October; Qankiya ta ft Kwabo, 28 October; IFrsf 
Africa (1908), p. 1301.

* Focus on Biafra, 26 December 1967.
* Markpress Release No. Gen. 398.
6 Press release issued by Nigeria House, 21 November 1967. The letter, ‘exposing the 

inordinate political ambition' of Ojukwu, was published in Lagos on 1 Juno 1968.
* Lagos Radio, 17 November 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2929/B1).
7 The Timu, 26 November 1968.
* The Timu, 19 October and 22 November 1968; Wat Africa (1968), p. 1273.
1 The Tima, 11 November 1968.
” Africa (1968), p. 1392.
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remark of Chief Enahoro that Federal peace terms might be modified 
seemed to many a sick joke or no more than a canard.1 Indeed, the 
national reaction to this misinterpretation disclosed to the insensitive 
how sensitive Nigeria was to the matter of a settlement.2

Regretfully, observers close to the Nigerian scene began to wonder 
whether there could be something ‘rotten in the state’ of Nigeria, 
especially in the West and at certain levels of military command. That 
the recrudescent Yoruba riots of these weeks and Brigadier Adebayo’s 
subsequent strong warning to his people3 confirmed their worry only 
made matters worse in Nigerian eyes. It was, of course, the very 
arrogance of this inside semi-informed and outside less informed public 
opinion that had by now penetrated deep under the legitimately wear­
ing-thin Nigerian skin. Three months after the much heralded ‘final 
offensive’ was mounted against Biafra’s presumed last-ditch stand 
in the confident expectation of cutting it in half and seizing Umuahia, 
the war seemed as far from a solution as it ever had been. The Nigerians 
found themselves checked on the military plane4 and rapidly losing 
the battle for other men’s minds at the same time as they were being 
assailed on the international level. Biafra’s would-be last days were 
proving her longest, too.

The last weeks of 1968 brought an ardent renewal of public interest 
in Britain, unknown during her period of parliamentary responsibility 
for the colonies and ironically not voiced till a decade after Nigerian 
independence, demanding that ‘something be done’ by the authorities, 
first to alleviate the apparently monstrous threat of mass starvation in 
the Ibo heartland (comparisons were sought in Britain’s indifference 
to the Irish famine of the 1840s) where carbohydrate f'-'d supplies 
would, it was reported, as well as proteins, soon be exhausted, _..d 
secondly, to bring their governmental influence into play, as promised 
by the Prime Minister as a collateral for arms supplies, and so effect a 
cease-fire. A ‘Biafran baby’ appeal, launched by a Miss Susan Garth 
with a full page gimmicky advertisement in The Times,5 brought a 
smart rebuke from the Biafran Government6 angered at the demoral­
izing suggestions that could be read into a mass evacuation of children

1 In tho Financial Times, 13 November 1968, condemned by Enahoro as ‘too scan­
dalous to bo excusable’. See also B.B.C. ME/2934, quoting Enahoro’s reproof to the 
Daily Sketch (Ibadan), and B.B.C. ME/2936, quoting a talk from Kaduna; Africa 
(1968), p. 1425.

8 Soo tho article by Potor Enahoro in the Spectator, 24 December 1968.
3 Broadcast of 26 November 1968.
4 'Grave logistical difficulties* was the reason given by tho Nigerian Army Chief of 

Staff in an interview on 4 November 1969, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1239. 
Battle reports from tho Biafran command on 27 and 28 November spoke of an offensive 
by the Biafran troops and claims of recapturing a number of villages from Federal hands 
(Biafra Radio, 28 November 1969).

5 The, Times, 12 December, following a report in The Times, 5 December 1968.
0 Tho Guardian, 13 December 1968. An earlier scheme for child evacuation wr 

attacked by Kaduna Radio on 21 October 1968 (B.B.C. ME 2906 B6).
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so that the soul of Biafra might presumably live. Oxfam issued further 
impassioned calls for an immediate end to the fighting, blazoning ban­
ners such as ‘Do Not Read This If Your Stomach Isn’t Strong.’1 They 
were irascibly condemned by the Federal Government with the 
warning that ‘Nigerians have had enough of the blackmail approach of 
the humanitarian organisations:’
... The Federal Government, however, doubts the sincerity and motivation 
of those behind the latest appeal.... As a matter of fact, the humanitarian 
organisations aided and abetted the secessionist leaders in their futile attempt 
to sustain their armed rebellion.... It is revealing that Oxfam and Caritas 
and similar organisations have now come out into the open to take sides in the 
political questions associated with ceasefire after a long period of clandestine 
support for the rebel cause of breaking up Nigeria. They behave as if they are 
concerned with two sovereign nations at war.2
The Roman Catholic Church endured equal opprobium, at the no-holds- 
barred hands of Lagos Radio, for its ‘most despicable role calculated to 
help Ojukwu break up this country’, along with Caritas, accused of 
‘stepping up its support to help Ojukwu and his rebel gang in the war 
against their fatherland’.3 Some Nigerians abroad realized, however, 
that the puny ineffectiveness of their own publicity had a share in the 
blame attaching to Nigeria’s undeserved unpopularity in certain 
quarters:
... Outrageously lopsided editorials comments and adverse comment by 
misguided members of parliament are not countered in anyway either by 
Nigerian embassy officials or Nigerian public relations agents if such exist 
anywhere.... This is a situation that causes absolute agony to those of us 
who happen to be abroad at this crucial moment of the nation’s life.

The claims that Nigerian publicity abroad is succeeding must be exposed 
for what it is. Nigerian publicity abroad does not exist. Its success is, there­
fore, imaginary—a fact anybody abroad can substantiate. . . .4

It was little wonder that General Gowon, weary of outside concern 
(welcoming only the U.S.S.R. Economic Mission at the end of Novem­
ber) and needfully aware of his own image as the indispensably strong 
leader, again seized an academic occasion—as he had done at Ibadan 
the previous year—to deliver a major political speech, this time in 
Zaria. In round terms he blamed the unexpected protraction of the 
fighting on certain foreign governments, missionary zealots, and ‘mis­
guided humanitarian organizations’. He outlined a programme for

1 The Observer, 1 December; The Times, 14 and 19 December 1908.
2 Statement issued in Lagos, 2 December 1968 (Daily Times, 3 December),
3 Talks on Lagos Radio, 27 November (B.B.C. ME/2937/B5) and 29 November 1968 

(B.B.C. ME/2940/B4).
4 The letters from Mr. C. Abashiya and from M. Kyari Tijani (New Nigerian, 27 

December 1968) represented an opinion held by many Nigerian students in the U.K. and 
U.S.A., resentful of the way the Biafran propaganda consistently ‘got away with it’ with 
monotonous impunity. Other Nigerian sympathizers were made painfully aware of this.
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national reconciliation and promised to announce a new date for a 
return to civilian rule as soon as the war was ended [doc 188].1 But 
Britain’s public conscience unfortunately would not let Nigeria alone, 
as General Gowon implored the outside world to do. In December, 
against a background of renewed pressure at Westminster, mercy 
flights were discussed in the House of Commons.2 Then over 130 M.P.s, 
from all parties, signed a motion on 4 December urging the Government 
to press both sides to agree to an immediate cease-fire:

That this House, appalled by the mounting starvation and killing in 
Biafra, urges Her Majesty’s Government to press both sides for an immediate 
cease-fire; to seek agreement with the three other Governments still promot­
ing the supply of arms to the combatants for a joint ban; as proof of its readi­
ness to do this the British Government should stop the supply of British arms 
forth with; and should help organize a massive international operation to 
provide food and medical supplies.

Other public figures called on the electorate to lobby their M.P.s for an 
emergency debate3 and call off the quick-kill strategy,4 while the 
Archbishop of Canterbury signed a letter from a group of eminent 
humanists calling on the British Government to use ‘all the influence 
at its disposal for a total international embargo on arms supplies to both 
sides’.5 The foreign affairs debate in the House of Commons in mid­
December inevitably included discussions of the seemingly worsening 
Nigerian war. As the Government spokesman put it:

. . . Our priorities must clearly be relief and a cease-fire. It will probably be 
very difficult to do what the world needs to do concerning relief without 
getting a cease-fire first. Equally, it is extremely difficult to see how we could 
get an arms embargo by all countries and private agencies supplying arms 
without first getting a cease-fire. It would be very difficult, because each side 
would need to be assured that the other was not getting illicit supplies. It 
would be a practical condition in getting that embargo to get, first, a cease­
fire or a truce. That is why we are concentrating our attention on these two 
points. I accept that the view is sincerely held that if we made a unilateral 
decision to end arms supplies, this would contribute to the two objectives of 
relief and a cease-fire. We need to put the matter in perspective. The supplies 
from this country, which arc strictly controlled, are less than 15 per cent in 
value of the arms supplies going to the Federal Government and rather less 
than 50 per cent of the weapons and ammunition going for the ground 
forces. . . .

It is clear that a unilateral decision would not bring about a cease-fire and 
would not help relief at this time. Therefore, the Government continue to

1 Also seo Epilogue, p. 473.
2 Debate of 3 December 1908.
8 Letter in the Daily Telegraph, 12 December 1968, from Professor A. J. Ayer and 

others.
4 Letter in The Times, 4 December 1968.
8 Letters in The Times, and editorial, 11 December 1968.
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supply arms on the same basis as previously. We will, however, use every 
possible endeavour, because we know that this is the wish of all right hon. 
and hon. Members, to try to achieve effective ways of getting relief. It is not 
sufficient, as my right hon. Friend said, to make a donation to the Red Cross. 
It is essential to do all that we can to see that that is translated into food and 
supplies where they are needed. . .

Just as predictably, it concluded with nothing of good cheer, eveii'frcun'~ 
the irrepressible Prime Minister himself2 and, despite a further £700,000 
for relief, twenty-two M.P.s abstained in protest against the Govern­
ment's Nigerian policy.3 The Labour Party’s approach to the crisis 
was illustrated in its official bulletin published at this time.'1 r-

As an earnest of how seriously the British Government was viewing, 
the situation of stalemate or worse, Lord Shepherd made lus third 
precipitate visit to Lagos with yet another personal message from Mr. 
Wilson to General Gowon. But neither Lagos, where Chief Enahoro had 
bluntly stated he saw ‘no hope of reopening peace talks with the rebels’,5 
nor Biafra, whose Commissioner for Information had reiterated at a 
press conference Biafra’s refusal to be drawn into ‘abortive’ peace 
conferences and had declared that it was a matter of ‘give us Biafra or 
nothing’,5 afforded Lord Shepherd much encouragement in the British 
Government’s anxious efforts at getting peace talks started again. His 
talks with the Federal Government concluded in a thin joint communi­
que which endorsed the O.A.U.’s key potential, regretted Colonel 
Ojukwu’s reluctance to accept a land route for moving in supplies for 
civilians, and reaffirmed the Lagos intention to ‘continue with all 
necessary measures’ the aim of ending secession in the East Central 
State.’ He had met with a cool reception in Nigeria,8 for the Federal 
Government stood by its conviction that talks could only’ be held within 
the formula of the O.A.U. resolution and the issue settled as ‘an African 
problem ... in an African way’.9 It went on to deliver a stinging rebuke 
deploring Britain’s endless Parliamentary’ debates on the civil war as a 
matter bey’ond the House’s legal competence.10 At the same time, it

1 F. Mulley, House of Commons debate, 12 December 1968 (Hansard, cols. 708 and 
712).

1 Debates, House of Commons, 17 December 1968, cols. 1162-3.
3 See commentaries on the debate in The Times and the Guardian, 13 December 1968.
4 Talking Points, no. 22, December 1968. A number of historical inaccuracies can be 

identified in its sync
1 The Times, 12 I 

ME/2949/B2).
8 Biafra Radio, 12 December, quoted at length in Africa Research Bulletin, pp. 1268-9; 

The Times, 13 December 1968.
7 Statement issued in Lagos, 16 December 1968. See also Lagos Radio report, 17 

December (B.B.C. ME/2954).
8 e.g., Adamu Ciroma, ‘Lord Shepherd, The Communique and The Truth’, New 

Nigerian, 18 December 1968.
’ The Times, 11 December; Evening Standard, 18 December 1968.

10 Daily Telegraph and Daily Express, 11 December 1968. Talk on Lagos Radio, ‘The 
Meddlesome British M.P.s’, 12 December. See also pp. 106 and 464.
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'Your Excellency, our qualifications for the relief of suffering are impeccable — we dia so much to bring it about.

Reproduced by kind permission of the New Statesman

stimulated further outbursts in the Nigerian press against ‘inhuman 
humanitarians’1 and 'missionary zealots’.2 The stalemate was as un­
resolved as it had been before the British Government’s latest attempt 
to break it in the face of what the Prime Minister himself roundly con­
demned as ‘the intransigence of those on the spot’.3

In a war of this nature an international appeal might not always or 
readily be distinguished from outside interference, and few regretted the 
decision of the British Prime Minister, revealed in Whitehall, to aban­
don his surprising—and possibly disturbing—plan to fly out to Lagos in 
the role of super-mediator.4 Instead, the U.K. Government now dis­
patched a senior envoy (Maurice Foley) to Ethiopia to sound out the 
Emperor on bringing the two protagonists together for yet one more 
round of peace talks, tins time under the unambiguous auspices of the 
O.A.U.6 At Westminster, the Foreign Secretary felt able to say that a 
Christmas truce would be one way to initiate a cease-fire.0

Despite Lagos’s resentment at even the whisper of mediation, the 
drip-drip tears of the world’s worry could not fail to have some effect on 
Nigeria’s policy if not perhaps on its clean conscience. Thus, amid all this 
international brouhaha, further peace offers were made to Biafra in 
early December.7 Again, on 11 December, Lagos Radio announced

1 Letter from ‘Insaniyat’ in New Nigerian, 28 December 1968.
2 Article by Dan Agbese, New Nigerian, 28 December 1968.
3 Quoted in Africa (1968), p. 1457.
4 The Times and Daily Telegraph, 21 December 1968.
8 The Times, 11 December; Daily Telegraph, 13 December 1968.
0 Quoted in The Times, 17 December 1968.
7 Lagos Radio, 3 December 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2942/B1L
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that ‘It is understood that the Federal Military Government has re­
affirmed [to Lord Shepherd] its readiness to accept the invitation to 
another round of peace talks based on the Algiers [O.A.U.] resolution.’1 
When Ojukwu turned both these overtures down on 12 December, the 
olive branch was replaced by more character assassination from Radio 
Kaduna.2 In the same stigmatizing vein, few seemed to have noticed 
Nigeria’s pot-calling-the-kettle-black lapse in her own regrettably Nkru- 
mah-like intervention into the domestic affairs of a sister-state when 
she took the opportunity of Zambia’s general election to urge the 
Zambian electorate to reject President Kaunda, ‘the man who has 
brought nothing but shame to their country.’3 Meanwhile, realistic 
editorials in TZie Times,4 the Guardian,5 and the Scotsman5 not only gave 
proof of the serious and widespread attention currently shown to a 
Nigerian problem so prematurely written off as a forgotten war, but 
also presented succinct and perceptive summaries of the apparently 
intractable stands of the various parties involved as they appeared to 
the outside world in the December of 1968.

Then, like an unexpected rainstorm in the dry' season of Hausaland, 
a sudden gust of renewed hope blew through these apparent dogdays, 
exciting expectations of a real cease-fire at least over Christmas. Follow­
ing Dr. Dunwoody as the first British M.P. to have entered the rebel 
territory since the war started, the octogenarian Lord Brockway7 and 
the younger (78) Mr. James Griffiths, one-time Colonial Secretary, 
undertook a bold visit to Biafra where they had an interview with 
Colonel Ojukwu [doc 189], Then they flew on to Nigeria. They' gave 
their conclusions to a press conference in London8 in which they' dis­
cussed their part in encouraging General Gowon’s decision to go it 
alone and call a truce on the two day’s marking the religious festivals of 
Id and Christmas.9 This was in preference to an appeal by’ the Emperor 
of Ethiopia for a truce lasting seven days10 and to a suggestion from Lord 
Shepherd for one of fourteen days.11 Colonel Ojukwu countered this by 
announcing on 23 December that he had issued an order to the Biafran

> B.B.C. ME/2M9/B2.
* Talk, ‘The Insanity of a Rebel’, Kaduna Radio, 13 December 1968 (B.B.C. ME/2952/ 

B8).
> Talk on Lagos Radio, 17 December 1968.
♦ The Times, 11 December 1968.
8 The Guardian, 18 December 1968.
• The Scotsman, 6 December 1968.
7 He described this visit in New Statesman, 3 January 1969. The Morning Post found 

the visit a ‘great disappointment’ and the Nigerian Tribune saw no reason why these two 
visitors should ‘poke their noses in our crisis under the guise of a peace mission’ (17 
December 1968).

8 Held in the Waldorf Hotel, London, 23 December 1968.
• Statement issued in Lagos, 20 December: The Times, 21 December 1968.

10 Sunday Telegraph, 22 December; Lagos Radio, 24 December 1968, quoting 
Government statement (B.B.C. ME/2960/B5).

11 IFw/ Africa (1968), p. 1525.
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armed forces to observe an eight-day truce lasting to midnight on 1 
January,1 but neither the undertones of his broadcast nor those of 
General Gowon’s no-illusions letter to the Emperor of Ethiopia about 
the prior need for a change of attitude by Ojukwu2 suggested much 
likelihood of honesty here. Inevitably there ensued mutual accusations 
of violating the truce.3

The year went out like the proverbial equinoctial lion. There was 
Colonel Adekunle, who again angrily accused a rather dazed Inter­
national Red Cross Committee of deliberately leaking military intelli­
gence to the enemy4 (their mercy flights from Fernando Poo had ex­
perienced a two-day ban, due to alleged confusion over the Christmas 
truce).5 Serious riots again shook the Western State, ostensibly over tax 
but inseparable from the mounting agitation by Yorubas abroad as well 
as those in Nigeria for a second State for a people ever more volatile and 
divisive than they appeared to the unpractised eye.6 There was a sternly 
worded complaint from Lagos to the American ambassador over his 
country's offer of extra transport planes to step up relief operations in 
Biafra,’ reinforced by several radio talks on the theme of ‘Let the 
Americans bo warned that they will be making a grave mistake by 
getting actively involved in the Nigerian civil war—they got only their 
fingers burned in Vietnam, they might get their arms burnt in Nigeria;’8 
an accusing letter from a group of Nigerian professors asserting that the 
U.S.A, was engaged in ‘secret aggression’ against their country;9 and 
an inspired Government leak that Nigeria would walk out of the forth­
coming Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference should any mem­
ber dare to raise her crisis for discussion.10 Christmas and end-of-the- 
year messages were broadcast by General Gowon, who called for the 
nation’s rededication of itself in the ‘fight for peace’ and again promised 
a ‘quick end’ to the war, although he warned that this might entail a 
general mobilization and more sacrifices;11 and by Colonel Ojukwu, who 
condemned Nigeria’s breaking of the Christmas truce.12 A week later, 
however, Ojukwu went on in a longer speech to include two modifica-

1 B.B.C. MIC/2959.
2 Quoted by Lagos Radio, 24 December 1969 (B.B.C. ME/2960/B5).
8 Compare Lagos Radio omissions of 24 December with those from Biafra on 27 

December 1968.
4 Scotsman, 25 December; The Times, 28 December 1968.
5 B.B.C. ME/2960.
8 Daily Times, 17 December 1968; various reports quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, 

p. 1271. Seo the reference in General Gowon’s New Year message to ‘causes extending 
beyond dissatisfaction with the level of taxation’. The literature in circulation, openly 
in Great Britain and America but more clandestine in Lagos and the Western State, 
accumulated to a sizable volume.

7 Lagos Radio, 30 December; The Times, 31 December 1968.
8 B.B.C. ME/2963.
8 Sunday Times, 29 December 1968.

10 ibid. See also talk broadcast over Lagos Radio (B.B.C. ME/2951/B7).
11 Sacrifice for Unity (Lagos, 1969).
12 Broadcast of 22 December 1968 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 459).
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tions of Biafra’s previous stand, those of negotiated economic links and 
of a truce for ‘a limited and specific period’ for relief purposes instead 
of a general cease-fire.1

As the world press and radio surveyed 1968, few failed to draw 
attention to the tragedy of Nigeria and the worsening conditions in 
Biafra. The end-of-the-year editorial in the Nigerian Observer, pub­
lished in Benin, claimed that one million Nigerians had already lost 
their lives through the war and its associated evils. Dazed by such 
figures and sickened by the stalemate, the world’s mind began to boggle 
at what astronomical total might be reached in another twelve months 
of attrition and at last began to realize how small Vietnam might be by 
comparison. The Times coined the term ‘geno-slaughter’ for what it felt 
was murder that lacked the planning and official hallmark of genocide,2 
and the rabidly pro-Biafran Spectator published a special 5,000 word 
examination of the arguments about when deliberate starvation is not 
genocide and the extent of Britain’s responsibility for what it cal­
culated as the toll of 15,000 deaths a day swelling to an envisaged 
5,000,000 dead by early 1969.3 Aware that its relief stand could less 
and less escape the charge of not being completely devoid of political 
motives, the Biafran Government prepared at the very end of the year a 
special brief on the thorny issue of mercy flights and land corridors 
[doc 190]. The target of the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Con­
ference, due to open a week hence, was implicit in its timing. Whether 
the ploy was to succeed or not would soon be seen.

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 472.
* The Times, 31 December 1968.
3 The Spectator, 27 December 1968.
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aspersions

Like its two predecessors, the year 1969 opened with excited specula­
tion about the chances of a settlement inherent in a round of immedi­
ately forthcoming talks. Like 1967 and 1968, too, the hopes of a 
negotiated peace, or even a cease-fire, were swiftly dispelled, and by 
mid-January the civil war had in the minds of many reverted to its 
most unj'ielding and despairing level.

On his arrival in London for the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ 
Conference (the successor to the one held in Lagos during that fateful 
week of murder and mutiny three long years earlier), Chief Awolowo 
confirmed the agitated sentiments already expressed at home that under 
no circumstances would the Nigerian delegation brook any discussion 
of its civil war, held to be essentially and exclusively an internal affair,1 
at the conference table. Dr. Eke’s prior appeal to the Conference to 
press for a cease-fire2 was already in obvious jeopardy. Leaders of the 
two Commonwealth countries that had recognized Biafra, Tanzania 
and Zambia (against whom, together with France and Portugal, the 
Nigerian radio had maintained a year’s vituperative disparagement3), 
retorted that they had every intention of bringing the issue up when it 
seemed appropriate, and the T.A.N.U. party newspaper the Nationalist 
had warned of Anglo-Nigerian tactics to keep the war out of the Con­
ference hall.4 In the event, the two Presidents met privately with the 
Nigerian delegation but without any positive result.5 Rumours about a 
planned Commonwealth Peace mission6 seemed to most observers, 
given Nigeria’s repeated rejection of any body other than the O.A.U. 
as even a potential mediator, to be mere castles in the air, though more 
importance could perhaps be attached to a possible discussion of some 
sort of a Commonwealth peacekeeping force. Biafran envoys who 
’happened’, as they explained,7 to be in London at the time delegates 
were arriving, made ample use of opportunities for lobbying. Their 
student organizations arranged a protest torchlight parade8 and then 
noisily came face to face with a no less voluble show of strength organ-

1 Lagos Radio, 13 December (B.B.C. ME/2951/B7); Sunday Times (Lagos) 29 Decem­
ber; Financial Times, 30 December 1968; Guardian, 7 January 1969.

’ Biafra Radio, 4 January 1969 (B.B.C. ME/2968/B2).
3 In addition to the radio attacks quoted against 1968, two more highly defamatory 

assaults on Kaunda and Nyerere, questioning their integrity and casting aspersions 
on their leadership, were now broadcast from Lagos (B.B.C. ME/2897/B2-B5).

4 West Africa (1968), p. 1530. 6 Observer, 12 January 1969.
0 Sunday Telegraph, 29 December 1968.
7 The Times and the Guardian, 7 January 1969. See also Biafran nows conference 

quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 31.
8 Daily Telegraph, 7 January 1969; photograph in The Times.
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7 West Africa (1969), p. 109.
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ized by their Nigerian counterparts on the day the Prime Ministers’ 
Conference opened. In quieter, and more telling, terms ethno-areal 
groups such as the Rivers State Students’ Union of Great Britain and 
Ireland presented protestant memoranda to the Nigerian delegation.

As it turned out, the only reference during the proceedings of the 
Conference, predominantly perturbed by Rhodesia and the NIBMAR 
issue, to the rebellion on Nigeria’s hands came in a non-committal 
chronological review by Mr. Wilson, who simply alluded to the ‘present 
time when the hearts of all of us are torn by the tragedy of the fighting 
in Nigeria’,1 and in the unemotionally factual report by Mr. Arnold 
Smith of the persistent efforts by his Secretariat to bring the two sides 
together round a table throughout 1968? But outside the conference 
chamber there was, in accordance with the protocol of diplomatic 
strategy, much discussion. Chief Awolowo let it be known that, while 
he would not go out of his way to get in touch with the Biafran represen­
tatives then in London, he would not block any approach from them for 
private discussion? Later, with his apparent capacity’ for being mis­
understood, he denied that there had been even informal contacts 
between former friends and colleagues, doubting the calibre of such 
roving ambassadors as Dike and Nwokedi and inferring that talks 
with Mojekwu or Azikiwe alone could be profitable;4 but as he himself 
was reportedly a last minute substitute for General Gowon, who had 
originally announced his intention of attending the Commonwealth 
Conference in person but at the final moment decided against leaving 
Lagos,s the situation threatened to assume the meaningless facade of 
Hamlet deprived of both Prince and Polonius. The British Prime 
Minister followed up the studiously balanced week-end house-parties at 
Chequers with what was officially called a ‘discussion over gin and tonic’ 
immediately after the Conference had adjourned, at which Awolowo 
was reported to have 'shown his willingness’ to meet Biafra’s representa­
tives ‘without pre-conditions’? But nothing came of it, and the reports 
and denials of who actually did or did not try to get in touch with whom 
during these ten days (including the muddled messages to newsmen7) 
hinted at a smoke-screen manufactured from elements of, to cite one 
description, ‘suppliant positions’ and over-proud sensitivities.8 As a tail­
piece General Gowon felt able to welcome Chief Awolowo on his return 
to Lagos with the opinion that the Conference had been ‘y’et another 
forum for a vote of confidence for Nigeria in her fight against rebellion 
... a victory for sanity and for maturity’.9 Six weeks later, too, the

1 Quoted in Africa (1969), p. 29.
2 Second Report of the Commonwealth Secrctary-(
3 B’est Africa (1969), p. 31. See also Africa Rest
4 Press commentary, 17 January 1969.
5 Sunday Telegraph, 29 December 1968.
8 The Times, 16 January; JFeat Africa (1969), p. 81.
8 IFw/ Africa (1969), p. 81.
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Under-Seotetary for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs was to tell the 
House of Commons that it was the Biafrans who had let slip the op­
portunity provided by the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference 
for new peace talks.1

The Nigerian delegates were rightly huffed by what they saw as a 
rudely pro-Biafran handling of television time by the B.B.C.2 After 
Awolowo had declined to take part or be represented in a well-advertised 
panel on ‘Panorama’,3 almost a whole hour was allocated on the follow­
ing evening to the screening of a sensational film on Biafra in ‘Twenty- 
four Hours’, followed by a short interview the next evening with Chief 
Enahoro and—although his chief gave him little opportunity to show 
his paces—Dr. Asika.4 The quality of this televised discussion was felt 
to have done more harm than good to the Nigerian cause, in unfortunate 
contrast to the stirring timbre of the pro-Biafran film which inspired 
even a group of tough British dockers to refuse to handle a cargo of 
arms for Nigeria in protest against Britain’s support of the Federal 
Government.5 Enahoro’s curt rejection of a cease-fire as ‘plain stupid’ 
now that ‘we have got them on the run’6 was a chilly curtain-raiser to 
Mr. Wilson’s report to Parliament at the end of the Conference. This 
was as pessimistic and near despair as it had ever been, matching the 
mood created by both sides’ seemingly wretched failure, in the face of 
measurable international dismay and souring disgust, to make the most 
of yet another opportunity, however slender, to avert the tragic suffer­
ing inseparable from the slow death of an aborted quick kill.

Support was lent to the odds on this death-by-degrees deduction 
when reports came in of delays of up to twelve days in unloading relief 
supplies in Lagos harbour7 and by obstacles again placed in the way of 
the International Red Cross operating from an agreed air base in 
Equatorial Guinea. Here the newly independent Government, who had 
interrupted relief flights in December, now suddenly served on the 
I.C.R.C. notice to quit. The mischievous inference that diplomatic 
pressure had been applied to bring about this ban8 prompted a denial 
from Lagos:

The Nigerian Federal Government wishes to state categorically that it 
brought no pressure to bear upon the Government of Equatorial Guinea in the

1 ll'esi Africa (1869), p. 257.
2 Nigeria was to suspend certain facilities granted to the B.B.C. Seo Sunday Times, 

12 January, and Sunday Telegraph, 26 January 1969.
3 The Times, 9 January 1969.
* Soo comments by Lagos Radio (B.B.C. ME/2970/ii and ME/2977/B3), and the radio 

talk on ‘Tho Mischievous B.B.C.’ on 13 January. Enahoro's reaction is to bo found in 
Sunday Times, 12 January 1969. Tho Nigerian Government's United Nigeria described 
the ‘B.B.C. boob’ as being worthy of Dr. Goebbels—No. 8, 1969.

5 The Times, 11 January 1969.
0 Quoted in Daily Telegraph, 14 January, and West Africa (1969), p. 81.
’ The Times, 16 January 1969.
8 The Guardian, 9 January 1969.
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expulsion of International Red Cross personnel from the island of Fernando 
Po. Recent incorrect and malicious reports have implied that the Equatorial 
Guinea decision was influenced by representations from the Nigerian Federal 
Government. It is understood, however, that this decision was the direct 
result of actions inimical to the national interests of Equatorial Guinea by 
International Red Cross officials based on Fernando Po.1

In the event, it was suspicion and hostility between the Ibo labour 
force, comprising some 40% of the island’s population, and the new 
President Macias that gave rise to such a penal measure.2 The Red 
Cross was now obliged to switch its air-base to Dahomey, twice as far 
from the key target of Uli. In giving its permission, Cotonou was careful 
to refer to relief supplies destined for ‘the victims of the fratricidal con­
flict between our Nigerian neighbours’,3 but this did not save the 
Dahomean Government from reproof by Kaduna Radio for its handling 
of ‘the dirty work’ of the Red Cross and from rebukes by other Nigerian 
organs.4 The luckless I.C.R.C., long the target of attack by the Federal 
Government, now felt the lashing tongue of Biafra’s spokesmen too,5 
and found itself condemned by both sides as a political organization.

The actual fighting had now entered its fifth month of impasse since 
the declared 'final push’ had been so publicly launched. In Biafra, 
whose broadcasting station had switched to virulent attacks which 
made Mr. Wilson6 (now lampooned as Mr. ‘Harold Weasel-ling’) and 
General Alexander7 rather than General Gowon ‘the real enemy of the 
defenceless Biafran people’, and had resurrected doubts about the con­
stitutional legitimacy of Gowon’s headship of state8 (‘There exists no 
basis for his claim or his recognition’), Ojukwu was reported as assert­
ing that ‘the next thirty days will be merry hell, but after that I think 
we can start to win back.’® Some of his faith was clearly pinned on 
Nigeria’s vulnerability to ethnic irredentism, currently highlighted by 
considerable Yoruba violence (and exaggeratedly exploited by the 
Biafran propaganda machinery10), as much as on his hopes that ‘an­
other spate of recognition particularly from European countries will 
force Nigeria to the conference table’,11 and on the near adequacy of

I Nigeria House press release, 13 January 1969.
5 Seo reports in The Economist, 4 January; The Time*, 27 January; West Africa (1969), 

p. 91; and B.B.C. ME/2988.
3 Cotonou Radio quoted in B.B.C. ME/2987.
* Quoted, along with Enahoro's press briefing, in B’caZ Africa (1969), p. 165.
5 Statement by Dr. Eko issued on 16 January 1969 (B.B.C. ME/2978/B8).
s e.g., radio talk ‘The Bloodbath is Harold Wilson’s Responsibility’ (B.B.C. ME/2964/ 

B2). Seo also the analysis ‘Wilson and the Commonwealth’ issued in Umuahia on 7 
January (Markpress Release No. Gen. 479).

' Biafra Radio, 11 January 1969 (B.B.C. ME/2974/B4).
s Fivc-page statement issued by Biafra Ministry of Information, January 1969. Seo 

summary in Markpress Release No. Gen. 487.
* Quoted in The Economist, 11 January’ 1969.

10 See the alarmist radio report quoted in B.B.C. ME/2957/ii.
II Press conference at Umuahia, 25 January 1969.
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arms that had since September allowed Ojukwu, in Lord Shepherd’s 
earlier assessment, to reject overtures for a negotiated end to the war.1 
Hence Ojukwu’s headlined ‘call for peace’2 made to a small group of 
journalists visiting him in Umuahia at the end of January,3 was in 
reality little more than a further appeal for the internationalization of 
the moves for a cease-fire and not a change of heart or voice from Biafra. 
In America, under a new President, the Administration was now be­
ginning to give indications that the House of Representatives would no 
longer allow itself to remain passive before the country’s mounting 
agitation for a more positive role in the move for peace.4 January ended 
with Nigeria’s gain of a see-for-yourself tour by four French Deputies5 
offset by the call for France’s full recognition of Biafra by two other 
Deputies just back from there;0 with an open letter from Dame Margery 
Perham to General Gowon, suggesting for Biafra ‘some interim status 
as a temporary measure’;’ and with the speculative announcement, 
issued well after the Afro-Malagasy Common Organization had risen, 
that it intended to sponsor separate private peace missions to Nigeria 
and Biafra led by Presidents Diori of Niger and Mobutu of Congo.8

Although the existence of any such missions seemed to be in doubt, 
February brought no slackening in the pace of mediatory moves. 
Rear-Admiral Wey of the Federal Executive Council was reported to 
have visited Ghana assumed in order to set fresh moves in train,9 
and there were urgent visits to both sides by United States Congress­
men, duly reported and interpreted along drawn lines even when the 
same Senator was being quoted.10 Once more addressing the Consulta­
tive Assembly at Umuahia in another marathon speech, delivered on 
10 February, Ojukwu rejected as firmly as Nigeria had done since 
Kampala any ‘British-sponsored offensive’ and warned what would 
befall Britain’s interests in Biafra if she were to assume a leading role 
in promoting peace.11 Like Gowon, Ojukwu too assured his people that

1 Quoted in Daily Telegraph, 8 October 1968.
2 The Times, 27 January 1969.
3 Seo Markpress Release. No. Gen. 487.
4 West Africa (1969), p. 104; Markpress Release No. Gen. 529.
6 Nigeria House press release, 29 January 1969.
• The Times, 3 February 1969; Markpress Release No. Gen. 489.
7 The Spectator, 31 January 1969.
8 The Times, 31 January; Sunday Telegraph, 2 February; West Africa (1969), pp. 165 

and 197; Africa Confidential, February 1969.
’ Daily Telegraph, 14 February 1969.

10 Coverage of remarks by Senator Charles E. Goodell of New York: Nigeria House 
press releases dated 7 and 12 February 1969; Markpress Release No. Gen. 502 and 515. 
Compare also Enahoro’s address to visiting Congressmen in Lagos (Nigeria House press 
release dated 14 February 1969) with the unequivocal call on the U.S. Government to 
‘immediately utilize all of its diplomatic and economic resources for the purpose of 
bringing about a cease-fire’ made by Ohio Representative Donald M. Lukens and news­
man Fulton Lewis III at a press conference held in Washington on their return from 
Nigeria and Biafra (Markpress Release No. Gen. 494).

11 The Times, 12 February 1969; Markpress Release No. Gon. 500 and 501.
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nd is near, the goal is in sight’. As a noisy reaction to Mr. Wilson’s 
the to Bonn showed,1 his country was cordially disliked by Biafrans 
'h' ad’ and at the meeting of the Western European Union the slang- 
a J match was reportedly no less vigorous or vituperative between Lord 
"'r Ifont and M- Joan de Lipkowski of France than it was between

^os and Biafran radio stations.2 The French representative was in 
a°e ways simply developing the current anti-British outbursts pro- 

S°"ted by a Gaullist Deputy’s public accusation of Britain as having 
"inspired the 1966 coup' and of having been ‘deeply implicated in the

- assination of General Ironsi’.3 Ojukwu's reference in Iris address 
before the Consultative Assembly4 to 'the path of genocide’ being

rsued by 'Harold Wilson and his clique’ was opportunely countered 
in an editorial in B est Africa headed 'The World and the War’.5

Then, in the middle of February at a private meeting in Oxford, ex­
President Azikiwe broke his ten months’ silence and put forward a 
fourteen-point programme for resolving the conflict, which included a 
plebiscite and direct intervention by a military force raised by the 
United Nations along the lines of the previous U.N. presence in Cyprus 
and the Congo [noc 191]. The ‘astonishing haste’6 and scant courtesy 
with which Lagos and Kaduna rejected the plan as ‘absolute nonsense’ 
and 'another pathetic attempt'7 within twenty-four hours andassumedly 
without having more than a news agency report on which to base its 
decision, was known to have disturbed some ardent Nigerians who had 
heard the full speech. Perusal of Dr. Azikiwe’s private correspondence 
on this speech reveals that the Biafran Government was no less ‘seri­
ously concerned’ by it and suggested that it should be called off—a 
proposal that Dr. Azikiwe castigated as having 'shocked my conscience 
as being an outrageous invasion of my basic human rights.’9 Yet in 
perspective, the Federal Government may not have been so wrong, for 
all its haste, in writing off the Azikiwe proposals as:
Basically the same as those put forward by the secessionist leaders at the 
Addis Ababa and earlier peace talks.... [They contain] several unacceptable 
features such as the contemptuous rejection of the O.A.U. efforts and the 
attempt to involve the U.N. and the U.S.A, in the Nigerian crisis which is

1 The Times, 13 February 1969.
1 The Times, S February; Sunday Telegraph, 9 February- 1969. The proceedings of the 

W.E.U. are not made public.
3 Le Monde, 7 February; Sunday Telegraph, 9 February 1969. Seo also F. Debd's 

anti-British article published in Le Monde, 5 December, and the reply by Dame Margery 
Perham, 9 December 196S.

* Summarized in Markpress Release No. Gen. 501.
3 H'rst Africa (1969), p. 169.
• The Guardian, IS February 1969. See also letter in B'est Africa (1969), p. 275.

■ Kaduna Radio, 14 February; Lagos Radio, 20 Februarv; The Times, IS February; 
ITest Africa (1969), p. 225.

’ Correspondence between Dr. Azikiwe (still addressed as 'Your Excellency’) and the 
Office of the Special Representative of the Government of Biafra in London] 16 and 11 
February 1969. (By Courtesy of Dr. Azikiwe.)
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strictly the internal affair of Lagos.. . . The Government deplores any moves 
which in effect encourage the rebel leaders to continue to fight for their 
illusory empire.1

Nigerians in the U.S.A., on the other hand, sent a letter to Gowon 
calling for the quick-kill solution before emotion swept through the 
United States and brought its military strength in on the side of the 
secessionists.2 Senator Kennedy’s call for a cease-fire was similarly re­
buffed by Radio Kaduna’s acid accusation of betrayal: ‘the last of the 
Kennedys has let us down.’3 Hopes, if any were left, were now to be 
exclusively pinned to the much-mentioned but seldom-seen ‘African 
solution’ through the O.A.U., whose Consultative Committee on Nigeria 
President Tubman sought to re-activate in mid-February.

Meanwhile Brigadier Hassan’s conference of the three 'warlords’ 
(Divisional commanders), followed by General Gowon’s remarkably 
delayed first official tour of the war fronts during the twenty months of 
fighting,4 emphasized a no less overdue improvement in the strategical 
lines of co-ordination hitherto singularly lacking in wielding the 
Nigerian army into one effective field command. This dramatic and 
drastic regrouping gave strength to the belief that the Federal forces 
were about to launch their ‘final final push’.5 To offset this flexing of the 
High Command muscles, cumulative allegations of ‘atrocity bombing’ 
of the civilian population by trigger-happy Egyptian pilots who 
allegedly regarded Biafra as a ‘free bomb zone’0 were publicized in 
the Western press.’ Opinion hardened in Great Britain. It was argued 
that, at its most generous interpretation, such air raids indicated the 
extent to which Gowon, despite his repeated and strict instructions 
against such strafing,8 was apparently unable to exercise operational 
control. In the face of reiterated Nigerian denials that any such raids 
had taken place, a number of British M.P.s felt impelled to raise the 
matter in the House of Commons. Federal Nigeria’s supporters found it 
progressively harder to deny the force of hostile claims that such 
civilian-aimed terrorism made a mockery of the Federal proclamation 
of a forty-eight hour truce to mark the Id festival or to reject the 
growing thesis that ‘if they have any military effect, they must increase 
the fears of the Ibo people that a Federal victory would be followed by

1 Statement on the Azikiwe proposals issued in Lagos, 17 February 1969.
2 Quoted in JFes/ Africa (1969), p. 166.
3 Quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 197.
4 Nigeria House press release, 24 February 1969.
6 West Africa (1969), p. 137. See also Hassan Katsina’s broadcast cited in West Africa 

(1969), p. 313. Within weeks, however, correspondents found themselves compelled to 
admit that ‘Nobody, not even the most ebullient Federal spokesman, could any longer 
refer to any Federal attack as “the last push” ’—West Africa (1969), p. 425.

0 The Times, 26 February, 1969.
7 The Times and New York Times led this campaign of ‘evidence adduced’ in the latter 

half of February and early March.
8 The Times, 22 February 1969.
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mass slaughter’1 or the persuasive argument of critics that ‘nothing 
could be more calculated to stiffen the resistance of this people or to 
make the achievement of one Nigeria an impossibility.’2 If they were 
true, such air raids might well achieve little beyond welding the 
Biafrans closer than ever in their determined resistance.

