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Introduction
These notes have been created by Mr Barry Finn one of Irelands leading history teachers and a teacher of History
at St Columba’s College, Co Dublin. The notes are very comprehensive and cover some areas of the Leaving Cert
History course in great detail.
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Topic 1: British Withdrawal from India, 1945 – 1947
On 15th August 1947, two new states came into existence, India and Pakistan, from the remains of the former British
colony of India. India had once been the “jewel in the crown” of an empire on which “the sun never set”. The withdrawal
was by no means a smooth and peaceful affair, and many questions have been asked about who was to blame for the
exposion of violence that followed – the British, the Hindu majority, the Muslim minority?

(i) The origins and development of the Indian independence movement
Prior to WWII, India was the most important part of Britain's vast empire. It is an entire sub-continent, 20 times the size
of Britain and containing 20% of the world's population (400m people), containing many different climates and
landscapes – hot deserts, cold mountian ranges and massive rivers like the Ganges. Roughly 70% of the population was
Hindu, 20% Muslim and the remainder other religions like Buddhists, Sikhs and Christians. Muslims were mostly
concentrated in the north, forming a majority in some provinces. Muslims had conquered large parts of India in the
Middle Ages and a legacy of religious tension had lingered ever since.
British control of India was known as the “Raj”, from the Hindi word to “rule”, and it encompassed a massive amount of
territory covering modern Bangladesh, Burma, India and Pakistan. Broadly speaking, it was divided into two types of
territory – the areas controlled directly by Britain, containing 75% of the population, and the “Princely States”, areas ruled
by local princes (560 of them) which comprised 20% of the country and contained about 100m people. “Rajas” or
“Maharajas” ruled the Hindus in these areas, “Nawabs” ruled the Muslims. Theoretically the princes were independent, in
practice they were expected to follow British policy. In return for their support, the British permitted a large amount of
autonomy to the princes.
The Westminster government included a Secretary of State for India, who was responsible for developing and
maintaining British policy in India, and appointed a Viceroy, who lived in India, representing the king and assisted by a
five-man council. The Viceroy was based in Delhi in the Punjab. “New Delhi”, a splendid new city, had become capital
of India in 1911 when the Indian government re-located there. The Viceroy's palace was vast – 4.5 acres with 6,000
servants including 400 gardeners, paid for by Indian taxpayers. Those parts of India under direct British rule were divided
into provinces and run by a governor with the help of a small civil service. Due to its small size, the civil service needed
educated Indians, mostly educated at British universities, to help it.
British rule brought advantages and disadvantages:
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

A vast railway system, fourth largest in the world, which linked remote regions and helped foster a common
sense of Indian identity.
Economic benefits resulting from trade – often stimulated by the railways mentioned above.
Social reforms and public works.
Racism and exploitation – India was seen as a source of cheap labour and raw materials.
Overwhelming majority of Indians were illiterate and very poor farmers.

British attitudes to India in the 1930s varied:


Conservatives were proud of the empire and British rule of such a vast land – they wanted to maintain this
prestige and argued that Indians were incapable of ruling themselves and that the country would descend into
anarchy if Britain withdrew (the events immediately following withdrawal seemed to prove them right).



Liberals and Labour politicians sympathised with Indians and felt they should have more control of their own
affairs without ever considering full independence as a viable option.



British settlers in India, former soldiers, civil servants and businessmen, blocked most attempts at reform
including greater independence or legal equality, despite making up a tiny faction of the population (168,000 in
1931).

Nationalist attitudes began to develop from the end of the 19th century. Reasons for this included:


Lack of Indian representatives in government.
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Arrogance of many ruling British.



An economy that seemed to exploit India's resources and people.

Nationalism channeled itself into two main political movements:


The “Indian National Congress” (INC) – founded in 1885, moderate to begin with under educated and wealthy
Hindus who supported British rule but wanted more Indians in the civil service and other government jobs,
similar to the Home Rule Party in Ireland which demanded a local parliament to deal with domestic affairs while
remaining in the British Empire under the crown.



The “Muslim League” was set up in 1906 by worried Indian Muslims who saw the Hindu-dominated INC as a
possible threat of Hindu domination and wanted to defend the rights of Muslims in India.



The two sides signed the “Lucknow Pact” in 1916 which called for closer co-operation to achieve greater Indian
self-government and separate Hindu and Muslim electorates.

Increasingly aware of growing Indian nationalism, the British began to introduce some reforms including the right to vote
in elections for local provincial assemblies for wealthy Indians, in 1909. They also established separate electorates –
Hindus voting for Hindus and Muslims for Muslims – to protect minorities. However, some Indians saw this as a British
attempt to “divide and conquer”.
Indians gained much inspiration from Irish attempts to secure independence, particularly Sinn Féin's policy of
abstentionism. Indians were also encouraged by the large degree of autonomy extended to Canada and Australia. The
“Government of India Act” of 1919 gave Indians a limited role in running the provinces, in fields like health and
education. However, the “Amritsar Massacre” later that year overshadowed these tentative steps. Harsh anti-terrorism
laws passed at the end of WWI had alienated many Indians and led to protests across the nation. A peaceful but illegal
meeting in the town of Amritsar in the Punjab became a bloodbath when the British General Dyer ordered his troops to
open fire and 379 people were killed.
It was in the aftermath of Amritsar that Mohandas Gandhi, later called “Mahatma” meaning “Great Soul”, emerged as the
leader of the INC. He was a British trained lawyer who had worked in South Africa defending the rights of Indian
immigrant workers. On his return to India he dressed as an ordinary Indian villager and lived the life of a holy man. He
wanted to spread the message of independence to the ordinary peasants who made up the vast bulk of the Indian
population – this silent majority had been generally ignored by the educated and middle-class members of the INC.
Gandhi advocated non-violent resistance and opposition: “Satyagraha” or “soul force”. By 1920, these tactics had become
official INC policy and a two-year campaign of civil disobedience followed. The campaign eventually had to be called off
because of the violent activities of some of the INC supporters – throughout his life and career Gandhi would find it
difficult to restrain the more violent elements of Indian nationalism. Still, his charisma and campaigns of civil
disobedience won him and the INC a huge following of 4.5m members by the early 1930s. By this stage, the INC wanted
more than “Home Rule” - complete independence, or “Purna Swaraj”, under a democratic, and secular (due to the tense
divide between Hindus and Muslims), government was the order of the day. Gandhi himself, became the symbol of the
Indian independence movement and was frequently imrpisoned by the British. However, he had little impact on the
negotiations of 1946 – 1947 which saw independence and partition become realities. Horrified by the explosion of
violence between Muslims and Hindus after independence, he did his best to end it and to protect the rights of the Muslim
minority in the new India. This outraged Hindu extemists and he was assassinated in 1948.
Other INC leaders included:


Jawaharlal Nehru, also wealthy and British-educated, known as “Pandit” meaning “teacher”, he was next most
prominent after Gandhi and, although deeply loyal to him, disagreed on the economic future of India, preferring
socialism to Gandhi's dream of rural self-sufficiency, he was imprisoned nine times and became India's first
Prime Minister after independence.



