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Many actors have been of immense help in shaping the contents
of this piece of document. It has been an exercise requiring
prodigious energy and rare determination promptlng,ae to qusstion
the scademic desirability of requiring LL.B. Students to have to
write Dissertations in addition to the coursework subjects they
have to do. To an average soul it is an obligation bordering on
mental inssnity. This work was motivated by the constant frustration
1 experienced, to witness many African Countries stand by when Amin's
Huderous Regime continued unabated, its red path of Exterminating
Ugandans in abid for survival, 1 come to ask myself whether there
were no norms of International bshaviour in which any state had to
observe at an elementary iivol. Couldn't states isolate any of its
family member who misbehaved beyond reasonable expectations. Should
they continue to recognise such a government despite its rcjoctioﬁ
of all forms of Modern eivilised nations. Was there no Machinery
to cheek on such extremes?Y This ignited me to do Internaticnal
Law and investigate in particular the concept of Recognition as
practised by African governments, & study I have to admit I have

found frustrating in its applicability.



ContTe vl

PW L PR ee o@ ‘e 2 o (Y] @ ¢ [

'NTQD'DLLC/‘IM ) et Lt LS v v s ¢ LY

CHAPTEL. |

LECog o UTion AD v —126C T niTen (v | NFERNATWO VAL

LAV AU N \,'T,i CEFECTS 4

s 0 ¢ t &0 : a4 5 ¢

L

CHAPEeR QU

WMALOR FACTORS AR PLUEN21g Rezgroion of Ceunts I
{\—-P—K\m.. RS 3 (IS v 0 L . LI v r ot

CinPTer 1
"}\'Cﬁ’gcz/ STU}\’I DFL,Q.(AF_\_—del L LX) -~ (. Le

TR0y W

DeCon T As PRE-CTIED L SECeCiEed pfFrcAn
g‘”\fiiq DUTHEL, © - { (A oo CUNY v X

CﬁNQLu«ng ey Lol 4 T *e L ‘2t [ S o .

L

L

[ 'SR

- 3
T
-3
22 -5
£ =% P

2y



INTRODUCTION

The identity and a numbcr of states b?longing to the international
community are hy no means fixed and éQVariaﬁlo; The march of history
produces many ;hanges.’ Old states dislppqar or unite with other states
to form a new state, or disintergrate and split ;nto sova;nl new st;toa
or former colonial or vassal territories may by : process of emancipation
themselves attain statehood. Then also even in the case of existing

s
states, revelutiens occur traquentlfior militgry conquests are affected,
and the status of new governments bocémos & matter of a concern to other
ata;as,‘which formerly had relations with the displaced governments,

These transformations raise problems for the international
community of which the paramount one is the matter of recognitlon of the
new state or governaent or other changes of status involved, ft the
same time or other, the issue of recognition has to be faced by other
states, particulary if diplomatie intercourse must necessarily be
maintained with the gtatos or governments to be recognised. |

Here we have limited our inquiry to rqcognition éf governments in
order to oompresskand work within the necessary boundaries required.

The first chepter deals with the gnnefil issue of recognition and the

appliceble theories. The effect of recognition and non-recognitién.

Judical attitudes to recognition is also briefly examined.



The administration which succeeded lhim had to face a rough problem
of gaining acceptability not only in Africa but in other nations

of the world,

Patrick J. Kiggundu
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CHAPTER ONE
RECOGNITION AND NON - RECOGNITION

®

TIONAL LAW A ECTS

The Internaticnal Community is not a closed or static body.
New states come into existence as shown by annual admission of new
countries te the United Nations, e.g., njiboutij Revelutions occur
and new govermments assort'thdnsolvoq. Torfifor;nl changes take
place and this entalls too the roc;gnition of such change. The members
of the Intemational Community have the choice of approving or disapproving.
Recognition is where a state aoknowlodsoi its approval of the change
that has oceurr;d. It takes into consideration various factors. m These
could be either legal or political'but because approval or nen - approval
is based on politicael motives and not upon legal oonsid;rations of
the change recognition must be regarded primarily as 2 political act.
Recognition as a term covers a variety of factual situations:
calling for acknowledgment by foreign states. They include, for
example, the appearance of new states. What is a state? It was slaborated
in the Montevideo convgntioﬁl (a¥t 1) that a state as a person in

international law should possess the following qualifications:-
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Une school of thought declares that personality is created not
by fact but by rocognitién. Other states constitute the new state,
it is asserted, through their willingness fo deal with it as a state.

In the absence of such willingness it is not one. This is the constitutive

1 This dectrine is pushed by conceptualists like Lautorpacht.,z

— Anzilotti’ and Kolnn.# By this theory statehood alone does not

theory.

constitute mcmborship of the fdmily of nations. ,It becomes dn international
person ohly tkrough recognition and as a result it can enter into official
intercourse with other states. This is the legal approach to international
recognition. | :

The more practicable view is that the granting of recognition
is not vonstitutive', but 'declaratory'. This divorces the institution
of recognition from the question of the objective legal criteriaz of
actually existing states. It does not bring into existence a state which
does not exist before. A state may exist without being recognized, like
Kampuchee or Zimbabwe (before the Lancaster House conference), and if it
does exist in fact, then whether or not it has been formally recognised by
other states, it has a right to be treated by them as a state, as for
example when the oonstitutiohal negotiations were being undertaken in
London, Bishop Abel Muzorewa had ﬁo be treated as a representative of the
state of Zimbabwe whatever its legal status. Secondly when emergency food
and medical supplles were being shipped to Kampuchea, western countries and
other international aid Agencies had to negotiate with the Heng Samrin
government, though they didn't recegnise it. The declaratory theory
tends towards the belief that recognition is essentially a political
institution. Thus the declaratory school disputes the premises of

the constitutive school.



It contends that the state has capacity in international law

as soon as it exists in fact, and is not based on approval, this
capacity generating spotantarecusly from the assertion by the community
that is & juridical entity.