In the absence of international observers beliind the Biafran lines, 
these reports from established journalists began to raise unpleasant 
thoughts that, for all the sincerity of those observers on the total 
absence of any genocidal plan among the military units, the Nigerian 
Air Force might be playing a part, however unwittingly, in eroding 
this truth through their wanton bombing of civilian targets. Certainly 
there was no doubt that orders had been given to intensify air attacks;3 
the question at issue was what operational control there was over the 
chosen targets. Coming at this charged period, General Gowon’s Id 
message to the nation and forty-eight-hour truce, his promise to order 
a cease-fire just as soon as Ojukwu renounced secession,4 and the offer— 
interpreted as a move to forestall the alarming plan by Canadian 
voluntary organizations to raise funds and build an airstrip within 
Biafra3—of free access to a Federal-held airstrip on the fringe of Biafra 
for use by world relief organizations,6 all echoed in unreceptive ears 
more hollowly than they deserved.

Ojukwu chose this moment again to appeal for a peace initiative from 
the three countries that he saw as having real influence among the 
combatants, this time emphasizing that it was America that was 
critical:

I would like to see the new American Administration make a move towards 
a peace initiative. I think the American people are beginning to realise what 
this war is about and are beginning to know of our suffering.... I think the 
British people abhor this war and many Members of the Government do too, 
But it does not seem to make any impression on Mr. Harold Wilson. Frankly. 
I think that Britain continues this war merely because of vested interests.’

His reported new recognition of the Emperor of Ethiopia as the best 
person to bring about an end to the war8 seemed to carry him one more 
important step nearer the Federal Government’s continuing faith in 
the efficacy of the O.A.U. and an exclusively African ambiance. At this 
very moment, indeed, the O.A.U. Council of Ministers was assembling 
for its scheduled meeting in Addis Ababa. As it turned out, the O.A.U. 
was again to achieve nothing more tangible than appeals. While Dr.

1 The Times, 28 February 1969.
2 The Times, 26 February 1969
’Lagos Radio report, 10 February 1969, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1327.
4 Lagos Radio, 12 February’; JFwt Africa (1969), p. 225.
4 Nigeria House press release, 5 March 1969.
4 The Times, 22 February 1969.
7 Markpress Release No. Gen. 522.
1 Jl’f-sf Africa (1969), p. 226.
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Arikpo once more ruled out intervention by the United Nations, he did 
concede that General Gowon would be willing to appear before the 
O.A.U. Consultative Committee again.1 In France an ‘Action Committee 
for Biafra’ was established and a National Biafra Day nominated amid 
vast press reportage.2

Meanwhile, Chief Enahoro was dispatched on an urgently balancing 
lecture tour to the U.S.A, where pro-Biafran sentiment, detectable in a 
perusal of the Congressional Record as well as amply expressed by 
voluntary organizations and in the mass-media, continued to disturb 
Nigeria. His speech to the World Affairs Council at Boston [noc 192] 
was rated by the Nigerian Embassy staff as ‘the most important of his 
whole tour’,3 though many American scholars were more impressed by 
his performance at Northwestern University, Illinois.4 Chief Enahoro’s 
timely visit may claim to have had an influence in generating some of 
the welcomely less narrow views expressed at the seminar on the con­
flict organized in May by the Center for Strategic and International 
Studies at Georgetown University in Washington, D.C.6

In Britain, a series of stirring and engage articles in the ‘I was there’ 
vein from Winston Churchill in The Times0 so underlined the magnitude 
of the suffering inflicted by the reportedly indiscriminate strafing of 
Biafran civilians that the Government was forced to seek an explana­
tion of this apparent denial or defiance of General Gowon’s orders to 
his Air Force. In Parliament, Mr. Foley spoke of air raids on civilian 
targets as ‘cruel and militarily useless’, and Mr. Wilson went so far as 
to place on record his determination that ‘if we thought we could help 
to end tliis war or shorten it by one day, by changing our arms policy, 
we would not hesitate to consider that’.7 The Times’ conversion to the 
Biafran cause undoubtedly had an effect on public opinion in Britain.8

1 Ethiopian Radio quoted in IFwt Africa (1969), p. 257.
3 G. Varley, 'The French and Biafra’, IFest Africa (1969), p. 266; and ibid., p. 258.
3 Personal letter from the Press Attachd.
4 Private communication.
6 The Nigcria-Biafra Conflict (Washington, 1969). See also the report in West Africa 

(1969), p. 609.
8 The advertisement in the Sunday Times of the forthcoming series of sensational 

articles under the heading ‘Who [sic] Do You Believe?’ was made up of photographs of 
the three personalities involved, respectively captioned:
(i) ‘Our pilots have been given the strictest instructions to attack only*military targets, 
and these orders have been repeated’—General Gowon, Head of the Federal Military 
Government of Nigeria, as reported in The Times, 21 February 1969.
(ii) ‘None of these places bombed had military targets anywhere near. It is clear that the 
Egyptian pilots hired by Nigeria regard Biafra as a free bomb zone’—Winston S. 
Churchill, reporting from Biafra in The Times, 26 February 1969.
(iii) ‘Killing our people is nothing to him [Gowon]. His attitude is to get Biafra at all 
costs’—Colonel Ojukwu, Biafran leader, as reported in The Times, 27 February 1969. 
The articles appeared in The Times, 3-6 March 1969.

7 Both remarks made in the debate on Nigeria in the House of Commons, 11 March 
1969. Mr. Wilson also referred to the Winston Churchill articles as needing to be taken 
‘very seriously’.

8 After the war, serious charges of partisanship were
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In the event, when such allegedly bomb-shattered towns as Owerri 
later fell, there should have been many red faces to answer the pertinent 
question ‘Where DID all those bombs fall?’1 Nigerians in diplomatic 
circles were heard to repeat Humbert Wolfe’s ditty so popular in 
Switzerland in the 1938-9 days of European crisis:

You cannot hope to bribe or twist 
The honest British journalist; 
But seeing what the chap will do 
Unbribed, there’s no occasion to.

Winston Churchill became the target for attack by Nigeria’s press 
and radio.2 But for the present neither Enahoro’s denial that civilian 
targets were being bombed3 nor a meeting between the international 
war observers’ team and the ‘evasive’4 Head of the Nigerian Air Force 
nor the Nigerian High Commissioner’s public explanation in the press5 
—for all its assurance that any amnesty would now, after all, include 
Ojukwu too—could stem the mounting discontent in Britain with the 
country’s role in the war. Despite Lord Shepherd’s earlier plea that 
Britain’s standing and negotiating strength in Lagos had been gravely 
undermined by this persistent pro-Biafran lobby,6 the British Govern­
ment was now pressurized by a strong but restrained all-party back­
bench motion into allowing another emergency debate on the Nigerian 
situation. The motion, signed by over 150 M.P.s, read:

That this House, deeply concerned about the continued fighting in the 
Nigerian civil war, calls upon Her Majesty’s Government to make a fresh 
approach to other countries sending military equipment to the combatants, 
with a view to securing through international action a complete embargo on 
the supply of arms to both sides:

To use its good offices to try to bring about a meeting between General 
Gowon and Colonel Ojukwu to discuss an immediate ceasefire; substantially 
to increase the flow of food and other forms of economic aid to alleviate the 
suffering caused by the war in both Nigeria and Biafra.

As the March day allocated to this debate approached, so did an air 
of a Biafran renaissance grow more noticeable. First, there was the
the establishment of The Times and the B.B.C.—e.g., the remarks made by Mr. Woodrow 
Wyatt in the House of Commons on 26 January 1970. For a summary,press lino-up see

Africa (1969), p. 302. The writer is but one of several who found it consistently 
impossible to have letters arguing a pro-Federal viewpoint or correcting a Biafran 
exaggeration accepted by a number of British newspapers.

1 Daily Express, 8 May 1969 (see pp. 112-113).
2 Sunday Post and Sunday Sketch, 2 March 1969. See also the attack by the Nigerian 

High Commissioner in London: ‘If one thing was crystal clear in Lagos, it was that Mr. 
Churchill had arrived from Europe with a mind fully impregnated there by extensive 
rebel briefings’ (statement of 8 March 1969).

3 Statement issued on 1 March (The Times, 3 March 1969).
4 The Times, 6 March 1969.
1 Letter to The Times, 5 March 1969.
4 Speech in the House of Lords, 20 February 1969.



War and Peace 1969 105
Federal admission of the Biafran claim that its troops had been drama­
tically cut off in Owerri;1 then came relief organizations like Oxfam 
and, to a lesser extent, the Save the Children Fund, ready to exploit 
the current resurgence of pro-Biafran sentiment among the more vocal 
sections of the British public;2 and there were even suggestions that 
Lagos itself no longer believed in its own denials that anything was 
amiss in the tactical role of its mercenary-manned MIG aircraft.3 The 
final prelude to the imminent House of Commons debate was the fillip 
to the peace lobby afforded by an official protest note from the Ameri­
cans—reeling from their own Winston Churchill-style assault on their 
humanitarian emotions4—to the Federal Government, expressing its 
‘deep concern’ over the reported bombing of civilians.5 In Britain, re­
sentment was caused to her somewhat masochistic conscience-keepers at 
this time by an official statement from the Nigerian High Commissioner, 
immediately following his talks with the British Foreign Secretary, that 
air raids would now actually be stepped up.6 A rather' less chauvinistic 
line was taken by General Gowon himself, who in an interview with a 
British journalist reassured the world that he would not ‘bulldoze’ his 
way into Biafran territory.7 A few days later, in writing off as ‘ridi­
culous’ Colonel Ojukwu’s claim that neither side could now win the war, 
Gowon elaborated this in another exclusive interview with the explana­
tion that ‘we are going to win this conflict, we have the will . . . [but] 
we have been going slowly because we don’t want to kill the I bos . . . 
we will win in our own time’.8 Not to be outdone by the newsworthiness 
of personal interviews, Colonel Ojukwu conceded one to an American 
magazine in which he ranged over a number of war topics.9

Forty-eight hours before the Parliamentary debate was due, the 
British Government took the unprecedented step of sending its new 
Head of the Diplomatic Service post-haste to Lagos for consultations 
with the U.K. High Commissioner and with the Federal leaders.10 But 
there was more drama to come in this crowded week before the curtain 
went up on the House of Commons debate. The international observers 
published another report, reserving judgement on allegations of in­
discriminate bombing of civilians in Biafra since ‘it was impossible to 
receive proof that such allegations are false.’11 The Federal Government

I The Times, 5 March 1069.
8 Soo advertisements in The Times, 6 and 4 March 1969 respectively.
3 The Times, 8 March 1969.
4 David Reed, ‘Must Biafra Dio?’ Reader's Digest, March 1969, pp. 75-80 (English

edition: April 1969, pp. 157-62), and the dispatches of Lloyd Garrison in the New York 
Times. 5 The Times, 8 March 1969; IFest Africa (1969), p. 313.

8 Statement issued in London on the instructions of the Federal Government on 8 
March—see Sunday Telegraph, 9 March, and The Times, 10 March 1969.

7 Daily Telegraph, 12 March; West Africa (1969), p. 313.
8 Daily Express, 17 March, quoted in Africa (1069), p. 342.
9 Newsweek, 14 March, quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 341.

10 The Times, 11 March 1969.
II Quoted in The Times, 11 March 1969.



1

106 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

released news of a £1,356 million National Reconstruction Plan for the 
‘critical years’ of 1969-73,1 which it followed with an international 
conference at Ibadan2 where Asika's account of the problem of re­
habilitation in the recovered East Central State was among the most 
interesting papers [doc 193]. This announcement was quickly coun­
tered by Colonel Ojukwu’s inauguration of the Biafran Planning 
Economic Commission.3 There were also current reports of Russian 
demands to open consulates in all the states of Nigeria and rumours of 
a tough Soviet line on a monopoly for supplying arms in quantities that 
would ensure a quicker-than-quick kill;1 there were indications that 
Canada and the U.S.S.R. were both formulating proposed solutions to 
the conflict;5 and, schemingly on the very eve of the debate in London, 
Biafra proposed in a message to the Foreign Ministers of the Common 
Market countries a one month’s truce—unhesitatingly rejected by 
Lagos6 —as a prelude to a cease-fire and unconditional talks by’ both 
sides.7

With its mind buzzing over a question raised by’ the mass-media, 
whether in fact there was not after all 'a quarrel to be settled, not a war 
to be won’, or even a war that neither party could win and both sides 
had already lost,8 the British Parliament devoted the whole of 13 March 
to its fifth critical debate of the nation's role in the Nigerian affair— 
what the Lagos press stigmatized as 'the antics of a vocal section of the 
British parliament, press and people'.9 On the previous day, a pro­
Nigerian group of M.P.s sent a letter to Brigadier Ogundipe in which 
they assured him of their support for the Federal Government but asked 
for an end to indiscriminate bombing [doc 194]. The debate produced 
several speeches of a considerable degree of importance to an under­
standing of how the Mother of Parliaments viewed, so variously, 
Nigeria's war [doc 195]. Those in the pro-Ojukwu lobby included 
speeches by a former Colonial Secretary and by Mr. Frank Allaun, back 
from Biafra only a few hours earlier. Often speeches cut clean across 
party lines. A speech with an added piquancy’ was that of Mr. A. Lyrnn, 
who had accompanied Mr. Barnes to Biafra but returned with a very 
different assessment of the situation. Any jubilation at the seemingly 
unexpected result of the forced division of the House, giving the Govern­
ment a reassuring majority of 170 out of 29-1 votes cast, was tempered

1 Statement issued in Lagos. 6 March. See The Tinies, 7 March; editorial, 'Winning 
Nigeria's Peace', 1T«( Africa (1969). pp. 321-2.

: West Africa (1969), pp. 267 and 347.
’ Markpress Release No, Gen. 53S.
* Sunday Telegraph, 16 March 1969.
1 n‘rs;.4/rica (1969), p. 341, quoting the Financial Times report on the U.S.S.R. move.
• Lagos Radio report, 14 March; Daily Telegraph, 14 March 1969.
' Biafra Radio, 13 March; The Times. 15 March; ‘Gowon Disposes’, The Economist, 

15 March 1969.
1 The Times, 13 March 1969.
1 Morning Post, 14 March 1969.
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by the sobering realization of the national meaning of the large number 
of abstentions: less than half the House voted and over a quarter of the 
Labour Party failed to support the Government’s policy.1 Some saw in 
this a telling parallel with the conflict that was being debated: here was 
another issue that neither side could at that moment convincingly 
claim to be seen to be ■winning.

In the event, the British Government were saved from a larger pro­
test vote on ‘the burning issue which probably animated many learned 
members in asking for this debate’,2 by the announcement towards 
its close that the Prime Minister would himself shortly be flying to 
Lagos ‘to explore the possibilities of an international embargo on arms 
supplies in the Nigerian civil war, a peace settlement, and the opening 
of relief corridors to Biafra’.3 This news prompted the Opposition to 
warn the Prime Minister that his role must not be that of a ‘super­
charged dove . . . [all] set to work a miracle’.4 The argued decision to 
send H.M.S. Fearless into Lagos harbour (apart from its counter­
balance to the display of Soviet naval strength then in Lagos roads) 
was made more understandable5 when Wilson accepted an invitation to 
route himself home through Addis Ababa and so talk with the Emperor, 
as Africa’s most influential mediator. Expectedly, both the debate and 
Mr. Wilson’s visit were denounced in advance by Biafra, as respectively 
‘a characteristically diplomatic gimmick’6 and ‘a step towards an 
escalation of the war rather than an attempt to make peace’.7

No less predictably, the Federal Government decided not to extend 
an invitation to the Pope to include Nigeria in his forthcoming African 
tour, for the Vatican’s role in flying civil aid to Biafra was sensitively 
suspect in Federal eyes. To a Zambian goodwill mission Ojukwu de­
clared that his fight was one aimed at breaking ‘the colonialist myth of 
perpetual enslavement of the African race’.8 It was on this same 
occasion that Ojukwu revealed Biafra’s recognition by Haiti, an­
nounced in Port-au-Prince on 24 March. President Duvalier explained

1 Daily Telegraph, 14 March 1969. Copious commentary on the debate can be found in 
all British dailies and weeklies of the period.

2 Mr. Maurice Foley, opening the debate on 13 March 1969.
3 Statement by Mr. Stewart, Secretary of State, in the House of Commons, 13 March 

1969. It was anticipated by a report in the Financial Times of that morning.
4 Quoted in The Times, 14 March 1969. See also Daily Telegraph, 19 and 28 March. 

The actual date chosen for this visit, 26 March, turned out to have been pre-empted by 
the Federal Government for a Cabinet Meeting. Those hostile to Sir David Hunt’s com­
mitted rolo as our man in Lagos latched on to this as a further proof of how hopelessly 
out of touch the U.K. High Commission in Lagos was, for Wednesday had long been a 
regular Cabinet day. See the deserved defence of Sir David in Africa (1969), p. 325.

5 Seo West Africa (1969), p. 514, referring to the Primo Minister’s explanation that the 
ship’s value would have lain in its ability to provide ‘an area in which he felt secure and 
away from Federal control’, had talks with Ojukwu—‘which looked likely at one moment* 
—materialized.

0 Biafra Radio, 13 March 1969.
' Statement issued by Dr. Eke in Umuahia, 17 March 1969.
8 Markpress Release No. Gen. 545.
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his Government’s recognition of Biafra as a free and sovereign state 
because of its exponent of the Haitian Government policy of:

Participating in the defence of states and of oppressed countries. Over and 
above the humanitarian aspects, it aims at a return to a just and lasting 
peace between Nigeria and Biafra.... I must express my fervent wishes that 
this act of the first free and independent Negro republic in the world serve as 
a symbol and example, a source of inspiration for the governments and 
countries of Africa. It constitutes a contribution based on our unique ex­
periences as a Negro nation and aims at the resumption of a formal dialogue 
between Nigerian and Biafra.1

Such an off-beat non-event could bring but cold comfort to Ojukwu; 
and Haiti turned out to be the last country so to commit itself.

Mr. Wilson flew to Lagos on 26 March, amid some reservations by the 
press over the value of his visit beyond that of its being another ex­
ponent of the modern style of personal diplomacy and of its astute 
political timing in the U.K. context.2 The Nigerian press’s initial 
anxiety was quieted by Mr. Wilson’s announcement at Ikeja airport that 
he had come not to mediate but to learn for himself.3 This followed on 
an interview given in London in which, in an interesting encapsulation 
of Britain’s position on the civil war, the Prime Minister publicly dis­
counted any expectation of ‘spectacular results’ [doc 196]. General 
Gowon firmly underlined this limited role by including in his speech of 
welcome the remark that ‘the purpose of your present visit is very clear. 
... I expect no dramatic peace initiative on your part’ [doc 197].1 As 
promised by the Nigerian Chief of Staff, Brigadier Hassan Katsina, a 
few days earlier, the Prime Minister’s arrival coincided with a ‘dramatic 
new development' in the shape of yet one more major assault by the 
Federal troops against the Biafrans.5 Indeed, Ojukwu’s temporary 
capital of Umuahia now came under Federal artillery fire, and reports 
that the Nigerian Air Force had put a halt to the night airlifts in Biafra 
and could justifiably claim ‘absolute control’ of air space over Biafra6 
suggested that Colonel Adekunle was at last about to achieve his triple­
top ambition of personally capturing the three ‘O.A.U.’7 towns of 
Iboland.

1 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p.
2 The Nigerian press of 14 and 15 March

see the press round-up in Africa Research Bulletin, p> 
press response, see The Times, 24, 27, and 28 March 
Telegraph, 27 March; and the Guardian, 3 April 1969.

3 For an argument of the semantics of this declaration, see Daily Telegraph, 31 March 
and the Guardian, 2 April 1969.

4 See also Gowon’s interview with Financial Tinies, 26 March 1969, in which he 
expressed the hope that the Prime Minister was not ‘coming here for any mediation— 
we know Ojukwu; outsiders do not.’

4 Observer, 30 March; Daily Telegraph, 31 March; ll'cs/ Africa (1969), p.
• Sunday Telegraph, 23 March; Daily Telegraph, 24 March; Sunday Tin

1969. 7 Owerri, Aba, and Umuahia.

1357 and West Africa (1969), p. 369.
had welcomed the original announcement— 

pp. 1355-6. For subsequent British 
■ch; the Scotsman, 25 March; Daily
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After two non-stop days of discussions and visits to the recaptured 

areas of the former Eastern Region, the Primo Minister put an end to 
speculations on whether he intended to visit Biafra1 by making on 30 
March an official offer to meet Colonel Ojukwu ‘somewhere in Africa’. 
The invitation was sent with the knowledge of the Federal Government 
and was cautiously hedged—bearing in mind the lamented Rhodesian 
instance—with a proviso that such a meeting in no way implied recog­
nition of a rebel leader [doc 198], Twenty-four excited hours later, 
Radio Biafra (not Colonel Ojukwu himself) turned down the invitation 
as ‘impossible under present circumstances’, despite its apparent pre­
viously agreed acceptability. Among the reasons put forward was the 
quite unrealistic insistence on any such meeting being held within 
Biafra. The statement added that should Mr. Wilson fail to ‘honour’ 
his alleged promise of coming to Biafra, ‘he will be lending credence to 
information available to the Biafran government that he had gone to 
Nigeria to plan with the Nigerian leaders the current military offensive.’2 
Thwarted of further dove-like diplomacy, the British Prime Minister 
gave another press conference and then left Nigeria in an aura of good­
will.3 He flew on to Ethiopia to confer with the Emperor in his role as 
chairman of the O.A.U.’s last-hope Conciliation Committee on Nigeria. 
Besides reaffirming his belief that ‘the task of mediation in the conflict 
was one for the O.A.U.,’4 the Prime Minister issued a statement in 
which he expressed regret at Biafra’s rejection of his proposal for a 
meeting, now confirmed by a message from Ojukwu himself, but stated 
that he was quite ready to return to London via West Africa if the 
Biafran leader would meet him at any one of a number of venues out­
side rebel territory.6 But nothing came of his final gesture.

Immediately on his return to Britain on 2 April, the Prime Minister 
reported to the House of Commons [doc 199] on the generally favour­
able results of what was still held by some political commentators to 
have been a puzzlingly inspired decision6 to undertake personally a 
week’s fact-finding mission to Nigeria without any intention of mediat­
ing. Fortunately, the trail of glory he left behind was sufficient to draw 
a veil over the potential embarrassment’ sensed by some in the public

1 Daily Telegraph, 25 March 1969.
2 Quoted in The Times, 1 April; tho Financial Times and tho Scotsman, 2 April. 

West Africa (1969), p. 397, and Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1359 also carry useful sum­
maries of the time-table of this move.

3 The Times, 1 April; Nigeria House press release, 2 April 1969.
4 Communique issued in Addis Ababa on 1 April. It was phrased in cautious general­

ities.
6 Report from Addis Ababa (C.O.I. text). See also The Times and the Guardian, 2 

April 1969.
• The Observer and Sunday Times, 30 March; the Guardian, 1 and 2 April; and The 

Times, 2 April 1969.
7 Two months later, Awolowo’s dogged defence of a plan for a multiplicity of states based 

on linguistic grounds resulted in his presence in the Federal Government being attacked 
in Kaduna as ‘greatly embarrassing’ (New Nigerian, 14 June 1969). Cf. p. 472, fn. 1.
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comment by Chief Awolowo, Vice-Chairman of the Federal Executive 
Council, that he stood by his May 1967 credo that for him acceptance 
of Biafran secession ‘by any case of commission or omission’ would be 
tantamount to the go-ahead for the Western and Lagos States’ with­
drawal from the Federation even though now at war [doc 200].

The Federal assault on Biafra’s shrinking defences, tins time an­
nounced with less panache than in heralding previous soi-disant ‘final 
pushes’ and judiciously left unreported till military gains had already 
been made, had in the meanwhile been meeting with substantial success 
as all three of its heavily-armed divisions tightened their pincer-grip on 
Umuahia. By 12 April there were rumours of the town’s partial evacua­
tion. Once again the Federal Government could come to the meeting of 
the O.A.U. Consultative Committee, scheduled for Monrovia in mid­
April, with an impressive military accomplishment compellingly read 
into its case. In the event, the O.A.U. meeting on 17-20 April was even 
wishy-washier than its predecessors, and the reports (the sessions were 
held in camera) of the negative statements from the Nigerian1 and 
Biafran delegations2—the latter had brought Sir Louis Mbanefo back to 
prominence after six months of silence—were matched only by the 
practical emptiness of the O.A.U. fina] communique [doc 201]. The call 
to renounce secession, in accord with the warmly pro-Nigerian senti­
ments of the Organization, found no favour in the eyes of the Biafran 
delegation, whose leader accused the O.A.U. of having neither:

... the ability nor a genuine desire to bring the war to an end. They have not 
advanced beyond their original stand taken at Kinshasa in September 1967, 
before we were even heard. Some members, reinforced by the O.A.U. Secre­
tariat, believe that we Biafrans are condemned to die and that we can only 
get our reprieve by surrender. They are more concerned with maintaining 
the legitimacy of Gowon’s regime than stopping the war. It is now for others 
interested to take the initiative to bring about peace.3

The Biafran delegation was later reported to have said that had the 
communique written in the words ‘a solution’ instead of ‘a united 
Nigeria’ they would have been prepared to accept the Consultative 
Committee’s declaration in principle?

Nigeria, on the other hand, was encouraged by the O.A.U.’s un­
ambiguous endorsement of its fight against secession, viewed by the 
member states with horror whatever their record of accommodating 
views on the overthrow of legitimate governments by military coups. 
The O.A.U. Secretary-General, M. Diallo Telli, attributed the failure 
of the Monrovia talks to Biafra: ‘For the first time we made it a point

1 Lagos Radio, 19 April 1969.
* Markpress Release No. Gen. 575.
3 Statement by Sir Louis Mbanefo, 20 April 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 576, 

mistakenly numbered 276).
4 See the account of the Monrovia meeting in West Africa (1969), p. 485.
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to put responsibilities where they lay.’1 With any hopes of a non­
military settlement once again in smithereens, it was from the war front 
that late April brought its major announcement: the fall of Umuahia, 
the third of Biafra’s temporary headquarters, to a massive and superbly 
organized assault by Colonel Mohammed Shuwa's First Division on 
23 April.2 The Nigerian Chief of Staff had fulfilled his earlier promise of 
‘big news’,2 in time for the Supreme Commander’s spectacular wedding 
in Lagos on 19 April, if late for the Prime Minister’s visit. General 
Gowon could have wished for only one better wedding present: peace 
itself.

For a moment this seemed just a shade nearer—or at least the end 
of the fighting did—when President de Gaulle resigned at the end of 
April.1 His sub rosa personal Biafran support in the shape of directing 
a steady supply of arms and munitions towards Ojukwu through certain 
francophone African states had incontrovertibly halted the Federal 
armies when they were on the threshold of military victory in the pre­
vious September. In the first ministerial contact between the two 
Governments for ten months. Dr. Arikpo was promptly flown to Paris 
for talks with the Quai d’Orsay.6 Overduly, too, a pro-Nigerian pressure 
groupuscule got under way in Biafra-conscious France.

But within twenty-four hours of jubilantly announcing the im­
portantseizure of Umuahia, the Federal Government had grievously and 
grudgingly to concede, concealed in an obscure news item and masked 
as a move ‘for tactical purposes’,6 the week-old Biafran claim (earlier 
dismissed by the Federal Chief of Staff as ‘absolutely false’') to have 
recaptured the strategic town of Owerri.8 True, this was only the 
Federal army’s second military reverse during the twenty-two months 
of fighting (their first was the protracted setback opposite Onitsha), a 
record of which they had cause to be proud given the gravely under­
officered and inexperienced state of their troops when war broke out; 
yet its timing could not help but ironically erode the kudos of one of 
their most telling military triumphs and give the sorry lie to Lagos s 
premature description of Umuahia’s fall as ‘a final mortal blow .9 But

1 Quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1383. The only account so far of this unsuccess­
ful meeting is that given in the chapter ‘An African Affair’ in Aubcron Waugh and Suzanne 
Cronjd, Biafra: Britain's Shame (London, 1969), where Mrs. Cronjc describes the role, of 
M. Diallo Tolli and charges him with being personally responsible for paralysing a 
possible basis for negotiation.

2 Gowon made the formal announcement to the emirs and chiefs (Kaduna Radio, 23 
April). See Sunday Telegraph, 20 and 27 April 1969.

3 Daily Telegraph, 31 March 1969.
4 Cf. Kaduna Radio talk, ‘The Mighty Fallon—Good Riddance’, 20 April 1969.
5 Observer, 3 May; Guardian, 7 May. For subsequent assessments of Pompidou and 

the Nigerian war, see IFeat Africa (1969), pp. 541, 761, and 1359.
4 Lagos Radio, 28 April; The Times, 29 April; Daily Times, 1 May 1969.
7 Quoted in Sunday Telegraph, 22 April 1969.
8 Markpress Release No. Gen. 581; The Times, 28 April 1969.
8 Morning Post, 26 April 1969.
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it is an ill wind that cannot be put to some use. Perhaps this shock was 
just what was needed to jolt certain parts and people of the country out 
of their disturbing war malaise.1 The Nigerian Observer voiced what 
many Nigerians, at home and abroad, seemed to be t hinking about the 
generally unsuccessful military leadership of the war when it warned 
that ‘what has happened to Owerri can happen to Onitsha, Enugu, Aba, 
or any of the liberated towns.... We think that it is imperative to 
establish a co-ordinating High Command for the three Divisions close 
to the war zone.’2

It was now a race against time, with the odds on the rains bogging 
down the slow-moving Federal troops already hampered by their 
perilously stretched lines of comnnmications.3 While the Nigerians set 
their sights on seizing the vital airstrip at Uli, the Biafrans—their high 
command withdrawing westwards to Orlu, the new capital of the few 
hundred square miles that now comprised the erstwhile Republic4— 
were ambitiously turning their eyes towards repeating this feat of arms 
and recapturing Umuahia. If, as all the signs indicated, here was a war 
that was being fought to a finish, it was hard to find that finish in im­
mediate sight; rather, as one political commentator saw it,5 it was a case 
of the quick kill in slow motion.

The month of May, destined to be Biafra’s second anniversary and 
grandiosely interpreted as a 'preliminary to the real war of survival’,6 
opened with Colonel (now to be promoted General of the People’s Army 
of Biafra7) Ojukwu addressing a meeting—the first for ten months—of 
the Consultative Assembly, summoned in Owerri to celebrate the town’s 
recapture and elicit a further mandate from them to continue the war 
until Nigeria was prepared to negotiate for peace.8 Lagos displayed no 
official reaction to his call for an international guarantee of any cease­
fire settlement.9 Instead, publicity was given to General Gowon’s up­
braiding of the Caritas representative and the recurrence of the Federa­
tion’s suspicions of the ‘sinister motives’ of charitable airlifts that could 
likely be ferrying in guns as well as butter.10 Meanwhile, eye-witness 
reports of Owerri’s desolation and destruction were matched by those 
describing Umuahia as a ghost town that had lost its reason for exist­
ence ;u but correspondents entering undevastated Umuahia recalled the

1 Cf. the Scotsman, 19 February 1969.
2 Nigerian Observer, 28 April. Cf. pp. 101 and 114.
3 See a realistic appreciation of the military difficulties of the campaign in The Times, 

2 April 1969.
‘ See the map in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1382.
• Spectator, 4 April 1969. 6 Markpress Release No. Gen. 619.
7 Markpress Release No. Gen. 597 quoted the form ‘General of the Biafran Army’ but 

in his published speeches Ojukwu restyled this to ‘General of the People’s Army’.
8 Summaries and excerpts in Markpress Release Nos. Gen. 588 and 591, and Africa 

Research Bulletin, pp. 1410-11.
* The Times, 5 May 1969.

10 The Times and Daily Telegraph, 6 May; Nigeria House press release, 8 May 1969.
11 The Times and Daily Telegraph, 8 Mav 1969: Markpress Release No. Gen. 592.
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w

Winston Churchill articles and rightly asked ‘Where DID all those 
bombs go?’1 Once again the Federal authorities seemed to miss the 
public relations boat—their well-wishers did not find it hard to imagine 
how adroitly the lies about razing Umuahia and its Queen Elizabeth 
Hospital would have been exploited by Biafra’s ruthless propaganda 
machine—and their low-key puff to the testimony of a refugee Ibo 
chief calling on his countrymen to surrender because ‘there is nothing 
like Biafra left now’2 made unconvincing showing in comparison with 
what capital might have been built up from the vindication that was 
Umuahia.

It was President Senghor of Senegal, currently joint author with Dr. 
Azikiwe of an appealing foreword to a book on Biafra by one of her 
former spokesmen,3 who now came up with the next peace plan; but 
his proposed balancing of Biafra’s renunciation of secession against 
Nigeria’s rescinding of its twelve-state constitution and his endorsement 
of negotiations to preserve ‘the integrity rather than the unity of 
Nigeria’ seemed likely, as he himself said, to lead to his being taken to 
task by both sides—‘but less, I think, by General Gowon and Colonel 
Ojukwu than by their hawks.’4 His prophecy was fulfilled and his 
proposal of the unacceptable was never accepted. The government of 
the South-Eastern State, secure in its newfound autonomy, resented 
and now in a new resolution rejected any talk of a plebiscite to sound out 
the feelings of its non-Ibo peoples towards association with a putative 
Biafra, for they had everything to gain from the alternative of a multi­
state structure and nothing to lose in release from alleged Ibo hege­
mony:

1 Daily Express, 8 May 1969. 3 Letter in The Times, 19 April 1969.
3 R. Uwechue, Reflections on the Nigerian Civil TFar.
* Quoted in The Times, 6 May 1969.

OTukwu’5 Relief corridor !
Reproduced by kind permission of the Daily Times
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As far as our people are concerned, the creation of a South Eastern State 
which comprises the Ibibios, Efiks, Orons, Annangs and Ekois, all non-Ibo 
ethnic groups,... is the greatest achievement of the Federal Military Govern­
ment. ... Our demand for self-determination and a separate, autonomous 
state was motivated by the discriminatory and selfish methods adopted by 
the Ibos in and outside the Government against us and the other non-Ibo 
people of the former Eastern Region.... It does not lie in the mouth of any 
Ibo man to demand a plebiscite or referendum in the South Eastern State 
on whether the non-Ibo people want to be dominated or governed by Ibos; 
such a demand is not only unwarranted but provocative. . . ?

In the British press, often giving the impression of being more 
passionately involved in the conduct of and arguments on the war than 
its Nigerian counterpart, Dr. Conor Cruise O'Brien, back from Biafra, 
spoke of the Republic’s indigenous expression of nationalism and saw 
Biafra’s survival as ‘a victory for African courage, endurance and skill, 
and an opportunity for the further and significant flowering of African 
talent’.2 He had been accompanied by Professor Stanley Diamond and 
Mr. Paul Connet, who in a press conference at Umuahia described 
Biafra as ‘beautiful’.3 More down to earth than this negritudinal or 
Black Power idiom was a concurrent analysis by General Alexander of 
the shortcomings of the Nigerian military field command from staff 
down to platoon level.4 This coincided with a dramatic reshuffling of all 
three of the Federation’s Divisional Commanders and the posting back 
to base of the dynamic ‘Black Scorpion’.5 Adekunle’s strategical am­
bition of capturing Umuahia had over-reached itself, for in achieving this 
Owerri had cheekily been retaken behind his back. At the civilian level 
the aftermath of Owerri also had its effect , for an alert Ministry of Infor­
mation in Lagos did not delay over issuing a correction to a widely pub­
licized shock report that Chief Enahoro had shut the door on any further 
peace talks.6 About this time, too, the I.C.R.C. released details of its 
contribution in feeding over two million people in Nigeria , following up 
an earlier analysis of the huge sums collected for relief from outside.7

1 Quoted in The Times, 2 May, 1969. In the immediate aftermath of peace, the process 
of Ibo reintegration was to be at its slowest and stickiest in the city of Port Harcourt.

1 Observer, 11 May; New York Review of Books, 22 May 1969.
3 Markpress Release No. Gen. 570.
4 Major-General H. T. Alexander, ‘Why the Civil War in Biafra Drags On’, Sunday 

Telegraph, 11 May 1969. Cf. the military' evaluation by Michael Wolfers in The Times, 
2 April 1969.

* Full details of the seven top-level postings were given in Morning Post, 13 May. 
See also the Chief of Staff’s rationalization of the transfers quoted in New Nigeria, 19 
May; IFwi Africa (1969), p. 569. In the event, Colonel Mohammed Shuwa was not 
reassigned and he remained as commander of the successful, disciplined, and most 
‘regular’ First Division.

8 The Times, 26 May; U’&sf Africa (1969), p. 570. Nevertheless, the State Commissioner 
of Information continued to express a very general dissatisfaction with the inadequacy 
of Nigeria’s efforts to combat the massive Biafran propaganda and described it in terms 
of‘great disquiet and dismay’—quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 822.

7 The reports are to be found in Topical Red Cross News, Information Notes, No. 8 
of 31 March, No. 9 of 16 April, and No. 1176 of 30 May 1969.
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As an apparent prelude to the approaching second anniversary of 

Biafra’s independence, the seizure of a large group of Italian oilmen at 
Kwale, an area on the west bank of the Niger which was generally 
assumed to be safely in Federal hands, and the unexpected air-strikes 
by a resurrected Biafran Air Force against Benin and Port Harcourt 
added another dimension to the conflict. Though daring sorties in 
‘Operation Biafra’s Baby’ were made by Swedish and Biafran pilots 
hying single-seater mini-aircraft, led by the controversial Count Carl 
Gustav von Rosen,1 their nuisance impact was likely to be more influen­
tial on morale than on the actual progress of the fighting—not only in 
lowering that of the Nigerians but also in raising the Biafrans’. The 
Government-owned Morning Post's claim that ‘the rebel plane was 
boldly marked in the red and white colours of the International Red 
Cross’ was laughed off in some quarters as another naivete emphasizing 
the urgency of improved public relations techniques,2 and its reference 
to 'mercenaries’ was interpreted by many to accord ill with the ‘un- 
accoimtable Nigerian denials’3 of their own undisguised dependence on 
foreign pilots. The von Rosen gesture was partly aimed at defying 
Federal efforts to put out of action the crucial airstrip at Uli, perforce 
by bombing, in the curious absence of Nigeria’s ability to launch an 
Israeli-type commando raid against it which would have measurably 
shortened the end.4

In part, too, Biafra seemed to have declared war against the oil 
companies.5 There was, indeed, a hint of this switch in tactics in General 
Ojukwu’s major policy speech delivered on ‘Thanksgiving Day’, 1 June, 
at Aliiara to mark his nation’s third anniversary, in which he alluded 
to ‘the dramatic re-entry into the war [and] a brilliant series of raids’ by 
the Biafran air force which had set the oil refinery at Port Harcourt 
ablaze. Indeed this ‘Aliiara Declaration’, with its emphasis on the re­
vised long-term social objectives of ‘the Biafran revolution’ and a new 
commitment to a ten year war, took on the character of a philosophical 
charter for what Ojukwu envisaged as a renascent and finally trium­
phant Biafra [doc 202].° Yet for all this hum of renewed activity in the 
air and cloud-cuckooland speculation of Biafra’s chances, the deeper- 
thinking and realistic editorials of I Pc.si Africa continued to provide

1 Daily Telegraph, 26 and 28 May; The Times, 27 and 28 May 1069; reports in H'rst 
Africa (1069), p. 628 and Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1412. For later revelations, see 
tlio article by Suzanne Cronjc in The Times, 27 February 1970, and von Rosons’s 
memoirs, Biafra: Som Jag Ser Der (Stockholm, 1969).

3 Quoted in Daily Telegraph, 26 May 1969.
3 The Times, 26 May 1969.
* Cf. B'ctZ Africa (1969), p. 1202. In an editorial the Nigerian Observer spelled out the 

belief that *onco the Uli strip is put out of use, the war is over’—16 April 1969.
6 li'c-f Africa (1969), p. 671; The Times, 7 August; Markpress Release Nos. Gon. 637 

and 654. Seo also Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1413.
3 Cf. IFcat Africa (1969), p. 758, quoting from E. Gatacro's report in the Guardian that 

Ojukwu -was devoting much of his time to post-war planning and that the atmosphere 
in Biafra was more civilian than military.
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the sanest, best informed, and most balanced assessment [doc 203].1
The Federal Government seemed to offer another Biafra-anniversary 

hostage to fortune when a senior airport official at Lagos summarily 
arrested Dr. Lindt, the International Red Cross co-ordinator, on a charge 
of an unauthorized ffight into Nigeria,2 thereby jeopardizing its image 
before a world opinion ever susceptible to affront through violation of 
the internationally ac rented code of behaviour towards the Red Cross. 
Ten days later, the Nigerian air force was featured in the headlines for 
its 'unexpected and inexplicable’ shooting down near Calabar on 5 
June of a Swedish Red Cross plane on a relief mission.3 Lagos issued its 
own hard-line explanation of the incident, asserting that:
This disaster has long been prophesied by the Federal Military Government 
to the I.C.R.C., which has repeatedly been approached to discontinue night 
mercy flights in favour of daylight flights so that their identity could at no 
time be mistaken for Ojukwu’s arms planes, many of which are of the same 
type-4
Hits were also reported on several aircraft belonging to Joint Church 
Aid.5 In the face of renewed attacks in the Nigerian press, the I.C.R.C. 
issued a series of statements denying charges of spying and sustaining 
Biafra s rebellion and turned to the attack in setting forth its position 
in the conflict [doc 204].6

Nigeria could offset some of the alarm generated among international 
opinion through her prima facie arrogant arrest of the I.C.R.C. co­
ordinator against the shock spread in Italy through the wanton murder 
of a few European oil workers by Biafran guerrillas.7 In subsequently 
explaining the Kwale incident Ojukwu gave credit to the Pope8 and to 
the Presidents of the Ivory Coast and Gabon9 for their personal inter­
vention to save the lives of the remainder after sentence of death had 
been passed [doc 205], but despite rumours of Biafra collecting a useful 
ransom in a European currency10 it is doubtful whether in this affair of 
the oilmen Ojukwu played the important joker card of international 
goodwill with his customary skill, especially vis-a-vis the Vatican.11 For

1 Cf. ‘Two Years of War’, Wert Africa (1969), pp. 793-4. See also Michael Wolfers’ 
birthday article in The Times, 7 July 1969, and that by Richard Kershaw, ‘Nigeria 
Faces Year Three’, New Statesman, 6 July 1969.

