“to assist in the effort to give some relief to our brothers and sisters across the
seas—in the Mother Land.” For Yergan, the latter was especially noteworthy, “in-
dicating the common bond between the Caribbean people whose own condition
is very low and the exploited peoples of Africa.” Even poor women in the Ba-
hamas who had been unable to contribute any money, he explained in the Gold
Coast Observer, had sent an assortment of handmade straw articles to New York
to be sold for South African relief,'®

The South African consulate in New York, and legation in Washington regu-
larly followed the activities of the Council on African Affairs, but the Ciskei
famine relief campaign received particular attention.”™ The government of the
Union of South Africa had reason to worry. Not only had the CAA’s support for
South African miners and the famine campaign mobilized an extraordinary array
of Americans, but the belief on the part of African Americans that their struggles
were linked to those of Africans and all colonized peoples found its greatest in-
stitutional expression in the forums surrounding the founding and the early
years of the United Nations. And in 1946, as worldwide attention turned to the
new organization, the CAA joined with the government of India, the South
African ANC, the Joint Passive Resistance Council of the Transvaal, and Natal In-
dian Congresses of South Africa to challenge the policies of the South African
government at the United Nations.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE DIASPORA MOMENT

We say even to the President of the United States, we say to King George VI
of England, to Winston Churchill. If all you White Imperialist Rulers of the
world, ... if you refuse to do justice to those of my race in America. In the West
Indies. In South and Central America. ... We say to You LeT v BLACK PEOPLE
EREE! GIVE THEM BACK THEIR AFRICAN TERRITORY! . . . Give themselves their own
SELEDETERMINATION! Give themselves their own representatives and protectorate
government in Africal which belongs to 22 millions black people of America
400 million black people seattered all over the world. The New Negro every-
where wants African liberation. , . , The New Negro of Harlem wants Post War
jobs. Decent living wages, . . . we want our houses be painted Topag! according
to sanitary conditions. We want work for our Negro painters, Plumbers,
Carpenters and others.
—Community Progressive Negro Painters Union, Inc. and the New Harlem
'Tenants League, to the Mayor of New York City, May 15th, 1946.

IN A LETTER TO Mayor William O’Dwyer of New York City in 1946, the
Community Progressive Negro Painters Union and the New Harlem Tenants
League invoked their membership in a community of “400 million black peo-
ple scattered all over the world” to legitimize their own local claims to jobs and
decent housing. Just as striking is their sense of audience. In addressing de-
mands to “all you White Imperialist Rulers of the world,” including the Presi-
dent of the United States, King George VI of England and Winston Churchill,
the organizations named their oppressors not as arbitrarily exploitive and
cruel individuals or states but as powerful actors in a global system of empire
and racial capitalism that exploited and appropriated the land, labor, and bod-
ies of black peoples “scattered all over the world.”'

Diaspora identities had a particularly powerful resonance in the unusually
fluid politics of the immediate post-World War II period, a time when the
wartime agitation and discussion about colonial independence reached fruition.
From the formation of the United Nations to the first stirrings of the Cold War,
African American activists brought an elaborate vision of the rights and respon-
sibilities of citizenship to their anticolonial political strategies. The Council on
Alfrican Affairs was the most visible African American group seeking to influence
the direction of American foreign policy, and despite its left-wing radicalism, the
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CAA stood at the center, not at the margins, of black American opinion on colo-
nialism. A wide range of African American leaders, churches, and fraternal, busi-
ness, and community organizations lobbied on anticolonial issues and sought
representation in UN bodies. The black American press detailed anticolonial pol-
itics at the United Nations. In the aftermath of World War II an extraordinarily
broad consensus on colonial issues existed among black Americans.

The formation of the United Nations Organization in 1945, providing a
forum for international debate, offered new opportunities for a politics imbued
with a sense of identity among African peoples everywhere, With the imminent
independence of India and the promise of new Asian and African states in the
near future, the possibility of winning political and economic rights through
international strategies looked very hopeful in this period. Indeed, diaspora-
based strategies coalesced in a unique way in 1946 and 1947. The black Ameri-
can CAA, the Joint Passive Resistance Council of the Natal, the Transvaal
Indian Congresses in South Africa, the African National Congress, and the gov-
ernment of India came together at the United Nations to fight the attempts of
the South African government to annex South-West Africa and to fight new
legislation that would further restrict the rights of Indians within the Union of
South Africa.

LOBBYING FOR GLOBAL DEMOCRACY

Through the first part of 1945 the policies of the American government
toward colonialism were still indeterminate.’ Given the continued wartime
alliance of the United States and the Soviet Union, and President Roosevelt’s
real if ambiguous commitment to the independence of European colonies,
William Roger Louis and Ronald Robinson have argued, “At least up to the
summer of 1944 it seemed probable that the State Department’s proposals
for an international authority to preside over the liquidation of the European
colonial empires had the backing of the president and might inspire Ameri-
can policy after the war.” Internal governmental squabbling on the question
of the future of the colonies—described by then Secretary of State Edward
Stettinius as “warfare between the ‘Hottentots and Crusaders’ in the State De-
partment and ‘hard-boiled realists’ of the Navy and War Department®—cre-
ated a situation in which anticolonial activists could lobby those sympathetic
to their goals.

The strategies of the Council on African Affairs would change dramatically
by the end of 1946, but in 1944, with wartime alliances still in place, it could
lobby within a context of widespread support for new international bodies to
promote world peace and security.* Conveying the sense of hope that the defeat
of fascism and the end of European political dominance would open the door
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to a far more equitable world, Max Yergan declared in a February radio address
that the framework of the Atlantic Charter and the Teheran Declaration offered
“the realistic possibility, indeed, the necessity, of carrying forward a broadly
conceived plan for meeting the health needs, providing the economic develop-
ment, and insuring speedy advancement toward complete self-government for
the African peoples.”

The CAA advocated postwar economic restructuring along the lines of a
worldwide New Deal. Paul Robeson and Yergan argued that in order to avoid
economic collapse in America and around the world like that of the 1930s, it
was necessary to find new markets; this view was shared by a broad consensus
of government, business, and labor leaders as well as journalists. The CAA fur-
ther argued, however, that because the world economy was severely distorted by
the political and economic exploitation of colonial peoples, “such markets can
only be created by raising the purchasing power in those dependent areas
where millions have hitherto known little but poverty and want. In somewhat
the same way that the Southern region of this country is called the nation’s
number one economic problem, so the colonial territories all over the globe
may be called the world’s number one economic problem.”® Summing up in a
Defender article, John Robert Badger quoted Yergan: “Raising the living stan-
dards and well-being of the peoples of colonial countries to a new and higher
level is an indispensable condition for gaining economic security in the post-
war world. It is an indispensable condition for avoiding right here in the United
States a repetition of the wholesale unemployment and privation that we expe-
rienced in the last decade’

The CAA’s contention that anticolonialism was a necessary feature of eco-
nomic expansion was shared by a large liberal and left faction in the United
States, including such politicians as Henry Wallace. Others, though agreeing on
the need for economic expansion, emphasized instead the role of U.S. investment
in the mode of Henry Luce’s vision of the “American Century,” which called for
U.S. political and economic dominance in world affairs.® The resolution of this
debate would not become clear until the Cold War years, but the lines were
clearly drawn by 1944.° Capturing the heart of the differences over postwar pol-
icy—the question of who owns and controls the world’s resources—Kumar
Goshal warned in the Courier that “American dreamers of a super-imperialism
wish to see a reactionary government in France through which they can gain a
foothold in Europe and—through the French empire—in Africa and Asia as well.
This policy will only lead to disaster” Goshal argued that “the only sane way out
is the way visualized by such leaders as Henry Wallace and Philip Murray. It is to
help industrialize the industrially backward—that s, the colonial—countries on
the basis of freedom and equality, and free and equal access to all raw materials
and natural sources.” The necessary role of the leading industrial countries in this
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development, he continued, would be as collaborators rather than rivals: “They
must forgo the luxury of imperialism, and accept as equal partners the peoples
who are in bondage today.”"°