To elaborate further,those who fall in the constitutive school
as forcefully represented by Lautorpcchtj assert that each government
should be conscious of its legal duty of'objogtivity in;its recognizing
policies., It should be aware that it was executing a 1an1 duty or
function on behalf of the decentralised juridical order, the international
community, namely the creation of a new international person. This
legal rule signifies that in granting or withholding recognition states
do not claim and are not entitled to serve exlusively the interests of
their national policy and convenience. Thus as a result of this approach
a state cannol on its own refusal to recognise another even if the new
community satisfies the necessary conditions leading to recognition. .
Which are these conditions?

Lautsrpachts induction is that such a state in achieving recognition
should poaseaé pecple, territory and effective government, independence
and the capacity for international rolntions.6

The International Commission of jurists of American states submitted
a draft convention in 1927 which provided that’ - a government is to
be recognised whenever it fulfils the following conditions:=-

(1)  Effective authority with the probability
of stability and consclidation; the
orders of which as regards taxes and

Military services are accepted by the
inhabitants,



(11) Capacity to discharge pre-existing
international obligations, to contract
others and to respect the principles
established by international law.

1.+ . this draft was rejected by states because it did not form the
basis of the cardinal principles of non=intervention.
Turthermore a resolution of the American states - Resolution XXVI

of the second special Inter-American conference of 1965, deseribed as

the "informal procedure on the Recognition of De facto Government" contains
sone good conditions for recognition. It recommended that member states,

immediately after the overthrow of a government and its replacement by
de facto govermment, should take into account:-

(1) Whether there was complicity or aid
of a foreign government,

(2) Whether the de facto government pro-
posed to hold elections within a
reasonable time and agree to assume
international obligations previocusly
assured by the government,

Hyrbort We Briggs in his article perhaps tries to comprehansively
list conditions which influence states to recognise new ones. He
tabulates the reasons as below:

The freedom of the new state from external
control. )the stability end effectiveness
of gover&mcnt and perhaps an estimate of
its perfomance as indicated by popular or
adverse support, the ability and willing-
ness to fulfil its obligations under
international law, the extent to which it
commands international respeet and support,
i.e., has it been recognised by states,
the extent to which its establishment
affronts prineiples of dynastic or
constitutional legitimacy. Whether

its recognition would offend an ally

or be otherwise premature, whether it
would be politically advantegsous stc.



On the above conditions and circumstances, it is submitted,
that states before they recognise a new entity or government, they

should take into consideration the d-ocrat..ic nature of the regime
or entity, It's respect for human life., If it possesses the virus
of to talitoriarism then recognition should be denied. If such a
sanction 1s used objectively without underlying political considerations
by third countries, then it would immensely contribute to the universal
ideal of Democracy which is espoused by all in Zast or West, North or
South whatever the real practise.

There are varylng degrees in 'pra.ctiSQ by states. The British
tend to adopl Lauterpacht's theory. %%%:—Q’\ﬂg;’ state for Foreign
Aftirs? Mr Ferrison sald in the House ¢f Commons, - "The guestion
of the recognition of a state or government should be distinguished
from the question of entering into diplomatic relations with it,
which is anterely discrotionary. On the other hand, it is international
:daw which defines the conditions under which a government should be
recognised de jure or de facto and it is a matter of judgment in each
particular case whether a regime fulfils the oonditionsﬁ." (He goes
on to enumerate the conditlons as underlined by Lauterpacht) His majesty's
Government consider that recongition should be accorded when the conditions
specified by international law are in fact, fulfilled and that recognition
should jgot be given when these conditions are not fulfilled. The recognition
of Govermment de jure or defacto should not depend on whether the character

is such to command his iarjesty's approval.”
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The quetation above points to some indicators. Is the British
approach more legal than politicalt Does it make a difference between
de jure and de facto government (we shall make a distinetion later)
a difference which is becoming practically ignored.

On the other hand, the U.S. approach is based mostly on political
and national interest considerations. hhit.onn;a Digest states
"It is the view of the U.S. government that internstional law does
not require one government to accord‘diplomtié recognition to another
govermmeants It is our view that tho matter of diplomatic recognition
is one solely Lo be detemined as the national interest dictat.oy:"
The U.S.4., in contrast to Britain, often relies on political considerations.
For example, before the FPooples Republic of China was recognised by t.ho‘
Carter administration last year, despite the faet that it had long
fulfilled tho three main reasons for recognition viz ~ control of specific
territory, will of the nation and capacity teo fulfil international
obligations =~ the U.S.A., adamantly refused to recognise the communist
government in favour of the Republic government of Taiwan.

African countries, as we 1 prove later, seem to have no
consideration to accepted conditions for recognition. The constitutive
theory is virtually irrelevant. Recognition is strictly peliticel

and is based on the personalities of heads of states involved.

T ot “N;ﬂ:b\

-pS\Y .



i JU SECISIONS ON OGNITION O
A AND GO

mor&lly courts and ot.hcr Judicial tribunals favour the declaratory
theory as opposed to the constitutive one. This is a realistic approach
to a basiecally political_ issue. Courts regard an executive decision
as final., Thus a certificate frou iho Foreign Ministry on whether the
govemment mognisod another state or govarnmox’t is roglrded as
Prima fieis eoncluaivo. The twa cases b.low illustrata the blas of
courts in favour of the declaratory theory. ‘ |

In DEUTSCHE CONTINENTAL GAS = G:-,SMAFT POLISH STATE (1929-30)
2 AsD, 11l. This case concerned the recognition of states. Here the

German=Polish Arbltral Tribunal was called upon to decide whether

Poland was comprind amonz the expression Gox-many's "enemies”, and

this involved the datomi.mt.ion whether Pohnd could have existed before
the Treaty of Vorsailos came into oporation. The tribunal held that

the rcoegnitien in Article 87 of the treaty was only declaratory of

the state which existed "parluimeme”. The fact that the former sovereigne
of Poland had not recognised her, and the fluid nature of the Polish-
Russian border were held te be irrelevant to the gquestion of existence
"according to the opinion rightly admitted by the great majority of Wighter
on international law, the recognition of a state is not constitutive

but merely declaratory. The state exists by itself (parluimeme) and

the reeognition is nothing else than a declaration of this existence,
regognised by the states from which it emanates".