2 The Times, 29 Maj- 1969.
3 Statement issued by the I.C.R.C. in Geneva, 7 June 1969. Seo also the historical 

review in I.C.R.C. Information Notes, No. 119b, 4 July 1969.
* Statement issued in Lagos, 5 June 1969. 6 The Times, 7 Juno 1969.
* The Scotsman, 12 June; The Times, 21 June and 2 July 1969.

Summarized in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1414, from current press reports.
‘ L'Osservatore Romano, quoted in The Times, 9 June and Jfes/ Africa (1969), p. 693.
* The Times, 9 June 1969; Markpress Release Nos. Gon. 642 and 647.

10 Financial Times, 25 June 1969. See also Markpress Roleaso No. Gen. 670.
11 The Times and Daily Telegraph, 3 June; West Africa (1969), p. 661, quoting the 

Italian reaction of ‘a domestic furore’. Cf. Lagos Radio talk by Uduak Okon, ‘Double 
Standards’, on 5 June 1969, in which there was some measure of accord with Ojukwu’s 
implication of double-talk in the West over murder in Africa.
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all the not-caring-a-fig attitude towards international opinion, neither 
the Federal nor the Biafran Government had any illusions about its 
ultimate importance, for better or for worse, on diplomatic relations 
and hence internal affairs. Whether one liked it or not, neither’ Govern­
ment could survive without some measure of support from abroad; and 
at no time in the whole course of the war had this credibility gap seemed 
to widen so unhappily.

For, in this proverbial silly season of mid-summer, neither General 
gave the impression of displaying his usual polish in diplomatic affairs. 
If the world—and even, it was hinted, Biafran advisers too1—was 
shocked by Ojukwu’s willingness to treat the lives of the non-combatant 
oilmen as puisne pawns in the game of international blackmail and ran­
som, it was equally stunned by the disregard of Red Cross immunity 
revealed in the summary dismissal of Dr. Lindt and his declaration by 
Gowon as a persona non grata.2 Dr. Arikpo’s statement explaining that 
his Government had taken such unprecedented action because of Dr. 
Lindt’s deepening involvement in Nigeria’s politics and of a pro-Ibo 
statement attributed to him in a Brussels press conference held in 
April,3 was rejected by I.C.R.C. headquarters, where I'affaire Lindt was 
taken very gravely.4 This was followed by a restrained statement by Dr. 
Lindt himself [noc 206], who included a request to be relieved of his 
post as I.C.R.C. Commissioner General for West Africa.6 Yet this was 
the climax rather than the cause of months of mounting irritation by the 
Nigerians at the undeniable relationship (if not a causal link) between 
relief supplies and the undreamed of protraction of the Biafran defence.

Impatience with Western European susceptibilities was exacerbated 
by the connection in the Nigerian minds between Count von Rosen’s 
threatening revival of a Biafran inini-air force and intolerable inter­
ference by humanitarianists in general. The understandable resentment 
of Nigerian opinion now found expression in further lambasting of these 
relief organizations by the Nigerian press, especially the I.C.R.C., as 
being run ‘by thoroughly discredited European humanitarians’ and 
‘hirelings of imperialism’, and in the angry demands by student and 
trade union movements for the Government to remove its kid gloves 
and end the war forthwith.8 Dr. Lindt’s subsequent condemnation of 
the rashness of the von Rosen exploits7 came too late to save the 
I.C.R.C. relief co-ordinator or indeed the I.C.R.C. itself: it never re-

1 Sunday Telegraph, 22 Juno 1969.
2 Observer, 15 Juno 1969.
3 Lagos Radio report quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, pp. 1442-30.
4 The Times, 21 Juno 1969.
6 Tho President’s reply to Dr. Lindt is given in I.C.R.C. Press Release No. 989b of 

1969.
• We«Z Africa (1969), p. 661; The Times, 26 June. For Nigerian approval of tho move, 

see tho Nigerian press excerpts in Ifea* Africa (1969), p. 725, and Lagos and Kaduna 
Radio bulletins and talks of tho period.

7 Lagos Radio report, 14 Juno 1969.
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gained its position in Nigeria. In retrospect, the event of 5 June was to 
mark the real beginning of the end of the war.

Such an awareness of the need for a mouton forfaitaire was reinforced 
by reports of growing discontent within Nigeria at the alleged arrogance 
and corruptibility of the new army class,1 already brought into the open 
by Gowon's own severe denunciation of the ‘disgraceful acts’ of certain 
‘evil-doers’ and their lowered ethics,2 and of increasing evidence of the 
‘incompetent pursuit’ of the war at all levels.3 Nor was this malaise 
peculiar to the Federation. On the Biafran side, the same style of war­
weariness and search for sacrificial victims was discernible. There, 
however, it was qualified by reports of genuine speculation over what 
value should really be attached to the belaboured Ojukwu thesis—long 
an article of faith among soldiers and civilians alike—that genocide was 
in fact the only available alternative to cession of autonomy.

June became a month of sullenness and suspicion. Ojukwu’s sudden 
willingness to agree to a ‘surface route’ food corridor,4 long since pro­
posed by the Nigerian authorities, was difficult to accept at its face 
value—rightly so, as the immediate rider explaining how it had been 
‘misunderstood’ showed.5 The suggestion that Lagos, angered by Count 
von Rosen’s air attacks, had had recourse to East German mercenaries 
to man its air force,6 the aggravated plight of civilians in the rebel areas 
now that their last food lifeline had been cut by the cessation of relief 
supplies after the shooting down of an I.C.R.C. plane on 5 June, and 
the ugly attacks on the Church in West Africa because its Archbishop 
had, at a meeting in Ghana, signed a declaration urging an end to the 
fighting’ were all disturbing, There was too, the expulsion from Lagos 
of the B.B.C. correspondent for Nigeria, followed by a restrictive ban 
on reporting9 and Awolowo’s uncompromising yet defensible comment 
on relief supplies to the rebels—rightly characterized by the British 
Foreign Secretary as haring ‘no historical parallel’ by any government 
engaged in total war—that ‘all is fair in war and starvation is one of the 
weapons of war.’9 These events, attitudes, and undercurrents combined

1 The Times, 20 June 1969. Cf. letter from a Nigerian in Hrcsf Africa (1969), p. 643: 
‘Have we not all seen now that the army have assumed tho attitudes which wo decried 
in the old civilian government’’ Some of the severest condemnation was carried in the 
pages of the Nigerian Tribune, which declared that those responsible for directing tho 
war ‘do not at all appreciate that we are fighting a war’ and called on tho Government 
to ‘call off relief talks and concentrate on the business of winning tho war.’ (Quoted in 
B’est Africa (1969), pp. 849 and 878.)

2 Nigeria House press release dated 9 January 1969.
3 The Times, 21 June 1969.
4 Statement issued in Owerri, 18 June 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gon. 664). Cf. 

TTwt Africa (1969), pp. 647 and 725.
8 Government spokesman in Owerri, 20 June 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 669).
8 Sunday Telegraph, 22 June 1969.
7 IFwt Africa (1969), p. 736.
8 The Times, 25 June. The Daily Telegraph, 25 Juno 1969, carried excerpts from the

New Nigerian and the Nigerian Observer applauding the Federal Government’s action 
as ‘long overdue’. • Quoted by Lagos Radio, 25 June 1969.
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to exaggerate the air of doubt and despondent disenchantment that 
settled, harmattan-like, over Lagos and Owerri and spread sinisterly to 
Western capitals during the sultry month of June.

In the face of this spectacular month of newsworthiness in relief 
supplies suspended because of the Nigerians’ shooting down of a Red 
Cross aircraft and Italian oilmen shot or ransomed by the Biafrans, 
little attention was paid either to a report from Geneva of ‘direct and 
secret’ talks between the two parties in Europe1 or to that by the 
Zambian Foreign Minister that his country was arranging talks to end 
the conflict;2 indeed, as these latter were apparently to be outside the 
O.A.U. and the U.N., it is scarcely likely that Lagos would have paid 
much attention to them in any case. Nor did the reference by the O.A.U. 
Assistant Secretary-General, in a throw-away line at Lagos Airport, 
to fresh peace talks evoke any enthusiasm from either side.3 Meanwhile, 
committed involvement with the Biafra cause continued to arouse 
foreign sentiments. There was the ghastly news of a self-immolation 
outside the U.N. in protest that ‘You must stop genocide—save nine 
million Biafrans—peace is a state in which fear does not exist;4’ a coast- 
to-coast ‘Operation Outrage’ fund-raising walk in the U.S.A. ;5 a medical 
aid exhibition in London sponsored by the doggedly pro-Biafran 
Spectator? and there had been the cold-douche warning from Senator 
Eugene McCarthy to the U.S. Senate which sent a shiver down the 
Federal spine, ‘It is time to examine our policy of “one Nigeria” which 
has resulted in our accepting the deaths of a million people as the price 
for preserving a nation that never existed'7 [doc 207], In England, too, 
reason seemed to be on holiday when the leader of the British Liberal 
Party proposed that Royal Air Force planes should be sent to fly supplies 
into Biafra and damn the consequences.8 The war was in the doldrums; 
hopes of peace lay becalmed. The wind of a storm was needed to bring 
life to the torpid scene.

These storm clouds broke on the eve of the war entering its third year. 
The Federal Government, preceding its move with well-timed reports of 
another military offensive under way against the remnant Biafran 
heartland,9 on 30 June summoned all the humanitarian organizations 
and, after Enahoro had addressed them on the background to the 
decision now taken [doc 208] revealed its new tough line policy on 
relief operations. The joint communique issued on 1 July after the two- 
day meeting of no less than sixteen relief organizations and the Federal 
Government showed that Lagos was at last serious in its intention of

1 The Guardian, 20 Juno 1969. 2 IfesJ Africa (1969), p. 732.
3 ibid. * IFesf Africa (1969), p. 637.
5 Murkpress Release No. Gen. 668. 6 Spectator, 7 June and 5 July 1969.
7 See also Markpress Release Nos. 605 and 650; West Africa (1969), pp. 678-9.
8 Quoted in The Times, 1 July 1969.
8 Sunday Telegraph, 29 June; The Times, 30 June 1969. The fullest account of Ena- 

horo’s announcement on the new Federal offensive is that in Morning Post, 30 June 1969.
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stopping any potential plug hole in the Biafran airlift.1 With relief 
responsibility now pointedly taken out of the I.C.R.C. hands, except 
under conditions of surveillance unlikely to be accepted by Ojukwu in 
his present mood, and handed over to the Federation’s National Re­
habilitation Committee [noc 209], the days of Biafran resistance once 
again seemed certain to be numbered. Scant attention was paid in Lagos 
to the I.C.R.C. President's piqued summary of the move as ‘a conscious 
affront to all the principles of humanity’.2 In a rare, full-page leader 
captioned ‘A Policy of Famine’, The Times of London3 had taken up 
the remarks of Nigerian leaders—and few would claim they were the 
first to argue the legitimacy of famine as a weapon of war—quoting 
Awolowo’s views that in war all is fair, as well as Hassan Katsina’s 
opinion that ‘personally I wouldn’t support feeding anybody we are 
fighting’.4 Gowon, who in a personal interview had said that in view of 
his objective of 'a happy country in the end’ he could not afford to be 
callous in the way he prosecuted the campaign,5 felt the need to modify

1 Text in Nigeria House press release dated 2 July. See also Lagos Radio report, 
1 July 1969. The I.C.R.C. representative, however, gave notice that he was ‘not in a 
position to subscribe to this communique’. For a Biafran attempt to demolish Enahoro’s 
statement ’doc 84' point by point, see Markpress Release No. Gen. 680 with marginal 
emendations.

1 Quoted in The Times, 2 July 1969.
3 The Times, 28 June 1969.
* Both quoted in B’eat Africa (1969), p. 790. See also Daily Times, 26 June 1969
5 Time, 4 July 1969.
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the directness of their attitude and to deny that starvation was among 
his Government’s arsenal.1

Yet, for all the humanitarian arguments that could be arrayed in 
support of the nobly conceived I.C.R.C. operation,2 few would wish 
seriously to challenge the premiss that through restraint in permitting 
supplies to be airlifted into enemy territory to a degree unparalleled in 
the history of warfare the Nigerian Government had positively helped 
Biafra to prolong its resistance. Whether relief was mixed with arms 
supplies mattered less than that the Nigerians believed this to be the 
case. The hawks were not alone in thinking that the time had now come 
to give some meaning to Gowon’s two-year old promise of declaring 
‘total war’ against the rebels.

July thus opened with a week-end of desperate diplomatic flurry to 
salvage the threatened prestige of the I.C.R.C. and the reputation of 
Nigeria after the Enahoro bombshell—seen by some as a brutal 
gaucherie, by others as an inexcusably overdue measure. The British 
minister responsible for Nigerian relations was sent flying to Geneva 
‘to mend the Lagos split with the Red Cross’;3 Dr. Arikpo declined the 
Pope’s offer to dispatch Caritas flights direct from Rome; and the U.S. 
Secretary of State promised that his country would do all it could to 
avert the ‘abhorrent’ likelihood of mass starvation in Biafra. In Britain 
the press'1 (threatened with a ‘dressing down’ by Enahoro5) and M.P.s 
stepped up the pressure on the Government after the Foreign Secretary’s 
statement to Parliament, in which he argued that if the U.K. continued 
supplies it would be assumed it supported the Nigerian Government, 
while to cut off supplies would inevitably be interpreted as support for 
the view that the rebellion was justified. He finally appealed to 0j ukwu 
to allow daylight flights of relief supplies.5 In the wake of a premature 
report that the Federal Government and I.C.R.C. had come to terms in 
London,7 the Red Cross in Geneva issued a statement on the inaccur­
acies of the press coverage on its President’s talks with Dr. Arikpo and 
Mr. Foley in London [doc 210] and its President flew out to Lagos to 
negotiate an agreement. The joint communique of 13 July stipulated 
that:

The two parties will co-operate for the transfer to the National Rehabili­
tation Commission of relief action co-ordination in Federal territory, so far 
entrusted to the ICRC by the Federal Military Government;

1 Nigeria House press release, 22 July 1969; TV interview in Lagos quoted in West 
Africa (1909), p. 877.

a Cf. Enahoro’s description of the objective of reliefs (doc 208).
3 The Times, 3 July 1909.
4 Sunday Telegraph, 0 July 1969. See also The Times's comment on the concurrent 

Trafalgar Square Medical Aid Exhibition as ‘a real subject for proteat—the entire 
nation should demonstrate to save millions of Biafrans’—8 July 1969.

6 Quoted in The Times, 8 July 1909.
4 Debate in House of Commons, 30 Juno 1909.
’ The Times, 7 July 1909.
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xr.Th? ICRC may continue its traditional activities in co-operation with the 
Nigerian Red Cross;

The date of the transfer will not be known before completion of discussions 
between ICRC experts, the Rehabilitation Commission, and the Nigerian 
Red Cross;

The ICRC is prepared to consider Federal Nigerian Government proposals 
for the forwarding of relief to secessionist province; it undertakes not to fly 
over Federal territory without government authorisation;

The Nigerian Government undertakes to guarantee the safety of the per­
sonnel in Federal territory and of aircraft on humanitarian missions flying in 
the air-corridors assigned for that purpose;

At the request of the ICRC President, the Federal Nigerian Government 
authorises one liaison flight to the secessionist area to take medical supplies 
and relieve personnel whose contracts have expired.1

In the meantime, on 7 July one more full-scale debate on the Nigerian 
war took place in the House of Commons. For his part, Gowon marked 
the second anniversary of the war by a message to the armed forces in 
which he drew attention to ‘the shrinking size of the dream empire of 
the rebels’.2

For the next six weeks, despite patent proof of Biafra’s deliberate 
switching of physical attacks to the oil companies in Mojekwu’s public 
question of ‘How many gallons of petrol pay for a Biafran death?’3 
accounts of gun-running from South Africa,4 and the alarming reports 
that first the Israeli Foreign Minister had spoken in parliament of his 
government’s ‘duty’ to send maximum humanitarian aid to Biafra5 
and then the Sierra Leone parliament had passed a resolution calling on 
its government to use its good offices to secure an immediate cease-fire,6 
it was the I.C.R.C. cause celebre that held the stage. Indignation, dis­
cussions, and plans, punctuated by pilots’ offers to run the gauntlet7 
and alerts to stand by for immediate resumption of the airlift which 
were rapidly followed by the cancellation of such instructions,8 marked 
the painful and protracted course of negotiations between the I.C.R.C. 
and the Federal authorities aimed at reconciling what the former saw 
as ‘the legitimate sovereignty of Nigeria and the mandatory neutrality 
of the I.C.R.C.’9 Even the United Nations—to whose Secretary-General

1 From the version released by I.C.R.C.
1 Lagos Radio, 7 July 1969.
8 Statement issued in Lisbon, 15 August 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 702, 

corrected version).
4Sunday Telegraph, 10 and 17 August; The Times, 15 August 1969. The South 

African Minister of Defence wrote this off as a ‘fantasy’, but it was accepted as true in 
Nigeria (Lagos Radio, 13 August).

5 For this report and a survey of Nigerian press and radio response, see Africa Research 
Bulletin, p. 1470.

• Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1500.
' The Times, 17 July 1969.
8 e.g., The Times, 16 and 30 July 1969; West Africa (1969), p. 909.
’ I.C.R.C. spokesman quoted in The Times, 22 August 1969.
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the British Liberal Party leader had sent a curious cable urging ‘per­
sonal intervention to arrange and guarantee arrival of relief supplies by 
air for Biafra’1—made an appeal, in vain, to both sides to resume emer­
gency daylight relief flights and to consider opening land and river 
corridors.2

In summary, the problem centred round the need to replace the 
abruptly halted airlift of relief supplies, after the shooting down of an 
I.C.R.C. aeroplane on 5 June, by opening up a land and/or river corridor, 
possibly under international supervision, and to work out some solution 
on the actual venue of the international supervision of the contents 
loaded on to the daylight flights.3 If Lagos rejected Cotonou for the 
latter lest arms should be mixed in with relief supplies, Ojukwu rejected 
Lagos lest it closed his sole route for his jet-set emissaries to communicate 
with the outside world. Despite M. Naville’s personal flight to Lagos to 
speed negotiations, the various concessions over the presence of a neutral 
team joining in relief aircraft inspection at Lagos, the possibility of 
flights being supervised from outside Lagos, and Gowon’s humane in­
clination to allow just one more mercy flight and .to hell with the 
hawks,1 the Federal Government ultimately rejected the I.C.R.C.’s 
proposed alterations to the flight arrangements agreed earlier in July.6 
These would have made three new conditions:
(i) That an air corridor reserved for the I.C.R.C. mercy flights would be 
opened across Nigerian air space into the rebel enclave.
(ii) That the safeguard and protection afforded by the distinctive emblem of 
the Red Cross would be recognised and formally confirmed by the parties to 
the conflict.
(iii) That the parties to the conflict would pledge themselves to facilitate the 
mercy flights and to refrain from any intervention either in the air or on the 
ground, within the limits of the air corridor, during the time reserved for the 
I.C.R.C. airlift.
En revanche, Biafra turned down relief flights originating from Lagos as 
‘tantamount to signing our own death warrant’.6 Thus, with yet another 
laudatory observers’ team report behind them,’ the Federal Govern­
ment could allow its military men to have their say in face of the 
damning evidence of a Biafra revived: the advance into rebel territory 
was on.

Meanwhile, with no airlift since 5 June, the food and medical situation 
in Biafra was rapidly deteriorating. The Biafrans’ views on the impasse

1 The Times, 30 Juno; Guardian, 1 July 1969.
1 The Times, 30 July 1969; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1471.
3 Soo also ‘Biafran War causes a Red Cross Crisis’, Daily Telegraph, 19 August 1969.
4 The Times, 14 July 1969; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1469.
8 Nigeria House press release, 7 August. See Daily Times, 8 August 1969.
8 Guardian, 12 July 1969.
7 For the period 1 May to 27 June 1969. Also issued as a 

Nigeria, No. 11, 1969.
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were mordantly plain in the statement issued in Owerri on 9 July,1 
even though they glossed over their own attitude to resolving it. It 
contrasts revealingly with Gowon’s reading of the situation2 and his 
repetition of the Federal Government’s peace terms [doc 211]. By the 
middle of August Lagos was still adamant that no checking of loading 
relief supplies could be allowed on neutral ground, such as Ojukwm was 
demanding of the I.C.R.C., and that all relief flights into rebel territory 
must first land in Lagos for a brief daylight checking.3

The all too familiar situation of stalemate had once again developed: 
this time it was in the relief arena as well as on the battlefield. Hard 
news of the real war remained minimal, and little was heard of the big 
Federal offensive indicated in Enahoro's press conference of 28 June.1 
Claims and counterclaims of minor military advances aside, three 
staggering statistical announcements commanded attention. These 
were Asika’s estimate of N£400,000,000 for the rehabilitation of the 
war affected areas;5 the Nigerians’ revelation that the war was costing 
the Federation £5,000,000 a month (Gowon)0 or £340,000 a day 
(Awolowo);7 and Dr. Dike’s claim in Paris that there would be tlrree 
million dead if the fighting lasted to the end of the year.8 (Joint Church 
Aid had given the remarkable proportion of 1,500,000 civilian deaths 
to 500,000 soldiers,9 confirming the 2,000,000 estimated by the newly 
established Lagos Committee of Intellectuals.10) Paris, indeed, in early 
July became a centre for the Biafran viewpoint, for in addition to 
Dike’s emotive news conference on ‘Biafranism’,11 Christopher Mojekwu 
delivered a series of scathing attacks against the Federal leadership.1- 
Nor did a further outbreak of violence in the Western State, which in­
cluded the murder of the Chief of Ogbomosho, and the consequent 
criticism of the Governor do much to strengthen belief in the total 
efficacy of Nigeria’s leadership: 'Lagos is now faced with a political

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 6S3.
1 Message in United Nigeria, supplement to No. 11, 1969.
I Nigeria House press release, 12 August 1969.
* See one analysis of the military situation at the end of July, as given by Agence 

France Presse in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1471. The same source reprints an A.F.P. 
report on ‘Life in Biafra’ in August 1969 (pp. 1499-1500). BW Africa (1969), p. 891, 
carried a useful comparative note on the attitudes of the French press at this time.

‘ Financial Times, 4 August 1969. , ,
* Sunday Independent (Dublin), 10 August. See also ‘Atta Counts the Cost’, Ifc-st 

Africa (1969), pp. 1265-6.
’ TFest Africa (1969), p. 1038. In March 1970, Awolowo presented his final estimate of 

the war having cost Nigeria over £300,000,000 (IPeat Africa (1970), p. 218).
8 Le Monde, 7 August 1969. See also 1T«t Africa (1969), p. 1038.
* Joint Church Aid press release No. 92.

10 Financial Times, 27 August 1969.
II TTw/ Africa (1969), pp. 831 and 910, and correspondence in Le Monde. The thesis 

that Biafra was a philosophy was repeated by Ojukwu on 26 July when Messrs. Arthur 
Nwankwo and Samuel Ifejika presented him with a copy of their book The Making of a 
Nation: Biafra (Biafra Radio, 26 July, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1470 with 
serious distortion of the names of both authors).

,s Markpress Releases No. Gen. 676 and 677.



941.

War and Peace 1969 125 

problem and should apply a political solution,’ warned the New 
Nigerian. ‘It may be necessary to change certain personnel. If the 
Federal Government again turns a blind eye to events in the West, it 
does so at its peril.’1

A momentary return of hope attached to the Pope’s historic visit to 
Uganda on 1 August when, with the moral support of Presidents Obote 
and Nyerere, he endorsed Ojukwu’s call for a truce2 and sought per­
sonally to bring together the delegations—once more led, in the absence 
of the invited Gowon and Ojukwu, by Messrs. Enahoro and Njoku— 
from the two warring sides. On the eve of his departure from the Vatican, 
His Holiness sanguinely undertook to work out a compromise that 
would neither diminish the amour-propre nor damage the interests of 
each party yet would be ‘in accord with their respective legitimate and 
essential claims’ [doc 212]. But the very word ‘compromise’ had 
assumed in the vocabulary of either side the status of a synonym of 
betrayal, and the anodyne communique issued as His Holiness returned 
to Rome pre-empted further public statements3 and barely concealed 
the message of failure:4 Europe, represented in the Pope, had had no 
more success in mediation than had Africa symbolized in the O.A.U.

Far more promising was the reputedly unpremeditated meeting of 
General Gowon (after flying visits to Accra and Cotonou) and Dr. 
Azikiwe for private talks with President Tubman in Monrovia on 19 
August. En route, Dr. Azikiwe had made a ‘surprise’ visit to Lagos on 
16 August, where he was duly feted;6 but the communique issued after 
the Monrovia talks did little more than note that President Tubman 
and General Gowon had ‘renewed their determination to work for 
the restoration of peace and unity in Nigeria.’0 Dr. Azikiwe’s reference 
to Gowon’s flexibility and spirit of compromise7 followed up by 
his public declaration for the Federal cause [doc 213] was a major 
feather in the Lagos cap and the most important event in the long 
cold summer of newsless inactivity on the fighting front.8 Expectedly,

1 New Nigerian, 15 July 1969. For an account of tho disturbances and for the challenge 
in tho press on Brigadier Adobayo’s statement of 6 July, ‘The Truth About Tax Riots’, 
in which ho roforrod to ‘tho evil machinations of a few individuals’, see Daily Times, 7 
and 8 July 1969. Seo also Africa (1969), pp. 822 and 830 for a description, quoting 
tho Nigerian Tribune, Nigerian Observer, and Sunday Sketch, of tho riots and tho murder 
of tho Shoun of Ogbomosho.

9 The Times, 29 and 31 July 1969; Markpross Release No. Gen. 695; West Africa (1969), 
p. 909. 3 West Africa (1969), p. ‘ '

4 I recall tho strong and justifiable fooling found in Uganda immediately after the 
Popo’s visit, that tho world press had been unfair in giving so much prominence to His 
Holiness’s inability to mediate in tho war and were wrong to suggest that it was Nigeria 
rather than Uganda that had been tho whole purpose of this unique papal visit.

6 West Africa (1969), pp. 985 and 1009; Lagos Radio, 20 August 1969.
0 Daily Telegraph, 20 August 1969.
7 Daily Telegraph, 23 August 1969.
8 Related documents aro his statement made to a press conference held in London o n 

28 August and his detailed report on his subsequent fact-finding mission to Nigeria, 
released on 8 October 1969. This latter statement included a list of alleged collaborators.
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Azikiwe’s 'new posture’, as the Federal Government described it,1 was 
disowned by Biafra, which issued a long statement on the defection 
of the erstwhile successful envoy and abrasively condemned what it 
now wrote off as ‘the tragedy of Nnamdi Azikiwe.’2

Added to the reasoned rallying call of a group of Ibo intelligentsia in 
Lagos,3 Dr. Azikiwe’s reappearance on the scene brought nearer hopes 
of a possible emotional and psychological breakthrough by the Ibo 
exiles and intellectuals. Such hopes were only partially muffled by the 
disturbing contemporaneous publication of two articles in influential 
press circles suggesting impatience and disillusion in Nigeria with its 
military leadership4 and by the editorial volte-face in a third important 
weekly journal,5 along with Dr. Busia’s enigmatic promise on his elec­
tion as Prime Minister that Ghana would ‘reconsider’ her stand on the 
Nigerian-Biafran conflict, in the belief that it was ‘imperative to do 
everything to bring about an effective cease-fire’.5

September opened with a roll of propaganda drums beaten by the 
Biafrans to signal the alleged duplicity of Dr. Azikiwe, whose ‘treachery’ 
was dubbed ‘back to the gilded cage’ in a cleverly republicized version 
of one of his most tellingly chauvinistic Biafran speeches.7 Yet the con­
siderable attention given to his new support for Nigeria suggested that 
it hurt Biafra more than they cared to admit.8 Nor could its meaning for 
the pro-Biafran sympathizers of Tanzania and Zambia be overlooked.9 
Its significance was echoed in other, less dramatic volte-faces such as

1 Statement issued in Lagos, 30 August 1969.
2 Statement issued in Owerri, 29 August 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 709) and 

broadcast over Biafra Radio. Cf. the condemnation by the Britain-Biafra Association in 
The Tinies, 29 August 1969. See also the letter in Africa (1969), p. 1375.

3 Ojukwu's ‘‘Self-Determination’’', memorandum from the Committee of Ibo 
Intellectuals, Lagos, 1969.

4 A. Hart, ‘Nigerian dissatisfaction with Gowon’s war policy’, The Times, 29 August, 
and Peter Enahoro, ‘General Gowon smells trouble’, Spectator, 30 August 1969.

s ‘Ojukwu has made his point’, The Economist, 30 August 1969.
* Guardian, 1 September 1969. See also the interview with an Ivory Coast journalist 

in Fratemite-Matin, quoted in B’wt Africa (1969), pp. 1133 and 1177.
* Markpress Release No. Gen. 710. For Dr. Azikiwe’s denial of his attributed status as 

‘special adviser’ to Ojukwu, see his letter in The Times, 4 September 1969. From private 
correspondence that Dr. Azikiwe has generously made available to the writer, it is 
evident that Biafra was intent on making as much capital as it could out of the ex­
President’s presence and, equally, that he was by no means simply Ojukwu’s ‘yes-man’. 
Dr. Azikiwe’s forthcoming account of the Nigerian civil war should help to clarify the 
difficulties of his position.

8 Cf. the report ‘Biafrans’ protest turns to “joy” ’, The Times, 2 September, and Mr. 
Ignatius Kogbara’s comment that ‘Biafra is a purer and better place without him’, 
quoted in B'est Africa (1969), p. 1069.

* ‘The significance of Dr. Azikiwe’s move lies in its probable effect on President 
Kaunda, of Zambia, and President Nyerere, of Tanzania. Both leaders were originally 
persuaded by Dr. Azikiwe—at the time himself a believer in the genocide theory—to 
recognise Biafra as a new sovereign entity. The fact that the former Nigerian President, 
who still carries great weight as an African leader, now says he was wTong and that there 
is no reason for going on with the war is thought likely to make a considerable impact 
on both Presidents'—Nicholas Carroll, Sunday Times, 31 August 1969.
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the defection of a former diplomat who had spearheaded the Biafran 
cause in Paris and of the one-time editor of Drum who now switched 
from the Biafran Directorate of Propaganda to a post in the Federal 
Ministry of Information.1 Like the collection of emotional speeches that 
greeted Zik on his ‘I’m home’ Nigerian tour,2 his interview with a Lagos 
journalist during a nationwide tour of Nigeria in September [doc 214], 
and his report on his ‘fact-finding mission’ [doc 215], in which he in­
cluded his own naming of the Biafran hawks, remain important docu­
ments for a study of a much longer period than that of 1967-9 alone. 
In the meantime, an extensive diplomatic offensive was being carried 
out by Nigeria for the presentation of the Federal case at the O.A.U. 
Summit meeting scheduled for Addis Ababa in the first week of Sep­
tember. In contrast to Nigeria’s low-key handling of the Biafran issue 
at the Kinshasa Summit of 1967, this time she was expected to give 
prominence to the civil war.

This sixth Conference of Heads of State of the O.A.U. met in Ethiopia 
from 6 to 10 September.3 For the first time, General Gowon was present 
in person and he addressed the Assembly [doc 217]. Ojukwu did not 
attend. Biafra decided to play up the denial of its request for a truce 
which alone, it asserted, would have allowed General Ojukwu to travel, 
and took a gloomy view of the usefulness of the meeting even before it 
was held.1 Intense diplomatic excitement -was caused by President 
Nyerere’s private circulation of his country’s radical understanding of 
the Biafran case [doc 218]. He asked people to imagine the scale of the 
African outcry ‘if 30,000 Ibos had been massacred by whites in Rhodesia 
or South Africa,’ and went on to warn that unless Africans soon learned 
to criticize intolerance witliin their own continent, fascism by African 
governments against their own people would not only continue but even 
become acceptable. After a -vigorous Nigerian protest by Enahoro 
[doc 219] and an ‘eyeball to eyeball’5 meeting between Gowon and 
Nyerere, the Tanzanian memorandum was officially withdrawn.6 
Further excitement was caused by Gowon’s reported breakthrough 
remark on Iris return to Lagos that he was ready for unconditional 
talks—‘Let them get there and put all their cards on the table’7—but 
this was quickly denied by Dr. Arikpo as one more instance of mis­
interpretation to which Nigerian leaders seemed so prone.8 A further 
gloss was given by Chief Enahoro, who dismissed the Biafran request 
for a ‘third party guarantee’ on relief arrangements as a propaganda

1 'Seeing the Light’, United Nigeria, No. 12, 1969, and JEes/ Africa (1969), p. 1070.
* Nigeria Welcomes Zik (Lagos, 1969).
3 Seo Africa Research Bulletin, pp. 1515-18; IFc-sf Africa (1969), pp. 1075-6.
4 Statement issued in Oworri, 5 September 1969 (Markpress Release No. Gen. 714).
6 IFwZ Africa (1969), p. 1075.

4 It was subsequently reissued and officially distributed in Dar os Salaam. Seo also 
Nyororo’s remarks on Biafra quoted in East African Standard, 10 September 1969.

7 East African Standard, 12 September 1969.
8 Quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 1133.
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stunt. He also revealed that if Ojukwu wrote to the chairman of the 
O.A.U. Consultative Committee on Nigeria signifying his willingness to 
negotiate, the Federal Government would do likewise always provided 
that the Emperor of Ethiopia was convinced of the likelihood of 
genuinely ‘meaningful discussions’ emerging from such a Biafran letter.1

In the event, the Summit meeting passed a significantly-worded re­
solution on the Nigerian civil war appealing to both parties to ‘accept 
immediately a suspension of hostilities and the opening of negotiations 
intended to preserve the unity of Nigeria’ [doc 220]. The voting was 
thirty-six in favour and five abstentions, the four ‘recognizer’ countries 
and Sierra Leone. Indeed, the pressurizing behaviour of Mr. Siaka 
Stevens, who accused General Gowon of having personalized the dis­
cussion.2 coming on top of the recent motion in Freetown’s Parliament 
calling on the Government to use its good offices and maybe recognize 
Biafra2 (Uganda's Parliament had earlier rejected a similar motion),4 
were clearly a matter of fresh concern for Lagos, for all the O.A.U.’s 
support.

The new relief operations agreement signed on 13 September between 
the Nigerian Government and the International Red Cross allowed day­
light flights from Dahomey under certain compromise conditions for 
inspection:
(i) All relief flights shall take place in daylight hours;
(ii) A Federal Government inspector shall join two inspectors appointed re­
spectively by the Government of Dahomey and the ICRC to inspect relief 
consignments at Cotonou;
(iii) The Federal Government inspector has the right, acting alone, to exclude 
from any flights any cargo or passengers who do not form part of genuine 
relief action;
(iv) The Federal Government shall call down for inspection in Lagos any air­
craft it wishes whether or not the aircraft has been inspected at Cotonou;
(v) Relief material shall be as agreed by the National Commission for Re­
habilitation; and,
(vi) Only agreed relief personnel shall be entitled to board aircraft.5
The proposals were, however, rejected out of hand by Biafra as being 
far removed from those she had accepted on 1 August, and she smart- 
ingly accused the I.C.R.C. of failing ‘to take a firm stand on any issue 
adversely affecting the public image of the Lagos regime’.5 In the face 
of unrelenting propaganda against the humanitarian organizations, one 
of them was stung into issuing a phrenetic counterblast [doc 216], In

1 Enahoro, quoted in United Nigeria, No. 12, 1969.
2 West Africa (1969), p. 1075; see also (1970), p. 54.
3 Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1500; West Africa (1969), p. 945.
* West Africa (1969), p. 910.
s Quoted from news agency reports in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1530.
0 Markpress Release No. Gen. 717; West Africa (1969), p. 1133. See also ‘Dahomey 

and the Red Cross’, ibid., p. 1271.
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Lagos, the Chief Justice announced that the Nigerian Red Cross would 
now take over from the I.C.R.C. as the co-ordinating authority for 
relief operations.1 The latter in turn announced its intention of sending 
a mission to Biafra in an attempt to gain her agreement to the 13 
September relief proposals now accepted by the Federal Government. 
Waning interest in the protracted and frustrating I.C.R.C. negotiations 
was suddenly swept off the front page news by yet one more ‘rebellion’ 
—the dramatic term was that used by Brigadier Adebayo himself—in 
the unhappy Western State, where the Yoruba propensity for operating 
on a fine political margin and what the Government called ‘sectional 
combat’ came to another climax in the forcing of Ibadan jail and in 
armed ambushes of the police.2

Back in Lagos, General Gowon returned in his Independence Day 
speech to the theme of an amnesty. This was now to be granted to 
‘thousands’ of Biafran sympathizers detained in Nigeria.3 He called for 
rededication after nine years of independence and blamed the human­
itarian cause for the painful slowness of the military campaign. In view 
of the inflamed situation in the West, he also included a reference to 
his promise of an eventual post-war review of the present twelve-state 
structure, but asked why the Yoruba should ‘give the impression that 
they relish the taunts of those who disparagingly call the State “The 
Wild West” ’ [doc 221]. At the October meeting of the United Nations 
Nigeria’s path turned out to be less easy than it had been at the O.A.U. 
Summit at Addis Ababa. Gabon ignored Dr. Arikpo’s warning that any 
attempt to raise the question would be resisted, declaring it to be ‘in­
conceivable’ that Biafra should accept terms tantamount to uncon­
ditional surrender; the Zambian, Ugandan, and Ivory Coast delegates 
all introduced the civil war into their speeches; and thorn-in-the- 
Federal-flesh Tanzania called on the Assembly to forget its ‘legalistic

1 The Times, 3 October 1969.
3 Morning Post, 24 and 26 September; Daily Times, 27 September; editorial, ‘What’s 

Wrong in Ibadan?’ Wcsf Africa (1969), pp. 1036—7, 1065, 1197, and 1230; and the state­
ment on the disorders issued by the Federal Government in Lagos on 25 September 
1969. Seo also the important report of the Ayoola Committee published in April 1969. 
For Biafran exploitation of the ugly disturbances, sec Markpross Release No. Gen. 721: 
‘How many dead Yoruba will have to join tho Biafran dead before they realise the truth?’ 
For Awolowo’s personal meeting with Tafa Adeoye (‘Field Marshal’), leader of the cocoa 
farmers’ banned Agbckoya society which had promoted much of tho unrest, see IFesi 
Africa (1969), p. 1289.

3 Morning Post, 2 October 1969. The Times, 20 October, spoke of ‘thousands’. Lagos 
Radio, 9 October, announced tho release of 151 persons in the first week, among whom 
was Wole Soyinka detained since August 1967 in Kaduna gaol. There had been several 
calls for his release, from inside and outside Nigeria, but in August Admiral Wey had 
answered tho Daily Times appeal by saying the Biafran secession would have to bo 
ended first {West Africa (1969), p. 978). Rex Collings’ article on Wole Soyinka in the 
New Statesman, 20 December 1968, commemorated Soyinka’s award of tho Jock Camp­
bell Now Statesman prize; it is also one of several appeals by Collings on Soyinka’s 
detention. Soyinka later gave an interview to the Daily Times and an important tele­
vision interview on Ibadan TV—see West Africa (1969), pp. 1261 and 1489.
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inhibitions’ and compel Nigeria to allow immediate relief operations 
into Biafra.1

In Britain, the Labour Party’s annual Congress repeated its thwarted 
1968 resolution calling on the British Government to stop arms ship­
ments to Lagos. Once again it was pointedly ignored by the Labour 
Government.2 The strong Biafran lobby of former expatriate admini­
strators and churchmen from the Eastern Region, now regrouped 
with a number of eminent ‘Nigerians’ under the less partisan label of 
the Co-ordinating Committee for Action on Nigeria/Biafra, presented 
their closely argued case to the Prime Minister. Mr. Wilson replied 
disarmingly.3 Three weeks later, in the traditional survey of Britain’s 
year in retrospect made at the Lord Mayor’s dinner at Guildhall, he 
included an appeal to Ojukwu to allow daylight relief flights:

Lord Hunt went as my personal representative in Nigeria 18 months ago 
to work out the means of conveying to the hungry the food which was there 
packed and ready for transportation for those who stood in urgent need of it. 
In Nigeria last March we worked out in Lagos, in Enugu, in Calabar and Port 
Harcourt, the means of ferrying that food to where it was needed. It is there 
today prepacked and waiting. The International Red Cross, yvith our full 
backing, have made their proposals. And so far they have been rejected. If 
Colonel Ojukwu tonight would agree to daylight flights the yvorst of the 
starvation, the hunger, could be ended within a week.

If, having refused the still simpler solution of allowing the food under 
proper safeguards along the road corridors, he continues to reject these day­
light flights there will be those who will conclude, as many of us arc reluc­
tantly being compelled to conclude, that food supplies are being sacrificed to 
arms running, that a starving people, and above all starving children, yvere 
being used as pawns in the political and military struggle.4

A press interview disclosure by his Foreign and Commonyvealth Office 
Under-Secretary that increased arms supplies yvere being sent to 
Nigeria5 involved the Foreign Secretary in a heated exchange in Parlia­
ment on 17 November, though he pointed out that the British contri­
bution still remained at 15% of the arms Nigeria received from abroad.6

There were also a number of minor outbursts of y’acillating interest. 
These included a report from the Nigerian Red Cross that it yvas ex­
periencing difficulties in carrying out the relief responsibilities that it 
had taken on in October from the I.C.R.C.7 This organization yvas now

1 B’wt Africa (1969), p. 1197.
2 Two important debates on Nigeria were held in the Dail Eireann at this period. See 

the Dail official reports, vol. 241, no. 11, cols. 1881-94 and vol. 242, no. 9. cols. 1488-91.
3 Private communication.
4 Quoted in The Times, 11 November 1969.
6 The Times, 17 November 1969. An extensive transcript of the press briefing has 

kindly been supplied by the C.O.I.
8 See also the editorial, ‘Arms for the Slow Kill’, The Times, 18 November 1969.
' Sunday Telegraph, 26 October 1969. For a summary’ of what this entailed, see 

Morning Post, 11 October. See also h’est Africa (1969), pp. 1295 and 1331.
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YORUBA CENTRAL STATE MOVEMENT
You may have seen some Yorubas demonstrating 

last week with placards and banners condemning “One 
Nigeria” and calling for an ‘independent Oduduwaland’ 
{see West Africa, 11th January, 1969, page 34) i.e. that 
Nigeria should be divided into three separate countries 
—one to retain the name Nigeria, another to be “biafra” 
and the third “Oduduwaland”.