Vallabhbhai Patel, also known as “Sardar” or “chief”, was another follower of Gandhi and became Deputy Prime
Minister after independence.
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After the failure of his attempts for reform and independence in 1920, Gandhi retired to the countryside and opted out of
political activity for the next six years. Meanwhile, the British government tried to keep up the pace of reform with the
“Simon Commission” of 1927 aiming to assess the success of the 1919 Government of India Act. This Commission had
no Indian represntatives and was boycotted by the INC, which demanded (unsuccessfully) that Britain withdraw by 1929.
The advent of a Labour government in 1929 raised Indian hopes as it was known that there was a strong anti-colonial
wing to the party. INC members attended a conference in London but nothing was achieved and the INC decided to
launch a new campaign of non-violent resistance. Gandhi re-emerged and led a protest on the salt tax collected by the
British. The tax was not expensive but salt was essential in India's hot climate to preserve food and the tax was a hated
symbol of the power of the Raj over ordinary Indians. Rather than pay the tax, Gandhi and his followers walked 240 miles
to the sea to collect free salt. His march attracted huge numbers of supporters and journalists. The British authorities were
outraged and imprisoned him and other leaders.
British control of Indian during the 1920s and 1930s was never really threatened – the Indian police and the army, which
contained many Indians also, stayed loyal and was able to control all disturbances. However, Gandhi's tactics gained him
the moral high ground and the support and sympathy of many observers around the world, including in Britain. British
policy seemed hypocritical at a time when Britain was criticising dictators in Europe. “Time Magazine” named him “Man
of the Year” in 1930 and in 1931 the Viceroy himself negotiated with Gandhi to end the campaign of civil disobedience.
Gandhi managed to “restrain the firebrands” (Lawrence James) and prevent many drifting into the arms of communism or
armed rebellion.
While Britain could not ignore Gandhi, and was willing to consider giving India a form of Home Rule, it was reluctant to
cede full independence in case India, like Ireland, ended up declaring its neutrality in a major war. Powerful elements,
especially Winston Churchill, in the Conservative Party strongly opposed any actions that would lead to a break-up of the
British Empire. This opposition slowed down reform and it was only in 1935 that a new Government of India Act was
passed, aimed at winning moderate nationalist support. This gave Indian provinces more control over local affairs and
extended the right to vote in provincial elections to c. 16% of the population. The INC decided to contest the elections in
1937 and won a sweeping victory. Indian nationalist aspirations seemed to have been satisfied, but WWII would change
everything.

(ii) Moves towards British withdrawal
WWII divided nationalist opinion in India. India was crucial to Britain during the war in terms of men and resources but
nationalists were annoyed that the Viceroy declared war on Germany without consultation. Nonetheless, the INC gave
qualified support to the war effort. Pearl Harbour and the arrival of the Japanese had a major impact – an Asian nation
was challenging the hegemony of white Europeans in Asia.












Some nationalists under Subhas Chandra Bose, hoping for a Japanese victory, formed the “Indian National
Army” to fight with the Japanese.
Alarmed and to ensure continued loyalty from the majority, Churchill sent Sir Stafford Cripps, a Labour minister
sympathetic to Indian nationalist aspirations, to India.
Cripps offered India “Dominion Status” or full independence after the war in exchange for continued Indian cooperation during it.
The INC was not satisfied, wanting immediate participation in government, and passed a “Quit India” resolution
in 1942 – it aimed to bring India to a standstill and force the British to meet its demands.
Protests soon turned violent and the British responded strongly, arresting all the INC leadership including Gandhi
and Nehru.
India remained quiet for the rest of the war, forced off an attempted Japanese invasion at the Battle of Imphal in
1944 and served as a base for Allied operations in South East Asia.
2.5m Indians fought in the British army, many from the traditional recruiting ground of the Punjab.
Feeding the army was made a priority and food being exported at the same time as poor weather and incompetent
administration led to an horrific famine in which 3m people died.
Despite being on the winning side, British prestige was severely dented – the Japanese had inflicted several
crushing defeats on the supposed “superior” white Europeans, which gave the Indians confidence that the British
were not invincible.
Furthermore, Britain was physically and financially exhausted by WWII and did not have the will or resources to
resist Indian independence for much longer.
Finally, the USA, the new dominant power and an ally Britain was keen to remain friendly with, was more
worried about communism then Britain's empire and disapproved of colonialism in any case.
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In May 1945, Clement Atlee's Labour Party won the general election in Britain. This spelled the end for the Raj – Labour
had pledged itself to speeding up Indian independence. At the opening of parliament, King George VI echoed this
sentiment.


Independence would save Britain the expense of stationing troops so far from home.



Trade could continue if good relations were maintained.



A democratic independent India could be a bulwark against communism.

Britain wanted to leave India as quickly as possible but the major problem of potential conflict between the INC and the
Muslim League over the future of India remained. The INC wanted a single India, the Muslim League wanted partition
and a separate state for Muslims – Punjab, Afghania, Kashmir, Sindh and Balochistan, or Pakistan, meaning “land of the
pure” in Urdu, the future language of Pakistan.

(iii) The debate about partition
The main figure associated with the drive for a separate Muslim state was Mohammed Ali Jinnah, a British-educated
lawyer who became president of the Muslim League in 1935. He had been involved in the Lucknow Pact of 1916, which
promoted peaceful co-operation between Hindus and Muslims, but then became disillusioned with the INC policies. He
saw the INC as only looking out for the rights of Hindus but firmly believed that a united independent India was only
possible if Muslim rights were properly protected. Other leaders included:


Dr. Fatima Jinnah, Jinnah's sister, remembered as “Mother of the Nation” in Pakistan today.



Liaquat Ali Khan, Pakistan's first Prime Minister.

The INC tried hard to convince Muslims that it wanted a secular, united India, some Muslims held leading positions in the
INC and the Muslim League won some seats in the provincial elections of 1937. But, on the ground, the reality of
possible INC rule turned many Muslims off the INC and the idea of a united India:


Jobs were usually given to Congress supporters – mainly Hindus.



The slaughter of cattle was banned in some states while others passed tax laws that disadvantaged Muslim
landowners.



70% of India's population was Hindu – even in a democratic independent India, Muslims would always be in a
minority.

In 1940, under the influence of Jinnah, who had by now turned his back on the idea of a united India and was committed
to a separate Pakistan for Muslims, the Muslim League adopted the “Lahore Resolution”. Pakistan was to include the
provinces in the north-west and north-east that had Muslim majorities – including the Punjab and Bengal, controversial
because they only had very small majorities. The Lahore Resolution raised many questions:


Was the demand for a separate Pakistan genuine or was it just a bargaining tactic to gain a greater political say for
Muslims in a united India?



What would the borders of Pakistan be – few Muslims themselves could answer this question?



What would happen to the substantial minorities of Muslims that would not be included in Pakistan?