On recognition of governments TINO CO ARBITRATION « GRSAT BRITAIN
vV - COS 2 I,A.A.
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In 1917, Tinoco ousted the government of Costa Rica by force.
Elections were held and for two years Tinoco and the legislative assembly
under him peacably administered the mairs of the government of Costa Rica.
In 1919 Tinceo was ousted in his turn and the new govermment repudiated
eertain obligations under-taken by the Tinoco govermment towards
British nationals. In the course of ruling upon the claims brought
by Great Britiain on the basis of these obngltibnl. the arbitrator
discussed the question of recognition. Taft C. J. said - "changes
in government or the internal policy ‘of a state do not as a rule affect
its position in international lawy %. _. _ ‘0w 258 « The nation
remains with rights and obligations unimpaired.

"The principle of the continuity of states has important results.
The state is bound by engagements entered into by governments that
have ceased to exist: the restorsd government is generally liable
for the acts of the usurper®.

One of the most confused aspects of iccegnitm is the distinection
between de jure and de facto recognition. The terms although commonly
used, are technically incorrect, de jure recosnition really means
recognition of a de jure government. The terms describe the goﬂm‘uont \
not the act of recognition. / }
The terminology implies that & de facto government does not have.
the same sound legal basis as a de jure govermment. |
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But it is difficult to find a body of legal rules by which this legal
basis ean be determined. Revolutionary gav.orments are often discribed
as de facto governments but as we know a successful revolution brings
about a changs in the constitutional law of the country concerned.

Britain is most rampant in using these temms. An example is in

HAILS SEIASSIE V < CABLE and W}B Wherk:His majesty's government
continued to recognise the imperial administration of Haile Selassie

as a de jure geverimont it had also ;mognised the Italien invaders as

the de £ oF Nt
e de facto government. -‘“sm i,
LIBRAY

NON - RIC OGNI; TION

legically non-recognition implies a refusal to admit the validity
of the change. It does not necessarily involve a refusal to admit the
consequences of it. When a state refuses to recognise a new ata'to or
government., its actions are usually based on a variety of political motives,
but the doetrine of non-recognition only epplies when the withholding of
recognition is expressly designed as a protest against some international
illegalily ®egey if the government of a state is overthrown by force in
the form of foreign intervetion, like in Kampuchea and most recently
in Afghanistan, Farthermore, is a new state is created and maintained
by foreign troops a declaration of non-recognition is necaessary to
withhold from the wrong doer the benefits arising acquiscence in or
tacit aceeptance of the new situation. Non~recognition could sometimes
be applied collectively through the United Nations or the C.,A.U. The
General Asambly has refused to recognise the new government of Kampuchea
and the old government of Pol Pot which was ousted by Vieimanese iroops is
still recogniszed as the lawful government and up to new has a seat at the

Unlted Natlons,
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In some instances recognition could be withdrawn from a government.
The U,S.A, suspended diplomatic ties of the Amin regime in Uganda in 1973.
De facto recognition (which implies some doéreo of uncertainty as to
the future stability of the recognised entity), could be withdrawn if
the status of the sate or government is once more thrown in doubt.
There is a controversy whether de jure roeogniﬁion could be withdrawn.

Legally de Jjure recognition can't be withdrawn. /

SFFEacTs OF RECOGNITION OR NON=RECOGNITION

IN_INTSRNATIONAL LAW™"

3ince recognition is practically déclaratory, then non=recognition
will have little effect on the rights and obligations of the county
involved, The effects are mostly legal and theoretical. If there is a
collective non=recognition, it may leave the country without agents competent
in the eyes of ihe non-recognising states to give effect to sign treaties.
Treaties for exemple, continue to apply to the state but mey be ino <uwa€vvs_
e W Pevisel OfF  uews Ve VoA s NG endS o e Ln R Wi d

governmant have in the eyes of the countries no more status than private

individuals. TFurthermore the absence of d%g%omatts relations with un=-
WL W= W Lo Cgéftfggﬂiuljhiual
0 Croun 20 ‘
recognised governments, doprivosnof nationals who may carry on business

in the couﬁ%y governed by the unrecognised authority, the nationals
do so at their own risk.

On the other hand the effect of recognition is that a state

/
or government acquires the capacity to enter into diplomatic relations

with other states and as such cean make treaties with them. There are some
other minor effects like the right to sue in the courts of the recognising

state, sovereign immunity, etc.
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Recognition or non-recognition leaves-untouched the liability

and rights of the state itself, though enforcement measures may have
15

to await the appearance of a recognised government.
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Supra.

See Oppucheim's International Law.
zsth %tion',, 1956)

Quoted from"Recognition of De facto government
01d Guidelines and New Thoughts" 63 AJJ. 98

"Recognition of states: Some Refrections on
Doctrine and Pratise."

Hansard, H.C. vol. 485 Col. 2410 = 2411

(2) Digest of International Law p. 105 = 106

Case MNo. 5 = 11

For a detailed discussion see Lauterpacht

Recognition in Internstional law p. 74
Chepter 182

See Lauterpacht = Supra = Ch. IV

Sea the Tinoco Arbitration Case = Supra
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States in the family of Nations are influenced by differing factors
to exten#f, recognition as determmined by each individual state. Africa is

the second bigg?lt aontinent after Asia in.tho world and has f;rty~lix
indcpendenﬁbétatis conutituﬁingmglmost & third of the United Nations
Members. This was due to the policy‘of systematic balkenization of Africa
into éﬁallvdepundont states by the fognor colonial powers. But now as
independent states they have a righ€}to exercise their sovereign rights
and duties as members of the international community on an equal footing
with the far more powerful states of other continents.