The Yoruba Central State Movement:-

☆ dissociates itself from this diabolical move

☆ says that the people of Oyo and Ibadan Provin­
ces will NOT be in the dreamland of the Republic of 
Oduduwaland

■jk condemns it as a move to harm the successful 
execution of the current civil war and cause further chaos 
in the country

★ says it is designed to give comfort and succour to 
the rebels in the East Central State

says this is treason against Nigeria and that it 
should be investigated and those responsible dealt with 
and quickly too

☆ says to avert chaos in the West, create the

YORUBA CENTRAL STATE
now inside one Nigeria

Long live ONE NIGERIA; long live the
YORUBA CENTRAL STATE
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Foreign Minister.1 There were, too, references to an appeal by Ojukwu 
urging the United Nations to call for a truce2 and unsubstantiated re­
ports of secret meetings between French and British diplomats to 
promote a cease-fire.3 Then, at Ojukwu’s address to his Consultative 
Assembly in Owerri on 1 November, came the first hard news. Despite 
his sharp attack on the ‘impotent and sheepish’ O.A.U. and the alleged 
duplicity of its Secretary-General, he did express Biafra’s readiness to 
meet Nigeria anywhere and at any time, qualifying this undertaking 
only by insisting that for any really meaningful talks a concurrent 
cease-fire was a sine qua non.4 Of far greater significance was the simul­
taneous report from the Biafra public relations agency in Geneva that a 
Government spokesman (unidentified) in Owerri had stated that Biafra 
was willing to compromise on the issue of her sovereignty provided that 
her safety was assured:

Biafra’s only interest in wanting sovereignty is that it provides security 
for its 14 million people. . . . However, since our attachment to sovereignty is 
functional and not sentimental, Biafra will be prepared to accept, at the 
suggestion of no matter who, any alternative arrangement that can guaran­
tee a non recurrence of the massacres of the past 25 years.5

Depending on the value attached to its genuineness, it was not im­
possible to read a real sliift of Biafra’s position into this statement. But 
before its authenticity could be established, once-bitten-twice-shy Lagos 
had decided to have no truck with yet another likely Ojukwu ploy, and 
refused to take seriously the offer to give up secession.6 Their reaction 
drew apparent justification from the immediate denial by Mr. H. Wm. 
Bernhardt, head of Biafra’s publicity agency in Geneva, that Ojukwu 
was willing to renounce secession under any terms, and from the 
growing speculation that Markpress may well have misinterpreted the 
information received from Biafra.7 If, as some believed, this was a 
Biafran kite, Lagos had made it plain that it was useless to fly it again.

Launching his own book on the conflict8 at a press conference in 
Owerri (the fact that it was the tenth ‘Biafran’ book to appear within 
the year against Nigeria’s ‘nil return’ implied an imbalance in the public 
record which threatened to be as dangerously lopsided as the consti-

1 The Times, 30 October; West Africa (1969), p. 1289; Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1561, 
quoting an A.F.P. interview and Biafra Radio reports of 30 October.

2 Biafra Radio, 25 October 1900.
3 The Scotsman, 4 November 1969.
4 Biafra Radio, 1 November 1909, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1586. The 

Markpreas Release No. Gen. 735, quoting from Ojukwu’s address to the Consultative 
Assembly, omitted all references to the readiness for talks and consisted entirely of 
rebarbativo abuse generously extended to all.

6 The Times, 4 November 1969, quoting from a report issued by Markpress in Geneva; 
West Africa (1969), p. 1353; Biafra Radio talk, 3 November (B.B.C. ME/3321/B9).

• The Times, 5 November 1969. See also the editorial in Africa (1969), p. 1325.
7 The Scotsman, 5 November 1969; West Africa (1969), p. 1353.
8 Biafra (New York, 1969), 2 volumes.
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whether this was to be the final one or just another semi-final remained 
to be seen.

It was in early December that that persistent conscience of the war, 
the House of Commons—some Nigerians were known to comment that 
the legislature in London gave the impression of taking the war far 
more seriously than did the Cabinet in Lagos;1 nor need the stricture 
be limited to parliamentarians, as Kaye Whiteman’s apt phrase of ‘the 
passionate whites’2 for the busybody polemicists neatly showed—once 
more began to nag. First came the decision by the Conservative Party 
to send ‘their man in Smith Square’ to both Nigeria and Biafra. 
Whether this was influenced by a letter from the National Young 
Conservatives to Mr. Heath advocating a complete change of the party’s 
policy on the supply of arms, now hostilely condemned as having 
produced not a quick kill but only a mass kill,3 or by the expertise 
offered from the party’s select West African Committee which had 
urged the early dispatch of a Tory frontbencher to Lagos to express 
unequivocal support for the Federal Government,4 is not easy to deter­
mine. At any rate, Lord Carrington’s clearance by both sides constituted 
an unusual event among visitors charged with ‘finding out the facts for 
themselves’. His reports on his return to London, though not publicly 
released, were recognized by those who heard them to bo as thin in 
optimism as his remarks to the press at the airport and to private meet­
ings of senior party members had clearly been.5 Next came the signing 
of a motion by over one hundred M.P.s from all parties (though obser­
vers noted among the leading signatories those names prominent for 
the past two years as sympathizing with the Biafran cause), calling for 
a change of policy by Britain to press, through the U.N. Security 
Council, for a total embargo on the supply of arms to both sides and 
setting a time limit for forcing a division on the Government’s policy 
towards Nigeria. Within twenty-four hours a Minister of State in the 
Foreign and Commonwealth office, the peripatetic Mr. Maurice Foley, 
was once more on his way to confer with General Gowon in Lagos.

Meanwhile in Geneva on 8 December the World Council of Churches 
sent a shiver of surprise down the back of the relief agencies and a 
tremor of pleasure up the spine of Nigerians when it announced its 
highly significant conclusion that it was ‘deeply distressed by the 
ambiguous position’ in which the ‘tremendous effort’ at relief6 had 
placed the Christian people, churches, and organizations. The Council

1 It is possible to read, as I found some Nigerians did, the same conclusion into the 
proposal under discussion at the time of writing, that a special thanksgiving service 
should bo held in St. Paul’s Cathedral, London, to mark the end of the Nigerian civil war.

2 From his article in Venture, July 1969, pp. 37-9.
3 The Times, 25 November; Sunday Telegraph, 7 December 1969.
4 Private communication.
5 Sunday Times, 21 December 1969.
8 See the extensive record of achievement presented in the W.C.C. report on Nigeria/ 

Biafra relief operations issued in Joint Church Aid Press Release No. 113.
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ent on to ask whether it was justifiable ‘to prolong the massive airlift 
in its present form’ [doc 222]. Many saw this soul-searching as a wel­
come injection of realism into what had become in danger of being an 
operation based on misdirected sentimentality.1 Paradoxically, to pro­
vide relief could too easily be to prolong suffering.

In the event, the threatened British backbench revolt fizzled out1 
and a comfortable Labour majority, swollen by solid Conservative 
support, upheld the Government policy on Nigeria. The debate was full 
of meat from both sides, with the Prime Minister as well as the Foreign 
Secretary defending the Government stand with sense and sincerity. 
There was however a perceptible if unemphasized shift in Britain’s 
rationalization of her presence in Lagos. Instead of the insistence that 
by supplying arms her High Commissioner in Lagos was in a position to 
influence an assumedly misbehaving Nigerian Government, the Prime 
Minister now pointed out that even if this country were to withdraw 
all arms support immediately not one single Nigerian life would te 
saved. The debate of 8-9 December also included a proposal from Sir 
Alec Douglas-Home that the Royal Navy should mount an airlift by 
helicopters. The idea was quickly written off both by General Gowon, 
who in a speech at Kano simply rejected it as ‘impracticable’, and a 
month later by the Foreign Secretary on the same if more researched 
grounds.3

The Federal Government was understandably tiring of more and 
more outside suggestions for resolving—or, as they usually saw it. 
interfering in if not materially prolonging—the conflict. Surely, Lagos 
felt, the ‘best’ approach on all counts was quickly to break the gravely 
weakened Biafran resistance. The same attitude of embittered resent­
ment against intervention, however hedged as humanitarian aid, was 
felt towards the massive demonstrations staged at Christmas when 
such gimmicks as a ‘Save Biafra Campaign’ fast in Piccadilly Circus 
and Rochester Cathedral and a ‘For Whom the Bell Tolls’ (they liter­
ally did, at the eleventh hour, starting in Canterbury Cathedral) fund 
stunt4 which raised £150,000 for victims of the war. Who, Lagos once 
more began to wonder, were their friends. Did not their latest assurances

1 In the event, this rethinking was not accepted nnd the Joint Church Aid Dima: 
resolved that ‘to stop the airlift now would not only have political consequences bs 
also result in the death of millions of innocent civilians.’ It therefore agreed that it hs- 
‘no alternative but to continue the relief work for as long as it is an effective moansc 
alleviating the present suffering’—Joint Church Aid Press Release No. 120.

* Guardian, 10 December 1969. The Government had a majority of 170, with - 
voting against it. although over 150 M.P.s had signed the original all-party motion. Te 
steadfast support of Lagos by the British Government, despite much public disqui 
and some dismay in the ranks of the Labour Party, is a notable feature of the w— 
As with the O.A.U., how touch-and-go endorsement of the Nigerian stand was at tim 
remains for historians to assess once the records are open.

3 The Tima, 7 January 1970.
4 The Tima, 27 December, 1969; Wat Africa (1969), p. 1594. Advertisement by® 

United Action for Nigeria'Biafra movement, e.g.. Spectator (1969), p. 888.
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on daylight flights spell out that ‘it is not the Government’s intention 
that the Nigerian Air Force should attack Uli when I.C.R.C. aircraft 
are there during the hours of daylight covered by the agreement; nor is 
it their intention that Nigerian aircraft should escort or follow the 
I.C.R.C. flights engaged in relief operations?’ ‘There is nothing’, the 
statement roundly ended, ‘in the agreement [concluded with LC.R.C. 
on 30 September 1969] intended to secure any military advantage from 
the Federal Government from the relief operation.’1

Those who resolutely saw little likelihood of the Foley envoy, dis­
patched to Lagos and beyond in early December, carrying in his brief­
case any new tactic acceptable to Lagos,2 preferred to pin their dwind­
ling hopes on the person of the Emperor of Ethiopia. They had this faith 
validated when, after forty-eight hours of rumours along the corridors 
of power, Addis Ababa announced that the Emperor was ready to bring 
both sides together yet once more and now offered his capital as the 
venue.3 Lagos’s worried call for ‘clarification’ on the issue4 (ahead}' 
clouded by Ojukwu’s mischievous broadcast welcoming the Emperor’s 
‘personal initiative’5) of whether the Emperor was acting under agreed 
O.A.U. auspices or in a private mediatory capacity,6 was exactly the 
opportunity Biafra sought to enhance her would-be dove-like reputa­
tion. With due publicity, a small delegation headed by Dr. Pius Okigbo 
flew to Addis Ababa; with even greater publicity Ojukwu recalled them 
three days later, exploiting the Nigerian non-presence as ‘conclusive 
evidence’ of an unrelenting policy of nothing less than a military solu­
tion to the conflict.’ But Nigeria remained satisfied that the ‘proposed 
peace talks on the Nigerian crisis’ had been called by the Emperor 
acting within the context of the O.A.U. resolution on Nigeria, and 
accused Biafra of demeaning the Emperor’s status by this fraudulent 
exploitation.8 Once again the outcome was an impasse: ‘The Emperor’s 
well intentioned attempt. . . has ended in fiasco.’9 Yet General Gowon

1 This statement, issued in Lagos on 9 December, was dramatically road out in the 
House of Commons by Mr. George Thomson during the tense debate on the Nigerian 
war.

2 Morning Post, 9 December 1969.
3 Announcement by Addis Ababa Radio, 8 December 1969.
4 The Times, 17 December 1969. Seo Logos Radio, 16 and 17 December.
6 Broadcast of 16 December (Markpress Release No. Gen. 766).
• Cf. Daily Telegraph, 9 December 1969.
7 Statement issued by Biafran Ministry of Information, 20 December 1969. See 

Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1615, for the comments by Mr. Austin Okwu, Biafran 
representative in East and Central Africa.

8 Statements issued in Lagos on 17 and 21 December, quoted by Lagos Radio. For 
Sierra Leone’s major involvement in this abortive attempt at bringing the two sides to­
gether, see Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1615. This diplomatic failure should bo read in 
conjunction with the earlier remark of her Foreign Minister that Sierra Leone might 
recognize Biafra if peace negotiations wore not in train before the end of the year 
(quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 1353). See also the Lagos Radio attack on Dr. Siaka 
Stevens’ ‘gauchorie’, 7 January 1970 (B.B.C. ME/3275/B1).

8 Editorial, Daily Telegraph, 19 December 1969.
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had never been in two minds where the blame lay. By now he was 
determined not to have the wool pulled over his eyes any more. ‘Let any 
further peace talk be meaningful,’ he had told reporters at Lagos Air­
port a few weeks earlier. ‘Let it be the one that would produce results 
with which everybody would be satisfied. . . . Ojukwu is the stumbling 
block.’1

It was on this note of smouldering impatience with the effrontery of 
outside interference that 1969 closed, and with the quiet realization that 
the possibility of a demoralized Biafra, weakened by six months of 
drastically reduced airlift, could, if the fates were kind and the rains 
late, become the probability of a defeated Biafra. In the event, the as 
yet unannounced incidents of those dying days of the old year were 
already conspiring to make this probability a certainty; a certainty to 
be marked by a dizzy succession of happenings on, as it turned out after 
all, the battlefield and not round the well-worn conference table.

1 Nigeria House press release, 3 Novemberl969.



1970

The New Year opened quietly enough, but to those who had followed 
the war closely there seemed to be certain straws in the December 
harmattan that might well augur more than at first sight appeared 
likely—even to observers by now somewhat cynically inured to the 
chasmic credibility gap between announcement and actuality or rumour 
and reality.

A Biafran communique boisterously date-lined ‘Republic of Benin’ 
and reporting Colonel Okonkwo’s tour of inspection in his self-styled 
role as the Republic’s Military Administrator1 faded into its proper 
perspective when, at the end of the dying year, Ojukwu admitted at 
the public opening of the National Orientation College in Owerri that 
Biafra was currently grappling with one of the toughest military situa­
tions in the past thirty months.2 With the Federal Divisions estimated 
to number 110,000 men in the field3 and their morale boosted by the 
heavy Soviet 122 mm. guns, described by an observer as being ‘capable 
of hurling a shell thirteen miles with pin-point accuracy’,4 now trained 
on Owerri and awaiting the artillerymen’s itching test of their perfor­
mance in action, it did not seem premature to reconsider the cautious 
definition of the Federal attack mounted as far back as mid-November 
as a ‘semi-final assault’.6 With such a shift to the war front, little 
attention was paid to a rumour from Geneva on 5 January that fresh 
peace talks were yet again in train6 and scant heed was given to the 
report that Dutch legislators and academics were intent on pressurizing 
Britain into imposing an embargo on arms deliveries.7 Rather now was 
the moment to recall General Gowon’s quiet statement, confidently 
made at an exclusive interview in Lagos a few weeks earlier and pushed 
aside in the European press by its apparent preference for ‘good’ news 
from Biafra:

Militarily, politically and economically the balance is very much in our 
favour . .. The end is now very near and just like the Germans today don’t 
like being called Nazis that’s how it’s going to be here soon—nobody is 
going to like being called a Biafran.9

1 Markpress Release No. Gen. 761.
2 Scotsman, 25 December 1969. For his Christmas broadcast, see West Africa (1970), 

p. 25.
3 In the immediate post-war period this figure was raised by one correspondent to 

200,000 under arms.
4 Daily Express, 22 December 1969. Cf. IFwf Africa (1969), p. 1389.
6 For its quiet but effective execution, see The Economist, 13 December; Sunday 

Telegraph, 21 December; and The Times, 31 December 1969.
• Sunday Telegraph, 4 January; Guardian, 6 January 1970.
7 West Africa (1970), p. 25. 8 Quoted in West Africa (1969), p. 1425.



1 The Federal communique issued on 10 January was the first war one put out by 
Loros for over two months.

1 Nigeria House press release, 18 December; ll'cst Africa (1969), p. 1541.
1 Nigeria House press release, 6 January 1970.
• Quoted in Wul Africa (1970), p. 57.
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In the event, how near the end already was came as a surprise to all.
Speculation, calculation, and belief in the final cracking of the 

Biafran edifice received confirmation as hard news at last began to 
filter through from the battlefront after weeks of empty communiques 
or simply no communiques at all.1 Reports that the three Federal 
Divisions were effectively poised to prise remnant Biafra apart were 
matched by a realization that such a thrust had not only long been 
strategically imperative but was at last tactically practicable. With 
Biafra split in two, Owerri threatened, and Uli finally in danger—along 
with the Lisbon telex, Biafra’s sole and vital link with the outside world, 
and still operating despite the severe reduction of aid flights since June 
—the Federal Army would be able confidently to expect a military 
victory before that critical onset of the fourth rainy season of the war. 
Indeed, were it to be that the course of the inching war would not be 
decisively altered by the end of the present dry season, the chances of 
Ojukwu’s desperate hope of salvaging the rump of Biafra could be 
measurably improved, either through a deterioration of the Federal 
spirit to win the war brought about by Nigeria’s vexatious potential for 
internal disquiet or else through an internationalizing pressure for 
external intervention compelling the two sides to attend a peace con­
ference. To many, such a non-solution, at least in expectation of any 
long-term stability for the concept of Nigeria and hence potentially that 
of Black Africa, seemed to be the worst of compromises and little short 
of a more delaying of further disaster.

Speaking to the nation on New Year’s eve, from a position of in­
creasingly obvious commanding strength in both the military field and 
the civilian arena (his Government had just placed an uncompromising 
and bold ban on all strikes and lockouts2), General Gowon reaffirmed 
his preference for peace talks over a military victory. While he declared 
that ‘we still feel it is better to seek an opportunity for a negotiated 
settlement’, the army had been ordered to press on towards achieving 
its own conclusion to the conflict and if need be impose by force of arms 
‘the unalterable objective’ of an undivided and indivisible Nigeria.3 
His Chief of Staff took a more exclusively military line. ‘It is better to 
keep quiet and fight,’ he was quoted as saying, ‘than talk, talk, talk, 
and depend on the peace talks which bear no fruit.’4 Clearly Brigadier 
Hassan Katsina had not forgotten the Hausa proverb that categorizes 
the warrior as silent and the chatterboxes as gutless bombasts. A new 
spirit of determination seemed to be abroad. Yet, how imminent the 
conclusion was, neither the best informed commentators nor the closest
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diplomatic sources nor, as it turned out, the Lagos Supreme command 
itself was really aware.1

Suddenly, the news poured in with the bewildering rush of an African 
tornado. Early in January the Federal Army, in its first properly 
co-ordinated campaign of the whole war,2 cut off 500 square miles of the 
secessionists’ territory by means of a strategic link up of the 1st and 
3rd Divisions on the Umuahia-Ikot Ekpene road. What was more, this 
remnant quarter of Biafra was the land that contained the principal 
food-producing areas. Prisoners told the Federal troops that at the 
front they had not eaten on an average more than twice a week. 
Within the first week in January over 150,000 civilian refugees had 
poured out of the bush in the wake of what could be nothing less than a 
major Federal offensive. There were delayed reports, too, of the 2nd 
Division having finally cleared the Onitsha-Enugu road. The way to 
Uli, at once a symbol and symptom of Biafra’s dogged resistance, was 
now open. Whether it would be truce, negotiation, or armistice that lay 
ahead, one thing was already clear by the first week in January. The 
phoney war of the previous months of stalemate and silence was over. 
The decisive march to Owerri and beyond was on.

Suddenly, too, it was all over. All over bar the starvation, warned 
The Economist;3 all over bar the reconciliation, the reintegration, and 
the reconstruction, cautioned others; all over and so back to square one, 
murmured the comminatory few.1 But the war itself was over. That 
not even the most pessimistic of Jeremiahs could deny. This was the 
indispensable pre-condition to recreating the image and the reality of 
'One Nigeria’.

The great news broke on 10 January. It was the 3rd Marine Com­
mando Division, advancing from the south, that found itself confronted 
by so little resistance that its probing strike developed into an unhalted 
sweep. Biafran forces had been redeployed to stiffen the defence of Uli, 
the target of the 1st and 2nd Divisions’ pincer assault.6 Whether, as 
reported along with the publication of the twenty-six page secret assess­
ment of the war situation (it included full details of the exact operational 
tasks allotted to each Division in the current ‘big push’) that had leaked

1 'The Government is still recovering from the sudden end of the war’—Chief Ena- 
horo, quoted in tho Observer, 18 January 1970. The Economist was still doubtful of any 
military conclusion (13 December 1969) and in December its Lagos correspondent was 
reporting tho Biafran repulse of‘all-out attacks’ by tho Federal troops (West Africa 
(1969), p. 1565). Tho last issue of tho Biafran newspaper Jet, dated 10 January 1970 and 
printed on exercise-book paper, as had been tho practice for some eighteen months, 
carried tho headline ‘Nigeria Just Can’t Win’, culled from a report by Frederick Forsyth 
in tho Observer, 7 December 1969.

3 Scotsman, 3 January; Observer, 11 January 1970. See tho map in Africa 1969-70 
(London, 1970), p. B545.

3 The Economist, 16 January 1970.
4 Cf. tho remark attributed to President Songhor, that tho military collapse of Biafra

did not ‘alter tho fundamental elements of the problem’ (quoted in JFcsf Africa (1970), 
p. 122). 8 Often referred to as ‘Biafra’s umbilical cord’.



142 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

from the British High Commission in Lagos,1 a copy of the Federal order 
of hattie was already in Ojukwu’s hands, the disposition of his troops 
was such that for one reason or another the Biafran High Command 
found itself caught completely off balance by the simultaneous four­
pronged assault. Physically weakened by severe hunger and morally 
undermined by limited supplies of arms and animunition, Ojukwu’s 
troops knew as accurately as Lagos did that a crack in her defences 
could widen into an unpluggable hole as dramatically as with a bursting 
dam. And so it proved. Within forty-eight hours Biafra was no more.

On 10 January General Ojukwu, after three days of 'long, sad’ 
Cabinet meetings,2 delivered a dramatic message ostensibly from the 
Uli runway before fleeing Biafra, announcing that he was ‘travelling 
out of Biafra, to explore with our friends’ a negotiated peace rather than 
to set up a government in exile [noc 223]. He added that he expected 
his absence to be but a short one. For those attracted by the neatness of 
historical symmetry and parallels, there may be grounds for seeing that 
Cabinet meeting of fl January as the last in the series of coups that 
comprise the confines of this book, with Sir Louis Mbanefo reportedly 
gathering a group of top-ranking officers determined that Ojukwu must 
go.3 For the next ten days rumours of the fugitive Ojukwu’s arrival 
came from half a dozen countries in Africa and Europe before it was 
finally established that he had been granted asylum in the Ivory Coast, 
Meanwhile, elated by the news of Ojukwu’s flight, Gowon called on the 
Biafran army to surrender and report to Federal field commanders.1 
Late in the afternoon of 12 January Lt.-Col. Effiong, in his colonial- 
styled capacity as ‘Officer Administering the Government’, instructed 
his men to lay down their arms [doc 224]. Determined that ‘the suffer­
ing of our people must be brought to an immediate end’ he ordered an 
‘orderly disengagement of troops’. At the same time as he offered un-

1 This is n long story and one which, as this is being written, is not finished since sum­
monses have been served on a number of persons involved charging them with offences 
under the Official Secrets Act (see Daily Telegraph, 18 and 20 March and letter to The 
Times 19 March 1970). The report, ‘An Appreciation of the Nigerian Conflict’ appeared 
with very extensive excerpts in the Sunday Telegraph, 11 January 1970, along with an 
account of its authenticity as a secret assessment prepared by the Military attache to 
the British High Commission in Lagos (whence he was expelled by the Nigerian Govern­
ment twenty-four hours later). In view of the delicacy of the case now [March 1970] 
sub judice, no attempt has been made to reproduce the report here as a Document. In 
the event, the Sunday Telegraph's remarkable scoop turned out to be a damp squib, for 
on the day of its publication the rest of the world was far more interested in reports of 
Ojukwu’s flight and Biafra’s imminent collapse, which overtook the excitement that 
would otherwise have attached to a report implying that the Federal armies would bo 
hard put to secure victory in 1970. Nigerian press reaction to this gross disclosure re­
vealed the country’s horror and the potential British embarrassment of sucji a breach of 
confidential material.

2 See the reports, especially from Boniface Offokaja of A.F.P., in The Times, 12 and 
14 January; Daily Telegraph, 23-8 January; Sunday Times, 25 January; Observer, 1 
February; and 11’csf Africa (1970), pp. 89 and 101.

3 IFtfl Africa (1970), p. 121.
4 Lagos Radio, 11 January 1970, quoted in Africa Research Bulletin, p. 1643.



1 Tho advance was called off on 14 January.
2 Nigeria House press release, 14 January 1970.
3 Daily Telegraph, 16 January; JFesi Africa (1970), p. 128.
4 Speech made on 12 January 1970 (doc 225).
8 House of Commons, 19 January 1970.
8 Efiiong, Amadi, Ogunewe, and Awunah from tho army, and Okoko from the police. 

They announced themselves by their ranks in tho rebel forces. On the Nigerian side were 
Wey, Kem Salem, Hassan Katsina, and Ikwue; tho Governors of the South-East, North- 
Central, and Lagos States; Asika, Elias, Ayida, Joda, and Asiodu (Nigeria House press 
release, 19 January, and West Africa (1970), p. 121).

7 Mbanefo, Chike Obi, and Emembolu. These civilians wore not the same as those 
first named by Lt.-Col. Effiong (doc 224).
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conditional surrender, he appealed to General Gowon to call a halt to 
the Federal advance ‘in the name of humanity’1 and announced the 
dispatch of a civilian mission to Lagos to complete the armistice for­
malities. In a midnight broadcast on 12 January, General Gowon 
accepted Biafra’s surrender and declared that 'we have arrived at one 
of the greatest moments of the history in our nation’ [doc 225]. He also 
declared, in an interview at Dodan Barracks the next day, that there 
was no question of treating the Ibo as second-class citizens.2 The 
rebellion was over. Symbolic, as some saw it, of the real finis was the 
picture2 of jubilant Federal troops careering down that hateful token of 
Biafran resistance, the runway at Uli, after its capture on 12 January.

In the meantime, streams of starving refugees, responding to the air­
dropped safe-conduct passes, blocked the roads as they dazedly trekked 
‘beyond’ in search of food or in induced fear of the unknown factor of a 
military occupation; others, too exhausted or too confused to make for 
relief centres, lay low in the dense bush and wonderingly awaited the 
penetration of tho hidden Ibo heartland by the victorious Federal units. 
There were, of course, scenes of popular jubilation in Lagos, but General 
Gowon sensitively ordered a day of national prayer instead of an 
elaborate victory parade. Later he was to give the important assurance 
to heads of foreign missions in Lagos that ‘there will certainly be nothing 
like Nuremberg trials here’ and to repeat his promise of ‘a general 
amnesty for all those misled’.4 The British Prime Minister’s subsequent 
tribute to Gowon’s ‘magnanimity in victory’5 was to win immediate and 
warm endorsement over most of the world. In such an atmosphere of 
genuine relief and reconciliation, Ojukwu’s message of defiance from 
exile [doc 226] commanded no more support or even attention than 
another banished African leader had when, in February 1966, he too had 
vainly promised a triumphant return to where he was already half­
forgotten and no longer welcome.

The formal reconciliation ceremony took place at Dodan Barracks, 
Lagos, on 15 January. An emotion-filled Gowon welcomed his five 
former brother officers0 (as it turned out, the civilian delegation from 
Biafra was not admitted) by their Christian names. Later he embraced 
the armistice delegates’ outside on the lawn and congratulated them on
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their ‘return to the fold’. ‘Biafra now ceases to exist,’ declared Effiong. 
'We have been reunited with our brothers,’ replied General Gowon in a 
champagne toast,1 confirming the idiom he had purposely adopted 
throughout the war in his refusal to refer to the Biafrans as ‘enemies’— 
with all that this unbellicose attitude implied for his sometimes chafing 
field commanders— but as fellow countrymen who had been led astray 
by an evil clique. ‘But for Ojukwu’s madness,’ he added, ‘such a thing 
would not have happened to this country.’

On that 15 January 1970, only the morbidly myopic or retrospectively 
unforgiving few would have endorsed Colonel Ojukwu’s defiant call 
from exile2 and echoed Eire le Biafra to Colonel Effiong’s sober surren­
der of Biafra est mart: ‘We are loyal Nigerian citizens and accept the 
authority of the Federal Military Government of Nigeria.’ Most, pre­
ferring the likelihood of hope to the certainty of despair, shared the 
optimism of General Gowon as, in a broadcast to the nation, he looked 
forward to the era of national reconstruction [doc 227].

The significance of the date of 15 January in its bearing on the 
terminal speeches in our documentary chronology as well as in its 
potential Ides-like quality in any future calendar of Nigeria’s history, 
was largely lost in the excitement of the moment. General Gowon aptly 
drew attention to its talismanic property. For, as the deeply emotional 
reconciliation took place at Dodan Barracks, it was exactly four years 
to the day since Lagos had been the stage of an equally dramatic scene, 
the brutally executed coup d'etat of Exercise Damisa. If the shots that 
rang out that night were not the first volley in Nigeria’s civil war, they 
nevertheless brought the final fusillades incontestably nearer. The 
traumatic events of the ensuing months, culminating in the War of a 
Thousand Days, have been the focus of this record of Nigeria’s crisis 
and conflict. That war was now over. Rebellion had been crushed; the 
task had been done, Nigeria had been made one. The world now waited 
to see how best she could, and should, be kept one.

1 Daily Telegraph, 16 January 1970.
* doc 226.
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120.
Enahoro’s Press Conference in London1

Before dealing with the subject of our meeting, I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank the British Press and, through you, the British people 
for the support which they generously gave me four years ago in my extra­
dition case. I am emboldened to meet you today by the memory of that 
support and by the knowledge it gave me that once the British Press and 
people are given the facts, there can be no doubt as to where their sympathies 
would lie in the Nigerian crisis.

Britain and Nigeria are fellow members of the Commonwealth, with all 
that this implies in friendly interchange in various fields and at many levels. 
The British created Nigeria and together we have built it. Britain has sub­
stantial commercial and industrial interests in Nigeria; the annual turnover 
of British trade with Nigeria, for example, is of the order of $510 million a 
year. Some 20,000 United Kingdom subjects live and work in Nigeria. 
Nigeria supplies 10% of Britain’s oil requirements. For these and other 
reasons, the Nigerian crisis must be of some concern to people in Britain.

Clearly, from what I have said, there is much else besides oil between our 
two countries, although oil has come very much to the fore lately because of 
events in the Middle-East.

Let me say at once that Britain’s interest in Nigerian oil is the same as 
ours—to keep it flowing. I do not doubt that as soon as circumstances permit, 
the flow will be resumed and will grow.

It is now being suggested in some quarters that the rebel administration in 
Enugu has de facto control of the area in which most of the oil installations 
occur and that the Oil Companies might therefore make their payments to 
Enugu treasury. I need hardly say that such payment would be contrary to 
the Agreement and would be totally unacceptable to the Federal Government.

As is well known, a Government which has no control of territorial waters 
and external trade can hardly claim sovereignity over its territory. The 
effective blockade by the Nigerian Navy has shown that the Enugu Regime 
docs not have control of territorial waters or external trade. Therefore, 
though Ojukwu may be able to take some action which may temporarily 
affect oil production, only the Federal Government of Nigeria is in a position 
to take the more significant action of preventing the off-take and marketing 
of oil. . . .

What now, about the future?
Let me first correct some misconceptions which I have discovered here. It 

is said that the so-called Biafra is a gallant little nation fighting for self- 
determination, threatening nobody, wishing to live its own life, led by a young 
Rockefeller. Why then not let them go?

This is not the case. Biafra is not and never was a nation and there hasn’t 
been much gallantry in our recent past. We have no Rockefellers, let alone a 
young one. The act of union which created Nigeria also created Eastern 
Nigeria and there was Nigeria long before there was an entity known as 
Eastern Nigeria.

If the union of Nigeria is dissolved, there are no legal bonds to tie together 
the I bos and the coastal kingdoms and other tribes of Eastern Nigeria, who



121.
Ojukwu Exhorts His People1
Brave and proud Biafrans, fellow countrymen, in all humility, pride and 
gratitude I salute you. Two weeks ago at five o’clock in the early hours of 
Thursday 6th July, Gowon and his Nigerian junta started the long-promised- 
and awaited invasion of Biafra, thrusting almost simultaneously at four 
different points, three in the Ogoja sector and one, the most crucial and fate­
ful in this struggle, in the Nsukka sector. They brought into the conflict all 
the might and fury of desperation which they could muster. After 14 grin-
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would be as fully entitled to self-determination as the Ibos are. What is more, 
they have shown that they would fight for it.

If Secession by Ojukwu and his group is accomplished, Nigeria will most 
probably disintegrate. Once fractionalization starts, it certainly will result in 
the further disintegration of the former Eastern Region of Nigeria. Neigh­
bouring states with ethnic and other problems similar to ours will in due 
course also disintegrate, and a chain reaction will be set up all over Africa. 
Africa would end up in petty little principalities. Each successor ‘mini-state’ 
would be sovereign enough to acquire foreign protectors and purchase arms. 
Such a situation, with its inevitable dislocations and frictions over boundaries, 
trade and division of assets, would produce wars. Foreign countries would 
intervene on behalf of their ‘protectorates’ and the conflagration would be­
come bloodier and more permanently damaging to the interests of Nigeria, 
of Africa, and of foreign countries with stakes in the area.

It is said that Biafra would be self-sufficient economically. There would, of 
course be no Biafra for any length of time. Only some 5 per cent of Nigeria’s 
oil is produced in the Ibo areas. 60% is mined in the Rivers area and all the 
pipelines at present run through the Rivers area and 35% is produced in 
Mid-West State. Of the total value of agricultural exports from the former 
Eastern Nigeria, the 7,000,000 Ibos produce $25 million and the 5,000,000 
non-lbo peoples produce $48 million. Further, the only ‘new lands’ left in 
Eastern Nigeria for settlement is in the non-lbo Ogoja and Calabar areas. 
Wiser heads in the Central East (i.e. Ibo) who are at present shut out of 
public affairs by Ojukwu appreciate therefore that the interests of the Ibos 
can be best secured in a Nigerian Federation where the industry of their 
people and the resources of others can be harnessed for the common good.

It is said that the present struggle is one between the largely Moslem North 
and the largely Christian East. This is an outdated conception of the crisis. 
The creation of States completely alters the picture. There is now no Northern 
entity and no Eastern Nigeria identity. Were this not the case, if States had 
not been created, and if this were a North versus East match, I, for my part, 
would have found it difficult to accept office at this time. Nigeria is very 
much a secular state and religion does not play any significant part in 
Nigerian politics. There is a large number of Moslems in Western Nigeria and 
Lagos. General Gowon is a Christian. So am I. What is now going on is a 
struggle for the very survival of our nation. . . .

1 Held in the Connaught Rooms, Kingsway, 17 July 1967.
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and long days of successive disaster and bitter disappointment, the Nigerian 
invading force has found things not as easy as they expected. Within two 
days of battle, our army ■wiped out in one sector a whole battalion and one 
company of the enemy forces. . . .

Since the start of the war, we have as a matter of deliberate policy, re­
frained from blowing trumpets. Our short, daily releases are always designed 
to give credit even to the enemy. We are interested in deeds and results, not 
in words, boasts and false claims. Our aim is to ■win the war, crush the enemy 
and exterminate whatever remains of the discredited Nigerian Army.

Now to the heroic armed forces of Biafra. They have excelled in the 
determination and courage with which they have prosecuted the war. 
Biafrans at home are proud of their performance to date and assure them of 
their undying gratitude. My respect and gratitude also go to the militia and 
the civilians in every walk of life who are playing remarkable roles in this 
struggle. The dedication of the civil service, the police, doctors and nurses, 
members of the Red Cross, our scientists and engineers, and hosts of others 
cannot be overpraised. It is a source of unlimited pride that in this struggle 
all sections of this young republic are facing the enemy as a united people. 
The manner in which our people in Ogoja and Nsukka have fought side by 
side with our regular forces against the enemy is highly praiseworthy. In 
under six hours after the claim by the enemy that Nsukka had been captured, 
61,000 volunteers from all sections of Biafra converged at Enugu, ready to 
march on Nsukka. It was a touching reaction of a people determined to pay 
the highest sacrifice in order to maintain and preserve their sovereignty. It is 
one of the most encouraging aspects of our struggle and something which 
must give the enemy ill comfort as well as cold discomfiture amongst his 
ranks. It is a heroic evidence of our nationhood.

Fellow countrymen, all of us know what Biafra means to us. It means the 
rejection of all that was bad, obnoxious and repugnant in the old Federation 
of Nigeria. Our young nation stands for the restoration and preservation of 
the dignity of the individual, for the protection of personal liberty, life and 
property, and for the guarantee of social equality and justice—particularly, 
equality of opportunity. Brave and valiant Biafrans, we are fighting for our 
survival as a nation, and for the preservation of these fundamental values.

Nigeria knows that unless it breaks or takes Biafra it is finished as an entity 
both politically and economically. Their sense of survival is based on a 
mission of plunder, loot and the seizure of what does not belong to them. 
The latest manifestation of Nigeria’s greed was shown lately by Gowon, who, 
immediately after liis premature claim that Nsukka had fallen, called in the 
oil companies and demanded payment of oil royalties already conceded to us 
by the companies concerned. In the border villages and towns where Gowon s 
troops have set foot, the story has been one of reckless plunder, loot and rape. 
These atrocities must sharpen, rather than daunt, our determination to crush 
and exterminate the plunderers. The task ahead is such as no full-blooded 
Biafran can afford not to play an active part in it. We require no less than 
100,000 volunteers to aid our regular forces. The pride and glory of victory 
and its rewards await everyone. Those not involved will not have the pri­
vilege of sharing in the proud heritage which we must hand down to our child­
ren and children’s children, indeed, generations upon generations unborn.



Over six weeks ago Nigeria launched a massive attack against Bia fra. Earlier, 
in 1966, 30,000 Biafrans had been massacred in cold-blood during the
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Statement on British Arms Supplies from Biafran Students in 
U.K.1
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We must teach Nigeria that they cannot hurt us with impunity. Our 
victory must be complete and it must be a victory won on the enemy’s own 
land. As commander-in-chief of the Armed Forces, my orders are that our 
blessed territory be immediately rid of the vermin in Nigerian Army uniforms, 
and that, once this is done, the enemy must be engaged, attacked and 
harassed everywhere his presence is known, even in his own land; . . .

It has also been reported that battalions from Lagos and Western Nigeria 
have been raised to make up Gowon’s scratch reserve brigade. It is further 
reported that that brigade has now been committed in the Nsukka front. 
There have been speculations about the nationalities of the members of that 
scratch brigade. But I am convinced that the peaceful Yorubas will not lend 
themselves to this type of futile, suicidal business, and that the troops con­
cerned are only drawn from Gowon’s army of occupation. Now must be the 
much-needed opportunity for the Yoruba freedom fighters to free themselves 
from the shackles of Hausa-Fulani domination and oppression.

I am aware of the activities of a few hirelings amongst us who are trying in 
vain to undermine the oneness of our young republic. Those few black sheep 
within the fold have been identified and will be dealt with appropriately. 
Some Biafrans unwittingly advanced the course of the enemy by trying to 
cause panic, fear and embarrassment through peddling unfounded rumours 
that innocent, hardworking and loyal Biafrans would be prosecuted for the 
treasonable acts of a few saboteurs. I am satisfied t hat all sections and com­
munities in this republic have been working and will continue to work to­
gether in mutual confidence and respect.

I am obliged to warn that any Biafran who, by his misguided conduct or 
attitude, one toward the other, does anything likely to cause suspicion, 
disaffection and fear among any group, or behaves in any way to cause em­
barrassment and division among our people, will be regarded as much a 
saboteur and an enemy of our cause as Gowon and his hirelings. Such people 
will be dealt with in the severest possible way. In this regard, I must warn 
against over-enthusiasm on the part of the civil defence organisations. They 
must bear in mind that theirs is to guard, not to molest, the citizens.

Brave and proud Biafrans, our commitment to this war is total and irre­
vocable. The general response has been most overwhelming and made a 
mockery of Gowon’s boast to overrun Biafra in 48 hours. It must be clear by 
now to him that the war has only just started and that he has taken up a little 
more than he can chew. Fellow citizens, I am proud of you and 1 have con­
fidence in your ability to carry this war through to victory. Our cause is just 
and God is on our side. We shall vanquish.