The idea of partition horrified the leadership of the INC, especially Gandhi, but as many were imprisoned during WWII it
was hard to put up a united front against Jinnah, who was busy rallying Muslims to his cause. Tensions rose still further at
the end of WWII when it became clear that Atlee's Labour government was committed to British withdrawal. Excitement
and unrest grew – there were huge protests at the trial of members of the Indian National Army that had fought with the
Japanese and, in 1946, a series of mutinies occurred among Indian soldiers in the British army and navy, especially at the
port of Bombay. These mutinies were over pay and conditions but were “hi-jacked” to represent the nationalist struggle.
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Such unrest convinced Atlee that Indian troops in the British army were no longer reliable. With British security in India
under threat, the Viceroy Lord Wavell was told to start immediate negotiations on the transfer of power. Jinnah was quick
to remind the British of their quarantee that no minorities would be forced into a united India against their wishes.
New provincial elections were held in early 1946. 10% of the population (c. 40m) could vote and a deep religious and
political divide was immediately evident – other groups like the Communist Party were sideshows as the basic choice was
the Hindu dominated INC (advocating a united, democratic and secular India) or the Muslim League (advocating the
separate Islamic state of Pakistan). Bitter political exchanges took place prior to voting – the INC branded the League as
Nazis while the League insisted an INC-run India would merely replace the British Raj with a “Hindu Raj”. The results
were no surprise – the INC won most votes and controlled most provinces but won little support from Muslims who, as a
separate electorate, voted overwhelmingly (83%) for Jinnah's Pakistan. Jinnah ominously warned: “Nobody should be
under any delusion about our stand for the establishment of Pakistan at any cost, whatever the opposition”. The British
government now saw partition as inevitable, a diplomat stated: “the Pakistan issue has got to be faced fairly and squarely,
there is no longer any point dodging it”. The Indian historian Guha said: “partition became inevitable after the elections of
1946”.
The British government sent a cabinet mission under Sir Stafford Cripps to finalise plans for the transfer of power. A
compromise seemed in the offing – a federal India, where Muslims would have political control of the areas in which they
were a majority. However, INC leaders felt too many concessions were given to Muslims while Muslims felt the
proposed solution did not go far enough. Wavell established an interim government of 14 members drawn from both sides
with Nehru, successor to Gandhi as leader of the INC, as Prime Minister. The League at first refused to join but then
signed up – to ensure no decisions were taken place “over its head” - and the fiction of Indian unity was preserved a little
longer.
As the reality of partition drew closer, tensions rose to boiling point in the north of India – especially in areas where
nobody knew whether their town or village would be in the new India or the new Pakistan. Communities began to mark
their territories and set up armed militias, led by “native” ex-soldiers of the British army. Violence finally exploded in
Calcutta, biggest city in Bengal, in August 1946. Once the imperial capital, it had a slim majority of Muslims and the
League claimed it for Pakistan. Muslims were prominent in the east and Hindus in the west but both groups often lived
among each other. On August 16th, Jinnah called for a “Direct Action Day” of support for Pakistan – four days of horrifc
rioting followed in which 4,000 people died, and the violence spread to other areas like Bombay and Bihar leading to
thousands more deaths. Vicious cycles of violence developed, where one community heard of real or rumoured attacks on
their relgious brethren elsewhere and avenged it, which meant that new attack had to be avenged in turn and so on.
Months later the violence was still raging. Agahst at the loss of his message of non-violence, Gandhi went to the Noakhali
region, where particularly savage violence had occurred, in November and remained until March 1947, meaning he was
absent from ongoing negotiations in Delhi.
Shocked by the violence, Wavell drew up plans for a British withdrawal by March 1948. This would have been a serious
blow to British prestige and a disaster for India and Atlee and his cabinet rejected the plan. There was debate over
whether a specific date for withdrawal should take place and two main arguments were put forward:


Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin, said British withdrawal would be seen as a weakness that could unsettle other
parts of the empire and that a specific date being set would result in chaos and civil war. Bevin only wanted
withdrawal when a stable government had been established and warned of the USSR exploiting any upheaval and
moving into India.



Prime Minister, Clement Atlee, said that withdrawal would not be seen as weakness but as the logical result of a
policy followed by British governments for decades and that it was better for Britain to announce a date for
withdrawal rather than have one forced upon the government. Furthermore, Wavell had warned that the British
would simply have lost all control by early 1948. Some argued that a firm date for withdrawal might ease
tensions and bring the communities back together.

(iv) The role of Viceroy Louis Mountbatten
The majority of the cabinet backed Atlee and on 20th February 1947 it was formally announced that Britain would leave
India in June 1948. By this stage, Atlee had lost confidence in Wavell and replaced him with Lord Louis Mountbatten:


Mountbatten was a cousin of King George VI and a great-grandson of Queen Victoria.
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He was a decorated war hero of WWII – Supreme Allied Commander in South-East Asia and also heavily
involved in the planning of D-Day.
He would be the last viceroy of India and is controversially associated with British withdrawal.



He announced a speeded up withdrawal timetable which was later widely criticised for contributing to the terrible
violence that followed independence.



Mountbatten brought much of the glamour, pomp and ceremony of the Royal Family with him.



His war experience meant he was familiar with the region and a capable military leader.



He made efforts to win over India's leaders, unlike previous viceroys, and developed good relationships with
Gandhi and Nehru.



Mountbatten was murdered by the IRA in Sligo in 1979.

Atlee had written a letter to Mountbatten on the start of his mission:


He was advised to aim at 1st June 1948 as the date for withdrawal.



He was urged to try to maintain Indian unity and to keep it within the Commonwealth.



He was warned against forcing either of the major parties to agree to such a solution.



He was advised to keep as many Indian leaders as possible “onside” to ensure as smooth a transfer of power as
possible.

Mountbatten arrived in March 1947 and developed warm relations with Hindu leaders while being viewed with suspicion
by Muslims. Jinnah thought he was too friendly with Hindus, seemingly corroborated by the close relationship between
Lady Mountbatten and Nehru. Jinnah warned that the League “would not yield an inch in their demand for Pakistan” and,
seeing the lie of the land first-hand, Mountbatten became convinced that partition was the only viable solution and must
happen quickly. Violence was particularly bad in the Punjab (“Land of the Five Rivers”), an important grain-growing
province, due to the abudance of water, with a small Muslim majority but a significant Sikh population. Sikhs, fearing
Muslim dominance, sided with Hindus and made a majority in the east of the Punjab while Muslims dominated the west.
Brutal violence raged in areas like Lahore and Amritsar as both communities, knowing partition was on the way, tried to
occupy as much territory as possible.
Mountbatten returned to London with his plan (the “Mountbatten Plan”) for a partitioned India and Pakistan while Indias
leaders appealed to all sides to stop the violence. The INC reluctantly agreed to partition – Nehru later admitted sheer
exhaustion and disillusionment after so many years of haggling, and in the face of such horrific violence, that partition
was a “way out”. Jinnah was the happier, but was still disappointed that Pakistan would not contain all of the Punjab or
Bengal. The decision was formally announced on June 3rd and Mountbatten then announced the massive news that British
withdrawal would be brought forward nearly an entire year, to take place on August 15 th. The British government passed
the “Indian Independence Act”, granting independence and dominion status to both India and Pakistan, with a GovernorGeneral (expected to be Mountbatten for both states) to represent the king.