The recognition of African statss with full sovereign rights doss
not present hurdles because by an act of independencse granted by the
colonial baron states become automatically recognised except in a few
extreme instances like Angola. Very few have had independencse solely
by an effective revolution or a successful liberatien war at home. iost
liberation war or movements were finally accompanied by the colonial
country agcepling the inevitability of independence.

With the granting of ind-pondonca constitutionalism was introduced
in the African system of government, But progressively there has baen
marked decline in constitutional govermment. There have  been many
illegal eﬁtngus in government, mostly by the Army, assuming direct contrel
of state administration. Most of such changes have been repulsively vielent
end quite bloedy. A question is then posed - should other Africen states,
espescially those which have still retained constitutionalism, recognise

such new regimes which have usurped executive and legislative power,



silenced the machinery of democracy and sometimes contemptuously and
persistently flout human rights and individual freedoms.

African countries react hepharzardly when the recoznition issue
comes up and this has sharply varied from state to state. They have
based thelr reecognition policy mainly on politico=ideclogical lines
personalities of heads of governments, and to a certain extent, esconomic
and least of all if not at all legal factors. \L'qv\ ¥ecognition of
governmenis, we must from the outset realise that any state whatever the
change will not los® its character as an International person.

The Court in LEHIGH VALLEY RATLROAD CO. V. THZ STAT® OF Russiat
said "the grenting or refusal of recognition (of a government) has nothing

to do with the recognition of the state itself. If a foreign state refuses
the recognition of a change in the form of & government of an old state,
this latter does not thereby lose its recogninition as an International

person".

African states which follow the legal criterion in recognising new
regimes are hard lo pin-point. Lauterpacht's preacription% however
ideal, has not been followed to the letter even by the most democratically
advanced countries. He says - "A government which enjoys the habitual
obedience of Lhe bulk of the pepulation with a reasonable expectation of

pornanln@o can be said to represent a state in Question and as such to be

cntitng o geooggit;gn?

"The preponderent practise of states at least that of U.X, and U.S.A.
in the matter of the recognition of govornmohta is based on the principle
of effectivensss thus conceived. As a rule .... the new government must

be supported by the will of the nation, substrantially dealaredy?
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this assartion 48 quite:defactive as Mas heen'proved by the prastise
of many countries. It calls for an objective standard and for African
states who sometimes stretch National sovereignty and Independence of
action to an unreasonable degree of emotiony it would be rare if they
left such an act of senstive political effect as recognition to be
dictated by legal or fixed principles as propounded by Lauterpacht. Mostly
the legal crileria are usodlto camouflage other f:otors and intention.
Kenya, apart from being conservative in pelitioal outlook as opposed
to most African states, is probably ah; of the most cautious as far as
pelitical developments atfecting other countries are concerned, has some=
times flirted to this approach, though as I have indicated above it is
used te hide the actual intentions behind.
In 1971 -~ on a question raised by Mr, Olelekein in the National
AsscnbLyj - he asked, "In view of the recent events in Uganda which
led to the overthrow of Dr. Milton Obote's government by Major General
Idi Amin's Army, what is the government's stand so far as the rscognition
of the new regime is concerned?" - Dr, Njoroge Mungai the Foreign Minister
after expressing the customary sentiments as to the delicate nature of
the matter, thus not affording to use inflammatory and emotional statements,
sald - "The people of Uganda will have to determine and recognise the kind
of government that they want and that is the government we shall havo‘to
recognise. e cannot afford to interfere with matters of another state
neither would we let anybody else interfers with matters of our own state."
In pursuing this question in the past, the Kenya government pelicy

on recognition has always been consistent and is based on objective criteria.
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It is not the practise of the Kenya government to make any fommal
statements on recognition of new governments as our policy is to
rigagn}sc states not rogimos; Kenya goverpment is always prepared
to conduct normal inter-state business with any government of a state
provided the following conditions are fulfilled:

(1) Such a government must be in effective

control over most of her states in that
territory and this contrel must be seen to

eontinue. ]

(2) There must be a general acceptance of
the people of that country of the new
order, \

(3) Such a gov‘rnnent must display the

ability and willingness to discharge
its international obligations and
honour those obligations enterod5
into by the previous government.

He continued that the government wasctill studying the condition

in Uganda and once the people accept the government, Kenya will have

no opticn exeept to recognise. This policy stand was further repeated
hy,ﬁr.>whiyuk1§ then Foreign Minister, when referring to Ugands after

the overthrow of Idi Amin's diabolical regime., This is a direct resta-~
tement of Lautampaabt'i legal approach (except the insertions on the
fulfilment of international obligations).

Though this is the policy of many states, Xenya'slgovornmqnt
reliance on it is motivatsed by selfish facters. Most paramount is, they
fear to antazonise the new rulers in the region or else their extensive
commereial interest could be jeopardised since Kenya is the dominant economic
unit in the reglion.

It should be noted that the legal criteria are not attractive to
African states due to their inherent defects. They entail an obligation

to recognise once the necessary factors exist. Lauterpacht says
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"In the abséence of an international organ competent té ascertain and
authoritatively to declare the presence of roc;uir-&;h of full inter=-
national personality, states fulfil that function in their capacity

as orgahé of 1ntornationnl law. In thus acting they administoi fho

law of nations. This ru}t signifies in that in granting or withholding
rocognition, states do not clti@ and are not entitlédd to serve exélusivoly
the prineciples of international law in the matter'"., Such a policy would
undemine 1ndopcndonco of action which is highly prizad by Africen states
and other non-aligned eountrios. Te roquire them to recognise another
government Against their will, morely boéause‘it fulfils principles.of
international law, would be demanding the impossible. ‘