1 Broadcast from Enugu, 20 July 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2522/B1).
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pogroms carried out in the Northern and other parts of Nigeria. Two million 
Biafrans were also driven home as destitute refugees as a result of these 
massacres. The history of that whole crisis showed that no Federal Govern­
ment existed in Nigeria which was able to protect the lives and liberty of 
Biafrans. The current war is a war of survival for Biafrans. The Biafran 
Army made up mainly of civilian volunteers rose to defend the integrity of 
their country against the well-armed might of the Nigerian Federal Govern­
ment.

Just before they launched their invasion, Lt.-Col. Hassan, Military Head 
of Northern Nigeria, announced that Nigeria would crush Biafra within 48 
hours; Gowon himself had declared that it would be a matter of days at the 
most. The war is now in its seventh week. . . .

With the Nigerian Government’s hope for victory now fast disappearing, 
Britain has embarked on giving massive military aid to Lagos. During the 
last three weeks, arms and men have continued to be shipped and flown from 
Britain to Lagos in large numbers. For example, the British Government 
have given export licences to the Nigerian Government for several B26 
bombers, some of which left Britain for Lagos on Friday, 4th August, 1967, 
ferried across by British pilots and accompanied by loads of heavy armament, 
rockets and munition. In addition a ship-load of Bailey bridges and other 
military equipment left Britain for Lagos by sea last weekend in order to 
assist the war effort of Gowon. Again on Friday, August 4, 1967, with 
financial credit from the British Government, the Nigerian Government made 
in Britain a down payment of £280,000 for 60 T-6 fighter planes and also 
acquired twenty-one T-28 fighter planes. The whole deal was negotiated in 
London the same afternoon at a cost of several million dollars. There is also 
a continuing large airlift of military supplies from Britain through Malta.

The British Government have themselves last week confirmed that they 
supply arms to Lagos. Thus, contrary to their earlier declared policy of 
‘rigorous neutrality,’ the British Government have now openly admitted their 
active assistance to the Lagos regime.

A few days ago Lagos announced that it would begin a massive air attack 
on Biafra. Since it is well-known that Nigeria has no trained military pilots 
and navigators (Biafrans had largely filled these posts in the former Nigerian 
Airforce), we cannot but conclude that Lagos, which is reported to have been 
recruiting mercenary pilots from London and elsewhere, has now recruited 
enough to want to operate an active airforce.

In the last two weeks a number of prominent British newspapers have been 
suggesting both in feature and in editorial articles that the British Govern­
ment should demonstrate even more massively and overtly their support for 
Gowon’s government.

We wish through the medium of this advertisement to draw the attention 
of the British public to these facts. We want the British people to realise the 
gravity of any direct or indirect assistance given to Nigeria in its unjust and 
genocidal war to ‘crush’ the Biafrans in their own home.

The civilised world is watching.
1 Issued by the Central Executive Committee of the Biafra Union of Great Britain and 

Ireland, August 1967.
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123.
Statement on Arms Supplies by the Church of England1

124.
Nigerian High Commissioner States his Government’s Case on 
Arms Supplies1

Sir,
It is interesting to read in your paper the statement2 by some ‘inspired’ 

missionaries calling on the British Government not to supply arms to the 
Nigerian Federal Government. This statement, as prejudiced and onesided 
as it is, would have made some sense eight months ago.

Right from the beginning of the crisis, General Gowon had made it clear 
that he was opposed to the use of force. He bent over backwards to amend the 
Nigerian Constitution to give rebel Ojukwu greater authority. But, deter­
mined to secede, Ojukwu would not relent. Like Oliver Twist, he always 
asked for more until General Gowon was being derided (even by Ojukwu and 
his rebel collaborators) for his ‘excessive piety and indecision’.

1. It is a matter of deep concern to the Churches and Societies we represent 
both in Nigeria and Britain, that the conflict in Nigeria has reached the point 
of civil war.
2. We recognise that the Federal Government is the only legal Government 
in Nigeria. But we are aware that the Eastern Region which is in a state of 
disagreement with the Federal Government contains more than 7,000,000 
people, and consequently the proportions of the dispute surpass the limits of 
local pacification by the Federal Government.
3. We are aware from Nigerian information that fighting can be of such a 
widespread character as to lead to an embittered war of sporadic conflict. 
This can extend to a very long duration with permanent results in estrange­
ment and bitterness between the Regions.
4. We therefore urge H.M. Government not to permit arms to be sent to the 
Federal Government as the sending of arms cannot but prolong the fighting 
and increase the bitterness now felt in the Eastern Region. We believe that 
the paucity of arms on both sides of the conflict is a vital factor which may 
shorten the period before negotiations bring a solution to the problem now 
confronting the Federation.
5. Our intimate knowledge of the peoples of the Eastern Region leads us to 
the conviction that no scale of escalation in the hands of the Federal Govern­
ment will suffice to subjugate that Region. We are therefore anxious that 
H.M. Government should not share in a course of action which can only lead 
to protracted suffering which a cessation of armed conflict and a return to 
negotiation could prevent.

1 Issued on 18 August 1967 on behalf of the Conference of British Missionary Societies, 
Church Missionary Society, Church of Scotland Foreign Mission Committee, and the 
Methodist Missionary Society.
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Ojukwu Broadcasts on his Seizure of Benin1

Brave and courageous Biafrans, on 6th July, just over five weeks ago, Nigeria 
launched its military aggression on our young republic of Biafra. It was the 
fulfilment of the long-standing ambition, aggression and threat by Northern 
Nigeria to attack and subjugate what was then Southern Nigeria. In that 
aggression, Nigeria brought to bear in full force all the armaments and the 
resources which the Nigeria Army had accumulated right from its inception. 
Gowon spent all he could lay hands upon from the suffering Nigerian ex­
chequer to hire mercenaries to lead his rabble army, relying on the superior 
armaments and numbers available to it and on the expertise and ruthlessness 
of mercenaries. Nigeria planned to crush this republic within a matter of 48 
hours.

My purpose tonight is to take a look at those grim and historic weeks of our 
war of resistance and survival against a monstrous enemy. The sole purpose 
of the enemy was to destroy our identity and existence as a people, plunder 
our wealth, eliminate our menfolk, desecrate our sacred and holy places, 
defile and befoul our women, and put our children and generations unborn in
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Since the war it is only the rebel forces who have bombed innocent civilians 

in market places and in their homes. Ojukwu wants to make sure that his 
declaration of total war on Nigeria does not stop with words. Unlike the 
system of what may be called the democratic militarism carried out by 
General Gowon before Ojukwu escalated his rebellion, Ojukwu had all along 
established an uncompromising military rule in the Eastern States, making 
the minority tribes live in a kind of George Orwell’s 1984. It is significant 
that the missionaries omitted any mention of the five million minorities in 
the Eastern States when they referred to the seven million Ibos.

All this time our friends the missionaries did not see the need to warn 
Ojukwu against the murder of innocent civilians. Suddenly their conscience 
has been aroused because ‘no scale of escalation •will suffice to subjugate’ the 
rebels. Could the escalation by the rebels have subjugated the Federal 
Government? If not, why did the missionaries not protest?

Obviously this new move by our missionary friends is based on the out­
dated assumption that the present struggle is one between the largely Muslim 
North and the largely Christian East. But there is now no Northern entity 
and no Eastern Nigeria identity. Nigeria is very much a secular state and 
religion plays no important role in the country’s politics. General Gowon is a 
Christian, so are many people from the old Northern Region. What is now 
going on is a struggle for the very survival of Nigeria as a nation. It is not, 
as some people would have us believe, any religious warfare.

Yours faithfully,
B. Ogundipe

1 Letter to Tho Times, 23 August 1967. Text by courtesy of the Nigerian High Com­
missioner.

2 Sec doc 123.



154 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

perpetual serfdom to the Hausa-Fulani hegemony. I also want to take this 
opportunity to tell the world once more why we are fighting and to restate 
our aims and philosophy as a responsible member of the world community 
of nations. ...

Our general strategy has been to lure the enemy to our territory. When they 
have been fully committed and trapped for destruction, we then strike. We 
are now in a position to launch a decisive offensive against the enemy to bring 
the war to an end. That strategy has already started to bear fruit. The 
spectacular and lightning liberation yesterday of the entire Mid-West from 
the clutches of Hausa-Fulani imperialism is the first stroke of our strategy. 
That operation was carried out with a military precision and minimum loss of 
lives which have impressed the world and bewildered the enemy.

All through the crisis of last year which led to the birth of our Republic 
until the present war, the peaceful people of the Mid-West have publicly and 
consistently declared their determination to keep their soil clear of battle 
conflicts. This determination was repeatedly made clear in all official utter­
ances and resolutions of representatives of the people. We, on our part, were 
determined to respect the feelings of those peaceful people. Unfortunately, the 
Hausa-Fulani imperialists would not allow this. In recent weeks, hostile 
Northern troops entered that territory in preparation for an attack against 
us from that sector. We could not tolerate such a situation and therefore 
decided to move in and liberate the people of the Mid-West. The general wel­
come and jubilation which greeted our liberating troops everywhere are 
matters of real satisfaction to me and my people. We went to the Mid-West 
to liberate and protect the people against aggression from Northern Nigeria. 
Having done this, the people are free to lead and live their own life in peace 
and security. Meanwhile, an interim government will be set up until the time 
when permanent arrangements can be made for the area. Henceforth there 
will be free movement of people and trade on both sides of the Niger... .

We are fighting this war relying on our own resources financially, materially 
and militarily. Our young scientists have now developed and perfected 
Biafran bombs, mines, rifles, guns and armoured vehicles. Very soon, our 
rockets will be in operation. The war has proved an incentive to the resource­
ful minds of Biafra and the application of acquired knowledge. . . .

If it is possible that the world should be ignorant of our position and why 
we are fighting, let me take this opportunity to tell them why the people of 
Biafra are fighting against Nigeria. First, we fight in order to repel naked 
aggression aimed at complete extermination of our people. Secondly, we fight 
to secure freedom and dignity for our people. The pogrom of 1966, and all 
acts of bad faith and recalcitrance shown by Nigeria in all attempts to solve 
our problems with them, finally made the people of Biafra realise clearly and 
unmistakably that the road to their progress and survival lay in a separate 
existence from what was once the Nigerian Federation. Thirdly, having 
declared our sovereignty and separate identity, it is our duty to defend and 
preserve the integrity of the new republic. Nigeria is fighting to destroy our 
integrity and our existence. We are resisting that attempt with resolute 
determination. Under no circumstances wall this republic of Biafra surrender 
or negotiate its sovereignty....

The war will stop the day Nigeria ceases its aggression against this republic,



126.
Brigadier Banjo’s Broadcast to Mid-West1

Fellow Nigerians and Biafrans, I am sure I do not need to introduce myself 
either to you nor perhaps to many people outside our country. You have 
already had ample opportunity to hear of my name in January 1966 when 
this political crisis started in our country. Unfortunately at that time I also 
only heard about the circumstances under which my name was being pub­
licised at a time when I was in no position to do anything about it. I was then 
accused of having attempted the life of the late Supreme Commander, Maj- 
Gen. J. T. U. Aguiyi-Ironsi, and that for the attempt I have been arrested 
and detained.

Fellow Nigerians, nothing could be further from the truth. The Army mutiny 
which started the revolution in January 1966 was as such of a surprise to 
myself as it was to some of my colleagues. I spent all of my time [words 
indistinct] of the events in ascertaining the true state of affairs in the country. 
My colleague, then Lt-Col. Yakubu Gowon, was the first officer who gave me
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recognises our right to a separate existence or finds itself militarily defeated. 
As I have said earlier, the aim of the Hausa-Fulani oligarchy is to subjugate 
and enslave what was Southern Nigeria. Apart from fighting to maintain our 
sovereignty, we are prepared to help liberate any part of Nigeria from the 
domination of the North. Any Yoruba officers or men who are still in the 
Nigerian Army and who wish to join in this crusade of liberation should report 
to any Biafran army unit in Biafra or the Mid-West where they are guaran­
teed full protection. We have established a truly nation state in Africa in 
contrast to the artificial conglomerations of which the defunct federation of 
Nigeria was a classical example created by imperialists. . . .

We believe that the UN and its agencies constitute man’s best hope for 
peace and progress. We shall uphold the principles embodied in the Charter 
of that world body. We hope to continue our association with the British 
Commonwealth of Nations. With regard to the OAU, we recognise that this 
is an essential instrument toward the achievement of our idea of meaningful 
African unity. Unlike the defunct Nigerian Federation, the Republic of Biafra 
must work more positively for the realisation of the objectives of the Organ­
isation which has thus far eluded that body. We believe that true unity will 
eventually emerge from the association if each African state, while main­
taining its peculiar character and institutions, enters into free association 
with others to serve their common economic interests. In due course this form 
of association will help to build up an African political union. . . .

Let us, from now on, think of the things that bind and unite us as a people. 
We have suffered together, we are fighting the enemy together, and we shall 
defeat the enemy together. Henceforth, all Biafrans must recognise that they 
are brothers and sisters with a common destiny. . . .

1 Broadcast from Enugu, 10 August 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2541/B1).
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precise information about the state of affairs. It then appeared to me that 
sufficient had taken place to ensure the removal of several Governments of 
the Federation and that the sum total of the trend of events could be re­
garded as the beginning of a national revolution. I then considered it my duty 
to ensure that no further military action took place which might have the 
effect of totally destroying the stability of the nation.

I felt that the young officers who had started the action were only anxious 
to destroy what had become a most corrupt and discredited Government. 
As such, I spent a considerable time in an effort to urge the late Major- 
General to assume responsibility for the State with the support of the Army 
to ensure that the Nigerian nation remained together and was protected 
from national collapse. It was then my view that any attempt to use the 
Nigerian Army for any military action within Nigeria would only have the 
effect of breaking the Army into its tribal components of which the Northern 
component would represent the lion’s share. This Northern component, 
effectively under the control of the Northern feudalists, would then inevitably 
be employed to impose on the rest of Nigeria the most repressive feudal 
domination.

I was one of the senior officers of the Nigerian Army who took the decision 
to accept responsibility for Nigeria. In fact, on that occasion I was the chief 
spokesman for that decision. I therefore considered it my duty to remain with 
the General as closely as possible, rather than accept the office of the Military 
Governor of the West which he then proposed to me and which I declined in 
favour of the late Lt-Col. Adekunle Fajuyi.

On the day after the General had assumed full responsibility for the State, 
I was arrested by a few of my colleagues while waiting to see the General. I 
was never given a reason for my arrest, nor given an opportunity to defend 
myself against any charges that could be raised. I went to prison for 14 
months under a false accusation, the details of which I only found out from 
the press and radio after I got to prison. I have since had the opportunity of 
speaking to the so-called actors in that drama of my arrest, and I now 
appreciate that the action was an act of hatred motivated primarily by fear 
and suspicion.

I spent a considerable part of my time in prison sending warnings to the 
late Major-General and my colleagues about the policies that would appear to 
represent a continuation of the policies of the Balewa Government, which 
could have the effect of encouraging counter-attempts, which might not only 
destroy the Nigerian Army but would also, by the extent of the bloodshed 
and the tribal selectiveness of the [word indistinct], destroy the Nigerian 
nation as well. The inevitable has now happened, which would seem to con­
firm that my fears were well founded. There is now an army at the disposal 
of the feudal North, an army that has lost all the traditions, discipline and 
standards of a responsible army. There is now a Government of the Federa­
tion that is sustained by violence and is therefore tied to the ambitions of the 
Northern feudalists. There has been a considerable amount of bloodshed, 
chaos and tribal bitterness among such people. Such tribal rivalry, as used to 
be exploited by our previous political parties for the harnessing of the opinion 
of the North and its people, is now translating itself into a most extreme form 
of brutality and of despicable savagery.
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Finally, the dismemberment of our nation has commenced in the breaka­

way of Biafra. In August 1966,1 wrote to my colleagues from prison to inform 
them that I did not consider that we, military leaders of this country, had the 
right to carry out such action as the proclamation of the dismemberment of 
or presiding over the dismemberment of Nigeria. I still do not think that we 
have the right to destroy a nation that was handed over to us to save at a 
moment of crisis. The 29th July 1966 Federal Military Government came 
into being as a result of a mutiny in which the primary action was directed 
at the elimination of a particular ethnic group and the supremacy of another 
ethnic group in Nigeria. This has had the effect of destroying the basic mutual 
trust and confidence among the people of Nigeria and has created the decen­
tralisation of the Nigerian people into tribal groups. This action, more than 
any other event that has occurred throughout the history of Nigeria, has had 
the greatest effect on the dismemberment of Nigeria.

The Federal Military Government cannot claim to represent the Govern­
ment of the people of Nigeria and to fight for the unity of Nigeria while 
constantly rejecting fundamental human rights for all people forming parts 
of Nigeria. The Federal Military Government cannot claim to be seeking a 
peaceful solution to the problems for achieving Nigerian unity, while at the 
same time contemptuously ignoring the wishes of the people of the Mid-West 
and the West in their previous demands for the removal of the unruly troops 
of the North from their territories in order to allow the unfettered discussion 
of the present political crisis. The Federal Military Government cannot claim 
to be genuinely interested in the progress and welfare of the Nigerian people 
while at the same time inflicting the most bloody warfare on the people of 
Nigeria and employing unscrupulous foreign mercenaires in a total war that 
really destroys hundreds of our people and the economy of our nation.

The people of Biafra have a right to fight a Government that has constantly 
treated its people to the most savage forms of brutality and persists in denying 
these people its fundamental human rights while claiming to represent other 
interests. It is my view that the people of Biafra were prepared to remain part 
of the nation into which they have for so many years invested their resources 
of manpower and material and with which they had the closest social ties. 
Provided the people of Biafra could live within such a nation under a Govern­
ment that truly represents o 11 sections of its people and truly tries to pursue 
such measures as are designed to promote the welfare of all Nigerians irres­
pective of tribe or religion [sentence as broadcast].

It is the remnants of the old Nigerian Army that broke away in July that 
now threatens the Nigerian nation. This Northern army is now under the 
power and control of a group of Northern feudalists who have as their aim the 
total conquest of Nigeria. The Federal Military Government, having been 
brought to power and control by that army, is playing to that end. Hence 
policies are inevitably directed towards achieving the objectives of the 
Northern feudalists who control that army. ... It is my idea that the peace­
ful settlement of the Nigerian problem ■will be readily achieved when that 
fragment of the Nigerian Army now at the disposal of the Northern feudalists 
has been completely disarmed. Towards this end, the Liberation Army is 
irrevocably committed.

It is not at all an invasion, and it is not intended to promote the domination
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of any group of the Nigerian people by any other group through the presence 
of the Liberation Army. I wish to stress once again what I said during the 
press conference and previously on the radio that the movement of this Army 
into the Mid-West is not a conquest. It is also not an invasion. It is to enable 
the people of the ^lid-West to see the Nigerian problem in its proper per­
spective.

I firmly believe that the people of the Mid-West would prefer to be able to 
declare their stand in the conflict that has arisen in Nigeria free from any 
[pressure] either from the North or from anywhere. I believe that the people 
of the Mid-West would like to be given an opportunity to state their case, free 
from the coercive influences due to the presence of Northern troops.

It is my view that the political future of Nigeria rests with all the people of 
Nigeria. It has become a matter of great concern to me, however, to be in­
formed that certain ethnic groups are jubilating as a result of the presence of 
the Liberation Army in this Region. As a consequence, I also understand that 
certain other ethnic groups are feeling depressed and frustrated. I wish to 
assure all ethnic groups in the Mid-West that the achievement of the Libera­
tion Army does not give any ethnic group an advantage over any other. I 
wish also to appeal to all ethnic groups to exercise restraint and humility 
and not to indulge in acts which may result in confusion, bringing distress to 
a large number of our people. Any misbehaviour on the part of any group of 
persons will give rise to a chain of unpleasant reactions. . . .

I am informed that since the Liberation Army came into the Mid-West a 
number of civil servants have become so frightened that they have either 
refused to come to their places of work or reported only for a few hours and 
then left before the closing time. I wish to take this opportunity to appeal to 
all civil servants to return to work not later than 15th August 1967, and to 
assure them of their safety. Those, however, who fail to report on this day 
will be in danger of permanently losing their jobs. . . .

While on the question of co-operation among the various ethnic groups in 
the Mid-West, I would like to stress that all tribal meetings should stop, as 
such meetings are not conducive to peace and mutual understanding. In 
order to foster co-operation among the people of the Mid-West, I propose 
within the next few days to invite a cross-section of the people of the Mid­
West to a meeting to explain to them the present situation and objectives of 
the Liberation Army, and I believe this will go a long way to giving them the 
true picture of the situation and instil confidence in the future of the Mid-West.

I understand that anxiety is being expressed in some quarters about the 
safety of the Military Governor of the Mid-West, Brig. David Ejoor. I wish to 
inform you that I have personally held discussions with Brig. Ejoor and to 
assure you that he is in good health and is not under detention. . . .

I have, therefore, today promulgated a decree jetting up an interim ad­
ministration in the Mid-Western Nigeria. This decree has suspended the 
operation in Mid-Western Nigeria of the Constitution of the Federation of 
Nigeria, the Constitution of Mid-Western Nigeria, and other constitutional 
provisions applicable in Mid-Western Nigeria, except those constitutional 
provisions absolutely necessary for the efficient functioning of the machinery 
of State. All legislative and executive powers have been vested in me during 
the period of interim administration. In order to assist me in the task of
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Major Okonkwo’s Address to Mid-West1
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administering Mid-Western Nigeria during the interim period I propose to 
appoint a military administrator and an administrative council. I have also 
established a Mid-Western Nigerian Army and a Mid-Western Nigerian 
Police Force, which will for the moment remain independent of the Nigerian 
Army, the Nigerian Police Force, the Biafran Army or the Biafran Police 
Force. The Mid-We. tern Nigerian Army shall, however, during this interim 
period be part of the Liberation Army. All courts in Mid-Western Nigeria shall 
continue to function as usual and it may be necessary to establish a court of 
appeal until it becomes possible to resume [words indistinct] the Supreme 
Court of Nigeria.

As soon as it is practicable I propose to hand over the administration of 
Mid-Western Nigeria in order to proceed to the war front and to complete 
the liberation of Nigeria.

1 Broadcast from Benin, 14 August 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2544IB3).

My dear fellow Mid-Westerners, only yesterday I, Maj. Albert 0. Okonkwo, 
was appointed Administrator of Mid-Western Nigeria. Some of you know me 
better as Dr. Okonkwo. Indeed, in normal circumstances, I would prefer to 
continue to be known as Dr. Okonkwo, but, as fate would have it, my duty 
to this nation surpasses all other things, and I expect that I can confidently 
count on the support of every one of you in the Mid-West in the performance 
of the responsibilities which have been thrust upon me. . . .

For several months now we in the Mid-West had hoped and prayed. We 
thought that our position should be that of a mediator and that we should 
take the middle course. This was the unanimous will of our people. But what 
did we find in the last few months? Instead of keeping their heads, those who 
held the reins of government in the Mid-West succumbed to the fear of the 
force of arms of the Northern soldiers and gradually dragged the Mid-West 
into war. It was inevitable, therefore, that the people of Biafra should come 
to our rescue. . . . Today, we the people of the Mid-West, now have to form a 
government of our own, independent of the Federal Government and of the 
Government of Biafra. The new government shall be a government of the 
people of the Mid-West and for the people of the Mid-West.

There are several reasons why this move has become inevitable. First, we 
the people of the Mid-West refuse to allow our territory to be used as a 
theatre of war. We intend to maintain this pledge, and it is undoubtedly true 
that all our people will support this stand.

Secondly, the previous government has failed us in this respect. Contrary 
to the wishes and pronouncements of our Obas, Obis, elders, and the represen­
tative assembly of the majority of the people of Mid-Western Nigeria, the 
former government allowed the situation whereby part of our territory was 
being used by Lagos for the movement of Northern troops and for acts of war.

Thirdly, Mid-Western soldiers were sent to Lagos and deployed for war
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128.
Major Okonkwo Announces Establishment of the Republic of 
Benin1

My dear fellow Mid-Westerners, on 9th August 1967 we were born anew. On 
18th August I spoke to you in my maiden broadcast outlining what this 
Government stood for, what the problems were, and what we intended to do 
about them.2 On 9th September I recounted a few of our achievements and 
our hopes. Since then your Government has taken further steps, despite the 
activities of the godless enemy, to ensure the safety of every citizen of this 
territory while bitter and hard fighting against the enemy by your soldiers 
continues. During the past few weeks I have been holding a series of dis­
cussions with prominent leaders of the Mid-West, including Obas, Obis and 
chiefs, about our future.
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against Biafra, thereby exposing us and our territory to unknown and un­
warranted dangers of war, death and destruction. We of the Mid-West refuse 
to allow such a course. We refuse to be used by anybody or any government. 
We do not believe that the best interests of the Mid-West will be served by 
dragging ourselves into war.... If we search our hearts aright, we know that 
the Lagos Government does not represent the true aspirations of the people 
of this region. We also know that the Lagos Government does not represent 
the aspirations of the majority of the people of Nigeria in general. It is to this 
end that I have been called upon to assume control of the government of the 
Mid-West. . . . Any miscalculation by the Lagos Government will only lead 
to unpleasantness to people outside this territory.

It has come to my notice that the Lagos Government is now forcing Mid­
Westerners to enlist in an army to fight the people of the Mid-West. I con­
sider this act of the Lagos Government highly criminal in nature. All Mid­
Westerners should rise with one voice to protest against this act intended to 
lead to the destruction of our sons. I am aware that all Mid-Westerners will 
support our task to keep the war away from the borders of this region. I also 
note that the Lagos Government has done everything possible to prevent 
those Mid-Westerners of Lagos and Western Nigeria who wish to return home 
from doing so. I implore you, all of you, to take heart, and I assure you that 
this government will take all necessary steps to ensure the safety of the Mid­
Westerners resident in Lagos and Western Nigeria.

In carrying out my duties, the government will consist of myself and the 
administrative council. After consultation with various sections of the com­
munity, I have decided on the persons who shall be members of the admini­
strative council and their names will be announced within the next few 
days....

No price will be too much for us to pay if we, all of us Mid-Westerners, are 
to survive.

We must be prepared to defend ourselves from aggression from the North 
and Lagos.

1 Broadcast from Benin Radio on 18 August 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2548/B3).
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Pressures have been mounting from organisations and youths, mandating 
me to lead them to the promised land. Only a few days ago I had discussions 
with His Highness, the Oba of Benin, about these matters and he gave me his 
unequivocal support. Now I must not hold out any longer. You have ex­
pressed your implicit confidence in and support for the policies which this 
Government stands for. More than that, you are a great people and capable 
of being even greater. You had a great history in this territory ranging from 
the Niger river to our boundary with Western Nigeria and from our Northern 
border to the Bight of Benin. But what happened to that greatness? What 
happened to that fighting spirit? The Northern vandals, consisting of 
Gowon’s clique of Hausa-Fulani oligarchy, have been allowed to slowly, 
greedily, viciously and brutally leech on our very existence, sapping us of that 
vital element of life and of greatness. We will not tolerate any of that, even 
while the war goes on. We must tell them—and tell them in plain, simple 
language—of our will to survive and our absolute belief in self determination.

Whereas the people of the Mid-West have exhausted all reasonable pro­
posals in the past for the preservation of Nigeria as one political entity; 
whereas the representative Assembly of the people of the Mid-West have 
voted for a loose type of association for the various former Regions of Nigeria; 
whereas over 10,000 Mid-Westerners were slaughtered or maimed or made 
orphans by the people of Northern Nigeria; whereas no apology or compen­
sation were forthcoming from the perpetrators of this heinous misdeed; 
whereas the accords reached at Aburi in Ghana by the then leaders were not 
honoured by the Lagos and Northern Nigerian Governments; whereas the 
Lagos and Northern Nigerian Governments forcibly tried to impose an un­
acceptable type of government on our people; whereas these same Govern­
ments then declared war on the Republic of Biafra and the people of the Mid­
West ; whereas it is common knowledge that weapons of war and destruction 
have been unleashed on our innocent citizens:

I, Maj. Albert Nwazu Okonkwo, Military Administrator of the territory 
known as Mid-Western Nigeria including the air space, territorial waters and 
continental shelf, mindful of the powers vested in me under Decree No. 2/1967 
of Mid-Western Nigeria and other subsequent decrees, do hereby declare the 
said territory of Mid-Western Nigeria as the Republic of Benin, autonomous 
and completely sovereign.

The Republic of Benin will perform all functions of a sovereign state, make 
any laws, enter into any treaty with any other sovereign state, prosecute war 
against the enemy, make peace and agree to enter into association for com­
mon services with any Region of the former Federation of Nigeria.

The Republic of Benin shall collaborate with the Republic of Biafra in all 
military matters. We shall honour all international treaties and obligations, 
support the OAU, and as soon as possible apply for membership of the UN. 
We would like to retain our association with the British Commonwealth of 
Nations and support any other organisations dedicated to peace, the concept 
of self-determination, freedom of the press, speech, movement and worship. 
God bless you and long live the Republic of Benin.

1 Broadcast made from Benin, 20 September 1967 (B.B.C. ME/2574IB1).
8 See doo 127.
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129.
Lt.-Col. Murtala Mohammed Addresses Mid-West on Recapture 
of Benin1
My dear brothers and sisters of the Mid-Western State of Nigeria:

On behalf of Major-General Yakubu Gowon, Head of the Federal Military 
Government and Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, I, Lt.-Col. 
M. R. Mohammed, do hereby officially confirm the complete liberation of the 
Mid-Western State of Nigeria except Agbor and Asaba from rebel soldiers.

The inhuman atrocities suffered by all true Mid-Westerners through the 
so-called Biafran soldiers, though short-lived, have shocked all Nigerians 
wherever they may be.

The molestation of innocent civilians and the looting of their property and 
the indiscriminate killing of men, women and children recently undertaken 
by the rebel troops has ended.

All Mid-Westerners in the areas where the rebel troops have been crushed 
are free to move about as they please. No innocent citizen living in any of the 
mentioned areas will ever be molested again.

The federal troops have been warmly received by the Mid-Westerners 
everywhere they have gone. We appreciate the friendship of the people and 
I sincerely hope that this friendship will continue for ever.

I would like to assure the people that my soldiers will do everything in 
their power to maintain this friendship.

With regard to Emeka Ojukwu and his rebel soldiers, I, Lt.-Col. M. R. 
Mohammed, do hereby assure the people of Nigeria and the people of the 
Mid-West in particular, that by the grace of God, we will, in a very short time, 
crush the rebels in the Central-Eastern State.

To this end, 1 would like to advise all innocent citizens of the Central- 
Eastern State to keep out of the way of the federal troops.

The march to Enugu continues, and anybody that stands in the way of the 
federal troops will be regarded and treated as a rebel.

I have already despatched my forces to deal with the rebels around Agboh 
and Asaba. I would like to appeal to all my brothers and sisters in the Mid­
Western State of Nigeria to assist the federal troops in locating, and in the 
eventual destruction of the rebels that may be hiding around the Mid-West.

It is necessary to advise the people in Benin City to remain indoors from 
nine o’clock tonight until six o’clock tomorrow morning as mopping-up 
operations will continue.

The Administration has suffered quite a lot due to the mischief brought 
about by the rebel troops.

On behalf of the Head of the Federal Military Government and Com- 
mander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces, I appoint Lt.-Col. Samuel Ogbemudia 
as the temporary administrator of the Mid-Western State of Nigeria.

All officers and men of the Nigerian Army based in the Mid-Western State 
of Nigeria should report for duty immediately at the Military head-quarters 
in Benin City.

Brothers and sisters of the Mid-Western State of Nigeria: May God bless 
you all and good luck.

1 Broadcast from Benin, 21 September 1967. Text by courtesy of a Nigerian soldier.
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TERMS OF REFERENCE
To define possible areas of future association between Biafra and the rest 

of the former Federation of Nigeria.

130.
Biafran Memorandum on Proposed Future Association1

PREAMBLE
In the proclamation of May 30th, 1967, which formally established the 

independent and sovereign Republic of Biafra, His Excellency, Lt.-Col. 
Odumegwu Ojukwu, Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces and Head of 
State declared, inter alia, that this young Republic ‘shall keep the door open 
for association with, and would welcome any sovereign unit(s) in the former 
Federation of Nigeria . . . desirous of association ■with us for the purpose of 
running a common services organization and for the establishment of com­
mon ties’.

In spite of the intensified bitterness generated by the outbreak of the 
present war, the Republic of Biafra still believes that a lasting and mutually 
beneficial relationship can be established with the rest of the Nigerian 
Federation or with whatever sovereign state or group of sovereign states that 
would emerge at the end of the war.

The common experience of over fifty years of political, economic, social 
and cultural ties between Biafra and these (prospective) states provides a 
sound and realistic basis for a fruitful relationship. The terms governing such 
special relationship must be worked out in such a manner that they do not 
compromise or detract from the sovereign rights of the states concerned.

AREAS OF CO-OPERATION
Given these factors, the Republic of Biafra is prepared to consider and 

negotiate the establishment of a Joint Services Authority in the following 
areas; all without prejudice to the right of each state to its own services:

POLITICAL ASSUMPTION
In this exercise, an over-all view of the rest of Nigeria breaking up into 

independent and sovereign units has been taken. It is appreciated that in the 
scheme of things the nature of the association between Biafra and the States 
will vary according to the political relationship. It is expected therefore that 
the recommendations elaborated below might have to be modified accord­
ingly. They, however, could form the basis of discussion at the Conference 
table.

Too often it has been assumed in certain quarters that the detachment of 
Biafra from the Federation of Nigeria might lead to balkanization and there­
fore instability in this part of Africa. This assumption is not borne out by any 
objective reasoning. Nor does the break-up of the Mali, Central Africa, 
Malaysian or West Indian Federations, to take a few examples, justify this. 
Paradoxically, the political structure of the Nigerian Federation was such 
that it was a source of instability. The painful experience of the past years 
has shown that only by political disengagement and the promotion of ties 
that are purely economic, social and cultural can a healthy and fruitful 
relationship be developed between its various component parts.



B. CULTURAL RELATIONS

1. Higher Education
Because institutions of higher learning and educational policies in the 

former Federation of Nigeria were developed on more or less equivalent bases 
and standards, it will be mutually beneficial to member states to strengthen
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A. ECONOMIC

1. Railways and Harbours
These services which already exist can be reopened to serve the mutual 

interests of member states, particularly those states that might find them­
selves landlocked as a result of the war, and would require access to the sea 
for movement of goods.
2. Inter-Territorial Roads

An efficient road network linking the states is already in existence, and it 
would be desirable that this be kept open for freer movement of goods and 
services.
3. Merchant Shipping, including Inland Waterways

All states can participate in the running of a Shipping Line. In this regard 
the former Nigerian National Shipping Line and Inland Waterways Depart­
ment provide a nucleus for further expansion.
4. Airways and Civil Aviation

Because the running and maintenance of international Air Services by 
individual states in developing countries is an expensive and often un­
profitable venture, it will be in the mutual interest of member states to pool 
resources together in this respect.
5. Inter-Territorial Posts and Telecommunication Services

Existing links and facilities in this respect have reached a reasonable level 
of development. It would be unwise to sever these links. This arrangement 
will be without prejudice to the right of each state to develop its overseas 
services.
6. Meteorology

The existence of Joint Air Services makes it desirable for co-operation be­
tween member states in matters relating to meteorological services. In this 
regard, advantage could be taken of existing facilities.
7. Customs

In this field the negotiations anticipated could lead to the operation of 
joint customs services between member states, and special agreements on 
movement of goods and services. It might be possible to reach an under­
standing which would eventually lead to a Customs Union.
8. Currency Matters

The member states will enter into a Currency arrangement in order to 
facilitate inter-state trade and commerce. Such an arrangement should not 
be prejudicial to the right of each state to maintain an independent currency 
and monetary policy.



D. CITIZENSHIP ARRANGEMENTS
Biafra would be prepared to enter into citizenship arrangements with the 

various states on the free movement of persons between the states.

C. DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR RELATIONS
1. Subject to agreement, Biafra is prepared to establish Diplomatic or 
Consular relations at any level to reflect the nature of her relationship with 
the various states.
2. Agreement could also be reached with any state or group of states to 
have a joint, Diplomatic and Consular representation in various countries 
abroad. These agreements will be without prejudice to the separate and 
individual identity of each state.

ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF THE FORMER FEDERATION
With the break-up of the former federation of Nigeria, the question of the 

determination of its assets and liabilities will arise, and it will be necessary 
to discuss this matter.

Matters relating to the pensions, gratuities and National Provident Fund, 
would also have to be considered.

1 White Paper released in Enugu on 29 August 1967.
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cultural and educational links through, e.g. exchanges of students and 
teachers.
2. Co-operation in Scientific, Technical and Research Matters

The former Federation of Nigeria had developed some expertise and insti­
tutions in these areas. It would be in the common interest of member states 
to continue to avail themselves of this knowledge and these facilities rather 
than stand alone in what is necessarily an expensive undertaking.
3. Cultural Exchanges

The member states are already used to common endeavours in the fields of 
sports, dances, arts, etc. It is therefore expected that exchanges in these 
fields would foster greater understanding and friendliness amongst the 
peoples of the different states.

INSTITUTIONS
For the effective and smooth running of these joint services the following 

institutions are envisaged as an example of what could be negotiated:
1. An Authority

An Authority composed of the Heads of Government of the Member States 
is envisaged. It may be vested with legislative functions and the authority to 
determine policy, subject to individual state ratification.
2. There may be an Executive Board composed of two or more Representa­
tives from each member state. Each member of the Board, in rotation, may 
be charged with responsibility for one or a group of related services. The 
Executive Board shall be responsible to the Authority for the efficient per­
formance of their duties. The Executive Board, acting collectively, shall be 
responsible for the recruitment of staff for the running of the various services.
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131.
Gowon’s Address to the Nation on Progress of the War1
Fellow countrymen and women,

For eight weeks now, troops of the Federal Military Government have been 
fighting rebels led by Ojukwu. The fight has raged on several fronts in the 
three Eastern States and recently in the Midwestern State. The forces of the 
Federal Government have achieved signal victories. They have captured 
rebel strongholds like Obudu, Ogoja, Obolo-Eke, Nsukka, Eha-Amufu near 
the rebels capital, Enugu. They have also captured Bonny and its surround­
ing islands in the Rivers State.

Recently, there was the disgraceful betrayal of trust by certain Ibo officers 
in the Mid-West. The military coup they organised enabled rebel infiltrators 
to occupy the state. The rebels have also in a desperate effort tried to pene­
trate into the Western State. This has failed. I consider it important to restate 
at this juncture the objectives of the Federal Government and to explain 
once again the reasons for the fighting.

You all know that I made every effort, and many Nigerians exerted them­
selves true to our traditions of timely compromise, to achieve a peaceful 
settlement. All the concessions I made were rejected by Ojukwu who was 
bent on secession. We decentralised the Government. We agreed to autonomy 
for the regions to a greater extent than allowed in our independence consti­
tution. We even agreed that each Regional Governor could exercise a right 
of veto on decisions of the Central Government. We agreed to look into the 
question of revenue allocation so as to remove any grievance on the part of 
any state which felt that it was subsidising any other state. All these efforts 
which would have prevented the tragedy through which the country is now 
passing were brought to nothing by the ambition and greed for personal 
power of Ojukwu and his collaborators.

Whenever reviewing the background to the Nigerian crisis, Ojukwu and his 
clique conveniently forget the killing in January, 1966 of innocent military 
officers and of civilian leaders other than members of their own ethnic group. 
Instead, they widely circulated distorted versions of the unfortunate events in 
this country in January, May, July and October last year in which many 
lives were lost in different parts of the country. I condemned these unfortu­
nate incidents. I proceeded to seek a political solution which shall ensure that 
no one tribe is allowed to become a threat to others. Everybody knows that 
even now thousands of Ibos are still living in Lagos and other parts of 
Nigeria.

The rebels have tried to convince the world that they are fighting for what 
they called self-determination for the Ibos. This is only false propaganda. 
The Federal Military Government cannot accept that Ojukwu and his clique 
should force five million Ekois, Efiks, Ibibios and Ijaws into bondage. They 
cannot drag them along in their so-called secession. These so-called minorities 
are entitled to equal dignity and equal protection as the Ibos under the laws 
of Nigeria. What is the explanation which the rebels can offer for the coup in 
the Mid-West? The Edos, the Urhobos, the Itsekiris, the Ijaws and even the 
majority of the so-called Midwestern Ibos do not desire to be dominated by 
Ojukwu agents from the East Central State. The lands and farms of these
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people in the Midwest have been plundered. Their shops have been looted. 
All this, and their abortive push towards the West, does not support the false 
claim of the rebels to be fighting for Ibo self-determination.

It is clear that Ojukwu and his collaborators want naked power for them­
selves over the rest of Nigeria. This is not acceptable to the rest of Nigeria. 
Only the new structure of the Federation with twelve states can save this 
country from continuous unrest and civil war. No proposal based on the 
former four regions in the country can provide a lasting solution to the 
Nigerian crisis. All honest Nigerians know this truth.

As far as the world is concerned, the African states have shown a deep 
appreciation of the problems involved in the Nigerian crisis. The Federal 
Military Government appreciates the decision of all the leaders of Africa not 
to recognise the so-called secession of Ojukwu. All friendly countries must 
appreciate the true facts of the Nigerian situation. There is no alternative 
to a Federal Union of Nigeria. The only possible alternative is the emergence 
of several armed camps in this country and continuous fighting for many 
years to come. There will then be the chaos of an arms race and the tyranny 
and the petty dictatorship of war lords already exhibited by Ojukwu and his 
clique. In such a chaos Nigeria will be converted into a theatre for cold war 
and other disastrous adventures.

Fellow countrymen, we are therefore fighting to ensure that long after the 
present ugly events shall have passed into history, there shall remain one 
strong forward-looking and prosperous Nigeria. A Nigeria in which no state 
and no tribe will be able to try to dominate the others. A Nigeria in which 
there will be communal harmony. A Nigeria which will then be assured of the 
stability necessary for economic development to uplift the dignity of man in 
this part of the world. This is the Nigeria which will be best able to assure 
peace in this part of the world to the benefit of everybody—Africans and 
others as well.