Thus activists promoted Africans’ place in international commerce as free and
equal trading partners with their own interests, distinct from those of the colo-
nial powers. CAA lobbying regarding British government regulation of the West
African cocoa trade illustrates their attempts to work for African economic inde-
pendence. Wartime inflation had hit British West Africa especially hard. Com-
modities produced there and in the Belgian Congo became critical following
Japanese victories in the Pacific, as the Allies lost access to raw materials in
Malaya, Singapore, and the Dutch East Indies." British policy on the wartime
marketing of colonial exports was decisive in squeezing both producers and con-
sumers: “The prices of colonial exports were controlled and kept at artificially
low levels during the war by the British government at the same time that the cost
of colonial imports rose dramatically.”’

Calling the British handling of the cocoa crop “a classic example” of commer-
cial exploitation of colonial peoples, the CAA’'s New Africa revealed that the
British government’s Cocoa Control Board was headed by John Cadbury, an
owner of one of Britain’s principal chocolate firms. Despite wartime difficulties,
Cadbury Brothers had “recorded a profit of nearly fifteen million dollars—a
profit not shared by the producers.”"® The Farmers Committee of British West
Africa asked the CAA to help the growers gain an audience with the American
Embassy in London about cocoa production and prices. When the U.S. State De-
partment intervened on behalf of the U.S. cocoa trade and chocolate industry in
response to British policy on cocoa prices, Yergan pressed for a meeting between
State Department officials and the Farmers Committee, stressing that “African
interests as well as American and British interests are involved in the issue of
cocoa production.”

Yet work on such specific economic issues was limited by the CAA’s lack of
political leverage in influencing economic policies and its circumscribed con-
tact with West African groups. The council sought to exploit ambiguities and
differences within the U.S. government, pushing for clearer and stronger anti-
colonial policy. When the State Department’s Division of African Affairs was
formed in 1944 with Henry Villard as its chief, the CAA applauded Villard’s
promotion of the “open door” policy, as set forth in the Atlantic Charter, but
described his policies as progressive but inadequate. The CAA endorsed Vil-
lard’s positing of reciprocal dependence, whereby “Africa needs our skills and
services . . . just as we need Africa’s resources,” but nonetheless cautioned that
the open door policy would be worse than useless unless economic develop-
ments gave “primary consideration to the interests of the African peoples.”
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Moreover, the CAA found, Villard “falsely minimized the desire of the Africans
for self-government.”**

Continuing to push for stronger anticolonial policies, in April 1944 the CAA
organized a conference for black American and American-based African organi-
zations to develop strategies lobbying the United States and ather governments.'
The meeting’s co-sponsors indicate the range of church, community and politi-
cal groups that allied with the CAA on anticolonial issues. They included Mary
McLeod Bethune, president of the National Council of Negro Women; Rayford
Logan of Howard University; Cecelia Cabaniss Sounders, exectitive secretary of
the Harlem YMCA; David H. Sims, president of the First Episcopal District, AME
Church; and the African Students Association."” Kwame Nkrumah, future presi-
dent of Ghana, was also a participating sponsor.” Insisting that promoting the
welfare of Africans and other dependent peoples “must be an integral part of the
projected international order” conference participants argued that abolishing
“the inferior social, economic, and political status of Africans and all colonized
peoples” was an essential prerequisite “for the achievement of international hat-
mony and security.” Resolutions asked that the United States take the lead in rais-
ing living standards and promoting the industrialization of the African economy,
stressing that “Africans themselves” should be the “principal beneficiaries of this
economic progress.”"” Calling for moves toward self-determination, other resolu-
tions demanded accountability within proposed international bodies; existing or
projected regional commissions within Africa, for example, “should be held ac-
countable to the United Nations organization for the abolition of all forms of po-
litical discrimination based on race, creed, or color.”?

The CAA invited Villard to the conference and representatives from other gov-
ernments as well.”' Representatives of the Soviet and Belgian governments and
the French National Committee attended, as did the consul general for Ethiopia,
Neither the U.S, State Department nor the British government participated, but
the meeting did draw their attention. British Ambassador Viscount Halifax de-
scribed increasing pressure in the United States “for an African Charter and guar-
antees of improved economic conditions and ultimate self-government for the
African peoples.” Noting that “the driving force behind this pressure” was the
Council on African Affairs, Halifax complained that “widespread publicity was
obtained through the Council’s clever use of Paul Robeson’s birthday on the 16th
April. A birthday rally . . . to which 8,000 people turned up ... provided a useful
platform for the spreading of the Council’s ideas. . .. The negro press, of course,
has given full play to these developments, for Robeson’s prestige among the col-
ored people is very great,”*

The wide array of African American institutions that participated in the con-
ference underscores the CAA’s leading role in shaping anticolonial discourse in
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the African American community.” Likewise, the nearly two hundred individu-
als and organizations that endorsed a CAA letter to President Roosevelt and Sec-
retary of State Stettinius, setting forth the central recommendations of the
conference,” illustrate the widespread support for the CAA’s positions in this pe-
riod.” They included editors and publishers of the Chicago Defender, Baltimore
Afro-American, Pittsburgh Courier, Norfolk Journal and Guide, and New York Age,
as well as Claude Barnett, director of the Associated Negro Press; leaders of pro-
fessional organizations such as the National Bar Association, the NAACP, the
West Indies National Council, and the National Council of Negro Women—and
of church, fraternal, and educational groups; trade unionists such as Michael J.
Quill, president of the Transport Workers Union; politicians such as Congress-
man Adam Clayton Powell; writers and artists, among them Countee Cullen,
Langston Hughes, Alain Locke, and Theodore Dreiser.” In the fluid context of
wartime liberal and left alliances, supporters and participants spanned the polit-
ical spectrum from liberals such as Channing Tobias, senior secretary for Negro
Work at the YMCA, to leading leftists such as Ben Gold of the Fur and Leather
Workers Union and Earl Browder of the Communist Political Association (as the
American Communist Party was briefly renamed in 1944).”

GLOBAL REACH: WARTIME CIVIL RIGHTS

The Council on African Affairs was not alone in its attempts to influence
American policy. In September 1944 Walter White, as secretary of the NAACP,
wrote to President Roosevelt, asking him to make it clear that “the U.S. government
will not be a party to the perpetuation of colonial exploitation and to appoint qual-
ified Negroes to serve at U.S. government conferences determining war or post war
policies”” White had emerged during the war as a strong advocate of anticolonial-
ism.” Despite strong disagreements with White on other issues, Du Bois had re-
turned to the NAACP in July 1944 as director of special research, specifically to
work on anticolonial issues. He hoped “to revive the Pan-African movement and to
give general attention to the foreign aspects of the race problem.”* The historian
Robert L. Harris Jr. has demonstrated that the political agenda of many African
American protest groups emphasized anticolonial issues. A. Philip Randolph and
the March on Washington movement proposed a “Western Hemisphere Policy
Conference for Free Negroes whereby people of color would meet to discuss the
problems of Africa and the darker races and develop plans to submit to the world
peace conference.””' The National Council of Negro Women participated in re-
gional meetings sponsored by the State Department across the country to discuss
the Dumbarton QOaks proposals,™

The Dumbarton Oaks Conference of late summer and early fall 1944 marked
the beginning of the negotiations about international postwar organization that
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led eventually to the founding of the United Nations. Representatives of Britain,
the Soviet Union, China, and the United States drafted proposals for maintaining
peace and security in the world. A resolution offered by China opposing racial
discrimination was rejected by the other three nations in favor of the extraordi-
narily vague principle of the “sovereign equality of peace loving states.” There
was no mention of race or colonialism.”