(v) The eruption of violence on a massive scale
The crucial issue of the border now took centre stage. States with clear Muslim majorities, like Sindh, were given to
Pakistan. It was in places like Bengal and Punjab that difficulties arose, provinces with a combined population of 88m.
Two “Boundary Commissions”, chaired by Sir Cyril Radcliffe, were established – one for each province:






Radcliffe, a lawyer with next to no experience of India, had never visited the country.
He had to determine the border of India and Pakistan in just 37 days.
He was using outdated maps and census figures.
Punjab = west, including the city of Lahore, would go to Pakistan while the Hindu and Sikh dominated east,
including the city of Amritsar, would stay in India.
Bengal = east to Pakistan while west, including city of Calcutta, stayed in India.
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His eventual decision satisfied neither India nor Pakistan but the task was pretty much impossible.
Radcliffe's report was ready by August 12th but was suppressed until after independence in an attempt to prevent
trouble and, crucially, Britain receiving the blame for such trouble.
If anything, the delay made matters worse – anxious Hindus and Muslims were wound up to boiling point.
Worse still, Mountbatten, urged by Nehru, redraw the border in Punjub in India's favour – furious, Jinnah rejected
Mountbatten as Governor-General for Pakistan, appointing himself instead.
The end result would be horrific violence on both sides of the new border in the following months.

The question is still asked that, having governed a united India for 200 years, why was the country partitioned in 1947?
Different “culprits” have been identified:


The INC:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

The INC underestimated the political concerns and ambitions of Muslims.
Gandhi looked to deal with Mullahs (religious leaders) neglecting Nehru – a tactical error.
Gandhi's dressing like a Hindu holyman alienated many Muslims.
The INC turned down Jinnah's offer of an alliance in the 1937 provincial elections – by the
1940s he had enough Muslim support to no longer need to compromise.
(v)
Nehru showed a fundamental misunderstanding of Islam when he thought most Muslims
would prefer a secular state to one based on faith.


Jinnah:
(i)
(ii)



Jinnah put his personal political ambition ahead of the interests of India, Pakistan or peace.
He was a hypocrite – “playing the devout Islam card” in public but eating ham and drinking
alcohol in private.
(iii)
Where he had once brokered Hindu-Muslim co-operation, he encouraged religious division
to help consolidate his power.
(iv)
His “Direct Action Day” in August 1946 in Calcutta led to rioting which spread all over
India and continued for nearly an entire year, resulting in thousands of deaths.
The British:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)

Britain used internal religious divisions to maintain control of India – as far back as 1909 it
had introduced separate Muslim and Hindu electorates.
Separate electorates were supposed to “protect minorities” but they also created a mindset of
a separate Muslim, rather than an Indian, indentity.
Separate electorates were also a handy excuse to delay reform or the passing on of
independence.
British officials were more likely to favour Muslims, whose religious outlook and way of life
were less alien than that of Hindus.
Gandhi's “Quit India” campaign had outraged the British – in contrast to Jinnah's solid
support for the war effort.
Mountbatten himself had said: “Why should we stay? Then I should be blamed for any violence”.

On August 14th in Karachi, capital of the province of Sindh and now capital of the new state of Pakistan, and then on
August 15th in Delhi, the new nations of old British India were born. Nehru was PM for India and Liaquat Ali Khan for
Pakistan. Mountbatten was India's Governor-General while Jinnah filled the role for Pakistan. Gandhi was not present –
bitterly disappointed by partition and the accompanying violence, he was fasting in Calcutta. British troops began to
withdraw on August 17th and Radcliffe published his report the same day. As expected, the border pleased nobody –
Pakistan was divided in two, separated by 1,000 miles and a five-day sea journey – and violence exploded on a scale
worse than anything seen before. The epicentre was the Punjab for a number of reasons:


The delay in announcing the “Radcliffe Line” meant tensions and anxiety reached boiling point.



British police and military forces in the area were weak to begin with and troops were withdrawing – John
Moores of the 9th Gurkha Rifles claims that he had approx. “100 men to police a territory of 50,000 square miles”



“Natives” who had served in the British army had the experience and will to take up arms again.
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Ethnic cleasing took place across the region – both sides wanted to hold their territory and drive the other group out.
Terror tactics were used as gangs of men armed with clubs, knives and guns massacred Hindus and Sikhs in villages in
the west or Muslims in the east. Entire villages were destroyed, refugee columns were attacked and women and children
were stoned or hacked to death or burned alive. Hundreds of thousands of orphans were created and there was massive
looting of the living and the dead. Widespread rape occurred also as women were abducted and forced to change religion
and become wives or servants of their new masters. Prominent political leaders on all sides condemened the violence but
there is little doubt that many at a local level had blood on their hands. Curfews were imposed as authorities tried in vain
to control the situation – each rumoured attrocity gave “justification” for horrific acts of revenge:









Similar violence flared in Bengal and Delhi though not on the scale of the Punjab.
The death toll was anywhere between 200,000 to 1m.
8m Hindus and Sikhs fled Pakistan for India while a similar number of Muslims went in the opposite direction –
lines of refugees stretched 45 miles in some places.
There was little international aid and the Red Cross reported that the scale of the crisis was far beyond its
capabilities.
Lady Mountbatten did her best to help refugees and is remembered fondly for her efforts to this day.
Pakistan had bigger refugee problems given its smaller population – one in ten Pakistanis in 1951 was a refugee.
Conditions in refugee camps were apalling and many refugees were distraught, traumatised and angry.
According to the historian Yasmin Khan: “The 3rd June plan had gone catastrophically wrong”.

Gandhi was devestated by the bloodshed and dismemberement of his country. He fasted, prayed and begged for tolerance
between both communities. He strongly criticised the widespread demand for all Muslims to be deported from India to
Pakistan and this earned him the hatred of extreme Hindu. He was shot dead on 30th January 1948 by Nathuram Godse.
Massive shock greeted the news and 13 days of mourning were declared across India, while there was similar grief in
Pakistan. However, Gandhi's death discredited Hindu extremists and finally enabled Nehru to reassert his authority and
bring the violence to an end, although Muslims still felt deeply uncomfortable in India. Gandhi's birthday, October 2 nd, is
a national holiday in India and his career inspired future leaders like Martin Luther King and Nelson Mandela.

