
KOFI NYAAKO GIVES GAMAL’S VERSION ON THE CONAKRY YEARS 

In a comment on my facebook timeline, Ohenenana Obonti Krow states that „Kofi Nyaako, 

surely this one is a very serious issue. We must delve into it to establish the facts as they 

were. Thanks bro.‟ We take up Ohenenana‟s call for the establishment of the facts.   

My first reaction to Kofi Nyaako‟s so-called evidence – portions of the discourse on Comrade 

Explo Nani-Kofi‟s facebook timeline that he claims has been edited away – is based on a 

truncated version that I read on my phone. I see no indication on the phone that I am not 

reading the entire post.  

On my laptop computer, however, I now see the whole length of the posting after my 

reaction. Reading it, I hold on, all the same, to my essential position that the so-called 

evidence does not form part of the original discourse. While that original is dated August 1-2, 

2013, the so-called evidence, claimed to be a copy of it, is dated September 2, 2013 and 

rather than being a copy it is Kofi Nyaako‟s own commentary on that original and posted on a 

different timeline, not Explo‟s. We are, then, dealing with different documents. 

Comparing these two documents, I observe that the purported evidence is entirely written 

by Kofi Nyaako with citations from the original. It is not the original discourse. I observe, 

further, that although Akili Secka is quoted in Nyaako‟s commentary – which is in the form of 

piecing various views together – he is not seen anywhere in the original as making a 

contribution. This may be understood to be due to the fact that Akili Secka and some others 

are blocked on Nani-Kofi‟s timeline. Facebook automatically deletes them. 

In Nyaako‟s commentary, I find what amounts to an interview of Gamal Nkrumah by Nyaako. 

This interview is clearly not part of the original discourse. If it is then since both Nyaako and 

Gamal Nkrumah are not blocked on Nani-Kofi‟s timeline it should remain there. It is rather a 

clear confirmation that Nyaako had an inbox interaction with Gamal outside of the original 

discourse. Conclusively, then, the so-called evidence is not a copy of the original discourse 

but a piecing together of views from different sources. 

This does not render Nyaako‟s paper useless. It is truly a powerful primary material of 

relevance to the determination of the issue as to the authenticity of Dr. Kwame Nkrumah‟s 

letters as published by June Milne in her compilation Kwame Nkrumah: The Conakry Years – 

His Life and Letters; and, by extension, as to the authenticity of Dr. Kwame Nkrumah‟s 

assertions in those letters regarding the centrality of the application of Marxist principles in 

his thought system. Validation or invalidation impacts on these. 

Common to the two documents are the contradictory stances of Kwame Ture and Gamal 

Nkrumah. The documents exhibit Kwame Ture‟s speculations as to how June Milne could have 

had access to the letters when French forces had occupied Dr. Nkrumah‟s house after the 

post-Sekou Toure coup d‟état. Against this speculation, Gamal Nkrumah says that the letters 

were in a box that Dr. Nkrumah‟s Guinean Secretary, Camara, hid and released only after 

June Milne gave him some money to take care of his health. 

Added to that, in the Nyaako interview of Gamal, Gamal attests to having seen the original 

letters in June Milne‟s possession. He describes even the deteriorating state of some of the 

letters. That attestation reinforces what he states in the original discourse. On the strength of 

that interview, Kofi Nyaako concludes and tells Gamal that „Now I can support the authenticity 



of June's material‟. To this, Gamal responds „Yes, by all means … The originals are either with 

June; she held on to some … The others are deposited at Howard University DC‟. 

Kofi Nyaako then, by way of seeking permission to publish this inbox interview, asks Gamal, 

„Can I share this information to debunk any conspiracy theory regarding the authenticity of 

the documents?‟ The response is quick as Gamal says, „Yes, please, do. I personally read 

most of the letters … I saw them with my own eyes and they were in my father‟s handwriting; 

except for the ones he wrote from Romania when he was very ill … Those were typed.‟ This is 

in accord with his statement in the original discourse. 

Nyaako is then left in no doubt that the documents on the basis of which June Milne writes her 

book are authentic. He declares thus: „Compatriots, I think there is enough primary 

information here for all to make one conclusion: June Milne's documents are authentic.‟ But he 

does not make this declaration until he clears his mind as to why Kwame Ture is doubtful in 

the light of why the documents are retrieved from Guinea not when the friendly regime of 

Sekou Toure is in power but after a hostile government is in place. 