According to Harris, “The most sustained critique of Dumbarton Oaks came
from Du Bois, who observed that 750 million black people would have no voice
in the proposed world forum.”** In Du Bois’s view, Dumbarton QOaks said to the
peoples of Africa and Asia that “the only way to human equality is the philan-
thropy of masters who have historic and strong interest in preserving their
power and income.”” Representing the NAACP at a conference of Americans
United for World Organization at the Department of State, he argued that the
Dumbarton Oaks “emphasis on nations and states and the indifference to races,
groups or organizations indicate that the welfare and protection of colonial
peoples are beyond the jurisdiction of the conference’s proposed govern-
ments.”*® Attempting to garner support for his position, in a speech before the
Men’s Club of the Arnet Chapel AME Church, Du Bois “blasted the Dumbar-
ton Oaks conference for kicking out China’s resolution on racial equality” re-
ported the Defender, and warned that “the gate has been left open for another
war.”¥ Du Bois’s criticism of the proposed representation through states in a
new international organization marked the beginning of a challenge to the idea
that human beings had rights and agency only as citizens of a nation-state.
That idea would be contested at the United Nations in 1946 and 1947 by an al-
liance of black Americans, Indian and black South Africans, and the govern-
ment of India.

Along with the efforts of organizations such as the CAA and the NAACP, lead-
ing articles in African American newspapers effectively promoted anticolonial is-
sues, and black American journalists increasingly scrutinized the U.S. State
Department. A Courier editorial criticized the Trusteeship Council established by
Dumbarton Oaks to supervise the administration of the colonies, because it did
not address self-government: “In short, the colonial colored folk are to be ad-
ministered by white bureaucrats.” To correct this, the editors argued, there
“should be Negro representatives at the Peace Conference. . . . Somebody must be
present to look after the interests of these colonial peoples except the representa-
tives of the Allied powers.”*®

Despite widespread disillusionment with State Department performance at
Dumbarton Oaks, attempts to influence the government continued, Rayford W,
Logan, professor of history at Howard, was one of the important

rican American intellectuals writing on colonial issues. A critic of the League
of Nations mandates system, Logan had published his first analysis of it in the
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Journal of Negro History in 1928. In 1942 he worked with Anson Phelps Stokes’s
Committee on Africa, the War, and Peace Aims; in 1943, directly lobbying Presi-
dent Roosevelt, he again criticized the proposed new mandates system and ad-
vocated a form of international administration that would guarantee the
representation of Africans.” Writing in the Defender in December 1944, Logan
captured the complexity of African American political strategy in the months be-
fore the founding of the United Nations. He first expressed “dismay” that Dum-
barton Oaks proposals failed to make any reference to the colonial and other
dependent areas, since their problems “were a fundamental cause of the first and
second world wars and are likely to contribute to the outbreak of a third world
wat.” Logan despaired that “what little hope there was has now been devastatingly
weakened” by the actions of the Department of State. Nevertheless, he outlined
a political strategy: since the State Department had recently created a division of
public liaison to facilitate “the presentation to the Department of public opinion
on international problems,” he argued, “any failure on our part literally to bom-
bard it with protests against the omission of the problem of dependent areas
from the scheme just released” would be reprehensible and “perhaps fatal” Logan
further suggested that Du Bois call yet another conference of African American
organizations to draw up proposals on colonial and dependent areas that would
complement Dumbarton Oaks.*

Du Bois began work in January 1945 on just such a meeting, and the Colonial
Conference was held in New York City on April 6, 1945, at the 135th Street
Branch of the New York Public Library. Participants included Logan, CAA rep-
resentatives, Kwame Nkrumah, Kumar Goshal, Amy Ashwood Garvey, W. Adolph
Roberts of the Jamaican Progressive League, George Harris of the Ethiopian
World Federation, Charles Petioni of the West Indies National Council, Ethelred
Brown of the Jamaica Progressive League, John Andu from Indonesia, and
Maung Saw Tun from Burma.* Du Bois worked with Alphaeus Hunton on
preparing the conference, and their growing collaboration was an important fac-
tor in Du Bois’s later decision to join the CAA.*

Du Bois also invited Villard and Ralph Bunche from the State Department.*
Neither attended, but Bunche deserves attention here, given his later prominent
role in the United Nations. He had joined the State Department in January
1944, after working for the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) as an expert on
Africa and for the intelligence division of the army’s general staff. At the State
Department he functioned as an expert on dependent areas and assisted in in-
ternational organizational matters, including the Dumbarton Oaks Confer-
ence." Although Bunche became very prominent among black Americans after

1949, his'role as an insider in 1944—46 appears to have set him apart from blackw
* American political strategies and to have made him inaccessible to black Amer:

ican leaders; Essie Robeson and Walter White, for example, complained about
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his elusiveness.*” Kenneth Robert Janken has argued that Bunche worked
within the constraints of overall U.S. foreign policy objectives, and “his actions
troubled other African American intellectuals who saw a severe disjunction be-
tween his words and deeds.”*

The organizers of the Colonial Conference, seeking the widest possible con-
sensus, demanded an international Colonial Commission to “oversee and facil-
itate the transition of peoples from colonial status to such autonomy as colonial
peoples themselves may desire” In fact, the agreement among African Ameri-
can leaders and intellectuals demonstrated at that conference masked political
and philosophical differences. For example, Logan’s opposition to immediate in-
dependence for African nations set him apart from Africans and Caribbeans in
the Pan-African Federation and the leaders of the CAA.*® Consequently, confer-
ence organizers intentionally avoided mentioning the demand for immediate
independence. As the founding conference for the United Nations approached,
debate on the future of colonialism centered on two questions: how to ensure
the representation of colonized peoples in international bodies, and whether de-
pendent areas would be administered under a system of international trustee-
ship or a League of Nations—style mandates system that would in practice give
colonial powers unencumbered control. On these issues, African Americans
were united.*

In the months immediately before the San Francisco conference that estab-
lished the United Nations, anticolonialism was a central focus of African Ameri-
can political discourse. Leaders and journalists numbered both international and
domestic concerns among their political priorities. A. Philip Randolph, in his
1945 New Year’s speech from Durham, North Carolina, warned that Dumbarton
Oaks was “under the control of the same nations that have exploited and op-
pressed, robbed and deceived, murdered and dominated the peoples of color for
centuries.” Linking the fight against Jim Crow with the fight against imperialism,
he argued that the tasks lying before black Americans were to support bills for a
permanent Fair Employment Practices Commission, to wage “an all-out struggle
against discrimination and segregation in the armed forces,” and to fight for “the
freedom of Africa, a Negro at the Peace table, a National Commission on race,. ..
and a Federal Edycation bill to provide educational opportunities for Negroes”*
Thus, at the dawn of the modern civil rights movement, international issues went
hand in hand with domestic concerns.

