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Introduction by David M. Anderson and Daniel P. Branch, University of Warwick1 

he nationalist wars of liberation and decolonization fought in Africa and Asia against imperial rule, 
from the 1940s to the 1970s, marked the death throes of the old European empires, and heralded the 
birth pangs of the emerging states of what would collectively become known as the Third World. 

These wars arose out of the local histories of European colonial domination, and have been studied by 
historians primarily as individual episodes of nationalist formation and state-making.2 Only relatively recently 
have historians begun to acknowledge that the liberation struggles that took form after 1945 were framed, 
shaped and connected by the emerging global Cold War.3 Some of these struggles had their origins in the 
ideological contests that would become deterministic in the Cold War. In Asia, French, Dutch and British 

                                                       
1 This introduction is re-published here with the kind permission of the editors of The International History 

Review. 

2 For notable examples: Robert Holland, Britain and the Revolt in Cyprus, 1954-1959 (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1998); Sylvie Thénault, Histoire de la Guerre d’Indépendance Algérienne (Paris: Flammarion, 2005); John P. Cann, 
Counterinsurgency in Africa. The Portuguese Way of War 1961-1974 (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1997); Katharine E. 
McGregor, History in Uniform: Military Ideology and the Construction of Indonesia’s Past (Singapore: NUS Press, 2007); 
James Worrall, Statebuilding and Counterinsurgency in Oman (London: I.B. Tauris, 2014); and Wunyabari O. Maloba, 
Mau Mau and Kenya: An Analysis of a Peasant Revolt (Bloomington,: Indiana University Press, 1994). 

3 Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005). 
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colonialists all fought to re-establish imperial rule in their colonies at the end of the Second World War, the 
conflicts in Indo-China, Malaya and the Dutch East Indies being immediately influenced by global 
movements and ideologies just as they were adopting a nationalist configuration.4 Other wars lacked 
ideological drivers, but nonetheless were adopted as sites of Cold War struggle with the support of external 
actors. In Africa, external influence on national liberation came a little later than in Asia, and in several 
different forms, but in Algeria,5 Congo,6 Guinea-Bissau,7 Angola,8 and even Ethiopia9 (whose anti-imperial 
revolution was not against colonialism), the politics and affiliations of the Cold War ultimately played a 
profound role in defining the character of liberation struggle.10 Challenging though it surely is, historical 
understanding of these Cold War interactions with decolonization is essential if we are to move beyond 
viewing the end of empires solely from a metropolitan perspective of political manoeuvring and economic 
reorientation, and instead examine the process through the colonial experience of conflict and its 
consequences in the making of nationalisms.11 Decolonization did not originate in the politics of the Cold 
War, but its outcomes cannot be understood unless seen in a Cold War context. 

This collection of essays elaborates the connection between decolonization and the Cold War through an 
examination of the wars of liberation fought in British, French, Dutch, Belgian and Portuguese colonies in 
Africa and Asia. The focus is upon counter-insurgencies, and specifically the engagement of local forces as 

                                                       
4 See the cases in C. E. Goscha and C. Ostermann, eds., Connecting Histories: Decolonization and the Cold War 

in Southeast Asia (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2009).  

5 Martin Evans, Algeria: France’s Undeclared War (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012). 

6 Georges Nzongola-Ntalaja, The Congo from Leopold to Kabila: A People’s History (London: Zed Books, 2002), 
94-140, for an excellent account of the end of the Belgian empire and the nationalist struggles of the early 1960s. 

7 Patrick Chabal, Amílcar Cabral: Revolutionary Leadership and People’s War (London: Hurst, 2004, revised 
second edition). 

8 Piero Gleijeses, Conflicting Missions, Havana, Washington, and Africa, 1959-1976 (Chapel Hill: University of 
North Carolina Press, 2002), and Visions of Freedom: Havana, Washington, Pretoria, and the Struggle for Southern Africa, 
1976-1991 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2011), together provide the fullest account of the Angolan 
case, but see also Justin Pearce, Political Identity and Conflict in Central Angola 1974-2002 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2015).  

9 Donald L. Donham, Marxist Modern: An Ethnographic History of the Ethiopian Revolution (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1999), 122-150. 

10 Elizabeth Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa: From the Cold War to the War on Terror (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2013), provides a detailed and insightful overview. 

11 For earlier exponents of revisionist views on decolonization, see Frederick Cooper, “Conflict and Connection: 
Rethinking Colonial African History,” American Historical Review 99:5 (December 1994): 1516-1545; Matthew 
Connelly, “Taking off the Cold War Lens: Visions of North-South Conflict During the Algerian War for 
Independence,” American Historical Review 105:3 (June 2000), 739-769; A.G. Hopkins, “Rethinking Decolonization,” 
Past and Present 200:1 (August 2008): 211-247. 
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combatants to fight alongside imperial armies and against nationalist insurgents. For very obvious reasons, the 
histories of such groups have remained obscure, often tainted or disparaged by a nationalist narrative that 
styles them as mercenaries or collaborators, and always as enemies.12 Recovering such histories requires a local 
perspective, but understanding the significance of these struggles demands an awareness of global processes 
and connections. As Thomas and Thompson remind us, “Violent colonial collapse … was political contagion: 
the one irresistible pandemic in the post-Second World War international system.”13 Their plea for a 
comparative and better-integrated history of decolonization, then, is addressed in the essays gathered here, 
each describing colonial exit, and in particular the distinctive forms of violence, in the context of the Cold 
War.14 The collection includes a discussion of the categorization of “irregular auxiliary” forces after 1945,15 
along with seven case studies of insurgencies against five different European colonialisms—Portugal (Angola), 
the Netherlands (Indonesia), France (Algeria), Belgium (Congo), and Britain (Cyprus, Kenya, and southern 
Arabia). 

While it is not essential to find a term that can unite these local allies of empire in a common category, the 
lack of such a term has hampered any attempt at comparison. As Kalyvas has noted, there is a tendency to 
think that all wars of this kind are complex, intimate and intricate, and that they are driven only by the logic 
of local contestations.16 But we contend here that these groups do have strikingly common features, that they 
behave in similar ways, and are deployed in remarkably similar circumstances. Terms that identify them as 
collaborators are undoubtedly too pejorative to be useful, inflaming political debate rather than inspiring 
sober reflection. Borrowing from British imperial history, we therefore propose a term that is at once more 
neutral, but also has sufficient ambiguity to accommodate a degree of variance: that term is loyalist.17   

                                                       
12 Daniel Branch, “The enemy within: Loyalists and the war against Mau Mau in Kenya,” Journal of African 

History 48:2 (2007): 291-315. 

13 Martin Thomas and Andrew Thompson, “Empire and Globalisation: from ‘High Imperialism’ to 
Decolonisation,” International History Review 36:1 (2014): 142-170. 