So since states canhot be mandated to voluntarily recognise others,
it is argued that a universal mnchinor& be set up to make a colloeti;o
decision on behalf of all states. This could pfefarably be adequately done
ty the United Nations as a robrasontaiive of the whole international
community rather than by variable and arbitrary decisions of individual
countries, Sincerely this would be an idsal stop, but avaato submits
"such faith in the ability and capucity of such an amorphius organilttion
as the U.N, authoritatively to pronounce on such issues is vrossly
misplaced beaause as it is well known recognition is & highly politic#l
act, thué‘thb U;E. as presently constituted i? not able tc discharge
such a responsibility since it 1acks a homogenoous political ideology
to provide the guido llnoé%s :

55 (515 5o Risten to add that the U.N. will be hendcapped 1ike
individuel stetes in that polltiéal?iaoological alignﬁent and theramargqnco
of\bloqéoting @efley third*vofldvcéunirios voting mostly in Unison as a
result the impartiality sought will be lacking for example the invasion
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of Afaghanistan by the Soviet Union rightly called for unananimous

condemnation as it nakedly violeted basic international rmles among
statess. When a uniting for peace resclution was tabled by soms members
of the third world calling for the withdrawal of foreign forces from
Afaghnistan virtually only marxist states with the exception of Yugoslavia
andilumania voled against it.

Due to the above it si submitted that the legal criteria for
recognition are hardly used by African states. ‘Lip service would be
paid to it in announcements when justifying underlying politieal, personal
and economic factors. The legal crllt'or:h have been eliminated as an
influence on the act of recognition. We therefore consider three major
factors which influence in & considerable degres African govermments.
Those are political, economic and personal preferences.

Zven in most countries, ineluding the U.K., U,S5.S5.R,, political
considerations far outweigh all other factors 1n dertermining: whether
a new governuent will be recognised or not. 4s such African states are
still in the state of infancy as sovereigns are no exception. It is
submitted that African governments over rely on political issues than

other states. Issues of ideological orientation, political alliance,

regional pragmatism are paramount. BRIVERSITY OF NAincam
FIRP AP
b’irstly, .., we look at U.3.A, practise to illustrate that not even
wolt

the most democratic nation is insulated from political considerations
in effecting recognition. '

We O'Brien and Goebel say "the U.S. recognition policy in particular
abounds with examples of the use of recognition and non-recognition as
a means to further some_higher purpose. FPresidents and Secretaries of
state, often with popular support have sccorded or withhald reeognition as



23
a means of supporting the good, the ‘da‘ocra'tié,‘ the constitutional, or
the the anti—couzmunistic and of punishing or, combating the wil, the
totalitorian, the unconstitutioml, or tho comnnistic. Thus a high
degree of subjectivity has characterlsed much of modern U, S, recognition
policy S.n contrast to the tolerant objectivity enjoinod by the originll
Jaffersonian theory of recognition. Thus, for example, it is possiblo
to enirisago a two j:rdngod 'bfitic'iafa of U.85. nlévh-r:cocnit‘i:on of Red China
by, on the one hand Luterpachtians who might say that U.3, ‘1s not acting
ShIRIINy 4% The nene of the docettellked furldieal ender, ant ea the
other by straight foward advocates of %.vowof-politics who migh‘t. contend
that the U.S, is unrulistically nogil,eg’ting a power political need to
come to termg with Red China to indulge instoad in 2 hopeloss moralistic
punishment of evil dosrs and to express a desire to avoid their company" 4
urugl also a_;:guuthat U.S, practiso has repeatedly paid regard to
the qﬁéétién of whether a government now shows its roadiness 4o Sodune
international obligations, while the U.X. looks upon ability to fulfil
such obligations as a test of the govommonts and eapacity to roprnnnt
the state or (government) concarnod. ' | » ’ @
Tha African nations as :\.ndicated earlier have fallen prey,\this
 attractive motion of using political factors in order to grant recognition.
If we look at tho problcu from an Mwlogical stand point the submission
is confimed. Sonogal, Ivory Coast and other countries still refuse to
recognise the Angolan X.P.Li. government because it - of parallel approach
TR (g A o R R 1 gl SR | 1 By e g i R
expressly adnitted that we refuse to rocognis; the marxist goiormtﬁi in
Xngola" umi't':ius not a government of national unity and had set itself a cours

of subverting other states especially in Zaire.lt
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When the 0.A4,U, conference convened to resolve the Angolan Civial war
took place in Addis Ababa in Oct 1975 a call for a National Unity
government collassed becuuse support to guerilla groups disintergrated
on ideclogical lines.

Pelitical considerations can further be deduced from the situation
in Western Sahara. Moroceo and the POLISARIO are wrestling for control
of this teritory, each with her own justiﬁcatto{w. Though no country
oxeopt‘ Zeire has acknowledged Morocco's unilateral annexation with giving
the people a chance of self determination, it cannot however be submitted
that there is justification for some African States to recognise the
POLISARIO as the »io representative of the Saharan people since it does
not satisfy principles and Yests before recognition is effected. It has
no effectual control of the territory, no stable government and it can't
be claimed that the bulk of the Saharan peopls support POLISARIO. Bat
Tanzania, Algeria, Eurundi have all recongised the POLISARIO. The plausible
reason is probably since the organisation is left-leaning it co;‘ncidu
with the idsclegical orientation of these states.

Lastly looking at Smith's and Musorewa's Rhodesial” - all Afriean
countries except South Africa refused to recognise them. Apart from |
support of the majority of the population (which is doubtable} = there
was an effective administration, asemblence of a state governuent despite
the continous liberation war. But this could be explained that at this
particular time fhodesia was an international outcast, Firstly because
of rebellion and refusal to accede to majority rule and worsedits ncm _
structure. The same spplies to South Africa as far as African countries

are concerned,
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The economic factors influencing recognition are interrelated with
the political ones above, The pelitical orientation of a state determines
its economle policy., Kenya's stubborn refusal to sanction the imin
Regime even during the war or liberation (November 1978 - 1979) ecould
be oxplnin«.t to the fact that Amin's continued oxi‘stence worked well
for Kenya's economy. Since most of Uganda's cash erops had to be sold
here at very low prices. Politicians, Iand businessmen had a lucrative
profit margin as middlemen aspocnliy the Coffee boom. "ost of them
became millionaires in a fortnight.