The evidence strongly suggests that this pioneering work in linking the op-
pression and political struggles of African Americans with those of Africans and
other colonized peoples had a significant impact on the politics and world view
of black Americans. African Americans analyzed and predicted the behavior of
politicians on domestic issues on the basis of their actions in Africa and Asia. No
one should be surprised, a Courier editorial remarked, that Secretary of State
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Stettinius had transferred “most of the Negro clerks and messengers, who have
long served the State Department” and placed “the remaining ones in obscure
places,” since “he is straight from Wall Street, which is exploiting and oppressing
colored people all over the world.”*' Some African Americans even based their
electoral decisions on international concerns. Assessing the 1944 presidential
candidates, John Robert Badger rejected Thomas Dewey on the basis that
Dewey’s thinking was dominated by Herbert Hoover, who “made his fortune and
his name as an exploiter of colonial labor.” Hoover, Badger explained, had “wran-
gled from the Chinese the deed to the great Kaiping coal mines” through his “dic-
tatorship” of Anglo-Continental Mines Ltd. Moreover, he had exploited black
labor in South African, Nigerian, and Trinidadian gold and tin mines, and had
been instrumental in Firestone’s acquiring control over Liberia, “That,” argued
Badger, “is the specter which today haunts colonial peoples when they think of
the November elections in the United States, and the possibility of Hoover’s man
Dewey becoming U.S. president .

CITIZENS OF THE WORLD

When the founding conference of the United Nations opened on April 25,
1945, Metz T. P. Lochard, editor-in-chief of the Defender, declared that “the
World Security Conference in San Francisco has but one meaning to the Negro
people—that is, how far democratic principles shall be stretched to embrace the
rights of our brothers in the colonies and to what extent the American Negro’s
own security at home shall be guaranteed.” African Americans and their allies
brought to the United Nations deliberations an elaborate vision of the rights
and responsibilities of citizenship. Delegates at San Francisco sought to correct
the stark omissions of Dumbarton Oaks, where the final proposals had ignored
colonialism and racial discrimination. Representatives of Egypt, India, Panama,
Uruguay, Brazil, Mexico, the Dominican Republic, Cuba, and Venezuela, sup-
ported by numerous nongovernmental organizations, maintained that the pur-
pose of the new organization should go beyond general ideas of peace and
security: “Clear and explicit provisions supporting human rights” should be
placed at the beginning of the Charter and throughout.* As Paul Gordon Lau-
ren has shown, the negotiating power of states determined to insert provisions
on human rights and racial nondiscrimination was considerable; in fact, nu-
merous modifications of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals were made at San
Francisco. Most significantly, Article 1 of the UN charter listed among the orga-
nization’s major purposes the achievement of human rights and fundamental
freedoms “for all without distinctions as to race, sex, language or religion.

The inclusion of the demand for equality on the grounds of sex points to an-
other critical dimension of 1940s anticolonial politics as well as an important
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shift in Pan-Africanism. In ideological terms, 1940s anticolonialism represented
a radical departure from the earlier gendered language of, for example, Martin R,
Delany’s consistent masculinist positing of Africa as the fatherland and pervasive
invocations of the motherland. In the politics of the African diaspora, Africa was
neither a motherland nor a fatherland but the site of struggle for the extension of
universal rights to all peoples regardless of race, nationality, or sex. The adoption
of universalist notions of “rights,” however, was by itself not sufficient to guaran-
tee that gender inequalities would be challenged. Indeed, activists’ concern about
calling prevailing gender relations into question was limited; for the most part,
they stopped short of critiquing the way gender hierarchies were reproduced
within oppositional movements and institutions. Nonetheless, the language of
rights helped make possible the critical leadership of women such as Vijaya
Lakshmi Pandit, Charlotta Bass, and Mary McLeod Bethune and initiated the
disruption of gendered political categories. Not only was women'’s leadership im-
portant, but the efforts of women in strikes against the pass system in South
Africa and against the head tax in Nigeria were a critical and visible part of anti-
colonia] politics.*

The broader representation of women was partly a product of the challenges
to male authority and leadership in Pan-African politics over the previous two
decades. The historian Barbara Bair has explored the critical role of women in the
Garvey movement and their challenges to male authority, despite the move-
ment’s replication of Victorian gender norms.” But the leadership of women in
the 1940s was also the result of both the greater space that opened for women
during World War IT and the broad conception of rights that dominated the lib-
eral and left politics of the 1930s and 1940s.%* And-one of the consequences of the
later collapse of the politics of the African diaspora was the reinscription of gen-
der in discourses on Africa and anticolonialism and, arguably, within Pan-
African politics.

Black Americans at San Francisco, contending that “the subjection of two-
thirds of the world’s people” was a threat to international security, supported ef-
forts to include strong human rights clauses in the UN charter.®? For Du Bois,
“what was true of the United States in the past is true of world civilization
today—we cannot exist half slave and half free”* He argued that the task of the
NAACP was to “Impress upon the American delegation and others [at San Fran-
cisco] that human rights among the great nations and especially among the
colonies must be respected. Their flagrant disregard . . . toward colonial peoples
has caused two wars in our day and will cause wars in the future.”"'

Although the number of black American observers was relatively large, in-
cluding Max Yergan of the CAA, the NAACP was the only organization repre-
senting black Americans that was granted status as a consultant to the American
delegation. Its appointment caused controversy among other African Americans;
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Anticolonial activists warned again and again that the consequence of cg)n.tinued eco-
nomic and political oppression of colonized peoples would be unremitting war. Jay
Jackson, Chicago Defender, April 14, 1945, (Courtesy of the Chicago Defender.)

the Fraternal Council of Negro Churches, for example, protested to the State De-
partment that “no purely Afro-American group” was among the forty-two desig-
nated to advise the American delegation and several black organizations chose
their own representatives.®” Du Bois defended the selection of the NAACP, argu-
ing that it “is not speaking simply for itself” In fact, the cooperation among
African Americans and the broad interest in international politics is evident in
Du Bois’s list of groups that “have sent us special resolutions”:

We have been authorized to speak for the March on Washington Movement,
the National Urban League, the Association of Colored Graduate Students, the
Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, the National Association of Deans and Advisers of
Men in Negro Educational Institutions, the Conference of Adult Education and
the Negro, the National Medical Association, the National Bar Association, the
National Association of Ministers’ Wives, the National Dental Association, the
Independent Order of St. Luke, the Independent Qrder of Good Samaritans,
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the National Council of Negro Women, the National Negro Insurance Associa-
tion, and a number of other organizations,*

Nonetheless, during months of front-page headlines on plans for the con-
ference, African American journalists predicted that there would be contro-
versy over colonial issues. George Padmore believed that the postwar status of
dependent areas in Africa and Asia would “become one of the most important
and controversial issues with which delegates to the forthcoming San Fran-
cisco Conference will be forced to grapple.”®* The Defender outlined key ques-
tions for “Negro Americans and other peoples victimized by forms of political
oppression.” Foremost among these were whether there was a substantial basis
for hope for an enduring peace; what kind of world organization would be re-
quired to keep peace; and whether the representatives of the United Nations
would deal with the interests of racial and national minorities.®® Journalists
analyzed the past support for racial equality of participating nations and based
predictions on these records. Badger cited French plans for a “colonial New
Deal in French overseas territories,” Chinese challenges to racial discrimina-
tion, and recent declarations that “the abolition of racial discrimination was
one of the USSR’s basic peace aims” as positive indications that there would be
support for racial equality augmented by the “voice of many smaller nations
such as Latin American countries, Liberia, Ethiopia, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt and
the Philippines.”®