14 The complexity of the interaction between imperial and Cold War histories has been acknowledged by Mark 
P. Bradley, “Decolonization, the Global South, and the Cold War, 1919–1962,” in Melvyn P. Leffler and O. A. Westad, 
eds., The Cambridge History of the Cold War, vol. 1, Origins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010): 482-485. 

15 Sibylle Scheipers, “Irregular auxiliaries after 1945,” International History Review, this volume. 

16 Stathis N. Kalyvas, The Logic of Violence in Civil War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 19-
23. 

17 The Atlantic world during and after the American Revolution provides the best documented historical 
example of “loyalism”: see, Maya Jasanoff, “The Other Side of Revolution: Loyalists in the British Empire,” The William 
and Mary Quarterly 65:2 (2008): 205-232; Maya Jasanoff, Liberty’s Exiles: The Loss of America and the Remaking of the 
British Empire (London: HarperPress, 2011); Simon Schama, Rough Crossings: Britain, the Slaves and the American 
Revolution (London: Vintage, 2005). See also Graham Walker, A History of the Ulster Unionist Party: Protest, Pragmatism 
and Pessimism (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2004), for the political manifestations of Ulster loyalism; 
Andrew Thompson, “The Languages of Loyalism in Southern Africa, c.1870-1939,” English Historical Review 118:477 
(2003): 617-650, for South Africa and Rhodesia; Daniel Branch, Defeating Mau Mau, Creating Kenya: 
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The local allies of empire took many names for themselves, invariably reflecting their origins in the local 
identity politics under colonial rule, but their colonial masters were most inclined to see them as ‘loyal’ forces. 
Though their terms of engagement, and their motivations varied enormously, all were groups that were 
willing to remain loyal to the colonial regime in the face of the nationalist challenge. Such loyalty was often 
instrumental in achieving the protection or security of an identified community, it was frequently based in 
firm vested interest, and it sometimes adopted a highly strategic approach to conflict and violence, but none 
of this implied support for imperialism either in principle or in practice. As Anderson notes, what European 
colonialists liked to term “loyalism” was not an ideology, but a predicament:18 it was invariably the outcome 
of difficult choices, made to achieve specific political ends, and with clear goals in sight. Those who took the 
loyalist road were therefore exercising what Lonsdale has termed “agency in tight corners.”19 However, 
violence could, and did, distort loyalist intentions, creating deeper divisions and greater rivalries the longer an 
armed struggle continued. The entrenchment of loyalism through violence, most vividly to be seen from the 
1950s in Algeria and Kenya, was what turned it from a momentary strategic act, into a more profound 
political commitment for which a high price might have to be paid in defeat – as in Algeria20 - or the ultimate 
prize seized in victory, control of the state itself – as in Kenya.21  

To introduce the key themes that determined the basis of these colonial alliances in the end game of empire, 
we will firstly survey the allies and their aspirations and expectations. European colonial powers held the 
dominant position in these asymmetric wars, and they often used local auxiliaries to turn insurgency into civil 
war – immensely destructive for all the indigenous forces draw in on both sides, but effectively limiting the 
level of military commitment required from the metropole. Loyal allies might still emerge victorious in such 
conditions, but the political cost would be heavy when colonial exit came. The second part of this 
introduction will then examine the impact of exit, highlighting the consequences this had for the allies left 
behind. The distinctive character of the European counter-insurgency campaigns fought after 1945 was the 
key feature of exit, and in these “small wars” loyalist forces played prominent roles. Their ability to use their 
military position to negotiate a more advantageous political future for themselves in the exit settlement came 
to be critical in determining the fate of loyalist communities, a feature that has been overlooked both by 

                                                       
Counterinsurgency, Civil War and Decolonization (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009) for the history of 
Kenya’s loyalists from the 1950s; and Donal Lowry, “The Crown, Empire Loyalism and the Assimilation of non-British 
White Subjects in the British World: An Argument Against ‘Ethnic Determinism,’” Journal of Imperial and 
Commonwealth History 31:2 (2003): 96-120, for a wider British empire perspective.  

18 David M. Anderson, “Making the loyalist bargain: surrender, amnesty and impunity in Kenya’s 
decolonization, 1952-63,” International History Review, this volume.  

19 John Lonsdale, “Agency in tight corners: narrative and initiative in African history”, Journal of African 
Cultural Studies 13:1 (2000): 5-16.  

20 Martin Evans, “Reprisal violence and the harkis in French Algeria, 1962,” International History Review this 
volume.  

21 Daniel Branch, Defeating Mau Mau, Creating Kenya. 
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historians of decolonization and by political scientists and military historians who analyse the counter-
insurgency campaigns that so often formed the critical prelude to exit.  

Allies and empires 

In December 1951, Britain’s campaign against the communist insurgents of Malaya National Liberation 
Army (MNLA) was in crisis. The High Commissioner, Sir Henry Gurney, had been assassinated two months 
earlier. His successor, Field Marshal Sir Gerald Templer, was not yet in post. The insurgency, dominated by 
Malaya’s Chinese community, held the upper hand. In advance of Templer’s arrival, British officials and 
officers spent much time debating what more could be done to check the progress of the insurgents. Malaya’s 
British rulers came to realise that loyalists recruited from among the Chinese population could be the most 
effective wielders of the destructive power of counterinsurgency. As the chairman of Perak’s War Executive 
Committee put it in December 1951, ‘the emergency must develop or must be made to develop into a “civil 
war” amongst the Chinese before quick and substantial progress can be achieved with Chinese assistance.’22 
The 190,000 members of the Home Guard, the armed militia that like the insurgency was dominated by 
Chinese rank-and-file, were accordingly thrust into the battle.23 

British military commanders and civilian administrators reached similar conclusions elsewhere in empire in its 
final tumultuous decades. Across the full spectrum of Britain’s wars of decolonization, local ‘loyalist’ forces 
were recruited amongst indigenous communities and empowered to enact counterinsurgency. Ethnicity and 
identity was as important in this politics of divide-and-rule as was ideology. In Kenya, the loyalists were 
drawn from the same ethnic community, the Kikuyu, as the Mau Mau insurgents.24 In Cyprus, ethnic 
divisions between Turkish and Greek communities were exploited and Turks recruited into the auxiliary 
police to confront the EOKA campaign for enosis.25 In Malaya, the Chinese members of the Home Guard 
fought alongside Malay and Indian.26 The result was, in Charles Townshend’s words, Britain’s civil wars: a 

                                                       
22 Imperial War Museum [IWM] Davis papers, box 6, “Papers relating to defence and named individuals, 

November 1948-December 1951” file, Chairman Perak State War Executive Committee to Secretary of State for the 
Colonies, 3 December 1951, 1. 