In & reciprocal process many Kenyan Industrial goods were sold
to Uganda te replace the gap left by othor countries dus to the @vwbnrgo
There was s gmnino%atmhough very dntostablo. in temms of human rights that
if Amin was ovethrown most of this trade would o::?:;«::— L\ony:0 woo:xt];g b\:%%f,cw
be the only exelusive market. As a result Kenya, to doaly%slv{h t‘ﬁo -\{ﬁo T
on the pretext of non-interference since Kenya's economic interests were -
maximized. Kenya took long to acknowledge the emergence of the new governm
in Kempala in order to gauge its reaction.

The most important factor whiech determines recognition in most
instances is personalities of Heads of governments involved. Freference
of one leader to the other is very crusial in African Polities. When
Dr. Milien Cbote was ovethrown in Uganda by Major - Gen. Amin the ecoup
was initially very popular with the masses. Obote's government had

increasingly become dictatorial, and arbitrary urz;sts had accelarated.

Gy Stk Thingize & ol V. Ugands i
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The new regiue satisfied all requirements for recognition and many nations
especially in W. Burope rushed to recognise it due to Chote's miltaney

at this time, especially his vehement oppostion to resumed sale of Miltary
weapons to South Africa by the Heath government in Britain. But in
contrast, most African countries refused to recognise the new Head, of
state, « lyerere and Kaunda stubborn ly regarded him as -the legal President
of Uganda until Amin was overthrown. The new govo‘rrmont zovernment had

to tmdaftako intense diplomatic effort in neighbouring countries before
Uganda eould be accepted as having had‘a. change in government,  Kenya
didn't take a non = cooperation stance in Uganda wdue to overiding
economie factors. Relationship between Kenya and Uganda was at that

time deteriorating because Obote was becoming more left oriented, more|
friendly to Tanzania and rather chilly to Kenya.

A further illustration was when Ben Bella of Algeria was overthrown
by a miltary eoup on Juna 19th, 1965.  Colnel Houri Toumnodiene, who was
then Vice Premier and Minister for Defence, assumed power. Many ceuntries
initially reacted with hostility. Ben Bella had coms to be regarded as
& symbol. of anti colonial and third world struggle against Western
Countries, As such he came to be admired by meny African countries.
Nasser of Sgypt afier publicly praising him offered him a sylum.

President lyerere had this to say tor’uithholding recognition
for sometime ~ “Frankly we need time to understand the meening eof the
change. when such & change takes place in & country, with which Tanzania
has had extremely friendly relations and especially when its formmer leader
has been particularly responsible for the creation of these relationms,
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it is natural for us to wait and see so that we may, understand what
has taken phcep' ‘ -

fenya's forsign Yinister Joseph Murumbi said when Xenya declined
Lo attend the Afro-Asian conference of Heads of State scheduled in
Algiers soon after Len Bella's fall  _ "Domestic reasons given by |
the special envoys of the new Algerian govcrnmonlt for still holding the
conference were nol altogether acceptable. We think the situation is
fluid. There has been a revolution w'hich has caught us by suprise. It
is a mere {ight for power. Ben Bella is very pepular with African states,
1 must say,"

Seicoutoure of Guinea regarded Dr. Nkrumah of Ghana Lill his death
as the Fresident of Ghana and never recognised the coup of 1966. All
the faetors indicate that unlike most countries, Africa,n states rely
mostly on persenal relationship of Heads of State and other varying
Political reasons before recognition is granted. It should interestingly
be noted that when Chiang Kei-Shek was still the President of Talwan
UeSe support was total due to Chiang's personality with the U.S. bedy
peliticse

The trend jow is that most African countries for fear of antagonisin
the new government, altogether refrain from making any statement. They
Just become indifferent to.changes selsewhere. The degree of violence
and bloodsboed which frequently accompanies such & change is ignored,
This .5 done by Jjustifying it tnder-0.A,U. Charter (article I1I), in which
member states affirm and declare their adhorence %o the prineiples
inter alia of sovo?gn equality of member states and non-interference in

the internal afifi\.rs of member states.
\
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This strategy of hiding‘quqr the O.A.U. Charter has led to lack of
knowledge on recognition in Africa. Its development has been retarded.
This bshaviour could be traced from the -o.cullod gstrada Dectrine.

The Hexican Foreign Minister Don. Genaro Sstrada on 27th September, 1930
issued a statement that sopw governments have the audacity of passing
on Jjudgement on the logglity or illegality, legitimacy or illegitimacy
of other governments thus surbodinating a governhent to fog}gn opinion
and 1ntcrf§ring in the internal affirs of other countries under the
pretence of the act of recognition. The Minister advised that third
states should keep silent whenever fhors a revoluticnary change of
government of another country and thaiysuch states should resort to
withdrawal of diplomatic missions if they have them, rather that pass
Judgment on a purely internal af&}r of the country.15

This doct%ine is apparently followed in some instances in Africa.
States who disagree with a violent change in other states severe diplomati
ties: than withdrawing recognition.

During Amin's regime the U,S5.A.,, U.K. and other countries withdrew
their imbassy staff. After Amin's overthrow Nigeria withdrew its lnbassy
from Kampala to protest Tanzania's direct intervention. ILibya expectedly
also withdrew, Uganda in 1979, September, withdrew its mbassy from
Bokassa's Central African Rep. to protest gross human rights viclations
after the @angul H“assacre of Children.

It is sreasoned that roq?nition will not change the status quo as

it is mersly 'declaratory', but from observation it carries some benefits.