Kumar Goshal, less optimistic, warned that the British government would
present the “‘white man’s burden’ theory in its post-World War Second
clothes.” He predicted that the British would attempt to deny the colonial sta-
tus of countries such as India and Burma, with evidence “furnished in the
shape of three Indian stooges of the British government—Mudalier, Noon, and
Krishnamacharl—attending as delegates.”” Lively depictions of the conflict
over Britain’s handpicked Indian delegation included George Padmore’s report
of Gandhi’s denunciation of “this camouflage of Indian representation through
Indians nominated by British imperialism.”® Du Bois recounted that he and
Walter White “ducked” when photographers attempted to take a photograph of
them with the Indian representatives “because these men were stooges of the
British Empire appointed to represent India by Great Britain, and representing
in no way the Indian people. It would have been a calamity for us to be pho-
tographed with them.”®

Although the United Nations Charter did finally contain numerous clauses
on human rights with provisions for equal rights and self-determination, these
principles did not translate into a commitment to practical or effective means
of implementation.” “The majority of states,” Lauren explains, “remained un-
willing to sacrifice elements of their sovereignty for the sake of human rights by
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authorizing the international community to intervene in their own domestic
jurisdiction and internal affairs.” John Foster Dulles, then a member of the
American delegation, worried that human rights and nondiscrimination
clauses would call attention to “the Negro problem in the South.” Similarly, the
British expressed apprehension about the implications of such clauses for re-
strictive immigration quotas in the dominions and their own policies in colo-
nial areas. As Lauren has argued, “Human rights and racial nondiscrimination
thus foundered, once again, on the rock of national sovereignty.””!

As controversies over implementation were played out, the issue of trustee-
ship was especially important to the United States because it concerned the
future of the Pacific islands then controlled by the U.S. military. Faced with
questions that affected its own new global interests, the American government
rhetorically continued its support of colonial freedom but narrowed the def-
inition of that freedom. At Yalta the United States had chosen to make an al-
liance with the Soviet Union and China in support of colonial freedom
against the British and the French. At San Francisco in May 1945 the Ameri-
can delegation, split between “crusaders” such as Charles W. Taussig and Isa-
iah Bowman and “realists” such as Navy Commander Harold Stassen,
ultimately sided with the British against those advocating a broader definition
of colonial independence.”

Black American journalists closely monitored the development of American
policy. Badger saw the U.S. Army and Navy asking for “unilateral control over de-
pendent territories” but believed the State Department “favarable to the estab-
lishment of a colonial body with considerably more authority than the old
mandates commissions of the League of Nations” and hoped that the latter
would prevail.” Rayford Logan, however, worried that the State Department was
uncommitted to the principle of international trusteeship and, further, that the
Navy Department actually had plans to annex the Pacific islands. To Logan, this
distinct retreat from the anticolonialism of Roosevelt had ominous implications
for UN colonial policy at the United Nations. Not only would the United States
greatly increase the number of persons under its colonial administration, but
America would forfeit its moral claim to oppose colonialism elsewhere in the
world.” Obviously, he said,

if the United States is not even considering placing any of her existing colonies
under international trusteeship and if the policy of the Navy Department for the
annexation of the Pacific islands should prevail, the delegates of the United
States at San Francisco or anywhere else can hardly insist that the former
colonies of Italy be denied to England if she contends that she needs them to
protect her life line to India, Singapore and Hong Kong.”
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Disillusioned criticism of the American government deepened as the confer-
ence continued. On May 26 the Defender reported, “Sweeping demands that the
United States delegation end its opposition to freedom for colonial peoples
poured into the United Nations here this week.””® On the same day the Courier
called the conference “a cruel buoying of the hopes of subjugated and oppressed
peoples from one end of the earth to the other. . . . All the words about trustee-
ship add up simply to saying that each of the three powers is going to do as it
pleases, whether the other people of the world like it or not.””’

Another Courier editorial reassessed African American political strategies in
light of the shifts in U.S. policy. Arguing that the United States had liberated the
“Pacific peoples from Japanese rule, only to substitute American rule, rather than
self-rule,” the editorial called Du Bois, White, and Bethune of the NAACP dele-
gation “naive” in pressing for an end to the colonial system by lobbying the U.S.
government: “The hope of powerless peoples of the earth lies not in agreement
between rival exploiters but rather in disagreement and the fear of conflict which
forces concessions.””

Despite disappointed hopes for and criticism of the United Nations, it became
a focal point for lobbying efforts on the part of black Americans and for joint
projects by Africans and those of African descent. In the six months after the San
Francisco meeting ended, African Americans organized two separate conferences
“calling for the social, political and economic rights of African colonial peoples”
and appealing for the “creation of machinery necessary to the participation of
African colonial peoples” in the United Nations. The first conference, called by
Du Bois, gathered twenty organizations to discuss proposals that had originated
with the 1945 Pan-African Congress. The second was sponsored by the African
Academy of Arts and Research.” The CAA continued its strategy of lobbying the
American government on behalf of African interests. The CAA forwarded its
“Text and Analysis of the Colonial Provisions of the United Nations Charter,” a
six-point program for Africa in the peace settlement, to new Secretary of State
James F. Byrnes and Edward L. Stettinius Jr., then U.S. representative to the
United Nations.* Robeson sent the document to the consul general of the Union
of South Africa as well."!

African American international strategies reached their climax in 1946 and
1947. Through the UN, the Council on African Affairs joined with South African
Indians and the African National Congress to challenge the South African gov-
ernment’s attempt to annex South-West Africa and to restrict further the rights
of Indians in the Union of South Africa. This moment stood on the cusp of two
very different historical periods. The legitimacy and power of wartime alliances
in which black American anticolonial politics had thrived were at their height. Yet
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this was also the moment when the seeds of destruction of these alliances began
to take root. On the one hand, African American organizations continued to
lobby the federal government on anticolonial issues; on the other hand, the same
organizations took a sharply adversarial turn in their stance toward the govern-
ment. Objecting to U.S. support for South Africa and the European colonial pow-
ers, and increasingly challenging the notion that America was the legitimate
leader of the “free world” and therefore above censure, black Americans both
criticized new directions in American foreign policy and attempted to use the
United Nations as a forum in which to gain support for civil rights struggles in
the United States.

South Africa was especially important to black American international poli-
tics in this period and significantly influenced its adversarial turn. As the histo-
rian Thomas Borstelmann has demonstrated, relations between the United
States and South Africa grew “stronger and friendlier in the immediate postwar
years as the Union’s economic and strategic importance to Washington in-
creased with the development of the Cold War.”® In addition to its increasing
importance to the United States, South Africa drew black American attention
because of the links between the CAA, the ANC, and the South African Indian
Congress. Moreover, African Americans, like non-European South Africans,
faced color bars and turned to international forums as part of their political
strategy.”