23 Institute of South Eastern Asian Studies [ISEAS], Lee papers, HSL/21/37a, G.W.S. “Home Guard,” 12 
November 1951, 1. 

24 Daniel Branch, Defeating Mau Mau, Creating Kenya. See also Anderson, “Making the loyalist bargain,” this 
issue. 

25 David French, Fighting EOKA: The British Counter-Insurgency Campaign on Cyprus, 1955-59 (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2015). See also, David M. Anderson, “Policing and communal conflict: the Cyprus emergency, 
1954-60,” in David M. Anderson and David Killingray, eds., Policing and Decolonisation: Politics, Nationalism and the 
Police, 1917-1965 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1992), 187-217, and A. R. Novo, “Friend or foe? The 
Cyprus Police Force and the EOKA Insurgency,” Small Wars & Insurgencies 23:3 (2012): 414-431.  

26 Karl Hack, “Detention, Deportation and Resettlement: British Counterinsurgency and Malaya’s Rural 
Chinese, 1948-60,” Journal of Imperial & Commonwealth History 18:5 (2015): 611-640. 
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series of conflicts that did not just mark the end of the British imperial age but which also scarred the 
communities embroiled in them for decades to come.27 

As the essays gathered together in this Special Issue of the International History Review make clear, this story of 
local alliance in British colonial counterinsurgency was in fact part of a wider global history of the changing 
nature of warfare in the mid-twentieth century.28 Dutch, French and Portuguese colonists would each adopt 
policies similar to those of their British counterparts. These declining imperial powers were either unable or 
unwilling to commit sizeable numbers of regular troops in colonial wars,29 or found their conventional 
military tactics and strategies to be inadequate in the face of the people’s war mounted by nationalist 
insurgencies across the colonial world.30 The European colonial powers, denuded of the military superiority 
that had allowed them to hold sway in earlier decades, now waged war by proxy: relying on the support of 
locally recruited militias and auxiliaries drawn from colonised populations to fight on behalf of the colonial 
regimes. Counterinsurgency was thereby privatised by local actors, in a process similar to Stathis Kalyvas’ 
description of the logic of irregular civil wars.31 Reliant upon such actors, imperial military ambitions were 
sometimes bent and twisted to suit the localised agendas of their indigenous partners. Local allies always had 
some degree of agency, even if its opportunities had to be seized when the moment was right.32 

Though the word has uncomfortable connotations that might be questioned in some of the cases to be 
examined in this collection, this was collaboration writ large. The affiliation and deployment of military 
auxiliaries recruited with the support of local political allies, whether mercenaries or not, had long been part 
of the military and political history of imperial expansion.33 Collaboration was nothing new. Indeed, for more 

                                                       
27 Charles Townshend, Britain’s Civil Wars: Counterinsurgency in the Twentieth Century (London: Faber, 1986). 

28 For the best historical survey of this shift, Douglas Porch, Counterinsurgency: Exposing the Myths of the New 
Way of War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), especially chapters 4 and 5 for British and French mid-
century adjustments. 

29 Huw Strachan, “Essay and Reflection: On Total War and Modern War,” International History Review 22:2 
(2000): 341-370. 

30 Christopher Bayly and Timothy Harper, Forgotten Wars: the End of Britain’s Asian Empire (London: Penguin, 
2007); Christopher E. Goscha, Thailand and the Southeast Asian Networks of the Vietnamese Revolution, 1885-1954 
(Richmond: Curzon, 1999); Clive J. Christie, A Modern History of Southeast Asia. Decolonization, Nationalism and 
Separatism (London: I.B. Tauris, 2000); John P. Cann, “The artful use of national power: Portuguese Angola (1961-
1974),” Small Wars & Insurgencies 22:1 (2011): 196-225.  

31 Kalyvas, Logic of Violence. 

32 Thijs Brocades Zaalberg, “The Use and Abuse of the ‘Dutch Approach’ to Counter-Insurgency,” Journal of 
Strategic Studies 36:6 (2013): 867-897; Rob Johnson, “Out of Arabia; British strategy and the fate of local forces in 
Aden, South Yemen, and Oman, 1967-76,” International History Review, this volume; David French, “Nasty Not Nice: 
British Counterinsurgency Doctrine and Practice, 1946-1967,” Small Wars & Insurgencies 23:4-5 (2012): 744-761.  

33 Sybille Scheipers, “Irregular auxiliaries after 1945,” this volume. For relevant recent examples, Matthew 
Hughes, “Palestinian Collaboration with the British: The Peace Bands and the Arab Revolt in Palestine, 1936-9,” 
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than a generation past Ronald Robinson’s modestly titled ‘sketch for a theory of collaboration’ has profoundly 
influenced scholarship on the relationship between imperial subjects and their rulers, especially in regard to 
conquest, coercion and control. As Robinson explained, collaborative actors from among colonies and soon-
to-be colonised societies were as vital to the process of empire-building as the British administrators, 
politicians, bankers, soldiers and missionaries that had once dominated the studies of British imperial history. 
Robinson termed this local support for imperial rule the “non-European foundations of European 
imperialism.”34  

European imperial expansion was never stifled by a shortage of aspiring collaborators. Collaboration with 
‘native polities’ became the norm and not the exception from the later eighteenth century right through the 
nineteenth century, stoking the engine of imperial expansion.35 It was at first most visible on the battlefields 
of conquest. Too often, notably in South Asia and in many parts of Africa, local leaders initially collaborated 
because they thought they could turn European military might to their own purposes. Across Africa, local 
allies helped extend European power during the military conquest of much of the continent36 - in eastern 
Africa, for example, Maasai auxiliaries crushed British enemies in ‘punitive expeditions’,37 while the standing 
army of the kingdom of Buganda was deployed under British command as the ‘sub-imperialists’ of colonial 
conquest throughout the interlacustrine lands after 1900.38 Towards the end of the nineteenth century, in the 
age of “imperial recklessness”, as Porch terms it,39 European imperial powers escalated their colonial “small 
wars” and used increasingly brutal tactics, often enlarging the scale of operations by securing and deploying 
local allies. The French forces in West Africa depended upon local allies as they extended control through the 
Sahel in a last quarter of the nineteenth century, while the British made use of a variety of African allies in 
their campaigns against the Asante kingdom.40 Further afield, other allies played critical roles in the other 
great imperial wars of the age. In South Asia, by the end of the eighteenth century the British military 
establishment entirely depended upon locally recruited forces and the support of “friendlies”, while their 
enemies, as in the case of the Maratha Wars of 1803, themselves exploited imperial rivalries to employ 

                                                       
Journal of Contemporary History 51:2 (2016): 291-315; Yoav Gortzak, “Using Indigenous Troops in Counterinsurgency 
Operations: The French in Algeria, 1954-1962,” Journal of Strategic Studies 32:2 (2009): 307-333.  

34 Ronald Robinson, “Non-European Foundations of European Imperialism: Sketch for a Theory of 
Collaboration,” in Roger Owen & Bob Sutcliffe, eds., Studies in the Theory of Imperialism (London: Longman, 1972). 

35 Robinson, “Non-European foundations,” 121. 

36 Bruce Vandervort, Wars of Imperial Conquest in Africa, 1830-1914 (London: Routledge, 1998), 42-44.  

37 Richard D. Waller, “The Maasai and the British, 1895-1905: the origins of an alliance,” Journal of African 
History 17:4 (1976): 529-553.  