Happily, the forces available to the Federal Military Government are 
adequate to deal with the situation. What Nigeria requires of all of us now 
are sacrifice and rededication to the cause of the Fatherland. My call is not to 
the fighting troops alone. All Nigerians are justly proud of their magnificent 
efforts. My call is to every member of the public as well. We have a unique 
opportunity in history to create and maintain a large heritage of which future 
Nigerians, all Africa, and black people everywhere can be proud.

Some people abroad have repeatedly urged that the Nigerian crisis should 
be ended through peaceful negotiations. The Federal Military Government 
has always kept the door open for peaceful negotiations and reconciliation. 
As far as the Federal Military Government is concerned, the military opera­
tions can cease immediately if Ojukwu and his collaborators agree:

(a) to remain part of Nigeria and give up secession
(b) accept the new structure of the Federation based on the twelve states, 

including the South Eastern and Rivers States.
I like to emphasise that the Federal Military Government will not negotiate 
with Ojukwu as the rebel leader. It will be up to the East Central State to 
produce a new leadership for peace talks aimed at preserving Nigeria as one 
country.

I have preferred not to talk about the obstacles which have been placed



132.
Biafran Memorandum Circulated to Heads of States at O.A.U. 
Meeting, Kinshasa, September 19671

It is now a fact of history that the Federation of Nigeria which acceded to 
independence of the 1st October 1960, died a natural death on the 30th May 
1967. Over its ruins now stands the young Republic of Biafra and what re­
mains of Nigeria.

Clearly, the peoples of the defunct Federation never really showed a will to 
live together in one nation. For several years the Government of Northern 
Nigeria pursued a deliberate policy of replacing fellow Nigerians from the 
South serving in the North with Northern Nigerians of inferior ability.

Where such Northerners were not available, foreign nationals were pre­
ferred. It is a truism that discrimination as a policy never fosters comrade­
ship: and where such practice combines in the same group with recurring 
hostility against a particular group as occurred in the old Nigeria, there is an 
inevitable falling apart.

In this connection, the remorseless slaughter by Northerners of several 
thousand unarmed Eastern Nigerians in May, July and September, 1966, was 
merely the worst round of a continuing genocide unleashed in Jos in 1945 and 
followed up in Kano in 1953 against persons of Eastern Nigeria origin.

Understandably, it was also the last straw that decided Eastern Nigerians 
all over the country that justice, life and property for them could only be 
guaranteed in the area of their origin and by a Government of their own 
kindred. In answer to this instinct of self-preservation, some two million 
refugees fled back to Eastern Nigeria, now Biafra, never again to leave.

Living together with Northerners had been intolerable from the beginning: 
by the end of 1966 it had become impossible. Mutual confidence had been so
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in our way in trying to procure the arms needed to defeat the rebels. The 
Federal Military Government has never sought military aid from any source. 
We have purchased all our arms from abroad strictly on commercial terms. 
Nigeria seeks to maintain her traditional friendships and will continue to 
pursue with increased vigour its policy of non-alignment.

I must express my deep appreciation and thanks to all friendly countries, 
especially our brothers in Africa who have shown understanding of the need 
for the continued existence of Nigeria as one country. I take this opportunity 
to thank the fighting troops and other members of the armed forces for 
risking their lives to preserve the integrity of their country. I wish to thank 
also the general public for their loyalty to Nigeria and support for the 
Federal cause.

Fellow countrymen, as I have already stated, our forces are equal to the 
task. We are now mounting decisive operations to crush the rebels every­
where. Victory shall be ours. Victory shall be for one Nigeria. So help us God 
to preserve our nation united and prosperous.

1 Broadcast from Lagos on 2 September 1967 (press release from Nigeria House, London).
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shattered that Lt. Col. Gowon in his maiden speech in August, 1966 admitted 
that the basis for unity no longer existed.2

It is thus a matter of reality that, in any consideration of the relationship 
that can exist between the peoples of the former Federation of Nigeria, the 
complete absence now of any measure of confidence between them must 
overshadow all other elements.

However, in spite of the bitter experience of the immediate past, the 
Government and people of Eastern Nigeria hoped and tried even in the 
middle of the pogrom of 1966 to salvage whatever common bonds still re­
mained in the Federation.

The first requirement was to re-organise the Armed Forces. Divided by 
two mutinies, the second of which was directed against troops of Eastern 
Nigeria origin, it had become evident that officers and men of Eastern 
Nigeria could no longer, as far as any one could see, safely share the same 
barracks with Northern soldiers.

Accordingly, the Military Governor of the then Eastern Nigeria proposed 
that to lessen tension and restore some measure of confidence troops should 
forthwith be posted back to their regions of origin.

On the 9th August, representatives of the Governors met in Lagos and 
agreed to this proposal. In view of the heightened distrust that ensued, it is 
sad to note that this urgent re-organisation unanimously approved by all the 
Governments of the Federation3 was subsequently ignored by the Lagos 
authorities as far as Northern troops occupying Western Nigeria were con­
cerned.

The crisis of 1966 also posed another and more fundamental question: that 
of discovering a new basis, if possible, for the future association of the 
different peoples of Nigeria.

Again, it was the Government of Eastern Nigeria which proposed an early 
meeting to find an answer. When the meeting came to sit in Lagos in Septem­
ber 1966, delegates were asked by Lt. Col. Gowon to endorse one of four 
patterns of association; a confederation, a federation with a strong centre, a 
federation with a weak centre, or some novel form of association.4

In spite of the difficulties involved, the conference appeared to be making 
substantial progress towards a confederal set-up when its work was abruptly 
halted by a new pogrom unleashed by Northern Nigerians against Easterners, 
seme waiting to board planes at airports, others in market-places, and yet 
some others in places of worship.

One month later, the constitutional conference was 
Lt. Col. Gowon.

Once more, that is to say, the prospects for peace and reconciliation slid 
back several jumps. Once more, however, the Government of Eastern Nigeria 
made fresh proposals for a settlement. The difficulty was that after the third 
pogrom of September, and given the continued occupation of Western 
Nigeria by Northern troops, no mutually acceptable venue for a meeting 
could be found in Nigeria.

So, Governor Odumegwu Ojukwu’s new proposal was for a meeting of the 
Supreme Military Council outside Nigeria. At first the Northern group re­
jected the idea but after much waste of time, they reluctantly accepted a 
meeting in Ghana.
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And so it was that at Aburi on the 4th and 5th January 1967 Nigeria’s 

highest authority, the Supreme Military Council decided on several issues 
including the renunciation of force for solving the crisis and the right of 
consent by the Regional Governors over Supreme Military Council decisions.

The 9th August decision to post troops back to their regions of origin was 
again restated.

In the matter of rehabilitating refugees, most of whom were in Eastern 
Nigeria, it was agreed that the Federal Government was to pay the salaries 
of their fleeing officers until the 31st March 1967.

History must regret that such realistic decisions universally hailed both 
at home and abroad were never implemented by the Federal Government 
because a few civil servants in Lagos subsequently advised against them.

If Governments exist to protect rather than persecute their citizens, such a 
catalogue of faithlessness and indifference on the part of the Federal Govern­
ment clearly rendered them forfeit of the allegiance of Easterners.

This state of affairs directly led to the Revenue Allocation Edict of the 1st 
April in which the Government of Eastern Nigeria sought to conserve 
revenue deriving from the region in lieu of part of its statutory share of 
Federal Funds long since stopped by the Lagos Authorities.

The whole world now knows that this justified measure of self-preservation 
subsequently became the excuse for the Northern-controlled Federal Govern­
ment to impose wholesale economic sanctions against Eastern Nigeria.

By the end of April 1967, therefore, it had become evident beyond doubt 
that the long suffering people of Eastern Nigeria were no longer wanted in 
the Federation. But it was not until another month that the Chiefs’ Advisory 
Council and the Consultative Assembly, fully representing all the Provinces 
and sitting in a joint session, mandated the Military Government at a con­
venient time to proclaim Eastern Nigeria a separate sovereign state under 
the name and title of ‘Biafra’.5

Lt. Col. Gowon’s reaction to the inevitable result of his indifference to 
injustice was a radio division of Nigeria into twelve states.6 The so-called 
creation of states is of course a red herring, in no way relevant to the solution 
of the problems caused by the crisis of 1966. . . .

Lt. Col. Gowon claims that, by splitting his country into several small 
units, domination of one group by another has thereby been removed. But 
domination of one, two or three states by any combination of the rest re­
mains still real.

Indeed, Lt. Col. Gowon appears to ensure this by constituting the six 
Northern states into one administrative unit which he calls the Council of 
Northern States. Under the constitution which was suspended in January, 
1966 but which Gowon nevertheless likes to cite, the creation of any new 
state requires, among other things, the consent of the peoples concerned as 
well as the approval of the region from which it is proposed to carve out such 
state. On the contrary, the so-called creation of states was the act of one 
single man, Lt. Col. Gowon.

Too often Lt. Col. Gowon announces himself as the legal Government of 
Nigeria and refers to the fourteen million freedom-loving and industrious 
people of Biafra as rebels. The truth, however, is that born of an army mutiny 
and sustained by brute force, Gowon’s administration lacks any legal base
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Biafra Sees itself as David1

2 See doc 37. 
*See doc 51.
8 See doc 111.
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It does not and never did control the territory now known as Biafra. In 

accordance with international practice, a regime established by a coup 
d’dtat acquires legal sanction only with either the consent or the acquiescence 
of the citizens. As far as Gowon’s mutiny of the 29th July is concerned, that 
acceptance never existed in Eastern Nigeria.

On the contrary, a state of hostility persisted between the mutineers and 
Eastern Nigeria from that date. It is indeed an absurdity to allege that 
Biafra is rebelling against Lt. Col. Gowon’s regime, which is itself a regime 
of rebellion. Any attempt therefore to argue legitimacy into Lt. Col. Gowon’s 
partial coup of the 29th July, 1966 and to confer on Gowon by legalistic 
sophistry, an authority over Biafra which he has never established in fact, 
must end in futility. . . .

Yet Biafra realizes that neither side can achieve complete military victory 
in a war of this nature, hence she has always stood for a negotiated settle­
ment. . . .

From the foregoing, it is quite clear, first that the people of Biafra had never 
been welcome in large areas of the Nigerian Federation and secondly that 
Biafra has successfully defended her right to a separate existence and will 
successfully defend it in the future against all aggressors.

The third argument that Biafra’s example could encourage secession else­
where in Africa gives to precedent a force that it does not possess. Every 
Federation that has broken up in history has broken up because of some 
identifiable local cause and not in consequence of an external factor. . . .

Within the Commonwealth, the Indian Union split at independence into 
India and Pakistan while Malaysia and the West Indian Federation have 
more recently disintegrated without anybody suggesting any causal links 
between them.

There is, besides, no parallel in any other African country -with the mass 
slaughter of several thousand ordinary men, women and children of Eastern 
Nigeria origin, which forced the rest of their kinsmen to seek refuge in a state 
of their own.

Nor has there been any other African country so plagued with the series of 
serious crises as the Nigerian Federation suffered in its six years of indepen­
dent existence.

Biafra’s case is indeed unique. Fourteen million people have been perse­
cuted and hunted from pillar to post, their undeserved sufferings glossed 
over as regrettable but not serious. For Biafrans, however, there can be no 
question now of re-entering the Nigerian Federation whatever the terms. 
No safeguards can work; none ever did. The old Nigerian Federation simply 
is dead, stone dead. And Biafra is born to stay.

1 By courtesy of a Biafran official.
3 See doc 45.
8 Sec doc 112.

History has never repeated itself more clearly as it is now doing in the
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Nigeria, September 19671
134.
O.A.U. Resolution on

(i) The assembly of heads of state and government meeting at its first 
ordinary session in Kinshasa from 11th to 14th September, 1967;

(it) Solemnly reaffirming their adherence to the principle of respect for the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of member states:

(tii) Reiterating their condemnation of secession in any member state;
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Nigeria-Biafra war. When Hitler pounced on the Jews during the last war 
and sent six million of them to the gas chamber, the world reacted with the 
usual lukewarm attitude and said, ‘It was their domestic affair.’ Pregnant 
women were murdered, children and elderly people were killed. Their only 
sin was that they were Jews. It took the world more than twenty years after 
the war to realise that it was, after all, not Hitler's internal affair. But then 
it was too late to cry when the head was off.

As compensation for this crime against nature, the Jews were later re­
settled in what is today known as Israel. Even in their little place which they 
call ‘The Promised Land’ they were constantly molested by their compara­
tively larger and happier neighbours—the Arabs—who maintain that the 
Israelis have no right to exist and have not in fact existed. At home the 
Israelis are two and a half million in population. The Arab neighbours 
number more than a hundred millions. The Arabs had tried three times to 
wipe out Israel from the earth, but their efforts were on each occasion abortive.

Today, a similar situation is taking place in the West Coast of Africa. 
More than 30,000 inhabitants of what used to be Eastern Nigeria were 
murdered in cold blood. Pregnant women, children, unarmed Christian wor­
shippers, were among the victims of the pogrom in Northern Nigeria last 
year. In Lagos and Western Nigeria, the Biafrans were made to suffer the 
greatest humiliation in the hands of the Northerners before facing their slow 
painful death. They were finally driven way with ignominy.

Once again, the world repeated its history and brushed aside this unpro­
voked crime of murder in Nigeria and said, ‘It is Nigeria’s internal and 
domestic affair.’ The champion of the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) 
in the person of their secretary Mr. Dialo Telli, went to Lagos to see Gowon, 
and after their dinner-talks, Telli waved his flag of undisputed supremacy 
over Nigeria, gave a green light for further killing with the assurance that the 
world would not intervene as it is your own ‘internal and domestic affair’.

The Nigerians then started their cold-blooded massacre of the former 
Eastern Nigerians living among them. The Easterners had no alternative but 
to rush home to their promised land of ‘Biafra’. Even there in Biafra, the 
Nigerians are still pursuing them. One of their leaders said, ‘We will fight and 
die in our fatherland.’ But the almighty God is fighting with the innocent 
Biafrans.



Documents 23 November 1967 173

135.
Communique Issued at end of O.A.U. Consultative Mission 
Visit1

(w) Concerned at the tragic and serious situation in Nigeria;
(v) Recognizing the situation as an internal affair, the solution of which is 

primarily the responsibility of Nigerians themselves;
(vi) Reposing their trust and confidence in the Federal Government of 

Nigeria;
(vii} Desirous of exploring the possibilities of placing the services of the 

assembly at the disposal of the Federal Government of Nigeria;
(viii) Resolves to send a consultative mission of six heads of state to the head 

of the Federal Government of Nigeria to assure him of the assembly’s 
desire for the territorial integrity, unity and peace of Nigeria.

1 0 A.U. communique issued al Kinshasa, 14 September 1967.

The O.A.U. Consultative Mission under the chairmanship of His Imperial 
Majesty Haile Selassie I, the Emperor of Ethiopia, and comprising H.E. the 
President of the Federal Republic of Cameroun, El Haj Ahmadu Ahidjo, 
H.E. the President of the Republic of Niger, Monsieur Hamani Diori and 
H.E. Lt.-General Ankrah, the Chairman of the National Liberation Council 
of Ghana held consultations with H.E. Major-General Yakubu Gowon, Head 
of the Federal Military Government of Nigeria, today, pursuant to the 
resolution on the Nigerian situation adopted at the Fourth Session of the 
O.A.U. Summit Conference in Kinshasa on the 14th September, 1967.2

The Mission reaffirmed the decision of the O.A.U. Summit embodied in its 
resolution condemning all secessionist attempts in Africa. The Mission also 
reaffirmed that any solution of the Nigerian crisis must be in the context of 
preserving the unity and territorial integrity of Nigeria.

The Mission considered the terms of the Federal Military Government for 
the cessation of military operations.

The O.A.U. Consultative Mission agreed that as a basis for return to peace 
and normal conditions in Nigeria the secessionists should renounce secession 
and accept the present administrative structure of the Federation of Nigeria, 
as laid down by the Federal Military Government of Nigeria in Decree No. 
14 of 1967.

H.E. Lt.-General Ankrah was mandated by the Mission to convey the text 
of the O.A.U. Kinshasa summit resolution as well as discussions and con­
clusions of the first meeting of the Mission in Lagos to the secessionists and 
report back to the Mission urgently the reaction of the secessionists. The 
Mission will decide on the next course of action on the receipt of His Ex­
cellency Lt.-General Ankrah’s report.

It was also agreed that the O.A.U. Consultative Mission will remain in 
constant touch with the Federal Military Government.

The Federal Military Government was in complete agreement with the
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conclusions reached at the meeting and the action to be taken to ensure the 
unity, territorial integrity of, and peace in Nigeria.

1 Issued in Lagos, 23 November 1967.
s See doc 135.

136.
Ojukwu Rules out Surrender1

Fellow countrymen, brave and proud Biafrans, today is 29th September, a 
day to be long remembered, not only in the history of Biafra, but also in that 
of our heartless association with the defunct Nigerian Federation. It was on 
this date a year ago that the pogrom started by the Hausa-Fulani vandals 
in May assumed the proportions which has made it the most hideous in the 
annals of human cruelty and depravity.

To all Biafrans, then, this date marks two things. It marks our grief for all 
our losses both in men and materials as a result of the atrocities perpetrated 
against our people. It also marks the beginning of our realisation that we 
could not exist as a people within the Federation of Nigeria. Following this 
realisation, our people found themselves compelled to flee other parts of 
Nigeria to their own homes. Over 2,000,000 of them returned to us in the 
process. They found not only welcome but safety, for there is after all no 
place like home. From then on, we did everything in our power to see that a 
realistic solution was found to the problems which have beset Nigeria, of 
which we were then still a part. We did everything to preserve the political 
and economic identity of that country, provided that the association of its 
different components was based on a realistic basis. But what did we get for 
our efforts? Gowon, the mendacious symbol of Hausa-Fulani imperialism, 
exhibited nothing but recurrent acts of bad faith and hypocrisy. Nothing 
which could not ensure the perpetual domination of all parts of Nigeria by 
the North would satisfy him. . . .

One regrettable fact about this present struggle is that some expatriate 
diplomatic missions have allowed themselves to be used by Gowon as tools. 
It is unfortunate that they have so easily succumbed to his blackmail. With­
out the support of some foreign missions for Gowon and the notorious in­
difference of others, this war would by now have ended. Indeed, as far as the 
war is concerned, Gowon and his Nigerian clique were defeated over four 
weeks ago. It was in acknowledgement of this defeat that he frantically 
sought and received foreign assistance in men and materials to prosecute the 
war. I do not need to mention the scores of mercenaries leading his Army 
and operating his Air Force to the utter disgust of Africa. He has been able 
to obtain the foreign assistance by promising those concerned the wealth of 
our oil and threatening others with the loss of investments in Nigeria.

Despite all these, however, victory is still illusion. The world still under­
stands our case. Our sister African countries know as well. That was why, 
despite the efforts of Gowon and his aides, to exclude the discussions or even 
the mention of our war with Nigeria during the last meeting of the 0AU, 
members of that organisation felt obliged to discuss the matter and appoint
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a committee to look into it. Awolowo’s ‘Kinshasa special’ was 
frustrate the efforts of the OAU. . . .

Gowon and his collaborators must realise that, by declaring total war, they 
have brought misery upon themselves and their people. Gowon’s collabora­
tors, particularly the Yorubas who have made themselves tools for the 
caprices of a mentally sick Gowon suffering from delusions of grandeur and 
scurrilous allegation, must realise soon that they are doing no more than 
preparing themselves and their people for perpetual servitude. For our part, 
we know that victory for Gowon would mean continued genocide for our people, 
bestiality, disease, and anarchy, ignorance, poverty and desecration of our 
religion. Those not of the Northern Hausa-Fulani oligarchy and who now 
choose to collaborate with Gowon must realise that they, too, will not escape 
this deprivation at the hand of these Northerners. We, the people of Biafra, 
are fighting to preserve and protect our lives and property, our institutions, 
our religions and talents, and our progress. We fight to establish our right to 
live. God knows that we did not start or want this war; but it is our duty, 
having been forced into it, to pursue this to a successful end. . . .

Faced with the determination of our people to ensure a just and realistic 
solution to the problems, and embarrassed by the world sympathy for our 
cause, Gowon resorted to all forms of blackmail as well as distortion and 
falsification of facts and records. Need we be reminded of the perfidy of the 
North during the September 1966 ad hoc constitutional conference? Can 
anyone forget Gowon’s dishonesty, duplicity and high-handedness over the 
famous Aburi agreement? All these failed to achieve Gowon’s objective of 
placing our people and those of other parts of the then Southern Nigeria in 
perpetual subjugation to the Hausa-Fulani oligarchy. He then resorted to 
coercive measures, using the central machinery established for the whole 
Federation of Nigeria to enforce this. That was not all. He tried to subvert 
our government by sowing seeds of discord and dissension and making un- 
fulfillable promises. All these failed him too. Meanwhile, a stalemate was 
reached. Our people continued to be insulted and provoked. They were losing 
in trade and business a.c a result of the economic blockade, the effectiveness of 
which was underlined by the attitude of foreign shipping interests.

We reached a stage at which we had no other alternative than to declare our 
sovereignty. . . . On 30th May this year, we took that irrevocable step. But 
even in our declaration of sovereignty, we kept the door open for some forms 
of association of mutual advantage, particularly in the economic fields within 
Nigeria.

Gowon and his clique would have none of these. Nothing short of complete 
domination by the North would satisfy Gowon. On 6th July, Gowon un­
leashed his long-prepared and promised aggression against our young re­
public. . . . Gowon expected to overrun us ■within a matter of two short 
days. In his calculations, he had woefully failed to take into account the 
historical fact that no people fighting for survival have ever failed. Arms 
and armies cannot defeat the will of the people to survive. Ours is a war of 
a people determined to survive.

The people of Biafra, be they in the fighting forces or the public, are all 
determined to defend their capital city at all costs. The enemy’s determina­
tion to enter this city is bound to fail. There is no question of our abandoning
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Gowon’s Independence Day Message, 19671
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this capital city.2 It is therefore the duty of all, when the time comes, to 
remain in Enugu and help in the war effort while continuing their normal 
duties as far as possible. Children and women caring for them may’ leave 
Enugu. But women engaged in essential services connected with the war as 
well as those connected with voluntary organisations should remain. In the 
case of those directly engaged in fighting this war, this Government accepts 
responsibility for compensation to their families and dependants in the event 
of death or injury. . . .

God has all along shown his mercies on us. Let us supplement those mercies 
with our efforts and sacrifices. . . . All Biafrans must now come forward to 
supplement the efforts of our gallant troops. Biafra relies on all and expects 
everyone to rally to the call. To fail would mean the certain end of us as a 
people. Holy Archangel Michael, defend us in battle. Brave Biafrans, proud 
Biafrans, we shall vanquish.

1 Broadcast from Enugu, 29 September 1967.
5 It fell within the week.

Fellow Nigerians: I wish to call upon you all on this seventh anniversary of 
our independent existence as a nation to rcdedicate yourselves to the task of 
building a strong, united and prosperous Nigeria, a Nigeria in which every 
citizen regardless of his or her religious belief or ethnic origin wall have equal 
opportunity with his fellow Nigerians.

As you all know, this seventh anniversary is not an occasion for festive 
celebration. The armed forces of our country have been waging a disciplined 
but hard campaign to put down a rebellion in the East-Central State of 
Nigeria—a rebellion conceived, nurtured and executed by Emeka Ojukwu 
and his collaborators after the failure of their mad bid to subjugate and 
dominate all Nigeria in the exclusive interest of their ethnic group. Neither 
the Federal Military Government nor the people of Nigeria wanted this war. 
Every avenue of peace was fully explored, beginning with the ad hoc consti­
tutional conference of August 1966 and culminating with the last-minute 
peace move by a number of eminent and representative Nigerians who, in 
their patriotic desire to find a peaceful solution to the crisis, sent a peace 
mission to Ojukwu in Enugu. You all will recall how Ojukwu sought the 
failure of the ad hoc conference on the constitution, first by using his agents 
to terrorise the delegates by bomb explosions, and then by boycotting the 
conference totally. From then on the rebels in Enugu were determined to 
turn their back upon the country and to escalate the crisis by every means at 
their disposal to a level which would rule out a peaceful settlement.

The government-sponsored radio in Enugu and all the newspapers in the 
East were organised to whip up the emotion of the people. Rumours were 
spread of impending attacks on Lagos and on some important installations 
elsewhere in the Federation. These rumours were subsequently confirmed by
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the bomb explosions which destroyed Ore bridge, a wing of the Federal 
Palace hotel and Government residential quarters in Ikoyi. The effect of this 
campaign of hate and terror was to build up tension, not only in the eastern 
states, but in many other parts of the country. It was in this charged atmos­
phere that the story was released about the massacre of a large number of 
men, women and children of Northern origin resident in the East. This 
touched off violent actions in the North in September and early October 1966 
such as Nigeria had never -witnessed before. I strongly condemned this 
incident, and all right-thinking Nigerians deplored it. Then as now the 
Government was willing to explore ways in which the survivors of this 
episode could be cared for and rehabilitated, but Ojukwu and his clique were 
determined to make that incident the occasion for putting into effect their 
premeditated plan for the complete breakup of Nigeria after their failure to 
dominate the country.

Even so, the Federal Military Government did not give up its peace effort, 
as well as its determination to conciliate the Ibos. It was as a result of this 
search for a peaceful settlement that the Aburi meeting was held. It is now a 
matter of history that the Federal Military Government conceded to Ojukwu 
everything he asked for at Aburi—except one thing, and that was to agree to 
a breakup of the Federation. This I could not and would never agree to. I 
am happy that my standpoint on this fundamental question has now been 
vindicated by the enthusiasm with which Nigerians everywhere have com­
mitted themselves to the continued existence of Nigeria as one country. The 
whole of Africa at the recent OAU conference has also vindicated our stand 
in its clear commitment to the territorial integrity and unity of Nigeria and 
in its condemnation of secession. If Ojukwu had sincerely wanted a peaceful 
settlement of this crisis, he might have used the Aburi decision as a way out 
of the deadlock. Instead, he proceeded to seize Federal establishments in the 
former Eastern Region and by an edict of 15th April 1967 he took over all 
Federal statutory bodies and assets located in the Eastern states. Ibo em­
ployees in the Western State and in Lagos were persuaded into returning 
home while Ojukwu intensified his illegal purchase of arms.

When the clouds of war were gathering fast, a number of eminent Nigerians 
decided to form a National Reconciliation Committee. The Committee met 
me in Lagos and also visited Enugu from where they brought back certain 
conditions which, if fulfilled by both sides, could have arrested the drift to an 
armed conflict. The main element of their proposed settlement was that the 
Federal Government should lift the economic sanctions imposed on the East 
and that the East in turn should end its flagrant defiance of Federal Govern­
ment authority. It is on record that the Federal Military Government im­
mediately accepted this proposal and implemented it, but it is also well- 
known that the Post Office vans and postal orders which were sent to the 
East by the Federal Government in implementation of the Committee’s 
recommendations wore seized in Enugu in further defiance of the Federal 
Government. Ojukwu made no attempt whatsoever to reciprocate. Instead, 
not only were military provocations stepped up on the border villages of the 
Benue-Plateau State which had been constantly terrorised by Ojukwu’s rebel 
forces, but Ojukwu went as far as declaring total war on the rest of Nigeria 
and immediately pursued it with the bombing of defenceless civilians in
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Awolowo’s Blueprint for Post-War Reconstruction (1967)1

The crisis which hit this country some five years ago has, since it took a 
dramatic turn in 1965, inflicted enormous damage on our national life. The 
period of twelve months, beginning with October 19G5, had witnessed the 
exhibition of large-scale violent disturbances in different parts of the country. 
The calm, which followed this twelvc-month period, has now proved, in 
retrospect, to be our worst national illusion. It is now known that in spite of 
Aburi; in spite of the constructive efforts of the National Conciliation Com-
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various parts of the country. In the circumstances, I had no choice but to 
order police action to ames*. the situation and to preserve the territorial 
integrity of Nigeria as well is prevent Ojukwu from subjugating and destroy­
ing the 5,000,OX ncn-IhcB in the former Eastern Region of Nigeria, who had 
all along made dear their ieszre to remain Nigerians.

Fellow countrymen azi en, you all know what a marvellous job the 
Federal forces been izizzr. In the military campaign so far we have not 
lost a single t attle. Federal : irces now control the whole of Ogoja Province in 
the Scuth-Eastem State zzi have also established effective and firm control 
over m.st -i the Mid-West State. Enugu is at present under siege and is 
expected to fall any tme from now.

It is kurwu. however, that Ojukwu has been putting out false propa- 
ganda ah tut military victories which the rebel forces have never won. 
Unfortunately Ojukwu’= propaganda is being re-echoed in the foreign press 
and radio with tragic consequences for his rebel soldiers and innocent 
civilians, who are constantly being pushed by this deceit to certain death at 
the hands of the superior Federal forces. Only a few days ago he announced 
that Opi and Nsukka had been recaptured at a time when Federal forces were 
not only in control of these areas but were, in fact, converging on Enugu. 
These are certainly not the actions of a man who has the best interest of his 
people at heart. It is, therefore, foolhardy for the ordinary Ibos to continue 
this hopeless and suicidal struggle. Now is the time for all those people whom 
Ojukwu has misled to abandon him and his collaborators, as it is utterly 
senseless to prolong the fighting and unnecessary suffering of innocent people. 
In the interest of the younger generation of the East-Central State, I hope 
that my appeal will soon be heeded. If it is not, the military campaign will 
continue until the East-Central State is fully integrated with the rest of the 
Federation.

The Government does not underrate the task before it, and I hope that I 
can continue to count on your wholehearted support in this fight for the 
survival of our fatherland and in the work of national reconstruction and re- 
ccnciliation which lies ahead. The Ibos, when they are returned to the fold, 
must ’.e given their rightful place and, as a people who have been misguided 
and mi-ied by their leaders, the rest of us have a duty to bind their wounds 
and give them our right hand of fellowship. . . .

1 Broadcast from Lagos, 1 October 1967 {B.B.C. ME/2582/B2).
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mittee; and in spite of tho Commandor-in-Chief’s conciliatory gestures and 
overtures in accepting and implementing, with speed and without reserva­
tion, the recommendations of tho National Conciliation Committee which 
were wholly based on tho terms dictated by Ojukwu himself,2 Ojukwu had 
spent this period of earnest and conscientious search for peace on the part of 
his fellow-countrymen in making elaborate preparations for war designed not 
only to take the former Eastern Region out of the Federation of Nigeria, but 
also, if possible, to subjugate the other parts of the country.

After several violent border provocations at Igumale and Idah, Ojukwu 
finally launched unprovoked military attack on the rest of Nigeria. In the 
face of this rebellion, there was only one of two choices open to the Federal 
Military Government. Either to succumb to Ojukwu’s armed rebellion and 
allow him to take the then Eastern Region out of Nigeria and thereby bring 
about the total disintegration of the entire Federation, or to put down his 
rebellion, with all the forces at its disposal, in order to preserve the integrity 
and oneness of Nigeria. The Federal Military Government chose the latter 
course. Hence the Police action which, in consequence of Ojukwu's aggravat­
ing conduct of his rebellious activities, was later escalated to military 
operations. . . .

There is nothing we can do about the dead. But there is much—very much 
—that we can do for the living: for the orphans, the widows, the maimed and 
the wounded, and for the rest of our people who have loyally and uncom­
plainingly bomerthe inconveniences and privations which the crisis and the 
present military operations have imposed upon them, and who have made 
contributions in cash and kind for the comfort and relief of the federal troops.

Accordingly the Federal Military Government is committed to the follow­
ing courses of action:

(i) The surviving victims of past disturbances and of the present military 
operations shall be cared for with the utmost compassion.

(ii) The surviving federal troops shall be amply rewarded for their gallant 
and devoted services to the nation.

(Hi) All soldiers, no matter on which side they had fought, shall be re­
habilitated and gainfully employed at the end of the military operations.

It must be noted in this connection that one of the good things about the 
present emergency is that it has helped to reduce unemployment throughout 
the country; it would be a mistaken policy of the worst kind, to allow the 
federal troops and the rebel soldiers to go back on the scrap heap of the 
country’s unemployment market. It is for these reasons that the Federal 
Military Government is resolved to keep, and, considerably, improve upon 
the blessings of the prevailing high level of employment.

(w) Those whose properties have been destroyed or damaged, as a result of 
civil disturbances, shall be reasonably compensated.

(v) All those who had fled from their normal places of residence or business 
shall be resettled; and, if possible, helped to make a new start.

(vi) All the roads, bridges and public buildings, which have been destroyed 
or damaged, shall be reconstructed with the greatest possible dispatch.

(vii) With immediate effect, a special fund into which an amount of £1 
million will be contributed annually, beginning with the present fiscal year, 
has been created for the purpose of:
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(а) stepping up the training of highlevel manpower in the Nigerian Univer­
sities, at the under-graduate and post-graduate levels;

(б) raising the secondary school and trained-teacher population in the 
States which are lagging behind in these respects, and preventing wastes at 
the secondary school level in the more advanced States, as part of the re­
construction effort; and

(c) providing free primary education for the children of all members of the 
Armed Forces.

In this connection, it is essential to bear three important considerations in 
mind.

One: it is strongly believed by the Federal Military Government that a 
united Nigeria has all the natural resources and manpower which any people 
could wish nature to bestow on them. But at present, we are extremely 
deficient in highlevel manpower. This deficiency can and must be corrected 
by accelerating, intensifying, and reorientating the university education of 
Nigerian citizens, so that when the dynamic forces of our total manpower are 
brought to bear on our latent natural resources, the latter will be compelled 
to yield their full increase for the benefit of Nigerians. If this desirable end is 
to be achieved, with the minimum possible delay, many of our youths who 
lave the innate talents, but are unable to obtain secondary as well as uni- 
^^i^ cc^U(^a^on simply because their parents are too poor to find the money, 
s iou be given the fullest possible financial assistance by the Government.

us is precisely what the Federal Military Government is determined to do: 
o give ree financial assistance, not loans, to all secondary-school pupils and 

university students who, for good reasons certified by the Authorities con- 
cerne to the satisfaction of the Federal Government, are unable to pay their 
ees. ns ree financial assistance will be in addition to the usual scholarship 

av-ards to deserving pupils and students.
wo. It may not be generally known that, in the current year, there are 

on j approximately 18,000 pupils in secondary grammar schools in the six 
Jatcs’ as a8amst 170,000 in the six Southern States, and roughly 

. ’ > teachers in training in the Northern States, as against about 24,000 
teachers in training in the Southern States. If we are to keep Nigeria one— 
and harmoniously so, and if all sections of the national groups in Nigeria are 
o ia\ e equa opportunity for contributing to our highlevel manpower needs, 

tb*S. i cl°sed without further delay. It is for this reason
t) . W-ri 6 era . ^ry Government has decided to stimulate, vigorously, 
■NTnrH11^1 expansion secondary education and teacher training in the 
ixonnern btates, by the award of scholarships in large numbers, and the grant 
State? m assistan<*~™* loans—to qualified pupils in the Northern 

„nn-HREiE *s known that soldiers, by the peculiar nature of their 
fI’ i t0 be m°Ved from time t0 time t0 different parts of the Federa- 
nmnn'i^0 1 enJents do often entail their being deprived of certain basic 
fIS Wk W7Ch thvy enjOy in some Parts of the Federation, but which are 

. . ? a i?? Ot^er Parts- It is in order to minimize this obvious disparity 
ic i me\ i a j arises, as a result of the movement of the members of our 

e orces o ifferent parts of the Federation, that the Federal Military 
°' ernmen las ecided to afford free primary education to the children of
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the members of the Armed Forces, wherever they may be in the Federation. 
Children of the members of the Armed Forces and the Nigeria Police Force 
who lost their lives during the present military operations will also enjoy this 
benefit.

It will be seen, that the Federal Military Government is resolved not only 
to win these military operations, but also—and this is by far more important 

to secure the peace, which will follow, by guaranteeing political equality 
and social justice to all Nigerian citizens, irrespective of their State of origin, 
ethnic affiliation, religion, social status, or the side on which they had fought 
during the rebellion. It is above all resolved to lay a sound foundation for a 
prosperous future for our country and our people.

All these things, that is the present military operations and the pro­
grammes of reconstruction as well as of development, which I have outlined, 
do cost money. Already, the military operations have cost the Federal Govern­
ment well over £50 million. The cost of general reconstruction, of re-building 
and, in some cases, widening damaged bridges and roads, has not yet been 
calculated. But it is assumed that this will run into several million pounds. 
The same thing will go for the cost of rehabilitation and resettlement. . . .

The problems which confront us, therefore, may be summarised as follows:
(i) Whatever the cost, we must finance the military operations until they 

are successfully concluded or until Ojukwu accepts the peace terms declared 
by the Federal Military Government. In this regard, it must be borne in mind 
that our hands are already so long and so justifiably laid on the plough, that 
it is too late in the day and dangerous for us to look back.

(«-) We must find all the money that is required for reconstruction, so as 
to bring the country speedily back to where it was, before the dogs and the 
horrors of war were let loose on the country by Ojukwu.

(Hi) Since we cannot afford to stand still, and since indeed we must, in our 
own interest, make a big leap forward economically and socially, it is im­
perative that we must raise enough money to finance new development pro­
grammes.

At the moment, however, our financial situation is far from being a happy 
one. The gap between expenditure and revenue widens with each day that 
passes: the one increasing by leaps and bounds, whilst the other steadily falls 
short of estimates. In the result, the Federal Military Government has had 
to have recourse to inflationary financing. There is, however, a limit beyond 
which this method of financing must not be allowed to go, if we are to avoid 
complete economic disaster.

Furthermore, our foreign exchange position shows a more or less similar 
trend. Payments for military equipment make an ever-rising demand on our 
foreign exchange reserve, whilst because of delay in the shipment of our 
agricultural export products, and of the temporary cessation in the exporta­
tion of petroleum products, our foreign exchange earnings are also falling 
short of estimates.

It is clear, from all that I have said, therefore, that, as a matter of great 
urgency, the Federal Military Government must do something about our 
finances. In this connection, it has adopted two lines of approach: to econo­
mize our financial resources and to raise additional revenue.

With regard to the first line of approach, it will interest you to know that,
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ever since the launching of the military operations, the Federal Military 
Government has embarked on strict austerity measures, some of which are 
meant only for the interim period, whilst others are intended to remain as a 
permanent feature of our public life. I will briefly enumerate some of these 
measures.

(i) Every Ministry, other than the Ministries of Defence and Internal 
Affairs, is enjoined to make 1 per cent savings in its approved estimates of 
expenditure. But from the next financial year, even stricter economy will be 
enjoined on all Ministries and extra-Ministerial departments.

(ii) The Federal Executive Council has set up a Committee to examine the 
structure of Government-sponsored Corporations and Companies in the light 
of the reports and recommendations of the Tribunals set up to enquire into 
the affairs of some of them. .This is done with a view to putting these Cor­
porations and Companies, properly and viably, on their feet. At the moment, 
most of them are ailing and sick; and the Federal Military Government is 
determined, not only to cure them, but to prevent a future relapse of their 
ailments, so that they may be self-sufficient and profitable, and hence cease 
to constitute an incessant drain on the finances of the Federal Government.

(iii) Capital projects in respect of which the Federal Military Government 
has not irrevocably committed itself are postponed for the time being.

(iv) All Federal Commissioners have agreed to observe a stringent Code of 
Conduct which precludes them from enjoying any benefit, and receiving any 
allowance, other than their salaries.

(v) A Committee has been set up to consider the advisability of reducing 
the number of our Foreign Missions. These Missions cost us a fortune in 
foreign exchange, and there is no doubt that some of them are maintained 
for prestige purposes only.

(vi) Steps are being actively taken to recover arrears of income tax and 
duties. Arrears of income tax amount to well over £4 million, and those of 
excise duties to over £5 million.

(vit) Pending the setting up, at an early date, of a Tribunal of Inquiry for 
the purpose of recovering ill-gotten gains made by some public officers and 
their self-employed collaborators, the Inland Revenue has already assessed 
to tax the amounts of money which some of the persons, who gave evidence 
before the Tribunals which inquired into certain Corporations, had admitted 
as having been legitimately made by them as incomes, but which they had 
not in the past declared as such to the Inland Revenue. As a result of in­
vestigation made up to the end of September, a total assessment of about 
£2 million has been made. Much more than double this amount is expected 
when the investigation is completed. I would like to say in passing that the 
taxes collected from these assessments will be offset against the total amount 
of any individual confiscation.

(vm) A much tighter control than ever before is now being exercised in the 
use of our foreign exchange reserve, care being taken, at the same time, to 
ensure that our foreign trade is in no way hindered. . . .

It should be clear from all that I have said that in the midst of the present 
strife which has been forced upon it, the Federal Military Government looks 
firmly and confidently into a glorious future. A future in which all the 
national units in Nigeria will live in harmony and unity with one another; a
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future in which political equality and social justice will be guaranteed to all. 
These being the declared and ultimate objectives of the Federal Military 
Government, the present military operations must be consistently regarded 
and supported for what they truly are. They have been designed, not for the 
gratification of hatred for any group of Nigerians; not for the extermination 
of the Ibos, as has been wickedly suggested in some malevolent quarters; 
indeed, they have been launched for noble and imperishable ends, namely: 
the federal unity of Nigeria, and the happiness and prosperity of its people. 

It follows, therefore, that those who support the Federal Military Govern­
ment in all its endeavours, including its current search for additional revenue, 
do the manifest will of God. For, God is the God of unity and progress, not of 
division and stagnation.

1 Broadcast from Lagos, 19 October 1967 (B.B.C. MEI2602IB2). Slightly revised text 
taken from Blueprint for Post-War Reconstruction (Lagos, 1967).

3 See doc 106.

Respected Chiefs and Leaders of Thought, Learned and Experienced Gentle­
men and Ladies, Proud and Brave Biafrans, Fellow Countrymen and Women,

It is impossible for me to find adequate or suitable words -with which to 
thank your Chairman for convening this meeting and you for attending at 
so short a notice. Our very existence is being threatened both by external 
and internal foes. Of the two, the latter is the more dangerous because they 
are within and around us.