Through the CAA, black Americans were directly involved in two controvet-
sies at the United Nations that brought international attention and criticism to
the government of South Africa: discrimination against Indians within the
Union of South Africa, and South Africa’s attempt to annex South-West Africa
(now Namibia). In 1946 and 1947 the Indian government, South Africans in the
ANC and the Joint Passive Resistance Council, and black Americans working
through the CAA coordinated attempts to put pressure on the South African
government through the United Nations. Leaders of these endeavors included
the Indian delegate Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit; South Africans H. A. Naidoo and
Sorabjee Rustomjee, representatives of the Joint Passive Resistance Council;
A. B. Xuma of the ANC; South Africans Senator Hyman Basner, and E. S. Sachs;
Rev. Michael Scott; and Alphaeus Hunton of the CAA. Owing to their combined
efforts, issues of discrimination and colonial representation were at the heart of
the first full session of the United Nations. Ear] Conrad summed up the signifi-
cance of this challenge for many black Americans when he reported for the De-
fender that despite the protests of Prime Minister Jan C. Smuts of the Union of
South Africa, the fears of the U.S. delegates, and the opposition of the British,
“the color and colonial issues hang like a specter over the entire proceedings of
the United Nations General Assembly. . . . Matters concerning India, South
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Africa, Negro Americans and other oppressed minorities have entered the
United Nations to stay.

TESTING THE LIMITS OF REPRESENTATION

The treatment of Indians within the Union of South Africa not only
drew world attention but raised salient questions about representation of
national minorities. In 1946 the South African government passed the
“Asiatic Land Tenure and Indian Representation Act.” Termed the “ghetto
bill” by its opponents, the act prohibited Asians “from dealing in land with
non-Asians” and from “living in certain ‘controlled’ areas”® In response,
South African Indians formed the Joint Passive Resistance Council of the
Transvaal and Natal Indian Congresses and launched a passive resistance
campaign.” Just as black Americans linked their appeals in international fo-
rums to anticolonial struggles, South African Indians looked to India to
challenge the government of South Africa at the UN on its treatment of In-
dians. In so doing, South African Indians reaffirmed their membership in a
diaspora community. The Passive Resister, organ of the passive resistance
movement, constantly affirmed the ties to India in articles such as ““You Are
Bits of India’—Nehru’s Message To Indians Abroad.”” In “We Have Not
Forgotten South African Indians,” the Passive Resister reported a speech at
the All India Congress Committee declaring that “with India becoming free
‘our brethren in other lands are looking to us to bring about an ameliora-
tion of their conditions.”®

The expectation on the part of South Africin Indians and black Americans
that the independence of Asian and African states would make a real difference to
their own struggles was not based on abstract notions of communion or solidar-
ity. India’s participation in discussions of anticolonialism and racial oppression
at the founding of the United Nations fueled the belief that there was potential
for organizing at the UN.” African Americans had argued since Dumbarton
Oaks that representation by nation-states at international councils would exclude
colonized peoples, noncitizens, and all persons discriminated against within
states, since only states could file petitions and grievances. At the first session of
the United Nations, India attempted to circumvent this problem by representing
South African Indians and thus initiated a controversy about the nature of repre-
sentation in the UN,

In 1946, with Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit—“the intense and articulate” sister of
nationalist leader Jawaharlal Nehru—opening the debate, the interim Indian
government filed charges with the General Assembly that Indians living in
South Africa were discriminated against.”® This claim was based partly on a new
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interpretation of individual rights in international law. Although India and its
allies had failed to gain clear implementation measures in the human rights
clauses of the UN charter, they argued that the charter, “as a legal document, rec-
ognized fundamental rights of the individual and thereby for the first time in
history transformed individuals from mere objects of international compassion
into subjects of international law.””' Indian demands were also based on a his-
torical claim to a relation of kinship with Indians in the diaspora. In a statement
protesting their “anomalous status” and lack of representation within South
Africa, delegates from the South African Indian Congress supported the com-
plaint lodged by the government of India: “Our well-being since our advent to
South Africa has been subject to the oversight and the concern of the people and
government of India and, we now hope, the nations of your organization” Ar-
guing for the legitimacy of this position, the statement quoted the deputy prime
minister of the Union of South Africa, J. H. Hofmeyr, who said: “We cannot
blame the Local Indians, as we put it, running to Mother India unless we recog-
nize them as South African citizens with rights of citizenship.””

The other side of the controversy sparked by the efforts of the Indian govern-
ment on behalf of South African Indians was summed up by a New York Times
editorial. The charges brought by India, said the Times, “raise serious questions
for the United Nations itself, and may require a more precise definition of what
its jurisdiction and its powers are.” Pointing out that “the Indian Government
complains about the treatment, not of its own citizens, but of racial kinsmen who
have lived in South Africa for generations and are therefore South African citi-
zens and outside the jurisdiction of the Indian Government,” the editorial argued
that “as long as the United Nations is not a world government representing all the
people of the world directly, but rather an organization of states represented by
their respective governments, it behooves every member state to respect the do-
mestic jurisdiction of every other state.””

The CAA, however, embraced Indian efforts. The South African Guardian re-
ported Yergan’s declaration that “Prime Minster Smuts’ characterization of the
Indian issue as a strictly ‘domestic’ affair was exactly parallel to the argument of
poll tax Congressmen in the United States who cry ‘Hands OffI’ whenever their
‘white supremacy’ rule is threatened by federal legislation.”” The CAA also or-
ganized letters to President Harry Truman, the U.S. State Department, and Her-
shel Johnson, American UN delegate, urging “full support to the Indian
government’s petition to the United Nations protesting South African Govern-
ment’s discrimination.”*®

CAA appeals to the American government fell upon increasingly deaf ears.
Thomas Borstelmann has demonstrated the growing economic and strategic
links between the American and South African governments: “The need of the
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United States at the end of the war to invest abroad to maintain American eco-
nomic prosperity matched up well with what Truman’s Commerce Department
called ‘the pivotal importance’ to South Africa ‘of uninterrupted capital flow from
Abroad.” Moreover, the war had ended American self-sufficiency in raw materi-
als, and South Africa was not only mineral-rich but had the world’s largest unde-
veloped reserves of uranium ore capable of early commercial development.”
Given these ties, at the Unjted Nations in 1946 the Truman administration
sought to minimize criticism of South Africa by playing a mediating role in the
dispute with India,”®

In December 1946 the Indian strategy won a small victory when the UN Gen-
eral Assembly adopted a resolution asking the government of South Africa and
India to discuss their problems, settle their dispute about the treatment of Indi-
ans in the Union, and report at the next assembly session.” Since the resolution
did not contain binding provisions for enforcement, its backers claimed that the
terms were so “mild that no one could possibly object.” Nevertheless, opponents
described it as “blatant interference into domestic affairs.” The thirty-two nations
supporting India included all states from Africa, Asia, and the Middle East.
Among the fifteen siding with South Africa were the United States and Britain,'®

Negative publicity at the United Nations, including the work of black Amer-
ican journalists, did not pass unnoticed by the South African government.
Prime Minister Smuts declined an interview with A. M. Wendell Malliet, for-
eign editor of the New York Amsterdam News; in the words of South Africa’s UN
representative, he believed.it would draw him into “a first class Press contro-
versy”'® British officials helped the South African government keep tabs on
American opinion: for example, Ronald Sinclair, British consul in New York,
sent newspaper clippings from the New York Times and black American papers
such as the Chicago Defender and the New York Amsterdam News to the South
African consulate general.'™