38 Andrew D. Roberts, “The sub-imperialism of the Baganda”, Journal of African History 3:3 (1962): 435-450. 

39 Porch, Counterinsurgency, 60-62. 

40 Vandervort, Wars of Imperial Conquest in Africa. 
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European mercenaries.41 In China, the British formed the 1st Chinese Regiment as part of the efforts to 
suppress the Boxer Rebellion.42  

Collaboration then became critical to the functioning of the new colonial states established after conquest was 
complete–precisely the everyday, bureaucratic aspect of colonial governance that Robinson’s ‘theory’ sought 
to highlight. British imperialists codified their relationships with collaborating elites through indirect rule and 
customary law, constructing emergent castes and classes whose ‘loyalt’ was garnered through participation but 
not incorporation, while their French counterparts created opportunities for the preferment of those who 
affiliated with the colonial project that at least held the possibility of full equality.43 Loyalism became sharpest 
at times of rebellion and insurrection, when it must inevitably be put to the test, but it need not originate in 
conflict. Notions of loyalty were most often constructed through the ordinary functions of colonial 
governance, as African and Asian subalterns made their own ‘bargain of collaboration’.44 

Inducement brought loyalists into the imperial fold, but the rewards for loyalty generally declined as its 
practice became more common. The limits of reward came also to be determined by race, especially, though 
not exclusively, within the British empire. With the rise of racial ideology in the wake of the Indian Rebellion, 
the Morant Bay uprising of 1865 and the American Civil War, ideas of race became more influential in the 
conduct of the day-to-day business of British imperialism,45 and this adjusted the terms upon which 
collaboration might be negotiated. Among British imperialists, as Catherine Hall has trenchantly observed, 
“their enthusiasm for racialised others was strictly limited.” 46 This trend to prejudice was less pervasive in the 
French empire, where the separation of colonial subjects from metropolitan citizens was less absolute,47 whilst 
in the Portuguese empire questions of race were mediated, and thus rendered more complex, by the large 

                                                       
41 Denis Judd, The Lion and the Tiger: The Rise and Fall of the Raj, 1600-1947 (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press, 2004), chapter 3. Randolf G. S. Cooper, The Anglo-Maratha Campaigns and the Contest for India: The Struggle for 
Control of the South Asian Military Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).  

42 Arthur Barnes, On Active Service with the Chinese Regiment: A Record of the Operations of the First Chinese 
Regiment in North China from March to October 1900 (London: Grant Richards, 1902). 

43 John Cell, ‘Colonial Rule,’ in Judith Brown & Wm. Roger Louis, eds., The Oxford History of the British 
Empire: Volume IV The Twentieth Century (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 232-253. 

44 Benjamin N. Lawrance, Emily L. Osborn, and Richard Roberts, “African intermediaries and the bargain of 
collaboration,” in Benjamin N. Lawrance, Emily L. Osborn, and Richard Roberts, eds., Intermediaries, Interpreters and 
Clerks: African Employees and the Making of Colonial Africa (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2006), 1-17.  

45 Catherine Hall, Civilising Subjects: Metropole and Colony in the English Imagination 1830-1867 (Cambridge: 
Polity, 2002), 12. 

46 Hall, Civilising Subjects, 379. 

47 Frederick Cooper and Jane Burbank, Empires in World History: Power and the Politics of Difference (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2009). 
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mestico populations in Angola and elsewhere.48 However, by the end of the nineteenth century it was generally 
true across all of the European empires that the status and position of non-white intermediaries had 
diminished.49  

Such ideas bled into military strategy. By the beginning of the twentieth century, the prevailing wisdom was 
that regular forces were best placed to counter irregular opponents.50 According to the most-respected expert 
of the day, Charles Callwell, local populations were not to be trusted but could be used as scouts or to provide 
basic intelligence on the movements of the enemy.51 His ‘semi-official manual’ for the conduct of small wars 
gave little further consideration to the more extensive use of irregular troops made up of members of local 
populations and none to the encouragement of broader political opposition to the anti-colonial cause.52 
Callwell’s ideas were echoed in practice during the South African War. At its outbreak in 1899, High 
Commissioner Alfred Milner was convinced of the futility of irregular paramilitary units attempting to repulse 
attacks from the Transvaal and Orange Free State: “In no cases should a number of small and weak town 
guards be formed.” Milner understood that this meant loyalists were to be left to their fate in case of Boer 
offensives, but he thought, “To arm loyalists where they are hopelessly outnumbered is to incite attack.”53 In 
particular, Milner and other British and white South African political leaders were much exercised by any 
suggestion of arming black and Coloured communities in the Cape and Natal colonies.54 Despite such fears, 
as scouts, porters, guides, spies, members of militias and troops, more than 100,000 black and Coloured 
loyalists collectively played a decisive role in the war; perhaps nearly a third of these men were armed by 1902. 
Moreover, by providing their support to the British non-combatant black and Coloured loyalists “effectively 

                                                       
48 Isabel Castro Henriques, “Africans in Portuguese society: classification ambiguities and colonial realities”, in 

Eric Morier-Genoud and Michel Cahen, eds., Imperial Migrations: Colonial Communities and Diaspora in the Portuguese 
World (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 72-106. 

49 Vivian Bickford-Smith, “The Betrayal of Creole Elites, 1880-1920,” in Philip Morgan and Sean Hawkins, 
eds., Black Experience and the Empire (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 194-227. 

50 See Porch, Counterinsurgency, 75-77, and Strachan, “On Total War and Modern War,” 358, for the same 
observation made from remarkably differing points of view. 

51 Charles Callwell, Small Wars: Their Principles and Practice, 3rd ed. (London: Harrison and Sons, 1906), 49, 
352. https://archive.org/details/in.ernet.dli.2015.201641. 

52 Daniel Whittingham, “Savage Warfare: C.E. Callwell, the Roots of Counter-Insurgency, and the Nineteenth 
Century Context,” Small Wars and Insurgencies 23:4-5 (2012): 593, 600. 

53 UK National Archives, Kew [TNA], WO 105/19, Milner, ‘Memorandum on Local Irregular Forces’, 24 
December 1899. 

54 For the experience of members of these communities see Bill Nasson, Abraham Esau’s War: A Black South 
Africa War in the Cape, 1899-1902 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991). 
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closed hundreds of square miles of the annexed states to commando penetration” and denied their labour to 
Afrikaner employers sympathetic to the Boer cause.55 

Champions of black and Coloured involvement in the war effort hoped to receive reward in the form of at 
least a halt to the erosion of the rights and claims to citizenship of Southern Africa’s non-white communities. 
But their bargain was lost. Instead, segregationist social and economic policies were introduced in the 
Transvaal, where the franchise remained off limits to black and Coloured communities. In the Cape and 
Natal, the political rights of black and Coloured voters were subject to more stringent qualifications and 
restrictions imposed on their ability to buy land.56 For the indigenous allies of empire, the military costs of 
loyalty were not always matched by the political rewards to be gained. The perpetration of violence on behalf 
of the Empire or a colonial state always threatened to be a way of colonial subjects claiming the rights of 
imperial citizenship. As long as its members jealously guarded an ethnically and racially exclusive notion of 
citizenship within empire, the prospective path to citizenship that seemed to be opened by loyalty meant 
loyalists drawn from the ranks of imperial subjects were to be scorned. Considerable efforts were made in 
South Africa and other settings to limit the ability of non-white subjects to perpetrate violence on behalf of 
the colonial and imperial state and to obscure the fact that this was, in reality, happening. South Africa was an 
extreme example, but the efficacy of loyalty as a political strategy practiced by colonised peoples to blunt dull 
the edges of imperial rule seemed to have run its course by the late 1920s.   