At your last meeting held on the 26th and 27th of May, I gave you an 
up-to-date account of our struggle with Nigeria.2 After two days of delibera­
tions, during which you considered all the facts before you, together with the 
implications and consequences of different alternatives open to us, you passed 
a number of Resolutions and gave me a mandate.3 . . . The resolutions and 
mandate, clear and unequivocal, were arrived at without a dissentient voice. 
The mandate was a clear one by the people to guide me in my dealings, on 
behalf of our people, with the rest of Nigeria of which we were then a part. 
In my position as your servant and leader I intended to use your resolutions 
and the mandate as a basis for bargaining with our opponents. I still believed, 
even at that time, that there was room for negotiations which could lead to 
a peaceful and amicable settlement of the problems then besetting Nigeria. 
I held that belief, in spite of that iniquitous telegram of threat and black­
mail which came through from Lagos while I was still addressing you at that 
meeting of the 26th of May. The text of that telegram was read to you in full.

A number of you will recall my discussions with you and my intention to 
make further efforts towards a settlement by negotiation, But alas, while 
these consultations were still going on, and before I had actually received 
and studied your resolutions and mandate, Gowon promulgated his arbitrary,
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dictatorial and tendentious Decree on the creation of states, dismissed the 
Supreme Military Council, declared a state of emergency all over the country 
and made himself the Fuehrer of Nigeria. The declaration of the state of 
emergency had two aims, namely, to give Gowon cover to attack us by force 
and, secondly, to stifle the aspirations of other parts of Southern Nigeria who 
were fast coming to our position and point of view.

It became clear that Gowon’s unflinching aim was to push us out of the 
then Nigerian Federation. The arbitrary creation of states had been the last 
trump card towards this end, and was a direct infringement of even his much 
vaunted Decree No. 8 which purported to guarantee the territorial integrity 
of the then existing Regions of the Nigerian Federation. . . .

In our declaration of sovereignty, we made it quite clear that we wished 
to remain friends with what remained of Nigeria. We kept the door open for 
mutual co-operation and even went further to guarantee whatever might be 
our own share of debts incurred by Nigeria while we were still a part of it. 
What more could we have done to show our good faith and continued affec­
tion for our former partners of the defunct Nigerian Federation? Gowon and 
his Northern clique would not leave us to manage our own affairs in an 
atmosphere of peace, freedom and equality. Nothing short of our complete 
subjugation to the North, or extermination by it, would satisfy Gowon, who 
openly vowed to use the military might of Nigeria, a might built over many 
years with our common resources, to destroy us. To buttress his iniquitous 
intentions, he set up a puppet Government of ex-politicians, well known for 
their antagonism against us. Included in his puppet Government were a 
number of renegades from amongst us. The members of that puppet Govern­
ment not only endorsed Gowon’s evil plans against us but also gave him open 
support. All of them severally travelled overseas to purchase arms and hire 
mercenaries for the sole purpose of destroying us. We for our part left no one 
in any doubt of our intention to fight and die, if necessary, for our freedom 
and fatherland rather than allow ourselves to be enslaved or made second 
class citizens by the Hausa/Fulani hegemony.

Meanwhile, our people still resident in Lagos were subjected to increasing 
and humiliating molestations. They were asked to register as aliens and to go 
about with passes like slaves. Here, we see another form of Gowon’s tact. He 
singled out the Ibos of Biafra for these treatments not because he liked other 
citizens of Biafra, but as a subtle means of furthering his determined plan to 
cause dissension amongst our people by pretending that there were people in 
this Republic who could be treated differently. In this, Gowon typically 
underrated the intelligence of our people who could not so soon forget that 
the Northerners never differentiated between members of ethnic groups in 
this Republic in their pogrom of 1966.

On the 6th of July, Gowon’s hordes invaded the Republic of Biafra at three 
different points—two in the Ogoja front and one in the Nsukka sector. 
Because of the long and careful preparation by Lagos, and bearing in mind 
the superiority of the enemy in arms and numbers, Gowon and his clique 
planned to overrun this Republic within 48 hours. He called his aggression a 
‘Police Action’ in order that the world might regard it as an internal affair of 
Nigeria and so fail to recognise and condemn the aggression. Our troops, 
ill-prepared, inadequate and ill-equipped as they were, displayed such out-
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standing heroism that within the first two days of Nigerian aggression, they 
not only withstood the aggression but actually drove the enemy into his own 
territory. Weeks passed and Gowon could not penetrate beyond the border 
areas. Contrary to all expectations, Gowon was defeated in his plan to overrun 
this Republic. The whole world wondered at and admired our heroism. 
Everywhere, Gowon’s troops were humiliated, disgraced and frustrated. The 
invasion of Bonny after nearly six weeks of war was made possible through 
the antics and collusion of certain foreign interests. I do not need to go into 
details of this event because they are well known.

Considering the initial achievements of our troops, their subsequent ex­
perience and the supply in sufficient quantities of weapons which our troops 
initially lacked, we had expected to finish the war in the defeat of the 
aggressors by the end of August—this in spite of the massive support of 
Nigeria by Britain and Russia. This expectation was properly founded by 
our successful liberation of the Mid-West and advance into Western Nigeria.

But hardly could we know that a number of the officers within our army 
did not share the aspirations of their people and had allowed themselves to be 
suborned and perverted by the enemy. Those in position of trust in the Army 
shamelessly betrayed that trust against their people. Because of their posi­
tions, nobody could suspect them while they continued with their subtle and 
nefarious acts of demoralising our troops and causing the destruction of those 
who could not succumb to their antics. To the astonishment of all, the 
enthusiasm that our troops had shown from the start began to wane. Instead 
of making advances, our troops, for inexplicable reasons, kept on leaving the 
door open for enemy advance. It was in this way that we lost Nsukka town; 
it was in this way that we lost parts of Ogoja; it was in this way that the door 
was let open to the enemy through Opi to the suburbs of Enugu; it was in 
this way that the Mid-West, which later proclaimed itself the Republic of 
Benin, was abandoned for the enemy. You need to hear the stories of our 
soldiers to be able to appreciate the degree of sabotage and treachery which a 
number of our trusted Army Officers were engineering. These young men 
[a group present on the platform], anxious to fight for the honour and survival 
of their country, will tell you how their officers were giving them -wrong orders 
or were ordering them not to fight in the face of the enemy. They will tell 
you how their colleagues were shot and killed from behind, not by the enemy 
but by their fellow Biafran soldiers. Not suspecting that this sort of thing 
could be possible among us, I, as the Commander-in-Chief, never suspected 
such acts of sabotage and treachery. If anytliing, I put it all down to in­
competence which could be forgiven.

These saboteurs and traitors did not stop at that. They entered into a 
bargain with Gowon and his clique for the overthrow of this Government by 
a coup. This coup was to take place between the 18th and the 19th of Septem­
ber after which those concerned would have compromised our position with 
the enemy. But as Providence would have it, this plot was discovered and 
foiled in time. It was not until after the discovery of the plot that we began 
to be circumspective and to discover what was happening within our camps.

I repeat that whatever success has been made by the enemy has been a 
success not of military valour or gallantry, but of treachery by our own men. 
For days, our own men, using our ow weapons were shelling Enugu to cause
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panic, and acting in collusion with the enemy; they have done the same thing 
in Onitsha.

Here, let me record the debt of this Republic to our general public whose 
vigilance has made it possible to foil many efforts by these saboteurs and 
traitors. We must intensify the vigilance.

Investigations and the vigilance of the general public have shown that 
there are people outside the Army who either have encouraged these acts of 
treachery or at least have condoned them. To such people, I can only say 
woe betide them that they should sell their fatherland for a pot of pottage. 
It is for the acts of these people that Gowon and his clique have been so 
confident of defeating us without merit. They know that they cannot defeat 
Biafra except through the use and help of Biafrans. Having succeeded in 
getting such support and help by treachery, they appear confident.

It is for you today to decide whether we are to go on with this fight of 
survival and ensure for the children and posterity' freedom, security, fair­
play and justice in their own homes and in their own way, or to capitulate to 
the enemy and for ever remain a conquered, disgraced and enslaved people. 
The consequences of the latter are clear. Let the few who, whether for money, 
spite, unpatriotism or sheer wickedness, have helped the enemy find no 
comfort. The consequence of our capitulation for them, their children, kith 
and kin and posterity, are clear. Capitulation or surrender would mean 
acceptance of defeat and slavery; it would mean the surrender of our sover­
eignty and survival as a people; it would mean perpetual exploitation and 
expropriation of our wealth by the conquerors; it would mean our ever re­
maining second-class citizens paying war reparations to the enemy for as long 
as they wish; it would mean lack of progress and development; it would mean 
poverty, disease, indeed everything that will make for anything but happiness 
and self respect.

We do not need to be told that the North do not want us in any association 
based on equality and respect. It is true that their concept of unity' is unity 
of slave and master. Let us not forget how Major General Aguiyi-Ironsi, whose 
grave is next door to this building, died. Let us not forget why our officers 
and men in the Nigerian Army were killed last year; let us not forget the 
pogrom which cost us over thirty thousand people last year; let us not forget 
the millions of pounds of investment which our people have lost in other parts 
of the former Federation of Nigeria by being forced to return home; let us not 
forget that there is no place like home and that having been killed in other 
lands and driven away from those lands, history will for ever condemn us for 
betraying our soil and heritage to the enemy and allowing ourselves to be 
slaughtered even in our own homes. Most important of all, let us not forget 
our repeated view that our sovereignty is not negotiable.

As for me, I see no hope for our people without victory in this war. As I 
told this Assembly on one occasion, I have no personal ambition and have all 
along carried out what I consider my duty for the people of this Republic. 
We have in recent weeks heard Lagos call upon you to choose a new leader,4 a 
suggestion which I should have thought every man and woman with soul in 
this Republic would regard as insulting. But if considering what is happening 
our enemy is echoing what they know to be the feelings in this Republic 
about leadership, it is for you to take a decision uninfluenced by any external
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. . . Let me say a few words to the embattled and embittered people of the 
Central-Eastern State. . . . Some of you, the Ibo of the Central-Eastern 
State, suffered either directly or indirectly from the acts of some of your 
brothers, especially in the former Northern Region. It is true the tragedy was 
not wholly unprovoked. It is true that the tragedy occurred because of the 
dissolution of the established patterns of order and authority which occas­
ioned and was furthered by the initial coup d’etat. But it is also more true 
that nothing could excuse or justify the terrible horror of those dark days. 
Out of this terrible experience you resolved, and rightly, that your other 
Nigerian brothers and sisters must show that they are aware that you have 
been hurt. They must appease you and they must make amends. This resolve 
and this decision you made very clear and you demanded of your leaders that 
they be tough and unyielding in securing these goals so that you, the Ibo 
people, could once again resume the normal pattern of your lives in security 
and with hope.

Your other Nigerian brothers were sorry and are sorry, very sorry. They 
have demonstrated this sorrow in many ways: in public speeches, and in the
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enemy. God knows that I have done my best and I am prepared to continue 
to serve. But if in this war I am considered the Jonah in the ship of state, I 
am prepared to step down for another person who will be able to inspire 
sufficient confidence for the achievement of victory. As a soldier, I know that 
no man is indispensable and as a soldier I also know that I owe my first duty 
to my country and my people. We are fighting a war of survival which we 
cannot afford to lose. If we have personal grievances, if we have personal 
animosities, should this be a reason for betraying our fatherland and con­
demning our children and generations unborn to eternal disgrace and servi­
tude? Our sense of patriotism demands of us to fight and win this war in 
order to maintain our honour and identity as a people. After we should have 
done this, we can do whatever we like to settle our grievance or redress 
wrongs.

Finally, in spite of all that has happened, I feel proud of the people of 
Biafra as a whole. We have worked together, we have sacrificed together. 
Our young men are dying for our survival. From the resolutions I have re­
ceived and other expressions of support and determination, the present crisis 
has brought our people closer together. The differences which had existed 
between the different ethnic groups are now a matter of the past. If we decide, 
as we must, to continue in this struggle the enemy will be vanquished sooner 
than either we or the enemy expect. I commend your deliberations today to 
God’s guidance and await your further instructions.

1 Delivered at Umuahia, 11 October 1967. 2 See doc 110.
3 See doc 112. 4 See doc 131.
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public actions they have taken and in those actions they have refused to take.
I know that you, the Ibo people, had not lost hope; and that you would not 

have appeared to have lost hope if you were not unfortunately saddled with 
an ambitious and irresponsible leadership. A leadership that saw in your 
sorrow not the challenge for sacrifice, which you expected, but an opportunity 
to achieve their personal ambitions. A leadership that saw in your resolve for 
toughness not the grounds for bargaining but rather the excuse for the 
pursuit of their own goals. They preached to you a gospel of hate and lies. 
They sought to induce, in you, unnatural fears and unnatural appetites. They 
tried, with cleverness but with viciousness, to cut all ties between you and 
your other Nigerian brothers and sisters so that you too would come to 
believe that there is no hope but death for you in Nigeria. As long ago as 
September last year, this leadership set you on a road that could only lead 
to even greater and even more horrible tragedy, to you and to your interests. 
The road to ‘Biafra.’ The road to war.

Mr Chukwuemeka Ojukwu and his collaborators in pursuing their wild and 
criminal policies claimed, and sought to appear as the defenders of your 
interests, your lives and your property. Yet as a result of their policies, they 
have achieved the actual destruction of these very interests. A destruction 
which even now continues. You, the many many thousands of people who 
had abandoned your homes from Enugu, Nsukka and other areas of the war 
know the sufferings, the losses you have undergone. Yet, each day this 
leadership, from the relative safety of their hide-out persist in telling you lies 
about the fortunes of the war. They persist in asking you to sacrifice yet more 
losses, lives and property, in defence of an idea called ‘Biafra’. They forget, 
but we cannot forget, that even in the conflict of ideas it is people who die.

Come forward now and let us stop this war. This wanton destruction of 
lives and property. Enough is enough. You have seen the contrast between 
the security and prosperity which Ojukwu promised you, by seeking to cut 
the cords that tie you with the country, and the destruction, the waste and 
the insecurity in which you now live. I am speaking to you as a fellow Niger­
ian, an Iboman, who also has suffered. Even as I speak to you I do not know 
the extent of the waste, the damage, the destruction that has been done to 
my home at Onitsha, to my families and my friends and to all those very dear 
to me. Can you imagine that I do not care?

I wish to convey to you the sincere assurances of the Commander-in-Chief 
of the Armed Forces; the conviction of the many thousands of Ibo people 
presently living in other parts of Nigeria, and my own certainty that it is not 
the wish of anyone to seek your surrender so as to treat you as a conquered 
people. Nor is it the wish of anyone to take your homeland from you cither 
by force or otherwise. All that is required of you is that you give up the idea 
of secession and the rebellion; that you accept the present division of the 
country into twelve States as a viable and hopeful basis for rebuilding our 
country. The rest of the country is waiting, patiently, for you to rejoin them 
and then together in freedom and with equality, to discuss and resolve the 
proper relationships that should exist between individual Nigerians, between 
the individual and the Governments, between the States and the Central 
Governments, and between the twelve States in an indissoluble Federation.

To those of you who fled from your homes, in Enugu and the areas of
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Nsukka I wish to make a special appeal that you now return. Your protection 
and security are assured. I appeal to the civil servants to return to their posts 
and to their duties, willing to give service loyally and in the best traditions of 
Public Service within the framework of one Nigeria. To the teachers, the 
traders, the artisans and farmers and to the working people to please return 
and resume their normal life. Your protection and your security arc assured, 
so long as you remain law-abiding.

You have shown your other Nigerian brothers that you were hurt. You 
have shown, beyond argument, that you cannot be hurt with impunity. You 
have shown that you are men. Although now Mr Ojukwu ■with his radio and 
his talking-soldiers is threatening to turn your manhood into a joke and into 
a lie, with his ridiculous lies about Enugu, Nsukka, Calabar, Bonny, etc.

By the time I am established in my office at Enugu, which will be very 
soon, I will have a sufficient number of Nigeria Policemen who would help to 
maintain internal law and order. It is my urgent desire, and work has already 
started on some of these, to resume as quickly as possible all essential services; 
water supply, telephone communications, postal services, health and welfare 
and electricity. I also plan as a matter of urgency to reopen schools and 
colleges, to begin work on the rehabilitation of the University of Nigeria, 
Nsukka so that our sons and daughters who have suffered so much, who have 
lost so much in terms of education can begin again to study and work for a 
greater tomorrow.

In the meantime, I can assure all university students that arrangements 
will be made for them to continue their interrupted studies, in other Nigerian 
Universities. Already, I have the personal assurance of the authorities of my 
own University, the University of Ibadan, that they are anxious to have all 
their old and new students and other students whose careers have been so 
sadly interrupted.

I ask you now, I will ask you again and often, when next I speak to you 
from Enugu, you fathers of our families, mothers of our homes, to call 
home from the battle-field your sons, our sons and our brothers. Tell those 
who ask you to send your sons to die that when all the sons are dead the 
lineages and the families die too. And that the lineages and the families 
must survive. Now the only security, the only hope lies in the return to 
Nigeria, in the return to your friends, to your brothers, to your sisters, to 
other Nigerians who are prepared and willing to welcome you back.

The rebels, in arms, are invited to lay down their arms, or better still turn 
over the arms to the Nigerian Army. All rebels who do so, will be treated with 
clemency and understanding. Already the Federal Military Government has 
stated that all soldiers, no matter on which side they fought, would be fully 
rehabilitated. Indeed I can assure you that it is the decision of the Federal 
Military Government, to start as soon as peace returns, a general programme 
for the rehabilitation of all persons displaced as a result of the crises of the 
past eighteen months.

I wish to assure all those people who had, during the anxious months in the 
past year, abandoned their property, their places of work in the North, in 
Lagos and elsewhere within the Federation that they can plan to return to 
these places. Those of you who out of panic abandoned your positions in the 
Federal Public Service, in National Corporations, Institutions and Univer-
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sities can plan to return. The Chairman of the Federal Public Service Com­
mission and the heads of other institutions have in most cases frozen your 
posts and await the return of most of you. It would be a lie, however, were I 
to tell you that all persons, including those who planned and are leading the 
rebellion can return to their former posts. Nigeria does not owe such people a 
living. They have themselves to blame.. . .

We have before us a country torn by the distresses and the ruins of a civil 
war. But we also have before us a country, that has through the very agonies 
of this war won her right to self-determination. We, all have struggled; we, 
all have suffered. We, have all, now, earned the right to call ourselves 
Nigerians. I am convinced that when the ashes of the present must have 
settled; that when our wounds must have been healed, that, it would be said 
that all Nigerians fought hard and gallantly to achieve and to sustain their 
common destiny as one people and one nation. And it would be said that the 
Ibo people of the Central-Eastern State fought as hard, as bravely as other 
Nigerians, even though they fought on the wrong side. And it is because they 
fought so hard, and that other Nigerians had to fight harder, that Nigeria 
survives. It is on this understanding that all Nigerians, without exception, 
can move forward in confidence and in equality to resume the work of 
development.

We have before us the difficult, the agonizing, work of reconstruction, re­
conciliation and the restoration of confidence. The work is immense and 
challenging. The road to success is Uttered with obstacles. There will be 
mistakes, there will be errors but with courage and determination and 
honesty, we shall overcome these problems. If we look at the history of other 
places, in other ages, we find other people whose experiences have been similar 
to and even worse than our present discontents and who have out of the 
challenge of such experiences emerged as greater and more civil societies. 
History is on our side. . . .

1 Delivered in Lagos on 10 November 1967.

. . . Since arriving in London from Biafra a little over a week ago, I have been 
disturbed at the inaccurate reporting in some sections of your Press and the 
B.B.C. concerning events in my country, and I therefore welcome this 
opportunity of correcting some of these errors and answering any questions 
you may care to put to clarify the situation for you.

In the first place, I want to make it crystal clear that the declaration of the 
independent Republic of Biafra was not the arbitrary decision of a Military 
Governor, but was determined by a constituent assembly, representative of 
all areas of the country and all ethnic groups.

Secondly, it was not a decision taken hastily, but came after many months 
of attempted settlement following upon the slaughter of innocent people of 
Eastern Nigerian origin, resident in other parts of the Federation of Nigeria,
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and the subsequent problem of re-settling the thousands of refugees returning 
to the East.

I want to refute the impression that has been created that those in charge 
of the Federal Government have always been so concerned about ‘One 
Nigeria’ but that it is the East who are the destroyers of Nigerian Unity. The 
facts are that it was General Gowon himself who first spoke of secession— 
secession of the Northern Region—when after continued massacres of 
Easterners he considered ‘there was no longer any basis for unity’ and there­
fore the North should secede. It was on British advice that this policy was 
abandoned!

Ever since independence in 1960, the idea of ‘One Nigeria’ had no greater 
advocates than the Nigerians living East of the Niger. Under the civilian 
government, concession after concession was made by Eastern Nigeria in the 
interests of preserving unity. Under the military regime, it was a son of 
Eastern Nigeria, General Ironsi, who met his death at the hands of Northern 
murderers because he proposed greater unification within the Federation. 
We wanted unity based on equality of citizenship irrespective of one’s place 
of origin—a Nigeria where one’s suitability for a job depended on qualifi­
cations and not on one’s region of origin—a Nigeria where one could live and 
move in any part of the Federation in freedom and security. But the Moslems 
have shown us that they want a unit based on domination so that they may 
realise their age-old ambition to reach the sea and control the whole of 
Nigeria, if necessary by force. This is not unity but oppression and enslave­
ment, and this our people will resist for as long as we draw breath.

Ladies and Gentlemen, I am from Biafra, but I am not Ibo. I come from 
what is termed ‘a minority area’, and so it is, I think, appropriate that I 
should make clear the attitude of the minority groups in this present situa­
tion, for again this is something that has been grossly misrepresented in 
certain organs of your Press. It is incorrect and mischievous to suggest that 
the minority groups in Biafra are not fully in support of the actions of their 
Government. Biafra is not a military dictatorship. Full consultation takes 
place with the civilian representatives of the various ethnic groups and their 
advice is sought. We who come from the minority areas, know that the 
attacks in Northern Nigeria were not only made upon Ibos, but on all 
Nigerians of Eastern origin, and we, along with all other Biafrans, feel that 
this present struggle is one for the very survival of our people, and for our 
right to live as free and equal citizens in our own land. . . .

From your Press and radio it would appear that all is over and Biafra has 
been conquered. I want to tell you that this is far from the truth. Biafran 
forces have consolidated their positions and are continuing to fight hard to 
defend their homeland from the invaders—and remember that the troops are 
fully supported by a mobilised ‘citizens’ army’ with an indomitable spirit. 
What a picture it is, Ladies and Gentlemen, virtually a people’s army de­
fending itself against the Nigerian Army, which is receiving military aid from 
both the Soviet Union and Great Britain, as well as the large commercial 
houses whose equipment has been used to transport Federal soldiers to our 
soil. But our people are fighting back, and successfully too, so don’t write us 
off so easily. . . .

I feel sure that the questions now coming to mind are—What can be done ?
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Respected Chiefs and Elders, eminent Ladies and Gentlemen, proud and 
brave Biafrans.

It once again gives me great pleasure to welcome you all to this meeting 
which I have had to call at such short notice. As you know it has been my 
practice to consult you from time to time and to keep you informed about 
the latest developments in the conflict between our young Republic and 
Nigeria.

When I addressed this Assembly in October,2 we were just recovering from 
the shock of the attempt by some of our misguided sons and non-Biafrans, to 
whom we had entrusted the command of our forces, to overthrow the 
Government of this Republic. The disaster of our withdrawal from the capital 
city of Enugu was the direct consequence of that subversion organized by 
Gowon and his collaborators.

Our situation at that time was grave. The enemy were in parts of our 
capital and we needed to drive them completely out of it; the enemy were 
pressing on us from Calabar where they had landed during the second week 
of October. We had to push them back to the beaches. In the Ogoja area, the 
enemy were seeking means of linking up with the forces in Calabar. ... I 
pledged my word before you that, subject only to your assent, the Armed 
Forces would continue to prosecute the war against our aggressors till victory 
is won. You in this august assembly, signified your unanimous determination 
to prosecute the war to the bitterest end. For my part and that of the Armed 
Forces, we took up the challenge.
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What should be done? Might I suggest that as the O.A.U. has failed, here 
perhaps is an opportunity and a test for the Commonwealth.

If we are truly a family of nations, then here is an opportunity for practical 
concern to be shown for one of the members of that family. In the first place, 
the Commonwealth might send an independent team of investigators to look 
into the charges of atrocities against civilians—particularly in the Mid-West 
—and to move into areas in the wake of Federal troops to prevent such out­
rages taking place. This is the most urgent and immediate move that should 
be made.

Secondly, the Commonwealth Secretariat might explore ways and means 
of securing a basis on which both parties in the dispute might be brought to­
gether, and a cease fire agreed upon whilst talks proceed. But this attempt 
must be a sincere attempt. Britain, as the mother country, must be com­
pletely neutral: military aid to either side should cease whilst the exploratory 
talks are in progress. Britain’s information media must refrain from one-sided 
reporting. It is only in this context that we would be able to recognise 
Britain’s sincerity and constructive approach to the settlement of the 
conflict.. . .

1 Delivered by Mr. James Udo-Affia in a committee room of the House of Commons on 
7 November 1967, under the auspices of the Movement for Colonial Freedom.
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Today, three months since that date, we have not only succeeded in 
avoiding what had loomed as grave disaster, we have also been able to hold 
the enemy doAvn in most of these sectors. In Bonny, we succeeded in pushing 
the enemy out of all but the southernmost tip of the island. We repulsed the 
first enemy attack on Onitsha at a cost of nearly three battalions against the 
enemy; but we were sure that the enemy would make some further attempt 
on the toAltogether then, we had Avar on our hands in every sector. . . .

In November the enemy made another and more disastrous attempt to 
invade Onitsha. Five ships Avere sunk and more than tAvo enemy battalions 
destroyed in the operations.

In the last seAreral days, the enemy have opened a neAv front in the Nsukka 
Avest sector, with the aim of cutting out lines of communication betAveen Udi 
and Onitsha, and thereby imperilling our defence of the tAvo positions. I am 
proud to say that our troops have been equal to the neAv assault and have 
dealt a drastic bloA\r on the aggressors in that sector. The operation to liberate 
Ogoja Province continues, and our troops have already liberated several 
toAAiis formerly held by the enemy. . . .

You have heard of the alleged plan of the British Government to send 
1,000 regular marines to aid the Nigerian offensives on that island. The 
British Government has denied it; and since that denial Avas made by British 
Ministers in and out of Parliament Ave are prepared to accept it in spite of our 
previous unhappy experiences Avith British officials denials. . . .

Gowon has been threatening to capture Port Harcourt in the very near 
future and has even set himself a date. As a man Avho cannot learn from bitter 
experience, he is certain to reneAv his suicidal offensive in the Port Harcourt- 
Bonny area. We knoAv the strategic importance of Port Harcourt and shall 
do everything in our power to defend it. War is determination and victory the 
triumph of that determination.

In the Calabar sector, our forces have gallantly resisted Avhat Avas obviously 
a major thrust by the enemy. As I address you, a grim battle is raging in that 
sector. For over three months of fighting, the enemy Avere confined to the 
immediate vicinity of sub-urban Calabar. FolloAving GoAvon’s NeAv Year 
desperate orders to his troops, the enemy made more determined efforts to 
dislodge our forces from their positions and actually succeeded in doing so in 
a few cases.

The story of enemy presence in the Calabar areas has been the same as in 
other areas Avhere they Avere able to set foot. Mass killings, wanton molesta­
tion and harassment, Avholesale looting and assault have been the order of the 
day. Reports keep coming in of barbaric crimes and unspeakable cruelties. 
The enemy have not hidden the fact that it is their desire in this Avar to 
annihilate the people of this Republic and expropriate or destroy all their 
property.

The last few days have Avitnessed massive and desperate offensive by the 
enemy against our troops in all sectors, particularly in the Calabar, Nsukka 
and Nkalagu sectors. They have been able to do this as a result of continued 
massiAre assistance from Britain and Russia. Tavo days ago the enemy virtu­
ally razed the Slessor Memorial Hospital to the ground, killing the doctor and 
patients. But, in spite of these, our troops have remained undaunted and 
determined to resist until the enemy is vanquished. It is for you in this
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Assembly speaking the voice of the people, to renew your mandate to the 
Government and the fighting forces.

So far for the war.
In spite of the war, we have been doing other things than fighting Gowon 

and his men. On December 8,1967,1 inaugurated the Biafra Court of Appeal. 
Our peace-loving people are deeply committed to the rule of law and the 
proper administration of justice. It is, therefore, essential and proper that, 
even at this perilous period of our history, the administration of justice 
should be upheld in all its independence and impartiality. It was a mark not 
only of our absolute belief in justice and the rights of the common people, 
but also of our determination to maintain our sovereignty.

As Nigeria wages her war of genocide against the peaceful people of Biafra, 
Radio Nigeria continued to make the claim that Gowon and his Nigerian and 
foreign accomplices and collaborators are engaged in the nonsensical task of 
‘keeping Nigeria one’. It is revealing, however, that immediately after the 
enunciation of the slogan the Lagos propaganda medium proceeds to spell out 
in a war song the meaning of ‘keeping Nigeria one’, namely, to pillage our 
property, ravish our womenfolks, murder our menfolk and complete the 
pogrom of 1966. Significantly, and characteristically of Nigeria, this war song 
is yelled out in Hausa and is not reproduced in any other language of the 
country which they are claiming ‘to keep one’. Not that this bothers us in 
Biafra; but its significance should be clear to those non-Hausas still remain­
ing part of ill-fated Nigeria.

What concerns us is that the reaction of the world to the genocidal war 
being waged by Nigeria against Biafra has, for the most part been one of 
silence and indifference and occasionally of veiled hostility to Biafra. It is 
however gratifying that signs of change are becoming evident. Expatriate 
doctors, clergymen, teachers, technicians, businessmen, who have been in 
Biafra and seen the truth, have gone home to narrate to their people their 
personal observation and experiences. A number of independent observers 
and press correspondents have also come to Biafra to see things for them­
selves and have consequently been impelled to disturb the studied silence 
of their fellow countrymen. As a result, the case for Biafra has gradually 
begun to be heard and understood. Only a short while ago, a foreign political 
analyst cogently saw our case as a fundamental struggle against the attempt 
by Nigerians to exterminate us in the name of maintaining the territorial 
integrity of Nigeria. The analyst, Dr. Conor Cruise O’Brien, was the renowned 
United Nations Representative who incidentally, had helped to bring to an 
end the foreign-organized secession of Katanga in the early 1960’s. Con­
cluding his article, Dr. O’Brien remarked:

‘A sovereign legitimism which treats its boundaries as more sacrosanct 
than the lives of stigmatized or refractory peoples is no more attractive in 
Africa than it was in Europe, and hardly likely to endure long’.

Here, I must crave your indulgence to deal in some detail, upon the back­
ground of what has brought us to our present position. It is not a new story; 
but it is worth reminding ourselves.

Any fair minded observer who had followed or studied the evolution of 
Nigeria since its creation by the British would not find it difficult to under­
stand the case and standpoint of Biafra in the present conflict. In all
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spheres of life in the now defunct Federation of Nigeria—economic, social, 
cultural, political and constitutional—Biafrans (then Eastern Nigerians) 
were in the forefront of the struggle for unity and equality, justice and 
progress.

Economically, from the Amalgamation of 1914 down to the late 1950’s, 
Biafra, as an area, was relegated to the background as a destitute area. 
National installations, projects and utilities were deliberately sited outside 
Biafra. The siting of military, police and other security establishments are 
relevant to the present situation. The National Munitions Factory, the 
Training Base and Headquarters of the Nigerian Army, and the Training 
Base and Headquarters of the Nigerian Air Force were all located in Northern 
Nigeria. The National Naval Base was set up in Apapa. The Northern Police 
Training College was built at Kaduna (Northern Nigeria) and the Southern 
Police Training College at Ikeja (Western Nigeria). But Biafrans in their un­
flinching belief in Nigerian unity were prepared to entrust their security to 
people in various parts of Nigeria.

Biafrans lost a tremendous lot economically when they were expelled from 
Nigeria. To the neglect of our home districts we had invested confidently in 
the economic development of Nigeria. We unreservedly built houses, hotels, 
market stalls, etc., in various parts of Nigeria, sometimes on the strength of 
mere Certificate of Occupancy which could be, and indeed often were, re­
voked at will in Northern Nigeria.

We provided high and intermediate level manpower for the economic 
development of the whole country, only to be later frustrated and expelled 
from positions we had earned on merit. Biafrans built schools and colleges 
and supplied teachers and lecturers for general education throughout the 
country. In every corner of the then Federation of Nigeria, we built hospitals 
and nursing homes and provided doctors and nurses for healing and tending 
the sick. Culturally, we strove to identify ourselves with the peoples of any 
areas in which we settled. We spoke their language; we inter-married with 
them and on the floor of the Northern House of Assembly (in February- 
March 1964), Northern Nigerians declared that they had conquered us 
culturally because we wore their dresses. In spite of all these, we were 
physically and socially segregated from the indigenous people in Northern 
Nigeria. As for Western Nigerians, they prided themselves on their ‘tradi­
tional reluctance’ to reside in and contribute to the development of places 
outside their region.

But it is in the struggle for unity, equality and justice, in the field of 
political and constitutional development that there was perhaps the most 
striking contrast between the attitude of Biafrans and Nigerians. Ever since 
the Amalgamation in 1914 of the two Nigerias—Northern Nigeria and 
Southern Nigeria, the constitutional merger was always ‘far from popular’ 
among Northern Nigerians who consistently and openly denounced it as ‘a 
mistake’.

On six different occasions since 1950 onwards—in January 1950, in May 
1953, and in May, June, July and September 1966—Northern Nigerians 
threatened or demanded virtual or actual secession from the rest of the former 
Nigeria. And at one time during this period, in 1954, Western Nigeria also 
threatened secession. . . .
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Yet again, in the following month of July 1966, Northern Nigerian Army 
Officers and men organized and carried out a rebellion which had for its 
motto ‘ARABA’, the Hausa term for SECESSION. After the murder of 
General Ironsi and other Biafran Army Officers and men, so the rebels plan­
ned, Gowon was to declare himself the ‘Supreme Commander’ of the ‘Repub­
lic of the North’ and was to fly the Northern Nigerian flag—a piece of cloth 
with lateral stripes of red, yellow, black, green and khaki. General Ironsi and 
a large number of Biafran Army Officers and men were indeed murdered, and 
Gowon did hoist his secessionist flag in front of the Headquarters of the 2nd 
Battalion of the Nigerian Army at Ikeja, where it flew from the end of July 
to end of August 1966.

The rebellious Northern Nigerian Army Officers and men only agreed to a 
cease-fire on two conditions which granted the secession they were demand­
ing, namely: that the then Federation of Nigeria be split into its component 
parts; and that all Southern Nigerians resident in Northern Nigeria be re­
patriated to their homeland, and vice versa. In accordance with this demand, 
all available aircraft at Ikeja Airport were immediately commandeered and 
used in repatriating the families and belongings of Northern Nigerian Army 
Officers and civil servants in the Lagos area. Again, it was at my instance 
that on August 9, 1966, about a week after these secessionist demands and 
genocidal activities, representatives of ililitary leaders met in Lagos to seek 
what should be done ‘to keep Nigeria one.’

Lastly, as late as September 1966, Northern Nigeria returned to its earlier 
proposal of 1953 for the break-up of Nigeria and the establishment of a 
‘Common Services Organization’. . . .

This was the considered view of Northern Nigeria following detailed and 
extensive consultation of all sections of Northern Nigerian opinion. While 
the Conference was still in progress, the Northern Nigerian delegation changed 
their stand. They now wanted a strong Federal Government which they 
hoped to dominate. Unfortunately, this new idea ran counter to the feelings 
and aspirations of the majority of Northern peoples and the impression was 
created in the popular mind in the North that the Ad Hoc Constitutional 
Conference was going to recommend a strong Central Government. Rioting 
ensued in the North, and the September massacres, the most terrible of the 
series, were unleashed.

And so, for the third time in the same year (1966), Northern Nigerians 
murdered and maimed thousands of Biafrans resident in their Region, and 
looted and destroyed their property. This brought the total number of 
Biafrans slaughtered in the 1966 pogrom to over 30,000. And over two 
million survivors of this genocide sought refuge in Biafra.

You hardly need to be reminded that on none of these occasions did Biafrans 
as citizens of the country obtain from the Central Government protection of 
life and property or redress for wrongs suffered. You need not be reminded 
that, on no occasion during these pogroms organized with clock-work regu­
larity, did we seek revenge for the injuries inflicted on us. The perpetrators 
of genocide and other atrocities in Nigeria relished their wicked deeds with 
abandon. At that point, however, Biafrans painfully realized that in spite of 
their efforts over the decades ‘to keep Nigeria one’, the political disengage­
ment which Northern Nigeria and Western Nigeria had been demanding for
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the past sixteen years was the only means by which Biafrans could survive 
and the genocide end ....

These underlying causes were to be found in the incompatible nature of 
social values between Northern and Southern Nigeria, in the religious fana­
ticism of Northern Nigeria and at the centre. As long as these conditions 
existed, the struggle of units of the Federation for control of power would 
persist. Violence would continue to be cyclical, and political instability and 
personal insecurity would be the consequence. There had to be political dis­
engagement if the blood-bath was not to recur. Each Region had to take its 
fate into its own hands. In particular Biafrans, in the light of their bitter ex­
perience, could only be assured of their safety and survival after they had 
taken their security into their own hands. . . .

The various steps which I took to secure a peaceful solution to the Nigeria/ 
Biafra crisis before and after the meeting of the Supreme Council at Aburi in 
Ghana are already well-known to you. . . . You will recall that at Aburi, at 
my own instance, all the Military Leaders solemnly declared that they re­
nounced the use of force as a means of settling the problems confronting the 
country, and re-affirmed their faith in discussions and negotiations as the 
only way of resolving the crisis. We in Biafra have adhered to that declara­
tion ever since and have taken up arms only in self-defence.

Even in late May 1966 when we were almost completely driven out of the 
Federation of Nigeria, this august Assembly was still hopeful of a peaceful 
settlement of the crisis. . . . But on July 6, 1967, instead of reciprocating this 
open door policy, Nigeria started a war of aggression against us. . . .

We have indicated that we are the victims of aggression, and that those 
who started the war should stop it. If they stop attacking us we will stop 
fighting in self-defence. The truth of course is that Gowon and his men are 
simply fighting a war of genocide and plunder. . . .

Although Gowon claims that his war against Biafra is an ‘internal’ affair, 
its implications already transcend the boundaries of Biafra and Nigeria. For 
by the very commission of genocide by the soldiers and civilians whom he 
organized and led during the pogrom of 1966 and by the army over which he 
has claimed to be Commander-in-Chief since 1967, Gowon now stands con­
demned before the world. ... Yet, Gowon claims to be ‘a Christian and the 
son of a Methodist Minister’ a claim calculated to impress foreign churchmen 
and press correspondents who do not know that he is in reality the leader of a 
Muslim jihad directed towards the annihilation of Biafrans and the islamiza- 
tion of Biafra.

The involvement of certain foreign powers, notably Britain and Russia, 
in the present Biafra/Nigeria conflict deserves some mention. It is regrettable 
that these two powers should have openly identified themselves with the 
regime of force in Lagos and supplied weapons of destruction to Nigeria for 
continuing the aggression and genocide. In the case of Britain, she has been 
supplying Nigeria with military, naval and air equipment and personnel 
before and since the war began. British naval experts planned and executed 
the operations against not only Bonny but also Calabar. . . . More recently 
Britain, in spite of her financial difficulties, has granted a loan of £10 million 
to Nigeria, as was announced at Kaduna, the real seat of power in Nigeria, by 
Sir David Hunt, the British High Commissioner.
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Britain’s Elder Dempster Lines, and the West African Conference Lines in 
which the Elder Dempster Lines is the leading firm, started the economic 
blockade of Biafra even before the measure was officially announced by 
Go won. Shell-BP Petroleum Company, a firm in which the British Govern­
ment has a preponderant financial interest, collaborated with Nigeria in the 
attack on Bonny in July 1967. A couple of months ago Shell-BP paid to 
Nigeria the oil royalties that properly belonged to Biafra. This is nothing but 
an act of war. . . .

As for Russia, she has not had a long enough acquaintance with Africa to 
understand its peoples. She has had setbacks in the Congo (Kinshasa), 
Ghana and Guinea and is naturally anxious to regain a foothold in West 
Africa, and so to further her political strategy in Africa, north and south of 
the Sahara. Russia and Czechoslovakia stepped in to sell jets to the Nigerian 
Air Force after the temporary refusal of Britain to do so. Russia has also 
delivered to Nigeria a number of coastal craft. She and various other East 
European countries have offered Nigeria a loan totalling £33 million. Hitherto 
we have had no quarrel with Russia, and one would have thought she would 
understand the self-expression of our progressive people ancl our determina­
tion to be free from the fetters of neo-colonialism which have immensely con­
tributed to the present conflict.

With regard to African States and the Organization for African Unity, 
Nigeria has tried intimidation at one time and blackmail at another. For 
instance, she attacked two African nations through her radio and the press 
for raising the Biafra/Nigeria issue in the United Nations. She has threatened 
to foment communal strife within some African countries if they dared to 
raise their voice in support of Biafra. . . .

More serious still, Nigeria has blackmailed African States with what is 
variously referred to as the theory of ‘disintegrating dominoes’, or ‘Balkan­
ization’. This is simply the idea that, if Nigeria’s disintegration is accepted, 
other African countries may also disintegrate. It goes without saying that 
this is a mere ruse. In the history of nations, no country has ever broken up 
simply because another did. Each case of dissolution of a political union has 
always been due to unique local factors... . The disintegration of the Federa­
tion of Nigeria cannot be properly referred to the dismemberment of the 
Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland.