Firstly, most new regimes in thirst for respectability would like
to be recognised because it is a matter of p?estigo.lé Furthermore
by recognition a new regime would be assured that no unwarranted
intergerence in the internal affiru or subversion would occur. For
example Tanzania's felt free to encourage Ugandans to orgznlse in guerrilla
forces to undermine and subvert the Amin Regime since she didn't reecognise
the regime. of %he k ‘

Recognition would further encourage resumption of trade and

credits between the two states coneern. Hhon-ﬂigoﬁib disapproved of
"Rawlings" coup in Ghana on June 4, 1979 = they cut off all crsdits
ineluding oil advmcos].'7
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SHAPTER THRZE
A CASE STUDY OF UGANDA

Uganda once described by Winston Churchhill as the "Pearl of Africa"
is strategically situated in the heart of Atrica, virtually as an inter-
section between lorth and Southern Africa. It's no surpriss that its
political devclbpmcmta have been closely wanted not enly by other countries
in the r;gion but by other removed countries for éoopolitical, sconomie
and other factors. It achieved independence from Eritish Colonialism
on Cotober G, 1962, As Gukiina aptly puts it, "the strugile for
independence wag due when all Uganda qultibiuhs spoke highly of Justice,
froodom./liborty, equality, unity, brotherhood and anti-authoritanianism.
They were oyposed to anything contrary to democratic principles.l

Since independence however, political events in Uganda have led
to the development and consolidation of Political systems and strutures
totally removed from what was expected by the majority of the citzens,
proving te be too costly in terms of human suffering, human rights and
objective Democratic principles.

Meny factors are attributable to making Uganda & unique in terms
of politioil.controvcrsy, recurrent domestic problems, etc., lNot all
can be ennamefated?horc, But the major factors were, firstly intense
tribalissn and sectionslism. Though tribaliam is an incessant problem
in African states, its degree is much higher in Uganda due to the virtual
domination of one tribe in tems of economic means, population and
education, political participation and in most other social interactions.
Among the ast Arricin'statc:, Uganda had much earlier been exposed to
w.sté;ﬁ education, so much so that the degree of political agitaﬁggruas
quite ﬁit%ﬁéﬁ‘é#on before parties in other states e.g. Tanganyika could make
a start,

N
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David 3§ kptorz observes that there were five political parties in Uganda
prior te independence., Furthermore, more than any other East African

region Ugande has had sharp ideological divisions among its polity
leading in most cases to irreconcilable issues on national  matters,
This has also bad an impact on executive lsadership in that every ideological
camp feels it can do better and as a result power strugsle always ensures
with the inevitable impact on the nature of Democpacy inter-state
cooperation, elcs

#e must also note that before ‘f.hp break up of the last African
Community ln 1577 Uganda was e siste; stats of Z. A. economic cooperation
wWhich was seen &s a model of oconomic.ﬁnion'in Africa, sc any political
change iﬁ Uganda had a direct bearing on Kenya, Tanzania and other countries.

The first significant change to democracy and constitutionalism
touching 0£;th6 international plans was on February 22, 1966 when
Dr. Milton Obote was Prime MYinister, In anticipation of a revolt against
him he seized power, scrapped the federal constitution which had allowed
traditional leaders some mesasure of authority. Though it was quite
bloody it didn't attract much international fuss because it was
interpreted as an internal struggle aginst feudalism. With the predictable
exception of ‘mpemriiaille Selassie of ithlopla who was rsported to have
been gravely concerned by the ouster of his friend King Freddie Mutesa II
the Kabaka of Buganda most countries in the Region restricted themselves
to mild commenits wishing a speedy stabilization of events so that inter -
regional activilies would resume normally.

The most important changes in Uganda's political climate directly
. relating io theggypsticn of recognition ocourred on January 25, 1971 and

on April 11, 197E. We shall deal with the two events ssparately.
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In Jumu'y, 1971 Dr. Milton Oboto then President of Uganda was
ovorthrown by a uiltnry coup d'tat led by ‘ujor = Gen, Idi Amin Dada,
then Commander and Chief of S‘tqtf of the Ugundn Army. A number of
factors led to Ubote's fate and we should m;inolthm as thoy’uoighod

directly or indirectly on the rucﬁion of cthor states as far as
recognition was eoncerned of the nog’rcgimo.‘ | g

Borrowing Professor All A, Mazrul's deseription of iwame Nkrumah
after his overthrow, 'Dr. Cbote was a good African but a bad Ugandan.'
Taough he was a status symboel to mapy gfric‘ms for bis strong nation-

a ligt csuse and staumch stand against South AAfric;, his domestic record
Wwas outrageouél_y sca.ndalou;. As he coanlidated_power, he pregressively
isolated himself from the main stream citzen as weshill observe below,
The main grieviances against him were adequately summarized by the so
called 1€ peints outlined by the soldiers when they seized power.

Yost lmportant was that Cbote was progressively becoming less
democratic, more despotic and less sensitive to the wishes of the masses.
Since independence there was a fallure to hold elections. Cbote used
pretexts to po,stpono them at every opportunity justifying it on national
unity and security.

Political detentions had trebled rather tremendously in his last years.
Any form of opposition was suppressed at mostisicthw:oc:iolenco.
The'General Saiﬁca Unit' hwhich acted as an Intelligence Urganisation
to fish out troublemakers was~ kmwn for its crude tactics in dealing
with the opponents of the regime.

Furthermore a failure to reconcile with the Baganda, the most
dominant tribe, especially after forcing their King (Zabska) inte exile,
ereated an aluost a permanent atmosphers of tension, as ‘lazrul argues:
"Complete national reconcilliation was inconceivable whils the Baganda

remained alienated.
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M. Obote had won a place in history by ending the 0ld order. But the
task of creating a new order had only Jjust boiun, and the Baganda has
to be full and wilful participants in any new order ....”" Despite the
fact that Hational Unity was his catchword he had miserably failed to
achieve it 2s by the time of his overthrow he had antajonissd more tribes
than he could wobllise om his side for national recopci.liation.