Exits from empire 

The struggles triggered by the efforts to establish a new world order after 1945 resurrected loyalty and 
collaboration as effective strategies within the imperial world. War and insurrection tested loyalty as nothing 
else could. As France, Britain and the Netherlands tried to re-establish their control of parts of their empires 
lost to enemy occupation in the Second World War, they looked to local allies to consolidate their political 
hold.57 But nationalisms now complicated the politics of affiliation all over Africa and Asia. Anti-imperial 
rhetoric was not only a product of new Cold War solidarities after 1945. Though it emerged very powerfully 
within many local nationalist movements over the course of the 1940s, it had taken root in the radical 
leadership of the many ‘small struggles’ against forms of colonial domination during the inter-war years.58 
Radicals scattered throughout the colonial world now found new connections, and a kind of common 
purpose in the international politics of the post-war world. The comfortable ease of functional, daily 
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collaborations practised by colonial subalterns in the service of empires59 became politically toxic. Loyalty to 
empire was now denigrated as betrayal, its adherents castigated as “self-seeking scoundrels” and the “running 
dogs of imperialism”.60 

The nature of colonial warfare was also transformed by the end of the 1940s, and this altered the terms upon 
which the bargain with loyalists would be made. Although guerrilla wars had been part of modern military 
history throughout much of the world, in the period after the Second World War “an unprecedented number 
of resistance struggles in Europe and Asia brought belief in the concept of people’s war to a new level….” 
Across the imperial world anti-colonial movements became guerrilla armies to great effect. South East Asia, 
subject to both the experience of resistance to the Japanese occupation and the particularly intense influence 
of Mao’s approach to guerrilla war, “was the epicentre of this earthquake.”61 Insurgencies swept across the 
colonial world, often supported by external actors and increasingly able to adopt the moral high ground 
against oppressive imperialisms. French, British, Dutch, and Portuguese colonialists fought hard to resist each 
individual rising, but were ultimately overwhelmed by the global character of the movements they 
confronted.62 The French, especially, were out-flanked and undermined by the international credentials of the 
insurgents they faced in Indo-China and in Algeria.63 As Thomas and Thompson conclude, “the ‘weak’ won 
the battles of decolonisation because they were better than the strong in maintaining transnational networks 
of support”.64 And as colonialism crumbled, the new world order embraced national liberation movements as 
legitimate, Geneva Protocol 1 of 1977 enhancing “the powers of the insurgent in relation to the state by 
justifying resort to war in the struggle against colonial domination, racism, and foreign occupation”.65 This all 
reinforced the justice of anti-colonial struggle, and legitimized its violence, allowing nationalists to present 
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their escape from the shackles of colonialism as part of their nation-building once independence was won.66 In 
this narrative, there was no place for those who had fought against liberation.  

Important though counter-insurgency warfare proved to be, the dynamic of loyalist politics cannot be fully 
explained only with reference to armed struggle. Wider political aspirations drove anti-colonial rebellion, and 
after 1945 these rapidly came to be influenced by global trends. This broader context of decolonization 
transformed imperial notions of citizenship, as well as altering how the colonial powers assessed their future 
geo-politics. The politics of maintaining colonial order would transform into the politics of Cold War 
affiliation. In the post-war era, what Wm. Roger Louis and Ronald Robinson describe as “the imperialism of 
decolonization” thus demanded that relationships with loyalists be reconstituted at the denouement of 
empire.67 The loyalty of colonised peoples was no longer scorned and left unrecognised: it was now an 
affiliation that had practical significance in the present struggle, and future importance for building strategic 
and political influence. In the end game of empire, loyalism therefore came to be embraced and encouraged 
with promises of rewards – as several of the essays in this collection illustrate. Chinese loyalty allowed Chinese 
elites in Malaya to win guarantees of citizenship for all Malaya-born residents of the new nation in 1957.68 
Loyal Kikuyu in Kenya took up a privileged position within the fraught, protracted negotiations leading up to 
Kenyan independence in 1963.69 Turkish-Cypriot loyalty provided a mechanism by which the Turkish state 
became embroiled in the debates surrounding Cypriot citizenship and post-colonial sovereignty.70 The harkis 
of Algeria71 and the Angolan servicemen in the Portuguese armed forces72 similarly stretched and challenged 
metropolitan notions of national identity and citizenship in a decolonising world.  

The imperial allies discussed in this special issue were active participants in efforts to remake relationships 
between former (and soon-to-be-former) colonies and the post-colonial world. Some of the ‘new allies’ in the 
post-colonial world were in fact reinvented relics of the imperial age, such as the mercenaries and their 
supporters who defeated the insurgent nationalists in the Congo after 1963, an alliance of anti-communists 
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and anti-nationalists born again in the cauldron of Africa’s emergent Cold War politics.73 But other imperial 
allies were new actors determined to explore the possibilities for remaking individual colonies and post-
colonies in a new global order – Algeria’s nationalists were embroiled in Cold War connections long before 
the French left,74 while Angola’s colonial soldiers would become combatants in the Cold War struggles that 
brought Cuban forces into the country and a South African covert invasion. Across the decolonizing world, 
from the southern Arabian peninsula75 to South East Asia,76 imperial loyalty offered a form of certainty and 
citizenship in a desperately unpredictable and complicated age. As always, as Johnson demonstrates in the 
Arabian case, loyalty allowed for the access to resources to protect local networks and political agendas. Such 
resources made loyalists important targets for insurgent violence. Loyalists did not simply represent a military 
threat, but also a profound challenge to the certainties of nationalist ideas of nation and citizenship.77 From 
such a perspective, the victimisation of loyalists was often understood by its perpetrators as functional to state-
building and its required solidarities, thus legitimizing violence as vengeance and cleansing–enacted as very 
public reprisal in Algeria,78 and more covertly but equally brutally in Kenya.79 But where nationalism was 
more opaque, or internally divided by factionalism, loyalists could remake themselves as nationalists and 
escape retribution, as Oliveira explains for Angola.80 Where oppression was enforced with sufficient rigour to 
suppress nationalist politics as well as defeat the insurgency, as in Kenya, it was even possible for loyalists to 
win the peace and seize control of the post-colonial state.81 

Whether abandoned and victimised, as in Aden and Algeria, or victorious, as in Kenya, these allies of late 
imperial power helped shape the post-colonial world. Their histories need to be reintegrated into the local 
histories of decolonization, and their significance for the emerging Cold War properly considered. New 
nations were formed from territories with economies and political structures dominated by connections to the 
outside world as a consequence of imperial rule and the forms of informal influence that predated European 
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colonialism.82 The fate of loyalists within them reveals much about the extent to which nationalism in any 
one territory aspired to remaking those external connections in the aftermath of imperial exit. 