African leaders have also often been warned by Nigeria of their obligation, 
under the O.A.U. Charter, to respect the territorial integrity of member 
states. Our understanding of that part of. the Charter is that it can legiti­
mately be invoked if one member state attempts to enlarge its territory at 
the expense of another member state, but certainly not in respect of the 
emergence of new states arising from the disintegration of a member state.

Africans throughout the continent should waken to the grim prospect that, 
if the current Nigerian position—‘smite to unite’—is allowed to prevail, it 
may be goodbye to the promotion of peaceful and conciliatory solutions to 
any serious problems that may confront differing communities of any African 
state in future. As a well-informed and independent writer has recently 
observed: ‘African and other opinion may yet come to regard the effort to 
hold the Federation (of Nigeria) together and the means used for this purpose 
as far more ominous for Africa than dissolution into the major units could
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. . . (22) TURNING MINORITY AREAS INTO BATTLEGROUNDS
The sweet love affair between the Northerners and the unfortunate Biafrans 

whom they have bamboozled into believing they are ‘minorities’ warms up 
when the unruly Hausa troops approach any Biafran ‘minority’ village and
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have been’. And, whatever the predictions of the pessimists, we Biafrans are 
satisfied that Biafra may yet prove to be a beacon for the furtherance of 
unity in other states of Africa—and of the world, for that matter—rather 
than a precedent for their disintegration. . . . Never again on this Continent 
of Africa, will one section of a political community se6k ■with impunity the 
total annihilation of another section—for any reason whatsoever—without 
contemplating the possible consequences of such an act in the light of the 
Nigeria/Biafra experience. . . .

Gowon has been bewildered by the unity and solidarity of our people. Lagos 
has been frustrated by the utter failure of its propaganda media to cause 
dissension and disaffection among our people. The truth is that by inter­
marriage, cultural intercourse and economic interdependence, Biafrans have 
developed common traditions and identity of outlook over the centuries.

And for three-quarters of a century now Biafra has been ruled as a single 
political unit; so that the vast majority of the population have grown 
accustomed to the fact of the uniqueness of the political entity which we now 
know as Biafra. Not even the divisive forces of the turbulent history of 
Nigeria has broken the cultural and economic homogeneity which has evolved 
within Biafran territory. Rather, their bitter experience of recent times has 
further strengthened the solidarity of all Biafrans. We all suffered together 
in Nigeria and are determined to survive together in Biafra. All Biafrans are 
today united by a common experience, a common purpose and a common 
destiny. . . .

The total commitment of all Biafrans to the current war is no longer in 
doubt. Gowon and his collaborators have tried desperately to talk the world 
into thinking that this has been the struggle of what they call ‘Ojukwu and 
his rebel gang’. The world however is beginning to understand that as far as 
Biafrans are concerned, it is a people’s war of survival. The Biafra Govern­
ment has no War Budget; rather it depends on voluntary donation of the 
people. We are fighting the war entirely with an Army, Navy and Air Force of 
volunteers. There is no conscription into the Biafran Armed Forces, instead 
we are overwhelmed by the large crowds of ablebodicd young men who come 
forward every day to enlist. . . . The Biafran war of survival is not ‘Ojukwu’s 
rebellion’. . . .

After their experience of the last half-century, Biafrans can never again 
entrust their safety and security to people outside their homeland. . . .

1 Delivered at Umuahia, 27 January 1968 (Biafra Newsletter, I, 7).
2 Sec doc 139.
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start mortaring and shelling. The indiscriminate shelling (as many as 500 in 
twelve hours!) finds targets among the women and children whom the emirs 
profess to love and to protect. Those who are not killed are slaughtered, and 
for the benefit of the press, a handful are carted back to Lagos and Kaduna, 
away from the ‘liberated’ areas to somewhere where their services can be 
more readily dictated.

(24) TURNING THE HANDS OF THE CLOCK BACK
The feudalistic Emirs are assuming in their ignorance that no revolution 

has in fact taken place in Nigeria; that all that is required is a military 
conquest of Biafra, and the old dead Federation of Nigeria, complete with its 
corruption and political gymnastics, will again be resuscitated.

This single conviction is responsible for the arrogance, recrimination, and 
remorselessness of the Hausa-controlled Lagos Junta. It cannot see that the 
old Sardauna Nigeria is simply no more.

(23) FLOUTING GENEVA CONVENTION
Ninety per cent of the Kansas, Tivs and Fulanis who make up the so-called 

Nigeria army have never been to school, can neither read nor write and are 
not interested in ‘Grammar’.

The Geneva Convention to them is nonsense. They have no regard for it 
except as a bother.

Consequently, all those fighting for Nigeria adopt the code of vandals in 
place of the international code.. . .

(25) STRIVING TO PROMOTE BACKWARDNESS
The Kansas and Fulanis believe that once Biafrans are exterminated, 

everybody will be equal. There will be no educated men, no progressive people 
with new ideas. Those so-called Nigerians who will be left can then settle 
down to an easy life of indolence in which population will be the basis of 
merit. Everything in the ‘national cake’ will then be shared out to those 
idiots from the most populous parts of that imagined country.

Also, the one element which inspires progress—namely challenge—will 
have been eliminated and with it the roots of democracy. In short, the fear 
of progress will have been removed for ever. . . .

(27) RE-INTRODUCING COLONIALISM INTO AFRICA
The Kansas and Fulanis were the most reluctant to achieve self-govern­

ment and let the British go. Even after Nigerian Independence, the bogey of 
‘Northernisation’ still carved out a kingdom for British and other non­
Nigerian nationals to make careers in Northern Nigeria in preference to 
Southern Nigerians equally qualified and less expensive to maintain.

Today, a Northerner has usurped power in the Central Government of 
Nigeria and is hastening to undo the Independence struggle which Biafrans 
successfully fought against British Colonialism.

To make sure of a greater success in plunging Nigeria into the dark ages, 
the Northern clique has re-admitted Britain in every field, has signed a 
military pact with Russia and has ensured the final and perpetual return to 
a pre-Independence colonial status.
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The tragedy of it all is that African Nations watch it happening with 
absolute unconcern.

'ey’ 
s in

144.
The Churches’ Call for Peace1

The Roman Catholic Church and the WCC unite in one voice in a most 
urgent appeal to both contesting parties for an immediate cessation of armed 
hostilities in this sad conflict and for the establishment of a lasting peace by 
honourable negotiations in the highest tradition of Africa. . . .

We further point out that war is an inhuman and futile attempt to settle 
disputes. In this sad conflict, especially, armed hostilities cannot achieve a 
settlement of the differences; on the contrary they are liable to bring, on a 
scale that is frightening to contemplate, only further loss of life, starvation, 
suffering and devastation. Even if, against all right reason, armed hostilities 
continue, the parties can never achieve peaceful co-existence without a 
negotiated settlement. The longer hostilities endure, the more innocent 
human lives will be sacrificed in violence and bloodshed, the more impover­
ished and devastated will become this beloved erstwhile land of promise. . . .

We appeal in particular to the African Chiefs of State to offer the contri­
bution of their counsel, their suggestions and, should the case arise, their 
mediation, with a view to the resolution of this sad conflict. . . .

While it is not our part to declare on the issue of contention, we are bound 
to call the most immediate attention to the sacred issue of the human right to 
life itself, which is so seriously threatened on such a vast scale by the horrors 
and effects of the war. We therefore urge governments and international 
agencies in a position to act effectively in this matter to secure a denial of 
external military assistance to both parties, an immediate cessation of 
hostilities, the necessary assurances of security to both sides on the laying 
down of arms, and a negotiated peace. . . .

1 Issued simultaneously in Geneva on behalf of the World Council of Churches and in 
Rome on behalf of the Roman Catholic Church, 20 March 1968. Text by courtesy of the British 
Council of Churches.

(28) WAGING A RELIGIOUS WAR
The killings of Biafran officers in the former Nigerian Army and civilians 

resident in Northern Nigeria, Lagos and Ibadan, were condoned by the 
Gowon Regime with the smug satisfaction that ‘Allah in his infinite mere"’ 
had made it possible for ‘another Northerner’ to be at the head of affairs 
Nigeria.

This attitude was in keeping with the late Sardauna’s boast to continue 
Dan Fodio’s jihad till he dipped the koran in the sea.

‘To make war on the heathen, if one has the power is a declared duty’, the 
Sardauna said in his autobiography.

In short, convert the heathen Biafrans to Islam, or exterminate them. . . .

1 From Thirty-Nino Accusations (Enugu, 1968).



L_

202 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

145.
‘The Dawn of Lasting Peace’—Gowon1
At the beginning of this year, I spoke to you about our hopes for 1968. There 
have been significant developments on the Nigerian scene since then. I 
would like to review these briefly with you and to redefine the intentions and 
policies of the Federal Military Government on the targets laid down for the 
year 1968.

On the political front, as from tomorrow, the 1st of April, ten of the twelve 
States will be firmly on their feet. I am glad to inform the nation that the 
whole of the South-Eastern State has been cleared of rebel forces, and the 
Military Governor, Col. Esuene, has moved to Calabar, the Headquarters, 
from where he will henceforth administer the State. There, however, remain 
some difficulties in fully establishing the Rivers and East-Central States 
before the rebellion is completely crushed. It will not be long before the 
Military Governor of the Rivers State, Lt.-Commander Diete-Spiff, goes to 
the Headquarters of the State. I am gratified by the reports I have received 
from the Administrator of the East-Central State, Mr Ukpabi Asika, that 
thousands of civilians are now coming back to the liberated areas to join in 
the work of reconstruction. I am sure that all the three Eastern States will 
soon be functioning in a peaceful atmosphere.

The Lagos State Government under Col. Mobolaji Johnson has formally 
taken over the highly developed social services and other State responsibilities 
in the former Federal territory of Lagos. Lagos will remain the seat of the 
Federal Government. A Committee is looking into the special administrative 
problems arising from the dual status of the City of Lagos. The Lagos State 
has also assumed full administrative responsibility for the parts of the former 
Western Region now within the boundary of the new State. I wish to thank 
the Governments and people of the Western and Lagos States for facilitating 
the smooth transition.

As for the six States in the former North, these are now fully established 
and each has its own machinery of government. Brigadier Hassan Usman 
Katsina, the former Chairman of the Interim Administrative Council, is 
returning to full time soldiering at the end of an important assignment 
loyally and dutifully executed. I wish to take this opportunity to express my 
deep appreciation of Brigadier Hassan’s splendid performances in leading the 
Interim Administrative Council which did a magnificent job in establishing 
the six new administrations out of the former Regional Government in the 
North. The smooth transition from one administration to six has been made 
possible through the full co-operation of all sections of the community; the 
Emirs and Chiefs, civil servants, some of whose career-prospects were 
affected by the new arrangements, and N.A. officials and the ordinary man in 
the street. 1 am grateful to the Emirs, Chiefs, public officers and people of the 
six States and particularly to the Interim Administrative Council for their 
unflinching support of the cause of the Federal Military Government and for 
the smooth establishment of the States administrations. . . .

I wish to reiterate the necessity for the new structure of the Nigerian 
Federation with the present minimum of twelve States as the only way of 
removing the major defect in the political structure of the country. Replac-
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ing the former four Regions with the new States is the only means of ensuring 
political stability and social and economic progress in the country. With the 
establishment of these States, Nigeria has indeed passed through a historic 
landmark.

I am conscious of the fact that until the rebellion in the East Central State 
is completely ended, the Federal Government and the Administrations of the 
twelve States cannot devote all their energies to constructive activities and 
the urgent task of nation-building. This is why I have been most anxious to 
see the end of the rebellion and the dawn of lasting peace.

There are only two ways of ending the rebellion—through peace talks or 
military suppression.

The Federal Government’s position on peace talks is very clear. The rebel 
leaders must give up secession and accept the twelve States structure.

I have been deliberately silent on the various peace initiatives. I am 
to say that most if not all of these peace initiatives, which the Federal 
Government appreciates, are based on the preservation of the territorial 
integrity of Nigeria as one country. The O.A.U. Peace Mission is a case in 
point. There are two peace initiatives which have been given so much sinister 
publicity of late that I feel compelled to mention them in passing. I have in 
mind the peace moves by the Commonwealth Secretariat and by the Vatican 
and the World Council of Churches.

I wish to state quite firmly that at no time did Mr Atnold Smith discuss 
with me the possibility of using a Commonwealth Peace Force to separate the 
so-called combatants. That would be untenable in a situation in which we, 
as a sovereign country, are committed to putting down an internal rebellion. 
When the rebels show genuine interest in peace by giving up secession, the 
O.A.U. Peace Mission and the Commonwealth Secretary-General may have 
a role to play. It will therefore not be in the public interest for me to say more 
at this stage.

I must say that I have been rather disturbed by the activities of some 
Christian bodies which, to me appear to have been misinformed about the 
Nigerian crisis. The World Council of Churches and the Roman Catholic 
Church have jointly appealed for ceasefire.2 I respect this appeal. The 
Christian love of truth should persuade all church leaders that the only road to 
lasting peace in Nigeria is for the rebel leaders to give up secession. Bishops 
and other leading church dignitaries in Nigeria went to Enugu on several 
occasions to persuade Ojukwu not to try to break up Nigeria. It was all to no 
avail because Ojukwu was secretljr building up the rebel army in preparation ■ 
for secession. The difficulty in a ceasefire without any agreement by the 
secessionist leaders to retract and to remain part of Nigeria is that Ojukwu 
and his foreign backers will certainly use the ceasefire pause to re-arm and 
prepare for a bloodier conflict in which more innocent lives will be lost. Is 
that what the Christian world wants for Nigeria?

I must say with all sincerity that some Christians are, through their one­
sided activities on the Nigerian crisis, doing incalculable damage. The 
majority of Christians in Nigeria live outside the rebel-held areas. It appears 
that the feelings of this majority and the future of Christianity in Nigeria and 
indeed the real needs of the people in the East Central State are being ignored 
because of the activities of a few supporters of the secessionist leaders.
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As I said earlier, there are two ways of ending the rebellion—peace talks 
or the sad alternative of total military victory.

Since my New Year message to the Field Commanders to quicken the pace 
of the military operations, the rate of progress in all the war fronts has been 
most satisfactory. My message about 31 March was misinterpreted by some 
information media. As a professional soldier, I know that a war cannot be 
brought to a complete stop on a predetermined date. A commander knows 
when a war may start, but cannot tell when it will end. I was conscious of the 
fact that the rebels would try to continue their defiance beyond that date in 
the hope of impressing their collaborators at home and abroad without caring 
about the suffering of the ordinary people.

I am fully satisfied that the backbone of the rebellion has been broken with 
the recent successes of Federal forces and the overall military position. The 
task of keeping Nigeria one to safeguard lasting peace will be properly finished 
no matter the cost and how long it takes. If the Federal Military Government 
must win a clear*cut military victory we shall. But I wish to repeat my 
promise to the nation that the military operations will be halted as soon as 
the rebel leaders forget their dream of an empire, lay down their arms and 
accept the twelve States structure. It should now be clear to the rebel leaders 
that secession cannot be sustained by military defiance, false propaganda, 
futile diplomatic manoeuvres, and irrelevant religious appeals.

I know that there are sceptics who claim that a clear-cut Federal victory 
will make reconciliation and the reintegration of Ibos impossible. We, who 
arc Nigerians, know that this is not so. We fully appreciate that it will make it 
difficult, but we have the will to succeed in caring and healing our own 
wounds. This we shall do, God being our helper. Already there is impressive 
evidence in the return to normal fife in the Ibo-speaking areas, and the gradual 
reintegration of Ibos with other ethnic groups, in the Mid-Western State. 
Civilians in the liberated areas of the East Central State are returning in large 
numbers to the towns and villages previously deserted and are being looked 
after by Federal troops, and the Administrator of the East Central State and 
his officials. It is a fact also, that thousands of Ibos are still working and 
living in Lagos and elsewhere outside the former Eastern Region. These are 
proof of our ability to solve the problem of reintegration.

It is a fact that due to the vile propaganda of the rebel publicity organs, 
there are many Ibos in the rebel-held areas who fear for their personal safety. 
Other Nigerians are ready to welcome back Ibos into their midst and to 
assure them of their personal security. The Government, for its part, is 
determined to do all in its power to ensure that no Ibo man is molested or 
intimidated anywhere in this country. We will direct our attention to the 
physical safety of every Nigerian no matter his State of origin. . . .

The next phase of the Federal Government’s operations is to usher in 
lasting peace in Nigeria and then embark on a programme of post-war recon­
struction and rehabilitation. With the support of the people of Nigeria for the 
Federal Government, we shall succeed. So help us God.

1 Broadcast to the nation on 31 March 1968, marking the establishment of the 12 states 
administration.

* See doc 144.
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7. Blessed
8. Blessed

147.
Dr. Azikiwe Holds Press Conference in Paris1

146.
‘The Beatitudes According to “St. Gowan” [sic]’1
CHAPTER ONE VERSE 1-17
1. And seizing power in July 1966 ... and after consulting with the Northern 
Emirs who had come unto him,
2. He opened his mouth and taught his Northern countrymen saying:
3. Blessed are the cliildren of the North; for unto them has been given yet 
another rule [? ruler].
4. Blessed are the Yoruba opportunists; for they shall grab the jobs aban­
doned by the fleeing Easterners; rejoice and be exceedingly glad, for today 
the Biafrans are being bombed.
5. Blessed are the big foreign businesses; for they shall inherit and settle 
Nigeria’s liabilities. . . .

are the Russian Opportunists; for they shall receive opportunities, 
are the Egyptian denigrates; for unto them the Scripture has 

pronounced woos.
9. Blessed are the conscripted Nigerian Soldiers who have been promised an 
El Dorado to fight for a cause they do not understand; for unto them Biafra 
is an elusive mirage. . . .
11. Blessed are the Wole Soyinkas who are persecuted for freedom’s sake; for 
unto them the junta openeth the jail gates of Ibadan, Kaduna and Lagos.
12. Blessed are the David Hunts, the Okoi Arikpos, and the Anthony 
Enahoros who make all sorts of accusations against the Biafran people— 
ranging from the country’s past political and economic ills to the drying up 
of water supply and who dish out all manner of lies to foreign Press, for 
propaganda’s sake.
13. Damn the Commonwealth peace initiators and be exceedingly glad; for 
so great is your favour in Britain; for so bullied ye the O.A.U. mission which 
came months before them.
14. Ye are the tools of big foreign businesses, but if big foreign businesses 
hath forsaken their tools, from where shall the super profit come? Ye are 
thenceforth good for nothing, but to be abandoned to rot in grinding poverty 
and blazing ignorance.
15. Ye are the dreams of Communist and Imperialist adventurers; the dying 
‘Giant of Africa’ cannot bo revived. . . .

1 From Africa Weekly Review, 30 March 1968, p. 10.

We visited five African Heads of State. . . . We appealed to them to use their 
good offices to urge upon Nigeria to stop its war against Biafra and accept 
Colonel C. O. Ojukwu’s offer of cease fire and immediate resort to the con­
ference table for peace talks without preconditions on either side.

We emphasised to the five African Heads of State that this peace formula 
was the only realistic way of restoring peace and stability to this part of
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Tanzania Recognizes Biafra1
On behalf of the Government of the United Republic of Tanzania, I have the 
following statement to make:
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Africa and speedily bring to an end the wanton killing of innocent and 
defenceless civilians.

The five Presidents were reminded that the tragic war had lasted more 
than nine months and has not solved anything; whilst the ruthless destruc­
tion of human lives and property has been intensified. Probably, 100,000 
soldiers, on both sides, have died in this war. The number of civilians killed 
has been tremendous and the property destroyed nms to millions of pounds.

My Mission was satisfied that current world opinion is anxious to see an 
immediate end to this holocaust and destruction of property. We are justified 
by the recent statements and appeals made by some African Heads of State, 
the World Council of Churches, the Vatican, some members of the British 
House of Lords, some members of the United States Congress, and leading 
European, British and American newspapers.

It is to these appeals and statements that the people of Biafra have re­
sponded, and we hope that Nigeria would reciprocate by stopping this war 
and go to the conference table without preconditions. If Nigeria has no 
genocidal aims, as it maintains, now is a great opportunity for it to respect 
responsible and humanitarian world opinion and agree to the following:

(a) a cease fire on land, air and sea,
(b) the lifting of the economic, military, diplomatic and administrative 

blockades,
so as to clear the atmosphere for peaceful negotiations without preconditions 
on either side.

Early this year, Colonel Ojukwu stated categorically that Biafra was ready 
to agree to an immediate cease fire, to be followed by negotiations for peace­
ful settlement without preconditions, aimed at lasting peace and harmony 
with Nigeria. The genuineness of this offer has been doubted in certain circles 
in Nigeria. My Mission affirmed the genuine nature of this offer and we expect 
Nigeria to reciprocate.

My Mission also confirmed that throughout this conflict between Biafra 
and Nigeria, the former has maintained that differences between the two 
combatants could be settled only on the conference table and not on the 
battle field. We assured our hosts that Biafra still stood by this policy as the 
only realistic way to stop the tragic loss of thousands of precious human lives.

Finally, my Mission stressed the genocidal aspect of the war and indicated 
that it would be to the mutual advantage of both Biafra and Nigeria that the 
war should be stopped now and peaceful negotiations begin. Otherwise, faced 
with possible extermination, without the chance of peace negotiations, 
Biafrans would have no alternative than to continue to fight in self-defence 
and for self-preservation.

1 30 March 1968. (Text by courtesy of Dr. Azikiwe.)
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The declaration of independence by Biafra on the 30th May, 1967, came 
after two military coups d’etat—in January and July 1966—and two major 
pogroms against the Ibo people. These pogroms, which also took place in 
1966, resulted in the death of about 30,000 men, women, and children, and 
made two million people flee from their homes in other parts of Nigeria to the 
tribal homeland in Eastern Nigeria. These events had been interspersed and 
followed by official discussions about a new constitution for Nigeria, and also 
by continued personal attacks on individual Ibos who had remained outside 
the Eastern Region.

The basic case for Biafra’s secession from the Nigerian Federation is that 
people from the Eastern Region can no longer feel safe in other parts of the 
Federation. They are not accepted as citizens of Nigeria by the other citizens 
of Nigeria. Not only is it impossible for Ibos and people of related tribes to 
live in an assurance of personal safety if they work outside Biafra: it would 
also be impossible for any representative of these people to move freely and 
without fear in any other part of the Federation of Nigeria.

These fears are genuine and deep-seated, nor can anyone say they are 
groundless. The rights and wrongs of the original coup d’etat, the rights and 
wrongs of the attitudes taken by different groups in the politics of pre- and 
post-coup Nigeria, are all irrelevant to the fear which Ibo people feel. And 
the peoples of Eastern Nigeria can point to too many bereaved homes, too 
many maimed people, for anyone to deny the reasonable grounds for their 
fears. It is these fears which are the root cause both for the secession, and for 
the fanaticism with which the people of Eastern Nigeria have defended the 
country they declared to be independent.

Fears such as now exist among the Ibo peoples do not disappear because 
someone says they are unjustified, or says that the rest of Nigeria does not 
want to exterminate the Ibos. Such words have even less effect when the 
speakers have made no attempt to bring the perpetrators of crimes to justice 
and when troops under the control of the Federal Nigerian Authorities con­
tinue to ill-treat, or allow others to ill-treat, any Ibos who came within their 
power. The only way to remove the Easterners’ fear is for the Nigerian 
Authorities to accept its existence, to acknowledge the reason for it, and then 
to talk on terms df equality with those involved about the way forward.

When people have reason to be afraid you cannot reassure them through 
the barrel of a gun; your only hope is to talk as one man to another, or as one 
group to another. It is no use the Federal Authorities demanding that the 
persecuted should come as a supplicant for mercy, by first renouncing their 
secession from the political unit. For the secession was declared because the 
Ibo people felt it to be their only defence against extermination. In their 
minds, therefore, a demand that they should renounce secession before talks 
are begun, is equivalent to a demand that they should announce their 
willingness to be exterminated. If they are ■wrong in this belief they have to 
be convinced. And they can only be convinced by talks leading to new in­
stitutional arrangements which take account of their fears.

The people of Biafra have announced their willingness to talk to the 
Nigerian Authorities without any conditions. They cannot renounce their 
secession before talks, but they do not demand that the Nigerians should 
recognise it; they ask for talks without conditions. But the federal authorities
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have refused to talk except on the basis of Biafran surrender. And as the 
Biafrans believe they will be massacred if they surrender, the Federal Author­
ities are really refusing to talk at all. For human beings do not voluntarily 
walk towards what they believe to be certain death.

The Federal Government argues that in demanding the renunciation of 
secession before talks, and indeed in its entire ‘Police Action’, it is defending 
the territorial integrity of Nigeria. On this ground it argues also that it has a 
right to demand support from all other governments, and especially other 
African governments, for every state, and every state authority, has a duty 
to defend the sovereignty and integrity of its nation. This is a central part of 
the function of a national government.

Africa accepts the validity of this point, for African States have more 
reason than most to fear the effects of disintegration. It is on these grounds 
that Africa has watched the massacre of tens of thousands of people, has 
watched the employment of mercenaries of both sides in the current civil war, 
and has accepted repeated rebuffs of its offers to help by mediation or con­
ciliation.

But for how long should this continue ? Africa fought for freedom on the 
grounds of individual liberty and equality, and on the grounds that every 
people must have the right to determine for themselves the conditions under 
which they would be governed. We accepted the boundaries wc inherited 
from colonialism, and within them we each worked out for ourselves the 
constitutional and other arrangements which felt to be appropriate to the 
most essential function of a state—that is the safeguarding of life and liberty 
for its inhabitants.

When the Federation of Nigeria became independent in 1960, the same 
policy was adopted by all its peoples. They accepted the federal structure 
which has been established under the colonial system, and declared their in­
tention to work together. Indeed, the Southern States of the Federation— 
which includes Biafra—delayed their own demands for independence until 
the North was ready to join them. At the insistence of the North also, the 
original suggestion of the National Council for Nigeria and the Cameroons 
(the political party which had its centre in the South) that Nigeria should be 
broken up into many small states with a strong centre, was abandoned. The 
South accepted a structure which virtually allowed the more populous North 
to dominate the rest.

But the constitution of the Federation of Nigeria was broken in January 
1966, by the first military coup. All hope of its resuscitation was removed by 
the second coup, and even more by the pogroms of September and October 
1966. These events altered the whole basis of the society: after them it was 
impossible for political and economic relations between the different parts of 
the old Federation to be restored. They meant that Nigerian unity could only 
be salvaged from the wreck of inter-tribal violence and fear by a constitution 
drawn up in the light of what had happened, and which was generally 
acceptable to all major elements of the society under the new circumstances. 
A completely new start had to be made, for the basis of the State had been 
dissolved in the complete break-down of law and order, and the inter-tribal 
violence which existed.

The necessity for a new start by agreement was accepted by a conference
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of military leaders from all parts of the Federation, in Aburi, Ghana, in 
January, 1967. There is a certain difference of opinion about some of the 
things which were agreed at that conference. But there is no dispute about 
the fact that everyone joined in a declaration renouncing the use of force as 
a means of settling the crisis in Nigeria. Nor does anyone dispute that it was 
agreed that a new constitution was to be worked out by agreement, and that 
in the meantime there would be a repeal of all military decrees issued since 
January, 1966 which reduced the powers of the regions. There was also agree­
ment about rehabilitation payments for those who had been forced to flee 
their homes, and about members of the armed forces being stationed in their 
home regions.

The Aburi conference could have provided the new start which necessary 
if the unity of Nigeria was to be maintained. But before the end of the same 
month, General Gowon was restating his commitment to the creation of new 
States, and his determination to oppose any form of confederation. And on 
the last day of January, the Federal Military Authorities were already giving 
administrative reasons for delay in the implementation of the agreements 
reached at Aburi. It was the middle of March before a constitutional decree 
was issued which was supposed to regularise the position in accordance with 
the decisions taken there. But unfortunately this decree also included a new 
clause—which had not been agreed—and which gave the Federal Authorities 
a reserve power over the Regions, and thus completely nullified the whole 
operation. Nor had any payment been made by the Federal Government to 
back up the monetary commitment for rehabilitation which it had accepted 
in the Ghana meeting.

In short, the necessity for an arrangement which would take account of 
the fears created during 1966 was accepted at Aburi, and renounced there­
after by the Federal Authorities. Yet they now claim to be defending the 
integrity of the country in which they failed to guarantee the most elemen­
tary safety of the twelve million peoples of Eastern Nigeria. These people had 
been massacred in other parts of Nigeria without the Federal Authorities 
apparently having either the will or the power to protect them. When they 
retreated Io their tribal homeland they were expected to accept the domina­
tion of the same peoples who instigated, or allowed, their persecution in the 
country which they are being told is theirs—i.e. Nigeria.

Surely when a whole people is rejected by the majority of the state in 
which they live, they must have the right to life under a different kind of 
arrangement which does secure their existence.

States are made to serve people; governments are established to protect 
the citizens of a state against external enemies and internal wrong-doers. It 
is on these grounds that people surrender their right and power of self- 
defence to the government of the state in which they live. But when the 
machinery of the State, and the powers of the Government, are turned against 
a whole group of the society on the grounds of racial, tribal, or religious 
prejudice, then the victims have the right to take back the powers they have 
surrendered, and to defend themselves.

For while people have a duty to defend the integrity of their state, and even 
to die in its defence, this duty stems from the fact that it is theirs, and that it 
is important to their well being and to the future of their children. When the
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state ceases to stand for the honour, the protection, and the well being of all 
its citizens, then it is no longer the instrument of those it has rejected. In 
such a case the people have the right to create another instrument for their 
protection—in other words, to create another state.

This right cannot be abrogated by constitutions, nor by outsiders. The 
basis of statehood, and of unity can only be general acceptance by the 
participants. When more than twelve million people have become convinced 
that they are rejected, and that there is no longer any basis for unity between 
them and other groups of people, then unity has already ceased to exist. 
You cannot kill thousands of people, and keep killing more, in the name of 
unity. There is no unity between the dead and those who killed them; and 
there is no unity in slavery or domination.

Africa needs unity. We need unity over the whole continent, and in the 
meantime we need unity within the existing states of Africa. It is a tragedy 
when we experience to our goal of unity. But the basis of our need for unity, 
and the reason for our desire for it, is the greater well being, and the greater 
security, of the people of Africa. Unity by conquest is impossible. It is not 
practicable: and even if military might could force the acceptance of a parti­
cular authority, the purpose of unity would have been destroyed. For the 
purpose of unity, its justification, is the service of all the peoples who are 
united together. The general consent of all the people involved is the only 
basis on which unity in Africa can be maintained or extended.

The fact that the Federation of Nigeria was created in 1960 with the consent 
of all people does not alter that fact. That Federation, and that basis of con­
sent, has since been destroyed. Nor is this the first time the world has seen a 
reduction in political unity. We have seen the creation of the Mali Federation, 
the creation of a Union between Egypt and Syria, and the establishment of 
the Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland. And we have also seen the dis­
solution of all these attempts at unity, and the consequent recognition of the 
separate nations which were once involved. The world has also seen the 
creation of India and Pakistan out of what was once the India Empire. We 
have all recognised both these nation states and done our best to help them 
deal with the millions of people made homeless by the conflict and division. 
One of these things mean that we have liked these examples of greater 
disunity. They mean that we recognise that in all these cases the people are 
unwilling to remain in one political unity.

We recognise Mali, Egypt, Syria, Malawi, Zambia, Pakistan and India. 
"What right have we to refuse, in the name of unity, to recognise the fact of 
Biafra? For years the people of that State struggled to maintain unity with 
the other peoples in the Federation of Nigeria; even after the pogroms of 
1966 they tried to work out a new form of unity would guarantee their safety; 
they have demonstrated by ten months of bitter fighting that they have 
decided upon a new political organisation and are willing to defend it.

The world has taken it upon itself to utter many ill-informed criticisms of 
the Jews of Europe for going to their deaths without any concerted struggle. 
But out of sympathy for the sufferings of these people, and in recognition of 
the world’s failure to take action at the appropriate time, the United Nations 
established the State of Israel in territory which had belonged to the Arabs 
for thousands of years. It was felt that only by the establishment of a Jewish
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homeland, and a Jewish national state, could Jews be expected to live in the 
world under conditions of human security. Tanzania has recognised the State 
of Israel and will continue to do so because of its belief that every people must 
have some place in the world where they are not liable to be rejected by their 
fellow citizens.2

But the Biafrans have now suffered the same kind of rejection within their 
state that the Jews of Germany experienced. Fortunately they already had a 
homeland. They have retreated to it for their own protection, and for the same 
reason—after all other efforts had failed—they have declared it to be an 
independent state.

In the light of these circumstances, Tanzania feels obliged to recognise the 
setback of African Unity which has occurred.

We therefore recognise the State of Biafra as an independent sovereign 
entity, and as a member of the community of nations. Only by this act of 
recognition can we remain true to our conviction that the purpose of society 
and of all political organization, is the service of man.

1 Statement by the Government of Tanzania issued on 13 April 1968. Text by courtesy of 
the United Republic of Tanzania News Service, United Nations Mission Office.

2 Cf. doc 133.

Leaders of Tanzania have probably talked more about the need for African 
unity than those of any other country. Giving formal recognition to even 
greater disunity in Africa was therefore a very difficult decision to make. 
Our reluctance to do so was compounded by our understanding of the prob­
lems of unity—of which we have some experience—and of the problems of 
Nigeria. For we have had very good relations with the Federation of Nigeria, 
even to the extent that when we needed help from Africa we asked it of the 
Federation.

But unity can only be based on the general consent of the people involved. 
The people must feel that this State, or this Union, is theirs; and they must 
be willing to have their quarrels in that context. Once a large number of the 
people of any such political unit stop believing that the State is theirs, and 
that the Government is their instrument, then the unit is no longer viable. 
It will not continue to receive the loyalty of its citizens. . . .

In Nigeria this consciousness of a common citizenship was destroyed by the 
events of 1966, and in particular by the pogroms in which 30,000 Eastern 
Nigerians were murdered, many more injured and about two million forced 
to flee from the North of their country. It is these pogroms, and the apparent 
inability or unwillingness of the authorities to protect the victims, which 
underlies the Easterners’ conviction that they have been rejected by other 
Nigerians and abandoned by the Federal Government.

Whether the Easterners are correct in their belief that they have been re­
jected is a matter for argument. But they do have this belief. And if they are
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wrong they have to be convinced that they are wrong. They will not be con­
vinced by being shot. Nor will their acceptance as part of the Federation be 
demonstrated by the use of Federal power to bomb schools and hospitals in 
the areas to which people fled from persecution. . . .

As President of Tanzania it is my duty to safeguard the integrity of the 
United Republic. But if the mass of the people of Zanzibar should, without 
external manipulation, and for some reason of their own, decide that the 
Union was prejudicial to their existence, I could not advocate bombing them 
into submission. To do so would not be to defend the Union. The Union would 
have ceased to exist when the consent of its constituent members was with­
drawn. I would certainly be one of those working hard to prevent secession, 
or to reduce its disintegrating effects. But I could not support a war on the 
people whom I have sworn to serve—especially not if the secession is pre­
ceded by a rejection of Zanzibaris by Tanganyikans.

Similarly, if we had succeeded in the 1963 attempt to form an East African 
Federation, or if we should do so in the future, Tanzania would be overjoyed. 
But if at some time thereafter the vast majority of the people of any one of the 
countries should decide—and persist in a decision—to withdraw from the 
Federation, the other two countries could not wage war against the people 
who wished to secede. Such a decision would mark a failure by the Federa­
tion. That would be tragic; but it would not justify mass killings.

The Biafrans now feel that they cannot live under conditions of personal 
security in the present Nigerian Federation. As they were unable to achieve 
an agreement on a new form of association, they have therefore claimed the 
right to govern themselves. The Biafrans are not claiming the right to govern 
anyone else. They have not said that they must govern the Federation as the 
only way of protecting themselves. They have simply withdrawn their con­
sent to the system under which they used to be governed.

Biafra is not now operating under the control of a democratic Government, 
any more than Nigeria is. But the mass support for the establishment and 
defence of Biafra is obvious. This is not a case of a few leaders declaring 
secession for their own private glory. Indeed, by the Aburi Agreement the 
leaders of Biafra showed a greater reluctance to give up hope of some form 
of unity with Nigeria than the masses possessed. But the agreement was not 
implemented. . ..

We in this country believe that unity is vital for the future of Africa. But 
it must be a unity which serves the people, and which is freely determined 
upon by the people.

For io months we have accepted the Federal Government’s legal right to 
our support in a ‘police action to defend the integrity of the State.’ On that 
basis we have watched a civil war result in the death of about 100,000 people, 
and the employment of mercenaries by both sides. We watched the Federal 
Government reject the advice of Africa to talk instead of demanding surren­
der before talks could begin. Everything combined gradually to force us to 
the conclusion that Nigerian unity did not exist.

Tanzania deeply regrets that the will for unity in Nigeria has been destroyed 
over the past two years. But we are convinced that Nigerian unity cannot be 
maintained by force any more than unity in East Africa could be created 
by one State conquering another.
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It seemed to us that by refusing to recognise the existence of Biafra we were 
tacitly supporting a war against the people of Eastern Nigeria—and a war 
conducted in the name of unity. We could not continue doing this any longer.

1 Article in the Observer, 28 April 1968, and in Los Angelos Times, 5 May 1968.

Here we have for a long time felt that we are abandoned by those who 
should be our true friends. We felt that of all countries in the world the one 
with the greatest likelihood of understanding our case was Britain. But un­
fortunately Government policy as expounded by the British representative 
in Nigeria, Sir David Hunt, and indeed by British Government action in 
supplying arms to Nigeria have left us, to say the least, bewildered.

Nevertheless we have not been, as you have noted, bitter against Britain, 
as we felt:

(1) that there are a number of people in Britain who understand and 
sympathise with our cause;

(2) we believe that there is a vast number of British people who, once they 
know the truth of the case would immediately see the justice of our 
cause.

We have been brought up under an aegis of British fairness and impartiality, 
and even the events of the past months have not in any way changed us in 
our beliefs. So that the formation of this society to us was, as it were, a vindi­
cation of our innermost belief. I am particularly proud at this vindication be­
cause a large measure of myself, my inner self, is British, having been brought 
up in Britain, done my university education there, and indeed grown to have 
friends in Britain, and become at times almost a stranger to my own native 
land. I believe a lot can be done in Britain. . . .

You may ask your questions.
Question: What do you understand the reason to be for British policy?
Lt.-Col. Ojukwu: British policy? I did say in my opening remarks that we 
find British policy, to say the least, bewildering. That is one, so that whatever 
I might say of course would be essentially a guess. I think there is this 
attachment to a creation of theirs:

(1) Federal Nigeria was created by Britain and I think Government policy 
as run from Whitehall will feel somewhat responsible for its well being.

(2) I think that there is a possible resentment over the fate of Abubakar 
Tafawa Balewa who was known to the world as a friend of Britain and this 
quite unjustified accusation to the people of this area that they have in fact 
conducted the coup that killed Abubakar.

(3) British policy was misdirected by Sir David Hunt. David Hunt’s 
assessment of the two warring or contesting parties was completely wrong 
and Britain thought that the answer would be to end this thing as soon as 
possible and therefore supported what appeared the stronger side.

And finally—and I think that this is the most important one because again



214 Crisis and Conflict in Nigeria 2

it is the nearest, the immediate cause for British Government attitude. When 
the counter coup of July occurred the aim of that coup was separation of the 
North from the rest of the then Federation. It was Sir Cumming Bruce who 
made Gowon halt the secession of the North on advice, very strong advice, 
and made him change his speech which he announced—the famous speech 
about there being no basis for unity.2 Having, as it were, led the North into 
pursuing a policy they were ill prepared for, there is a feeling particularly in 
Sir David Hunt, the successor of Sir Cumming Bruce, that Britain must do 
everything in her power to push through what was, at the best, a mistake.... 
Q: In the last twelve months we have been rather bewildered as observers at 
the fact that the Nigerian Federation has held together, and we understand 
that the Government in Lagos represents a coalition of various groups—the 
Hausa-Fulani, the Yorubas and the minorities of the North, and we are told 
that Gowon himself represents the accession of the minorities of the North 
to power in Lagos. Could you give us your own views on this, what type of 
coalition this in fact is, and whether in fact the old feudal clique in the North 
still hold the reins in Lagos ?
O'. I will start my answer from where you started your question. The only 
thing holding Nigeria together at the moment is Biafra. This is a common 
bogey with all of them. To the North, should Biafra establish its sovereignty, 
then there is no point in being saddled with the rest of the Federation. With 
the Yorubas, should we establish our sovereignty, they would find themselves 
alone, combating with the giant North, and they wouldn’t want that. With 
the Tivs, the minority of the North, should Biafra succeed, they can see 
danger because the North would never let them be given an inch to manoeuvre 
again. As for the Mid-West, the Republic of Benin, its death is a foregone 
conclusion. The Government of the Mid-West does recognise the impracti- 
bility of trying to integrate the Ibos with the rest, because of the pogrom that 
occurred after the arrival of the Federal forces in the Republic. It is for this 
reason that I say Biafra is the cement that holds the Federation of Nigeria, 
as it is today, together.

The question of power, power in Lagos. It is very complex. Those in power 
in Lagos are certainly the minority groups who are able to stay in position as 
long as this bogey exists. The day Biafra is firmly established then these 
minorities will have no place in the order of things in Nigeria. If you notice 
the subtlety with which the states were created in the North, you will under­
stand what I mean. It is true that they have announced glibly to the whole 
world that they have split into six states, but they have maintained the 
essential machinery of Government of one North. They have maintained 
that. And it is significant that they insist on a common services organisation. 
It is equally significant that the newspapers in the South are now very slowly, 
quietly, beginning to see the danger. . . .

Well, understanding the psychology of the South, particularly the Yorubas, 
they are under effective occupation, and this is as much as they can see at 
this time. But they are certainly apprehensive.

The North is continuing its organisation as a separate entity. It hasn’t been 
changed. They are watching very carefully what is happening over here and 
of course if it goes against and there is no Biafran riches to share then the 
North will probably decide to stay on its own. The West will definitely want
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