(vi) Were the British to blame?
Two British mistakes have been especially criticised: (1) partitioning India so abruptly and (2) speeding up withdrawal.
 Partition had not been thought through – borders had not been properly researched or decided, little planning had
gone into what would happen to Muslims or Hindus caught on the “wrong” side of the border.
 Little consideration into who was now an Indian or a Pakistani, what would happen to former British officials
(civil servants, policemen, soldiers etc) or how populations would be transferred and protected.
 Massive population transfer had not been expected – Yasmin Khan condemns Mountbatten for being both
unprepared and uninformed.
 The speed of departure facilitated violence – a slower and more orderly retreat would have enabled more
measured transfer of populations.
 Niall Ferguson: “In their haste to get shot of India, they left behind a chaos that almost undid two centuries of
orderly government”.
 Stanley Wolpert, a US historian, subtitle his book “Shameful Flight” and again blamed Mountbatten for rushing
to draw borders that made little sense in a secretive manner that only raised tensions.
 Mountbatten is also criticised for deploying troops to protect British families – they were not the target as Indians
turned on each other and troops could have been better used to enforce the peace.
However, the British were in a difficult position – most Indian leaders were piling on the pressure for withdrawal, the
sooner the better, and were delighted with the speeded up transfer of power. Publicly, British politicians like Atlee
expressed the hope that there would be no violence but privately expected it and did little to prevent it.

(vii) Developments since independence
Most princely states declared for India with a small number joining Pakistan. Princes had been advised to take religion
and geography into account – meaning some Muslim states joined India, being simply too far from Pakistan. Kashmir was
a bone of contention, a wealthy state lying between and claimed by both countries. The ruler, the Maharaja, was Hindu
but his subjects were mostly Muslim, and he delayed making a decision in the hope of gaining complete independence.
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His hand was forced when Pakistani tribesmen invaded in October 1947. He sided with India and asked for aid. The
Indian Army was sent to Kashmir and a war dragged on until January 1949 when a UN-sponsored ceasefire saw a line
give two thirds of Kashmir to India and the rest to Pakistan. The area remains a cause of tension and has seen further wars
in 1965 and 1999. Pakistan continues to claim what is the only area of India with a Muslim majority. Partition, once
thought temporary, rapidly became permanent. Landmines and barbed wire mark the border and passports and visas are
now needed to visit places that Indians could once visit freely. Refugees, split from their families and homelands, had to
reconcile to the fact that they could never go back.
East Pakistan, separated from West Pakistan and Karachi by 1,000 miles, had a bigger population than the latter but was
very poor, prone to natural disasters and had been neglected politically and economically since independence. Elections in
1970 saw most seats won by a pro-East Pakistan party that wanted greater self-government for the area. West Pakistanis
would not appoint an East-Pakistani Prime Minister and sent an army to East Pakistan to crush opposition. Civil War
erupted sending millions more refugees into India. India intervened on behalf of East Pakistan and defeated West Pakistan
in 1972. East Pakistan now became an independent nation, Bangladesh.
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Topic 2: The Secession of Katanga
Overview
The Belgian Congo was 75 times the size of its colonial master – at 2.3m square km it was nearly the size of continental
Europe. 100,000 white settlers ruled 13m black “natives”. The country had been created by drawing convenient lines on a
map, ignoring the “tribal” boundaries of over 200 different ethnic groups, each with its own language, culture etc.
Dismissed as “tribes” by Europeans, these peoples (the Azande, Mongo, Baluba, Bakongo etc.) saw themselves as
different from each other as Germans from French, or Italians from Spanish. Nonetheless, the casual creation of borders
meant many found themselves scattered across several different European colonies, or crammed beside territories of
peoples whom they saw as ancient enemies. Belgian brutality meant these issues were not a problem during colonial
times, but independence would see huge upheaval.
Background
In 1885, after the Congress of Berlin, King Leopold II of Belgium received most of the vast territory of the “Congo Free
State” as a private colony. He ran it purely for profit and the “natives” were treated appalling, little better than slaves. The
Congo was a rich source of copper, cobalt, tin, zinc, manganese, gold, ivory, rubber and, later, uranium (the bombs
dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki used uranium mined in the Congo) and “natives” were used as forced labour in the
mines. Katanga, rich in copper (indeed the name itself means “copper”) was acquired from France in 1891 and Leopold’s
army forced hundreds of thousands more to work in the mines in this new, richest province. Torture, beatings and
mutilation were widespread and it is estimated that up to 10m died as a direct result of Leopold’s misrule. John Harris, a
missionary, wrote to Leopold after visiting the Congo: “I was so moved, your Excellency, by the people’s stories that I
took the liberty of promising them that in future you will only kill them for the crimes they commit”.
Joseph Conrad, in his famous book “Heart of Darkness” (echoed in the Vietnam movie “Apocalypse Now”), Arthur
Conan-Doyle, Mark Twain and the Irish diplomat Sir Roger Casement, were some of the many campaigners who revealed
the level of brutality in the Congo to a shocked world. As a result, the Belgian government took direct control from
Leopold in 1908. Conditions improved a little, but from an appallingly low base, and the Congo was now run by big
mining companies in alliance with the Catholic Church. The former provided the cash to fund Belgian rule and the latter
looked after health and education. On the eve of independence, in 1959, the Congo produced for Belgium 10% of the
world’s copper, 50% of its cobalt, 70% of its industrial diamonds and significant amounts of uranium too. The money
earned from this meant that Belgian rule brought some material benefits: schools and health clinics were built by the
church (one third of the population was Christian), primary education was as good as anywhere else in Africa and some
mining companies provided housing and social welfare for their workers.
However, Belgian racism meant that black Congolese were seen as inferior and undeserving of higher education. There
was no desire to share power with the “natives” and no effort made to create a native “educated elite” which could have
formed the backbone of a ruling class if Belgium ever withdrew. It was thought that if the “natives” were treated strictly
but fairly and given material benefits, like children, they would behave and be content with Belgian rule. An excellent
primary education was provided, but no more – few “natives” received a secondary education and none went to
university. Congolese were permanent second-class citizens in their own country:


Of 1,400 top Civil Servants, three were “natives”



Only 30 “native” university graduates



25,000 “natives” in the army but no black officers



No “native” doctors, lawyers, teachers, engineers etc.



No institutions where “natives” could air their grievances or demand change
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This meant that few Congolese had any experience in politics, administration or military leadership and that the Congo
was completely unprepared to run itself after receiving independence. Worse still, Belgium simply “upped and left”, very
abruptly, wanting no part of a prolonged colonial war like France would fight in Vietnam or Algeria.
Opposition to Belgian Rule
In South Africa in early 1960, British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan famously spoke about the “winds of change”
sweeping the African continent. In 1960 alone, 14 different African nations gained independence. Several factors helped
fuel the fires of nationalism in the Congo:


In the Congo, despite Belgium’s best efforts, a very small educated and politically aware black elite had emerged
– originally seeking a greater role under Belgian rule but by the 1950s turning its attention towards full
independence



Ghana gained independence in 1957, the first African country to do so, and its president, Kwame Nkrumah, had a
great influence on Congolese nationalists when they met at a Pan-African Conference in Ghana in 1958



In 1958, de Gaulle announced the independence of France’s African colonies – several of these were neighbours
of the Congo, indeed the Congo river was all that separated French-speaking, French-owned Brazzaville and
French-speaking, Belgian owned, Leopoldville