Finally, we should note that the case made here for studying allies in the conflicts at the end of empire has a 
resonance that carries forward into other examples of exit from less conventional imperialist settings in the 
Cold War era. There can be no more compelling example of the political dynamics of loyalism at the point of 
exit than the American evacuation of Saigon in 1975, at the end of the Vietnam war. U.S. officials estimated 
that there were over 2 million South Vietnamese anti-communist ‘loyalists’ who might seek refuge in America 
if such opportunity was presented. This was a further price the U.S. was not prepared to pay for a war that 
had already drained the national coffers, creating a mountain of public debt and poisoning the patriotism of 
an entire generation. Operation Frequent Wind saw the evacuation of thousands of American personnel, 
along with some of their most trusted South Vietnamese allies, but the vast bulk of the local loyalist cadres 
were left to their fate.83 Graphic images of the Saigon evacuation, captured in newsreel footage broadcast by 
America television channels, exposed the dilemmas of U.S. policy decision-making to public gaze.84 Vietnam 
revealed exposed the hazards of affiliation without secure reward when exit came.  

Dilemmas of a different kind confronted the black loyalist military units deployed in southern Angola, and in 
Namibia, during the protracted Border War fought by South Africa from the mid-1960s until 1989.85 This 
war comprised multiple counter-insurgency campaigns that closely resembled the small wars of decolonization 
in the 1950s and 1960s, and the use of black loyalist units remains one of its most controversial aspects. The 
most infamous of all these units, the 32nd (Buffalo) Battalion was not accepted into the reformed South 
African Defence Forces by the in-coming ANC government in 1994, and was disbanded.86 Here, again, the 
loyalist bargain could not be fulfilled at exit.  
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Might more recent armed insurrections, including the international ‘interventions’ linked to both the global 
war on terror and the Arab Spring,87 also offer useful comparisons with the loyalist militia affiliations of the 
small wars of decolonization? Having previously largely neglected the part played by state-sponsored militias 
in conflict, in favour of an overwhelming concentration on the dynamics of insurgent groups, political 
scientists have recently ‘discovered’ the significance of what we would term “loyalist forces” in all kinds of 
modern counter-insurgencies. Amongst the rich array of work recently published,88 Jentzsch et al have called 
for detailed engagement with the multiple cases where local militias have been recruited to assist the 
incumbent forces of the state in their battles against insurgents.89 Though the focus of political science 
research on this question has concentrated on conflicts since the 1980s,90 and especially since the end of the 
Cold War, there is clearly considerable value to be gained from including Cold War and late colonial wars of 
decolonization examples in such comparative studies. From all of these cases, historical and more 
contemporary, there is a great deal yet to be learned about why local communities form militias to fight 
against anti-government insurgents and how loyalist bargains are struck. By making such broad comparisons 
we might then understand whether the colonial cases reported in this collection were truly distinctive, or part 
of a broader and more enduring pattern of counter-insurgency response. 
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Review by Stathis N. Kalyvas, Yale University 

omposed of seven case studies drawn from five European colonial empires and the postcolonial 
nation-states that emerged from them—Portugal (Angola), the Netherlands (Indonesia), France 
(Algeria), Belgium (Congo) and Britain (Cyprus, Kenya and southern Arabian Peninsula)—this 

special issue of The International History Review addresses a fascinating, underexplored, fraught, but ultimately 
critical and potentially very promising dimension of the decolonization process: the phenomenon of natives 
who fought on the Imperial side. Known under a variety of labels, including auxiliaries, local militias, loyalists 
but, also, more pejoratively, collaborators or just plain traitors, the very existence of these individuals raises 
several questions that touch on the nature and dynamics of decolonization, but also internal war more 
broadly. What was the extent of the phenomenon and how did it vary? What motivated these people? How 
were these groups deployed by colonial empires and confronted by nationalist forces? What was their impact 
on the fledging postcolonial states? Above all, how is a fuller investigation of this phenomenon likely to affect 
our core understanding of the decolonization process? 

If, as I argue, this phenomenon is critical, why is it understudied? Neglect, in this instance, is no accident. 
This is a sensitive and politically fraught topic, at the intersection of decolonization and nation-building, 
conflict and peace, international and civil war. After all, as the editors of this special issue, David M. Anderson 
and Daniel Branch, remind us, “Loyalists did not simply represent a military threat, but also a profound 
challenge to the certainties of nationalist ideas of nation and citizenship” (8). By implication, the study of 
loyalism could be seen as a way of questioning nationalist certainties and, ultimately, its underlying 
legitimation. 

The editors proceed by means of a bold conceptual reframing, placing decolonization wars into the context of 
the Cold War; they argue that these conflicts were “framed, shaped and connected by the emerging global 
Cold War” (2), and imply that this undepreciated link is critical. But does this reframing imply that we 
should be studying these wars in terms of what many Cold War scholars often refer to as proxy wars? Doing 
so would entail placing agency squarely on the level of the superpowers, privileging a ‘macro’ perspective, 
heavy on diplomatic history and global politics. Thankfully, no such conceptual shift is observed. In contrast, 
these articles privilege a micro-historical perspective, placing instead a strong emphasis on local agency and 
dynamics. For instance, instead of assuming that the decision to fight on the colonial side was necessarily a 
reflection of strongly held ideological preferences in favor of colonialism imposed from above, these articles 
suggest that they were strongly embedded in local strategic choices, often of a narrow opportunistic nature—
thus reflecting David Anderson’s apt quip that loyalism was “not an ideology but a predicament” (3). 

Why then, the emphasis on the Cold War? There is a deeper reason, I think, besides the obvious point that 
decolonization took place during the unfolding of the Cold War. The articles effectively question the widely-
shared view of anticolonial nationalism as a quasi-unanimous movement, and conversely of loyalism as a 
marginal issue, barely worth studying. By bringing in the Cold War the editors, I believe, found a way to 
dodge their project’s potentially thorny political connotations and focus instead on its substance, that is, 
squarely on the questions that must be answered. What were the loyalists’ motivations? What was the ethnic 
composition of loyalist units? How did their interaction with the anticolonial rebel groups fashion their views 
and practices? How deep was the impact of the colonial overlords? How was independence shaped by the 
loyalists and, conversely, what happened to them? Why were some subjected to vengeful violence at 
liberation, while others were able to claim victory by seizing control of the newly emergent state? The articles 
bypass the simplistic dilemma of ‘patriotism’ versus ‘treason’ in favor of a more nuanced understanding of the 
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‘loyalist choice,’ one that highlights its many ambiguities, and most notably the mismatch between the 
opportunism and contingency of initial choices and its momentous political, but also historic, implications.  