THE CAA AND SOUTH-WEST AFRICA

CAA opposition to discrimination against Indians in South Africa went
hand in hand with opposition to South Africa’s plan to annex South-West
Africa. When the war was nearing its end, activists and journalists had paid in-
creasing attention to the regional ambitions of the Jan Smuts government. A
June 1944 Defender editorial warned that if Churchill and the other Empire
prime ministers, who had been meeting in secret conclave in London, should
agree to Smuts’s plan for regional control over the colonial areas, the South
African “native policy based upon racial segregation will be extended to other
parts of the African continent.”'®
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The Union of South Africa’s attempts during and after the San Francisco con-
ference to annex South-West Africa were not its first; in fact, South Africa had
tried and failed to do so after World War . Officially made an international man-
date under the League of Nations, South-West Africa had in practice been run,
“with a minimum of interference,” says William Minter, on “South Africa’s
terms”'™ At the end of World War I, South Africa’s renewed efforts for official
annexation were universally condemned in the African American press. The De-
fender emphasized the cooperation between the British, American, and South
African governments: immediately after the announcement of an American and
British proposal on trusteeship, which recommended that former mandated
areas revert to the original nations in control, South Africa made its “proposal for
extending its rule over Africa” The Defender also warned of the belligerence of
South African delegates, who “contended that there is no prospect of the territory
ever existing as a separate state.”’® New Africa pointed to the immediate danger
that South Africa would annex not only the mandate territory of South-West
Africa but the territories of Bechuanaland, Basutoland, and Swaziland, given
Smuts’s claim that “their eventual inclusion in the Union of South Africa is pro-
vided for in the South African constitution.”'*

Black South Africans actively sought the support of the international com-
munity for their opposition to annexation. In early 1946 A. B. Xuma, president
of the ANC, cabled from Johannesburg appealing to the United Nations to
“save their black brothers living in the mandated territory of Southwest Africa
from annexation by the Jan Smuts’ government of the Union of South
Africa”'” R. T. Bokwe, a South African member of the CAA, made a passion-
ate argument for placing South-West Africa under the Trusteeship Council,
pleading that if South-West Africa and the Protectorates of Swaziland, Basu-
toland, and Bechuanaland were handed over to the Union, “our doom is sealed
for many generations to come.”'® But the ANC lacked resources for interna-
tional work and became involved in UN lobbying only in a somewhat haphaz-

ard fashion, when Xuma traveled to the United States in the fall of 1946 for
medical treatment.'® Alphaeus Hunton expressed alarm to Xuma in 1946 that
“the United Nations Secretariat has received very few expressions of protest
against the annexation”'"

CAA members, particularly Hunton, did extensive lobbying and publicity at
the United Nations.'"! The CAA pamphlets “Facts about South-West Africa—An-
nexation or Trusteeship,” and “South Africa Must Answer to the United Nations”
(both written by Hunton), and “8 Million Demand Freedom! What about It,
Gen. Smuts?” (on South Africa’s treatment of its own African population) were
widely circulated among UN delegations and within the United States and South
Africa."'? Members of UN delegations from India, the United States, Ceylon, and
the Soviet Union relied on this material for their information on South Africa,
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and in a striking admission of the credibility and influence of the CAA, an Amer-
ican representative stated that it “has been considered by members of the Trustee-
ship Division of the Secretariat as an excellent pressure group.”' Certainly, the
erudite work of Hunton provided delegates with information otherwise hard to
come by. “Annexation or Trusteeship,” for example, explained South-West Africa’s
history as a “Class C” mandate under the League of Nations and its division into
“reserves” and “police zones,” with pass laws for all non-Europeans and a strin-
gent vagrancy law that forced Africans to work for an employer. The pamphlet
showed that the region’s resources such as diamonds and vanadium were con-
trolled by South African corporations, contended that South-West Africa func-
tioned as “another reservoir of African labor for the gold mines in the Union of
South Africa,” and emphasized that members of ANC and other South African
organizatjons who opposed annexation were prevented by the government from
leaving the country because of this opposition.'™

The CAA featured work on South Africa at its Big Three Unity rally at Madi-

son Square Garden in New York City, which attracted approximately 19,000 peo-
ple in June 1946. The New York Times reported that resolutions passed at the
meeting not only rejected annexation of South-West Africa but demanded in-
vestigation of racial discrimination; abolition of pass laws, residential require-
ments, the color bar, and restricted land ownership; and the inclusion of South
Africa in the starvation relief efforts of the American government."’ This kind of
attention again brought the anxious scrutiny of the South African government.
H. T. Andrews, its secretary for external affairs, asked Robert Webéter, consul
general in New York, to attend the rally in order to prepare material “for use by
the South African Delegation at the United Nations Assembly.”!'® Webster re-
sponded that he feared the meeting might be the beginning of a movement to
“queer the pitch for Field Marshal Smuts when he comes to the General Assem-
bly in September to ask incorporation of South-West Africa into the Union.”""?
He described the hall decorated with enormous posters, the most prominent
showing “Africa in the grip of a huge octopus, the various tentacles being labeled
with the names of the powers having control,” including the Union of South
Africa. Reporting the meeting “about 60% colored, 40% white,” Webster worried
that “the movement has reached dangerous proportions”'*® Alarmed and con-
fused by a movement led by African Americans with “strong white organized
support,” South African intelligence concluded that the “aim appears to be Africa
for Communist-organized Labour-controlled black Africans”""

In addition to high-profile meetings and lobbying, press conferences held by
the Council on African Affairs facilitated publicity about South Africa. The CAA
hosted nearly two hundred leaders of various American organizations at a press
conference for the South African representatives Basner, A. B. Xuma, and H. A.
Naidoo in late 1946. A number of UN member states were also represented.'?
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i i African domination in Namibia
A sadly prescient warning of the decades of South !
and th)e, rest of southern Africa that were to follow. Jay Jackson, Chicago Defender, De-
cember 7, 1946. (Courtesy of the Chicago Defender.)

Major Robinson reported in the Defender Basner’s contention that “.behlndf
Smuts’ request to the UN General Assembly to annex the mandated territory o
South-West Africa is his desire to obtain more cheap labor to work.the.new gold
fields discovered in his Union of South Africa,” but a Defender editorial specu-
lated that Smuts would make his case “behind a facade of pious phra'seology a.nd
democratic pretensions.” Reflecting the new sharp criticism of American forglin
policy, the Defender predicted that the majority of U.S. r.le\./vspapers.woulc? l}lg -
light Smuts’s position because as a “defender of colonialism and imperialism,
Smuts serves the interests of U.S. imperialism and the prese.nt makc‘:(rs of U.S. for-
eign policy.”'*! Robinson further charged Smuts with causing the “threat .of v)\"]ez
for years to come, and the end of the UN as an agency for worlcll cooperamon.f
And the Defender, though dismayed by the degree of Amer‘lcan support orf
Smuts, urged that “to turn the tables on the senile old vulture is the best way o
exposing him in his true character.”'* ' . Ny
In addition to its press conferences, the CAA organized a picket demonstration
in front of the South African consulate on November 21, 1946. Some two hun-
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dred participants included representatives of thirty trade union, civic, and church
organizations.' With print media still the major vehicle for trans-Atlantic com-
munication, these pickets, meetings, and lobbying were visible in South Africa
through frequent articles and photographs in papers such as the Guardian and
the Passive Resister.'?

Asin the case of discrimination against Indians in South Africa, on the issue of
South-West Africa the American delegation to the United Nations sought to re-
duce antagonism between South Africa and its critics. The U.S. government
wanted to avoid provoking non-Western delegates but also feared that attention
to South-West Africa had potential implications for American policy toward the
mandated islands of the western Pacific, which the American military remained
unwilling to place under UN trusteeship.'* The United States therefore encour-
aged South Africa to accept a trusteeship arrangement for South-West Africa as a
way of retaining its practical advantages there without provoking the anticolonial
delegates.'”