The Belgian government resisted at first, wanting to retain control of a territory so rich in minerals, and refused
permission for any “natives” to leave the Congo. Nonetheless, various political movements emerged:


ABAKO (Association des Bakongo): founded by Joseph Kasavubu, its president, in 1954 to represent the
Bakongo or Kongo people



CONAKAT (Confédération des Associations Tribales du Katanga): founded and led by Moise Tshombe, it
represented the wealthiest province of Katanga and advocated a federal Congo where he could run Katanga
almost as an independent state in its own right while maintaining close links with Belgium and the rich mining
companies; Katanga had only been fully absorbed into the Congo in 1933 and strong independent feelings
remained



MNC (Mouvement National Congolais): founded by former Trade Union organiser Patrice Lamumba in 1958,
the only party that claimed to speak for all Congolese, rather than a certain tribal grouping, and intent on
maintaining a united Congo

Belgium Agrees to Independence
January 1959 saw the MNC organise demonstrations and strikes against Belgian colonialism, often these descended into
serious rioting. To the surprise of all, the Belgian government agreed to immediate local elections and gave promises of
elections for independence to be held at a later date. Tensions rose throughout 1959 as political activity exploded – 120
different political parties were set up. The Belgian government looked on anxiously as:


Tribalism continued though, only Lamumba’s MNC spoke for the Congo as a whole, and in the diamond-rich
province of South Kasai a full-scale war developed between the Lulua and Baluba.



Lamumba’s fiery speeches made him very popular but also often stirred his audience to violence – one incident in
Stanleyvile, Lamumba’s power-base, saw riots break out in which 26 people were killed
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At the opposite end of the continent France was becoming mired in a vicious colonial war in Algeria

The Belgians saw the writing was on the wall and invited representatives of the 13 biggest parties to talks in Brussels in
January 1960 – the first ever occasion where the Belgians had consulted the political opinions of the “natives”. Kasavubu,
Tshombe and Lumumba all attended and secured a promise of elections in May 1960 to be followed by Belgian
withdrawal on June 30th. However, ominous differences had emerged – Lumumba wanted a united, strongly centralised
Congo with its capital in Leopoldville (Kinshasa) while Tshombe wanted the Congo to be a loose alliance of selfgoverning provinces.
The 1960 Elections
Belgium hoped that moderate, pro-Belgian parties would do well in the elections so that Belgium could retain significant
influence over the army and economy, particularly the massive investments made in mining the Congo’s crucial mineral
resources. The historian Guy Arnold points out that: “when the Belgian Congo achieved independence, the Belgians acted
as though little had changed in reality and assumed that they would remain to control it, or at least to control its vast
mineral wealth”.
The results were a disappointment – pro-Belgian parties polled poorly and the MNC won a third of the 137 seats in the
new parliament. However, while the MNC had done very well in the east of the country, especially around Stanleyville, it
was not so successful in the capital or in Katanga where Tshombe’s CONAKAT had polled the most votes. A deal was
agreed upon among the major parties:


Lumumba, aged only 35, became Prime Minister – the most powerful position



Tshombe became President – less significant but still with some constitutional powers



The new government was a highly unstable coalition of 12 parties, several of whom were bitter enemies



All were deeply inexperienced – Lumumba himself said: “from being 100% a colony we were suddenly 100%
independent”

Political inexperience, bitter tribal divisions and the determination of the Belgian government to maintain economic
control would lead to upheaval and violence that would destroy the nascent democracy in the Congo. Indeed, the
ceremonies marking independence turned into a public relations disaster. King Baudouin of Belgium made a speech to the
new parliament praising Belgium’s colonial record and the emphasising the role of his great-uncle, Leopold II. Not
surprisingly, this was highly offensive to the Congolese and Lumumba made a most undiplomatic reply where he outlined
the terrible suffering and exploitation of Belgian colonialism and told the king: “we are no longer your monkeys”. The
Belgians were outraged and marked Lumumba as a dangerous extremist. Other observers felt the same, especially in still
white-run sub-Congolese Africa – these people would tacitly support Katanga’s secession, something Lumumba would
desperately oppose, when the time came.
The Army Mutiny
Almost immediately on gaining independence, the new government had to deal with a serious army mutiny. On July 5 th,
Congolese soldiers mutinied over pay and the lack of black officers - they refused to obey the orders of their white
officers and went on the rampage, attacking, looting, beating and raping white settlers. Priests and nuns were particular
targets. Thousands of white settlers fled to neighbouring countries. Lumumba reacted by sacking all the white officers in
the army and replacing them with “natives”. The new Chief-of-Staff was ( Joseph) Sese Seko Mobutu, a trusted friend of
Lumumba, a former sergeant-major in the army, the highest position a black African could hold under old Belgian rules.
Anxious about the safety of its citizens, especially as Lumumba’s measures failed to stop the chaos, the Belgian
government asked Lumumba for permission for Belgian troops, still stationed in the country, to restore order and protect
white settlers. When Lumumba refused, Belgian troops went into action anyway, breaking the terms of the “Treaty of
Friendship” which the Congo and Belgium had signed on independence. An angry Lumumba broke off all diplomatic
relations with Belgium but the mutiny had done further damage to his reputation – the new government was seen as weak
and ineffective, unable to control its own soldiers.
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Katanga Secedes
Taking advantage of this opportunity, Tshombe announced the secession of Katanga on July 11th, saying: “we are
seceding from chaos”. The new State of Katanga was created, with its capital in Elisabethville (Lubumbashi). While
Belgium withheld formal recognition of the new “state”, powerful elements in Belgium, including the government,
backed or even encouraged, Tshombe’s actions:


Recruitment agencies were established in Brussels to recruit mercenaries to “defend” Katanga – the presence of
white mercenaries, from Belgium, Britain, France, Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and South Africa, operating in Katanga
was very provocative to many Africans



Tshombe was given direct military support – 6,000 Belgian troops disarmed Congolese forces in Katanga and
trained the new Katangan army, the “Katangan Gendarmerie”



Military support was also provided by white-run sub-Congolese African countries like South Africa, Rhodesia
(Zimbabwe) and Angola



Professor René Clemens of the University of Liege was invited to draft the Katangan Constitution



Belgian advisors helped to establish the new structures of administration



Mining firms such as Union Miniére Haut Katanga, anxious to protect their investments, funded Tshombe’s
regime



Belgium hoped to use a friendly Katangan regime to establish a pro-Belgian government in Leopoldville

The divided tribal nature of the Congo, however, was echoed inside Katanga itself. The Baluba people in the north of the
province resisted Tshombe’s regime, rebelled and, despite all the military aid, could not be brought to heel. Lumumba and
the Congolese government fiercely opposed the secession and called Katanga a puppet state, set up to protect the mining
interests of the west and control the mineral wealth of the territory. The rest of the world, for the most part, agreed with
this view and the term “neo-colonialism” was coined, accusing white European countries of attempting to maintain
economic control of their former colonies.
The UN Intervenes
By the end of July 1960, between the secession of Katanga and the general chaos in the rest of the country, the situation in
the Congo was desperate. Law and order had collapsed, the capital was in chaos, the army was a violent mob and the
flight of white refugees meant a critical lack of doctors, nurses, engineers etc. Lumumba and Kasavubu, advised by US
diplomats, asked the UN for military help. Events in the Congo would now take central stage across the world:


The disintegration of the Congo into a collection of war-torn countries would costs hundreds of thousands of lives
and create a humanitarian and refugee catastrophe



Copy-cat secessions might take place in other African countries, plunging the entire continent into crisis



The credibility of the UN was at stake



The Cold War super-powers began to exert pressure

UN Secretary-General, Dag Hammarskjold, hoped to solve the crisis peacefully before the USA or USSR could turn the
Congo into a Cold War battlefield. Resolution 143 was quickly passed – it called on the Belgian government to withdraw
its troops and approved the sending of UN peacekeeping troops to the Congo. The legitimacy or otherwise of Katanga,
however, was not referred to. UNOC, or United Nations Operations in the Congo, troops were in Leopoldville within two
days – drawn from African nations, like Ethiopia and Ghana, but also from Ireland and Sweden. 11,000 troops in total
managed to quickly secure the peace again, helped by the Belgian troops who then began to withdraw. The UN also
deployed a civilian task force to get public services up and running again.
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The Cold War Dimension
Lumumba had made it plain, when appealing for help from the UN, that he would accept aid from any quarter to both
restore order and oppose the secession of Katanga. This included the USSR, and the thought of the Congo accepting aid
from the Soviets worried the USA. The US bought 50% of its uranium in the Congo and began to see Lumumba as
“another Castro”. Alan Dulles, head of the CIA, subscribed to this view, saying: “it is safe to go on the assumption that
Lumumba has been bought by the communists”. When UN troops refused to enter Katanga because they had no mandate
to do so, (Tshombe later allowed a small force to enter), Lumumba threatened to ask the USSR for help.
This threat became a reality in August 1960 – relations between Lumumba and local political leaders were becoming
increasingly strained while a rebellion in South Kasai had led to that province also seceding from the Congo. Lumumba
planned to use soviet military aid to crush the resistance in South Kasai, force it back into the Congo, and then march on
Elizabethville to do the same in Katanga. The USSR was happy to extend its influence in Africa and sent 1,000 military
advisors. Asking for Soviet aid did not work out well for Lumumba:


It arrived too late to stop a poorly led Congolese army being defeated in South Kasai



The UN increasingly saw him as unstable and unrealistic in his demands – Hammarskjold especially disliked him
and thought his actions were only making matters worse in the Congo



The US, subscribing to the “Domino Theory”, was alarmed not only at the arrival of the USSR in the Congo, but
also at the possibility of other neighbouring states making overtures to the soviets – Eisenhower seems to have
ordered the CIA to assassinate Lumumba and Dulles said that his removal was “an urgent and prime objective”.



Lumumba’s own Congolese allies were beginning to turn against him, along with influential Catholic bishops,
feeling his behaviour was becoming more and more dictatorial

On 5th September, the UN backed President Kasavubu in his attempt to sack Lumumba. Lumumba in turn sacked
Kasavubu and the Congo drifted further into chaos. Western governments increasingly sided with Kasavubu while the
USSR and the Eastern Bloc sided with Lumumba.
The Overthrow and Murder of Lumumba
On 12th September Lumumba was arrested by soldiers under the command of his once trusted friend, Mobutu – he had
irritated too many people, perhaps, including his former allies, and he would be brutally murdered within months. Mobutu
had angrily resented the arrival of Soviet advisors, saying: “I didn’t fight the Belgians to then have my country colonised
for a second time”. On 14th September, Mobutu seized power in a coup – Lumumba was put under house arrest in
Leopoldville and the Soviet advisors were ordered to leave the Congo. Pleased with his anti-communist stance, western
governments funded Mobutu’s new regime, one which would later become murderously corrupt, and the cash was used to
buy the loyalty of the army. A new government was formed, with Kasavubu remaining as president but all those loyal to
Lumumba excluded. The US in particular kept a close eye on events, determined to make sure Lumumba never returned
to power. Journalist Michela Wrong wrote: “In the space of months, Lumumba had managed to outrage the Belgians by
insulting their king, appal the West with his flirtation with Moscow and alienate the United Nations. He had also
frightened former colleagues by hatching a series of cack-handed assassination plots against his Congolese rivals”.
On 27th November Lumumba managed to escape house arrest and attempted to make contact with his followers in the east
of the country but was recaptured on 1st December. He was badly beaten as UN troops did nothing. His followers in
Stanleyville established their own government in protest, meaning, just six months after independence, the former Belgian
Congo had disintegrated into four states:


The official government of Mobutu and Kasavubu, supported by the west and the UN



The government of Katanga, backed by Belgium, under Tshombe



The South Kasai Mining State, also backed by Belgium



The “Free Republic of the Congo”, loyal to Lumumba and backed by the USSR and its allies
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The Congo was on the verge of utter collapse and only the presence of UN troops was preventing that from happening.
Lumumba still alive was a threat – many of his followers had taken up arms and were advancing on Leopoldville with the
aim of freeing him and returning him to power. There were also fears of a coup in support of Lumumba. Both the
Belgians and the Congolese decided to assassinate him – both played large roles in his murder. The Belgians persuaded
Tshombe to allow Mobutu and Kasavubu to send Lumumba to prison in Jadotville in Katanga. The reason announced
publicly was to step up security for a man who had escaped once already. The real reason was to have him killed –
Lumumba was being handed over to his bitterest enemies and only one outcome was possible, death. The US and other
western governments looked on and did nothing.
On 17th January 1961, Lumumba was flown to Elisabethville. Swedish UN soldiers watched but did not intervene as he
was savagely beaten and then shot by a firing squad commanded by a Belgian officer. His body was dismembered and
dumped and the Belgians began circulating a cover-up story claiming Lumumba had escaped and been murdered by local
villagers. Few believed this story, Dutch journalist Luddo de Witte said: “it was Belgian advice, Belgian orders and
finally Belgian hands that killed Lumumba”. In 2002, a Belgian parliamentary inquiry found the Belgian government
“morally responsible” for Lumumba’s death and made a public apology.
The Impact of Lumumba’s Murder
There was widespread shock and anger across Africa and throughout the wider world at the death of Lumumba, now seen
as a political martyr, somebody who had stood up to greedy western business interests and paid for it with his life. Many
Africans lost faith in the UN, seeing it as a body whose only concern was to protect western capitalism. The USSR was
keen to exploit this, hoping more African nations would come under its sphere of influence. The Soviets drafted a UN
resolution calling for sanction against Belgium and the sacking of Hammarskjold but it was not passed. Nonetheless, the
demand for stronger action in the Congo was too strong to be ignored and, at the instigation of several African and Asian
countries, Resolution 161 was passed in February 1961. This included an investigation in Lumumba’s death, the removal
of all non-UN military personnel from the Congo and a move from peacekeeping to peace enforcement, i.e. the use of
force if necessary, to prevent all-out Civil War. Hammarskjold was still reluctant to use force, keen to find a peaceful end
to the secession if possible, and he also faced opposition from Britain, France, Belgium and Portugal who all remained
sympathetic to Katanga.
The US also developed a new policy – JFK had taken over from Eisenhower in January and he felt the previous
administration had been too cosy with the former colonial powers. JFK wanted to win the goodwill of newly independent
nations in Africa. His aim was an end to the secession of Katanga and a unified, pro-western government (though still
excluding any pro-Lumumba elements). It was felt that this was the best way to guard against communist influence. The
US began pressurising the new Belgian government to withdraw its personnel from Katanga and to comply with the UN
resolution. However, vested Belgian political and economic interests did their best to slow down any meaningful moves.
Finally, in August 1961, a new government, backed by the US was formed in the Congo under Cyrille Adoula. The issue
of the secession of Katanga remained unresolved.
The UN Intervenes Again
Negotiations with Tshombe to end the secession of Katanga were going nowhere. He flatly refused to expel the 400 white
mercenaries that hardened his ramshackle army, knowing his regime would collapse without their expertise. However, his
reliance on white mercenaries enraged many in Africa who, having just emerged from colonial domination, were
disgusted to see a black African turning to white soldiers for help and support against another black African country. The
UN decided to take action:


Operation Rumpunch, launched August 28th, saw UN forces capture buildings in Elisabethville and round up
mercenaries and Belgian officials, but it ended too soon and many mercenaries remained at large



Operation Morthor, launched September 9th, saw the Katangans and mercenaries put up stiff resistance to an
attack they knew was coming and was roundly criticised in several European countries when news of UN attacks
on white civilians emerged, it ended in total fiasco with 150 Irish soldiers surrounded and captured at Jadotville

Two bungled attempts at a forceful solution did little for the credibility of the UN or Hammarskjold and he flew to Ndola
in Rhodesia, where Tshombe had fled, to try to negotiate a peaceful settlement. On the 18 th September the plane crashed
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in mysterious circumstances just before landing at Ndola and all on board were killed. Many suspect that this was no
accident and that the plane was tampered with or shot down. The Secretary-General was posthumously awarded the
Nobel Prize for Peace. Meanwhile, violence continued. The Congolese Army attacked Katanga but was driven back with
heavy losses. UN Resolution 169 was passed, giving greater powers to U Thant, new Secretary-General, and UN troops
to intervene in Katanga and remove foreign forces.
The End of the Secession of Katanga
Both the US and the UN continued to work for a negotiated settlement and put increasing pressure on both sides:


December 1961 saw Tshombe meet Adoula at Kitona airbase, 200 miles from Leopoldville, and recognise the
unity of the Congo and the authority of the central government



December 1961 also saw the Congolese Army finally end the secession of South Kasai



Things looking up on the surface but Tshombe drags his feet, knowing he still has support, especially in Britain



The US is impatient with Tshombe’s delaying tactics, knowing the longer uncertainty continues the more likely
Adoula’s government will collapse or go back to the USSR for support



January 1962 saw Tshombe come to Leopoldville for further talks – they collapsed again



Later in 1962 U Thant, backed by the USA, proposes large amounts of independence for Katanga within a federal
Congo – Tshombe delays again and UN decides it must act before Adoula’s government collapses



December 1962 saw UN launch Operation Grand Slam – bolstered by US airpower the UN forces quickly capture
Elisabethville and Katangan resistance at last ends



January 1963 – Tshombe announces the end of the secession and went into exile in Spain



The US and UN agree to keeping forces in the Congo until mid-1964 to allow the Congo time to recover and for
the Congolese army to be organised into a force that can properly maintain law and order

The Simba Rebellion
The end of the secession did not mean an end to chaos in the Congo. A rebellion broke out in the east of the country –
once UN troops left in June 1964 supporters of Lumumba, called Simbas (lions), quickly took control of nearly half the
Congo and proclaimed the “People’s Republic of the Congo” in Stanleyville. Many Congolese joined the rebellion,
disillusioned by the realities of independence. Mass executions of “westernised” teachers, civil servants and businessmen
followed and the regime was backed by China, Cuba and some Arab nations. Belgium and the US responded by sending
military support, especially airpower, to the government in Leopoldville and called Tshombe back from exile hoping he
was the man who could re-unite the country once more. Tshombe could call on his old battle-hardened mercenary
colleagues who had fought for him in Katanga. The official government gradually turned the tide and the rebels soon lost
popular support. The war degenerated into a series of bloody massacres on both sides with the mercenaries as brutal as
anybody else.
Again, the conflict had a cold war dimension – communist nations supported the rebels and the west backed Tshombe.
With defeat inevitable, the rebels seized 300 European hostages. On 24th November US planes flew Belgian paratroopers
in to rescue the majority of the hostages, though some were executed. The USSR and some African nations condemned
this “interference” but the rebellion was over and its leaders fled. Approximately 1m Congolese died during the revolt.
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Mobutu’s Second Coup
As commander of the Congolese army, Mobutu had emerged as powerful political and military leader and was frustrated
by the inability of civilian politicians to form a stable government. He lost patience in October 1965 when Kasavubu
sacked Tshombe as Prime Minister. On 25th November he staged a second coup, seized power and refused to hand it over
to civilians. Parliament was suspended, democracy was over and a dictatorship was put in place which would last for 32
years – he was the only candidate in the presidential election of 1970 which saw him elected “President for Life”. Despite
the end of democracy and the increasing brutality of his regime, the west was content with him in power – stability
returned to the Congo after five years of utter chaos, he was strongly anti-communist and big business interests were safe.
However, as time progressed, Mobutu’s regime became notorious for corruption and mismanagement. He robbed from
his people, amassing a fortune of $5bn, while they lived in utter poverty. Rising oil prices, declining copper markets,
rebellions and civil wars ruined a country with massive potential. An uneasy peace has reigned since 2003, but at the cost
of another 5m lives lost in the most recent war.
Impact
 The crisis destroyed the early optimism of independence and left many Europeans thinking Africans were
inherently unstable – political instability was common, especially in sub-Saharan Africa


The huge difficulties in running states based on borders that ignored tribal boundaries and with no tradition of
democracy were made plain for all the world to see



Other African armies followed the example of the Congo and ignored the orders of the political leaders,
frequently staging coups, seizing power and installing military dictatorships



Secession was seen as a viable option for other disgruntled peoples (e.g. Biafra in Nigeria) but this would be
opposed by the west, keen to preserve colonial borders no matter how unrealistic they were, and seeing the
alternative as opening of a Pandora’s Box of secessions and territorial degeneration everywhere



Africa became a Cold War chessboard – both the US and USSR were happy to support murderous regimes if they
stayed loyal



The UN continued to involve itself in African affairs, though never again on the scale of the Congo (i.e. in
Ethiopia or Angola), but had lost credibility for many Africans who saw it as acting in western and not African
interests
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