Given the wide variation of the phenomenon, the articles privilege a variety of angles. Roel Frakking stresses a 
combination of local interests (ranging from local competition to grander separatist programs) and coercion 
to account for the little-known case of the pro-Dutch Sundanese forces in Indonesia. Rob Johnson’s 
exploration of conflicts in Aden, South Yemen, and Oman describes counterinsurgency practices encountered 
in many civil wars, while Pedro Aires Oliveira points to the importance of the regular/conventional dimension 
of local forces which were incorporated into the Portuguese military before transitioning to the new Angolan 
regime—this despite the supposed ideological gap between the Marxist rulers and former colonialist forces. 
Ludo de Witte’s piece on the Congo is perhaps the least germane to the special issue’s theme, while David 
French supplies a fascinating examination of a numerically limited, yet extremely important and hard to study 
dimension of secret local informers and their post-conflict treatment in Cyprus. David Anderson shifts his 
attention to postcolonial trajectories and shows that the way the loyalist Kikuyu Home Guard negotiated the 
transition to independence via surrenders, amnesty, and impunity, shaped the nature of postcolonial Kenya: 
in this sense, Kikuyu loyalists won both the counterinsurgency war and the postcolonial peace. Contrast this 
outcome to the sad predicament of the pro-French Harkis in Algeria, whose terrible fate following the end of 
the Algerian War Martin Evans describes in considerable detail, while at the same time castigating the 
orientalist tendency of attributing these violent practices to local practices. In short, these articles cover a large 
array of themes and point to the tremendous diversity of this phenomenon. Precisely because of their 
exploratory nature, however, they also tend to eschew broader theorization. 

Departing from the micro-oriented theme is Sibylle Scheipers’ piece. She puts forward an ambitious 
theoretical framework to make sense of the broad variation of native auxiliary forces over the longue durée. She 
proposes three ‘intellectual templates’ of collaboration between Western regular forces and native auxiliaries, 
roughly corresponding to three different historical moments: the eighteenth-century model of auxiliary 
‘partisans’ acting as tactical complements to regular armed forces; the nineteenth-century transformation of 
the ‘partisan’ into a ‘martial race’ irregular guerrilla fighter serving in colonial armies and fighting in global 
conventional wars; and the post-1945 model of the native loyalist auxiliary used as a symbol of the political 
legitimacy of both colonial empires but also postcolonial counterinsurgencies. Although this is a welcome 
attempt to theorize this phenomenon, I think that it ultimately falls short, in the sense that these three 
templates are not mutually exclusive, while the transition from one type to the next is not adequately 
explained. The third template is perhaps the least helpful as it naturally cannot account for very wide variation 
within that historical period. Last, it is also not entirely clear whether loyalism is a primarily a political 
instrument for producing political legitimacy and morale rather than a tool for countering a military threat. 
For instance, in the context of an irregular war, military value is not merely a function of formal training but 
reflects different priorities, such as the acquisition of information and the establishment of local territorial 
control. Nevertheless, this article is an important contribution pointing toward what is one of the most 
fruitful directions for future research. 

In short, this special journal issue successfully adopts an oddly ‘subaltern’ approach given that loyalist 
histories, reflecting the ‘wrong’ side of history, have often been obscured or even distorted by the victorious 
nationalist narratives, even when and where the loyalists themselves had been able to claim a degree of post-
decolonization power. The articles highlight the many ambiguities of the decolonization process and, as such, 
help us rethink this complex phenomenon. I fully endorse the editors’ call for a broader comparative research 
agenda and agree that there is a great deal still to be learned about the causes of anti-rebel mobilization, its 
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dynamics, as well as its short- and long-term consequences. Indeed, the issue of local militias is part-and-
parcel of a recent and vibrant research agenda in political science.1 I see two further extensions of this research 
program. Methodologically, when studying the macro-level (i.e. the level where global phenomena such as the 
Second World War, decolonization, or the Cold War are located) we should infuse it with the findings from 
micro-level research.2 Theoretically, we would benefit from placing some key aspects of the decolonization 
process, and particularly its openly conflictual and violent dimension (i.e., the wars of liberation and the 
colonial counterinsurgencies), into the broader framework of civil wars. The fundamental dynamics described 
in this special issue differ little from the conflicts we study as “civil wars.” 
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Review by Stephen R. Weissman, Independent Historian 

n many parts of Asia and Africa, the last years of European colonialism were marked by violent struggles 
between nationalist and ‘loyalist’ military forces. This special issue of The International History Review takes a 
comparative approach to these bloody conflicts and their impact on colonial exits by the major powers and the 

emerging independent states. The editors, David M. Anderson and Daniel Branch, argue that these phenomena were 
significantly shaped by the Cold War. 1 

The collection focuses on the role of colonial-recruited ‘irregular auxiliaries’ and how their experiences stamped the 
decolonization process. Seven case studies from former Belgian, British, Dutch, French, and Portuguese colonies are 
offered, along with a history of irregulars since the eighteenth century and the editors’ analysis of the findings. The 
Belgian example, from the Democratic Republic of the Congo, however, fits poorly into this framework. The events 
were post-colonial and the irregulars were foreign white mercenaries, not indigenous fighters. I will therefore 
consider this case separately. 

In general, the authors provide an illuminating portrait of the loyalist irregulars, frequently exploiting new archival 
sources. One is struck by the variety of these groups. They range from the large, fairly well organized, if often 
undisciplined, Kenya Home Guard to small, clan-based firquat units in Oman to ‘pseudogang’ raiders in Cyprus, 
mainly composed of former insurgents. Their basic functions were not traditional military ones. Rather, they assured 
local security, provided intelligence, coerced civilians, and provided a physical embodiment of political loyalty. 
Often caricatured as servants of colonialism, their affiliations were the product of diverse motivations: patron-client 
relations, clan loyalty, material benefits, coercion, even group striving for cultural and political autonomy. As 
violence rose, fear and personal revenge spurred recruitment. Where the battle finally swung against the colonialists, 
some loyalists maneuvered to protect their interests by offering or negotiating support for the nationalists, as in 
Indonesia and Angola. Unsurprisingly, those who were unwilling or unable to complete such arrangements—such as 
the Algerian harkis, Cypriot ‘pseudo-gangs’ and informers, and autonomy-seeking Indonesian Pasundan forces—
faced a dim (often, in the case of the harkis, fatal) future in the emerging post-colonial states. On the other hand, 
where irregulars formed part of a winning team, as in Kenya and Oman, they might disproportionally reap the 
benefits of independence. 