Regarding the weak form of trusteeship advocated by the American govern-
ment as outrageously inadequate, in October 1946 the CAA petitioned the UN
Human Rights Commission for an investigation of human rights in the Union of
South Africa, the rejection of South Africa’s request for annexation of South-
West Africa, and the removal of South-West Africa “completely from under the

jurisdiction of the South African government.”'®* The Afro-American reported
that the CAA had charged the South African government with “flagrant violation
of the most elementary principles of human rights” and urged the Human Rights
Commission to make “specific provisions outlawing all forms of social, eco-
nofnic, and political discrimination prevailing in the Union of South Africa”'?
The CAA argued that South Africa’s racial policy and practices were not simply
“a matter of local concern for that country, but rather a matter of international
concern” because they “adversely affect the rest of Africa and also Asia, as well as
causing concern to Negroes throughout the world.”'*

In November 1946 the Trusteeship Committee turned down the Union of
South Africa’s proposal to incorporate South-West Africa,"”! The United States
opposed incorporation and, in fact, sponsored the resolution adopted by the
committee rejecting South Africa’s request; however, the United States also op-
posed and helped to defeat two separate resolutions—one introduced by India
and Cuba and other by the Soviet Union—that not only would have rejected in-
corporation but would have placed South-West Africa under international
trusteeship.' The U.S.-sponsored resolution that did pass merely requested but
did not require that South Africa “follow the example of other mandatory pow-
ers by bringing South-West Africa under a trusteeship agreement.”"*

Reacting to this resolution, Paul Robeson outlined the CAA’s position on
South-West Africa and its objections to American policy in a letter to John Foster
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Dulles, then an American delegate to the UN General Assembly. In response,
Dulles admitted that the U.S. rejection of incorporation was “couched in more
conciliatory language than in the case of some other. proposals” and, nervogsly
stepping around the issue of Jim Crow, added, “I did not feell that the United
States, in view of its own record, was justified in adopting a holier-than-thou at-
titude toward the Union of South Africa™ The following year, when the gov-
ernment of South Africa had failed to submit the requested trusteeship
agreement, the CAA complained in a memorandum tq the F}cneral jﬂ\ss.eml.le.
Citing statements by both Smuts and Daniel Malan’s Nationalist P:Erty indicating
that measures to incorporate South-West Africa were proceeding, the CAA
quoted a Smuts government report that South-West Africa w.ould be regardei as
a fifth province of the Union. Given the “tremendous industrial dcve]()].ame‘m of
the Union and the “vast resources in raw materials” of South-West Africa, it was
South Africa’s intention to link the economies of the two. Pointing to thg sm?th
Aftican government’s blatant disregard of the UN resolution, the‘CAA again in-
sisted that the administration of South-West Africa should “be given over to an
international body under the jurisdiction of the Trusteeship Council of the
United Nations.”'** ' -
When South Africa finally did submit a report to the Trusteeslhlp Council, it
acknowledged that no progress had been made in compliance with the C}eneral
Assembly resolution based on the complaint of the government o_f India. Paul
Robeson, the Passive Resister reported, warned that the South.Afr.lcar.l govern-
ment was arguing that the UN charter was neither explicit nor binding in its pro-
visions concerning the guarantee of human rights and fundz?n‘qental freedoms to
all peoples without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion, and tlllat other
nations also practiced discrimination in various forms. Consequently, said Bobe-
son, the case against South Africa must be pressed “as a clea,r demf;n‘lstratlon to
the peoples of America, Africa and the world that .the Charter’s provisions are Not
mere empty idealist expressions which lcaa;n be ignored and violated with im-
nity by members of the organization.” .
puSee)l’drz,g support for its opiosition to the South African report, the CM dis-
tributed to UN representatives its “Analysis of the Report of the Union o”f
South Africa on the Administration of South"West Africa for the Year 19463
covering education, health, land, and labor."” In April 1.947~al the 71st Regi-
ment Armory the CAA held a rally for “Africa and Colonial laf'eednm thmu?,h
a Strong UN.” The rally featured the CAA work on Sfiouth Afrlu:a a?d a sEcma]
show written by John Latouche, lyricist of “Ballad for Americans . and “Beg-
gar’s Holiday,” which dramatized the struggles of African and colom.al peoples,
Latouche had been deeply affected by spending a year in Fhe Belg'l‘an C.ong‘o
working on the Warner Brothers documentary Congo. Argunlng that “our fate is
bound up with that of colonial peoples,” and despite growing Cold War ten-
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sions and the warnings of “well-meaning beople” not to do the show, Latouche
declared that “I regard this show as a statement of myself as an American
writer.” He added on a more personal note that he wanted to present the play
to Robeson as a birthday gift.'™ In September 1947, Ashwin Choudree and
A. L Meer joined Robeson, Lena Horne, and Henry Wallace at a rally of 15,000
people at Madison Square Garden in New York."” On the South African side,
the Passive Resister publicized messages to Paul Robeson and the CAA from
Nehru, vice-president of India’s interim government, and from the South
African Passive Resistance Council; CAA reports were read at meetings and
rallies in Johannesburg as well, '

On October 15, 1947, a resolution introduced by India placing South-West
Africa under international trusteeship passed the Trusteeship Committee of the
UN by a vote of twenty-seven to twenty. The United States not only voted against
it as did the United Kingdom and all colonial powers, but lobbied afterward to
ensure that the resolution would not get the two-thirds majority it needed to
pass the General Assembly. Robeson, Yergan, and Hunton voiced their objections
to the American vote in a meetin ¢ with Francis B, Sayre, American representative
on the Trusteeship Committee of the UN General Assembly, who maintained
that the resolution as it stood “could not secure the necessary two-thireds major-
ity in the Assembly”""' Indeed, two weeks later the General Assembly reversed
five Trusteeship Committee decisions on Africa and colonial areas. In the words
of the CAA, “More than three weeks of work in Trusteeship Committee was
largely undone.” On South-West Africa the General Assem bly adopted a resolu-
tion merely expressing “hope that the Unjon Government may find it possible”
to submit a trusteeship agreement by the next meeting.'"* The CAA charged that
the American bloc, led by Dulles, won not through legitimate democratic chan-
nels but through the procedural maneuver of securing a two-thirds majority
requirement. Three decades passed, with a protracted war between the govern-
ment of South Africa and the South-West African People’s Organization
(SWAPO), before the United Nations Security Council explicitly stated its intent
to secure independence as Namibia (the name adopted in 1968)."* And it was
yetanother decade before Namibia celebrated independence,

The year 1946 had begun with promise and hope for anticolonial activists in
America, in Africa, and throughout the diaspora. Fascism had been defeated, and
European colonialism seemed on its last legs. But the unprecedented challenges
to global political and economic inequality and the work of the CAA, the Joint
Passive Resistance Council, and the ANC at the United Nations were sharply dis-
rupted by the Cold War. CAA strategy had depended on lobbying a government
that was open, at least in principle, to supporting political and economic democ-
racy for colonized peoples. But as the United States consistently chose to support
South Africa and its colonial wartime allies, the CAA increasingly viewed the
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American government as an adversary rather than a potential ally. The broad
anticolonial alliances among African Americans and the fledgling politics they
represented did not survive the early Cold War. To understand what was at stake
and how the 1940s anticolonial alliances disintegrated, one must look more
closely at the foreign policy of the Truman administration in 1946 and 1947,
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