That is why he asks Gamal: „So why was Kwame Toure so sceptical about the chronology – 

possible contamination by the French secret Service (as per Akili Secka‟s post on Explo‟s 

wall?‟ He quotes Gamal Nkrumah as responding that „Because some of the letters contain 

harsh criticism by Kwame Nkrumah of Kwame Toure … I last met Kwame Toure in Cairo a few 

months before his death. We never discussed the matter but he knew that June Milne and I 

were the two people who knew how my father felt about him … There is written evidence, 

letters … and, father was furious by Kwame Toure‟s establishment of the AAPRP in the 

Diaspora … He believed that the AAPRP, Nkrumah‟s idea in the first place, should have been 

launched in Africa.‟ 

Nyaako‟s question as to whether that was all and that there were no extenuating 

circumstances, Gamal adds that „Father was also critical of what he felt was Kwame Toure‟s 

“rashness”, “temerity” and “impetuosity” … I am not sure if it was a generation gap. Or if 

father tired of Kwame Toure‟s lack of political maturity … Kwame was a bit on the wild side … 

He lacked discipline. I remember the last time I saw him in Cairo he was dying of cancer, 

strangely enough prostate cancer like Kwame Nkrumah … I saw him with a Nation of Islam 

top guy, the Nation of Islam and Gaddafi took care of Kwame Toure in his last days … I was 

with David du Bois, the stepson of W.E.B. Dubois, and son of Shirley … He talked non-stop 

and I was surprised because he was supposed to be dying of cancer and looked very unwell 

… But this was typical Kwame Toure‟.  

This authentication of the documents published by June Milne in The Conakry Years can 

understandably, therefore, be contested by Kwame Ture who writes solely on the basis of 

speculation but not empirically investigated facts thus: 

„The book The Conakry Years is not taken seriously by genuine 

Nkrumahist-Tureist. From the Forward, it is clear the book cannot 

be taken seriously. Osagyefo died in 1972. Sekou remained head 

of state until his death in 1984. She could not get the files from a 

revolutionary regime! When Sekou Ture died, a military coup 

brought French neo-colonialism to Guinee. 

She received the files in August of 1986, when the reactionary 

regime was in power. She doesn‟t mention the simple fact the 

house in which Osagyefo lived, where the files were kept, was 

turned over to French military intelligence, who to this day occupy 

the house. 



Osagyefo led the fight to stop French nuclear testing in the Sahara. 

It is inconceivable that the French military intelligence would not 

take the files they needed, leaving nothing but files on tea and 

biscuits. Nothing of Osagyefo‟s continuing work on Pan-Africanism 

is mentioned. For example in the Egyptian embassy, there was a 

man stationed there, whose only task was liaison between Nassar 

and Osagyefo. Nassar wrote Nkrumah many letters as did many 

progressive and revolutionary heads of state. None are mentioned. 

She says “there exist no written records” of his political work. No 

British research assistant should ever assume that they are the 

guardian of any aspect of the African Revolution. The African 

Revolution will be made only by the African masses, every aspect 

of it.‟ 

In spite of Kwame Ture‟s speculative basis for casting doubt on The Conakry Years in the face 

of Gamal‟s credible testimony to the contrary, when it comes to the question of the content of 

Dr. Nkrumah‟s letters I find in Nyaako‟s paper Kwame Ture quoting Marx and Lenin as 

authorities. I find in his letter immediately quoted above his definition of Pan-Africanism in 

the following terms: „Pan-Africanism is the total liberation and unification of Africa under 

scientific socialism … According to Marx and Lenin the determining contradictions in any 

process are internal not external. If any People must look outside for solutions to their 

problems; they are not in control of their process of liberation.‟ 

This application of Marxism to explain Pan-Africanism as possible only from the internal 

dynamics of Africa is in consonance with Dr. Kwame Nkrumah‟s thought system that applies 

Marxist principles to the analysis of society, social problems and the formulation of socio-

economico-political programmes. The letters in The Conakry Years, as Explo Nani-Kofi‟s 

introduction to the original discourse shows, are replete with Dr. Nkrumah‟s concern with the 

application of Marxism in Africa. He calls the application of Marxism in Russia as Marxism-

Leninism. His own application of Marxism in Africa, which he insists on, is referred to at p.196 

of The Conakry Years as Marxism-Nkrumaism.  

Hence, Gamal Nkrumah‟s authentication of Dr. Nkrumah‟s letters, as published in The 

Conakry Years, goes further to imply the authentication of Dr. Nkrumah‟s conscious 

awareness of his application of Marxism to Africa. Explo Nani-Kofi‟s concern in the original 

discourse is the exposition of this application of Marxism in Dr. Nkrumah‟s thought system. 

From Milne‟s notes at pp.195-196 of her book it is clear that in her discussion with Dr. 

Nkrumah on Nkrumaism, Dr. Nkrumah talks of Marxism-Nkrumaism and traces it to his 1945 

book Towards Colonial Freedom. 

My own study of Kwame Ture‟s writings has just begun with the collection of his books and 

other writings with the help of Comrade Albie Walls. Hence, I am not in any position yet to 

state whether Kwame Ture is consistent with his Marxist applications beyond my citation here 

from his letter published by Kofi Nyaako in his paper. Thus, we cannot be sure yet whether 

the brazen anti-Marxism of Akili Secka and Sekou Nkrumah (not Dr. Nkrumah‟s son) 

emanates from Kwame Ture although Akili‟s reference to „Nkrumah's so-called letters‟ in 

Nyaako‟s paper clearly emanates from him. My collection of these anti-Marxists‟ publications 

is on-going and I hope to analyse them as early as possible. 

In conclusion, I thank Kofi Nyaako for yielding to my gbeyecious pressures to release his so-

called evidence which finally gets to us as not the required evidence but all the same useful 

in providing material to authenticate Dr. Nkrumah‟s letters and his Marxist orientation. Fogah 

Kofi, akpe loo!    