Although the authors do not offer in-depth explanations of the varying outcomes, almost all highlight both local and 
external influences. David M. Anderson emphasizes the Home Guard’s crucial role in defeating the Mau Mau in 
Kenya and Britain’s maintenance of their fealty by insulating them from prosecution for excessive violence and 
threats from returning Mau Mau detainees.2 Roel Frakking points to the Indonesian nationalists’ military strength, 
international pressure on the Netherlands to negotiate a political solution, and Pasundan leaders’ missteps in 
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navigating the changing military balance.3 Rob Johnson notes the internal problems of Marxist Dhofari rebels in 
Oman, China’s up and down assistance to them, the changing strategies of various British governments, and Iran’s, 
Jordan’s and United Arab Emirates’ backing for the British-guided Sultan.4 Pedro Aires Oliveira underlines 
Portugal’s inability to manage decolonization, competition between three different nationalist insurgencies and 
Cuba’s decisive military intervention.5 And Martin Evans shows how France’s inability to win the political, as 
opposed to the military, war against the National Liberation Front (FLN) convinced President Charles de Gaulle to 
negotiate independence.6 

A limitation of these stimulating studies is that relevant information is not uniformly provided (or available) across 
countries. Thus, while we are told that the Pasundan State furnished various types of military forces to the Dutch, 
there is almost no documentation of this irregular component. The profile of the Omani firquat includes little 
discussion of their military missions and none concerning their role following the British military withdrawal. Not 
much hard evidence is provided regarding why Angolans joined Portugal’s irregulars, why many later gravitated to a 
particular nationalist movement when the Portuguese stepped back, and what happened to these forces in the post-
colonial period.  

Someone who is not a specialist on Indonesia or South Arabia/Oman is likely to have great difficulty comprehending 
the relevant geography, changing military and political balances, and legal character of the political entities 
mentioned in these two case studies. Regrettably, this reader found much of Johnson’s detailed discussion of the 
British withdrawal from Southern Arabia almost incomprehensible (145-150). Both contributions would have 
benefited from less dense prose and the inclusion of relevant maps. 

A more fundamental problem haunts Anderson’s and Branch’s otherwise acute analytic summary. As collection’s 
title suggests, they believe the post 1945 anti-colonial insurgencies struggles were “framed and shaped by the 
emerging politics of the Cold War.” Referencing the well-known Southeast Asian examples of Malaya and 
Indochina, they maintain that the new studies “elaborate the connection between decolonization and the Cold War” 
(2). That is not, however, true in four of the six cases presented: Algeria, Indonesia, Kenya and Cyprus. These 
contributions show that none of the predominant nationalist movements in these countries were shaped by “global 
movements and ideologies;” nor were these places “adopted as sites of Cold War struggle with the support of 
external actors (1-2). 
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On the contrary, as the historian Alistair Horne argues, “Communists exerted but little influence on the FLN war 
effort.”7 Furthermore, almost no aid was received from the Soviet Union and China.8 Indeed since Independence, 
Algeria has been a foremost leader of the Non-Aligned movement. The insurgent Indonesian Republic included 
Communists, but it was led by Sukarno and other nationalists who vanquished a Communist revolt. Rather than 
viewing Indonesia as a “site” of Cold War struggle, the U.S. pressured the Dutch to hand over power to the 
Republic in order to forestall any future Communist threat.9 In Kenya, the Mau Mau were not Communists and it 
was only after Independence that the country’s leaders became modest and temporary objects of Cold War 
competition.10 As for Cyprus, the conflict engaged pro-Greece and Turkish factions.11 Only Angola and South 
Arabia/Oman suit the editors’ Cold War/decolonization paradigm. 

Anderson and Branch also sow a bit of confusion by their changing use of the term ‘loyalist.’ After defining it, for 
the purpose of their article, as denoting colonial-allied irregular forces, they subsequently employ it to refer to a 
broader group of “collaborators” including “Chinese elites” in Malaya, “loyal Kikuyu,” and those expressing 
“Turkish-Cypriot loyalty” (8-9). Sometimes this ambiguity makes it difficult to determine their meaning. For 
example, they observe, “In Kenya, it was even possible for loyalists to win the peace and seize control of the post-
colonial state” (9). Are they referring only to the many Home Guard veterans who were promoted into the post-
colonial provincial bureaucracies or also to the Chiefs, headmen, and church leaders who recruited them to represent 
their interests, wealthy landowners who profited from late colonial economic reforms, the regular Kenya police, and 
the Kenya African Rifles who became the military backbone of the independent state? And what about the moderate 
nationalist politicians, Kikuyu and non-Kikuyu, who took the helm from the British?12 No empirical evidence is 
presented to show exactly who seized the state. 

Finally, Ludo De Witte’s essay on the Lumumbist revolts of 1964-1965 in Congo-Kinshasa and the U.S.-Belgian 
organized repression brings much needed attention to an ugly conflict that killed at least tens of thousands of 
Congolese and opened the door for a military dictatorship that endured for 32 years.13 Drawing especially from 
Belgian, British, and American government archives, Benoit Verhaegen’s magisterial studies of the rebellions, and 
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Belgian Colonel Frederic Vandewalle’s memoir of the repression, De Witte provides a concise history, with new 
details of Belgian-American differences. 

However, the author makes some questionable assertions. His discussion of the Lumumbists, whose exclusion from 
power after the assassination of their leader catalyzed the rebellions, assumes that they and their supporters 
constituted the only real ‘nationalists.’ Other Congo scholars consider the Lumumbists’ main competitors, like 
Colonel Joseph Mobutu, President Joseph Kasavubu, and even the former Katanga Province secessionist who 
became Prime Minister, Moise Tshombe, conservative nationalists.14 De Witte’s portrayal of the rebel movements 
gives insufficient weight to their syncretic traditional-modern character: the cohesion of its largely rural army was 
secured by magical beliefs that crumbled when faced with modern Western technology.15 He maintains that Western 
motivation to intervene was propelled by a desire to protect free market capitalism and bolster white-ruled nations to 
the South since “the overall view of the Western political establishments” was that the threat of a rebel-borne 
“Communist presence” was “highly unlikely” (111, 114). But this is not the conclusion one reaches by reading what 
key U.S. decision-makers said, particularly at the critical National Security Council meeting of 11 August 1964. 
There both Under Secretary of State Averell Harriman and CIA Director John McCone “expressed concern with 
Chicom involvement” and Secretary of State Dean Rusk warned President Lyndon Johnson, “If disintegration 
continues, the Communists will take over.”16 The author goes a little too far in taxing Rusk for getting “cold feet” 
when he proposed negotiations with the rebels as both the mercenaries and U.S.-borne Belgian paratroopers bore 
down on the rebel capital of Stanleyville (117). Rusk actually said it was “his personal belief that the rebels would 
not accept the offer,” surrender in return for amnesty and a promise of future elections, although he would not 
“entirely discount possibility.” Most important, the President and his advisers agreed that “it was important to take 
this action in view of world opinion and UN opinion.”17  
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