Yore alarming of all on the domestic plane was Ubcle's desire
to create a one party state. As we have observed above Ugandans have
besen politically active for quite aloug’iino. so this was seen as an
attempt teo rul§ the country indefinately. Chain reactions from different
political groups who were being affected by the move led to an extensive -
erosion of his power base. The most alarming development which direetly
concerned otRer countries was a detgrmined conviction to lead Uganda on
@ soclalist path. Indeed as Gingyera Pinciya says = "Obote will long
be remembered or villified in Uganda and abroad for his new ideological
directionsﬁ% ‘ '

lhough he was a late starter on socialism he advocated it with
exceptional zeal, He callod:;n many Governmeni pronouncemsuls as a
mnve-to—tyg-left. As Tertit Asland describes it in his introductory
remarks "Thglﬁova-to-tho-loft in Uganda was an aoffort on the part of the
U.P.C. at ideological rearmament and'policy changes of a redical centont'?
He authored the ﬁgggggn Han's ghar§o;'6 in which he attempted to out=~
line the wajor features of socialism as it was to apply to Uganda.
Partial natiohalizations’of the commanding heights qf the economy was
carried out especially in 1970. Africanisation programmes were initiated
through indigenization schemes. As a result this unleashed the .anger of

Britein who had extensive economic interests in Uganda, and also most
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of its citzens were working in Uganda so Africanization moves primerily
affected them. It should be remembered that at this time the United
Kingdom had reverted to a Conservative C}evmk'j mandtt T VVl“Ad”ﬂ“IP
of idward Heath, Kenya was alaoki?i;:gg companies who had business
interests in Ugnndﬁ. in fact relationship with Kenya had been eroding much
earlier for many factors. AR L

Also through Obote's "miltant Africanism®, he had alienated
many advanced West Zuropean governments, By a combination of rare
rhetorical capapbilities, youth and cric%s effectivensss, he was dubbed
by many &s the new Hkrumah? tle forcefully eriticised ‘‘est furopean states
especially United Kingdom at every opportuﬁity of their treacherous
association with the racist South ifriean regime, The period immediately
preceding the coup, he led most commonwealth countries in denouncing
the British government for its proposed sale of arms to Jouth Africa.
As ‘azrul says, "Obote in Singapore had been passionately critiesl of
British intentious. The world limelight had focused on,ﬁim and he had
been interviewed for a variety of Newspaper televison stations serving
populations from London to Melobourne. There was no doubt that following
the Singapore dencunciations, the British government was mors alienated
from Ubote than sver'.®

From the above, it app§Ps that despite Obote's domestic problems
and mistakes, he was a hero on the continent for his militant stand
against isperialism and for his new socialist trend which was rather
quite attractive to many African -natiens in the beginning of the 1970's
So ironically whereas some Ugandans were rejoiecing at his fall in Kampala
streets many African countries expressed sorrowful bitterness to the
military who had‘tcrminated his ca%}er. Just as Ghanaians were celebrating

in Accera for lkrumah's downfall, many Africans were distressed.
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. How did the countries resct after the coup? UWe have examined
in the previous chapter that Africen countries are mostly influenced by
political-ideological factors and in a subsdiary form, personalities
and economic interests.

Firstly the reection of Tanzania encompasses most of these factors.
Or. Obote and Ur. Nyerere shared the same political ideology. They both
espoused socialism as a vehicle for national development. In the course
of time they had become close personal friends a‘xd they frequontly took
the same policy line on African issues. 5So it was utter bitterness when
Obote was overthrown. They wers both at Singapore attending the Commonwealt
leaders conference. On his return Nyerere categorically declared that
there was no way in which Tanzania would recognise the new regime in Uganda
and that we would continue to regard Dr. Obote as the legal President
of Uganda. And when the Ugandan Foreign !iinister, Wanume Xibedl, sald
that he was willing to lead a delegation to Dar-es-Salaam to explain
the causes of the coup and that by refusing to recognise the military
regime, Ur. lyerere was acting like a biased judge who condemned a prisoner
after hearing only the prosecution case, the Tanzanian Foreign HMinister,
Mre I glinevingu, is quoted to have retorted back saying - "We don't
know this mans. WYe only know Sam (Odaka as the Forcigh Minister. The
delegation could come, but as tourists. We have room for tourists, but
we will not recognise any Ugandan Minister unless led by Odaka."lo
Zambia also reacted in rather similar terms saying that they

eouldn 't precognise & U surper. It should be understcod that Uganda,
Tenzania and Zambia were united in a brotherly platform which was known
as the "juluncushi Club", when they vowed to lead thelr nations on
socialist principles.
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Ambivalence to Amin's coup was not limited to these two countries.

Sudan bitterly condemned the takeover and there were countercharges

of border violations and fighting.'” Somalia issued a statement saying
“Revolutionaty Somalla fiimly believes that this takeover may be the
opening of a new front of aggression in RZastern Africa designed to be
the next turgets after 1mporiaiist atroéities in Southern ifrica,

South iZsst Asia and the Middle Zast." In Nairobi, President Said Barre
said that "tho takeover in Uganda was neither in {ho interests of Uganda
nor dooQ it serve the cause of Africa.'

Algeria, Guinnea, Agypt and other African countries issued statem
deploring the takeover as an 1nporiali§t'plot to retaydd the African
liberation process. The reaction of African countries was rather
ironical considering the offéetivonosa of the regime at home. Crowds
were thronging in the streets of Knmpaln;' Countrywide the nation was
calm. Thus they had no legal basis for denying recognition. As we
had earlier observed that this was due to the fact of Obote's political
stand in Africa and his towering personality.

Eritain was the first country to recognise the regime after ten
dh&s of its taking place in a statement read by the British under Secrets
for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Kershaw. Her Majosty's government instructed
the British High Commisioner in Uganda, 5ir Richard Slater, to convey

the messagze to lajor General &min}u

It was an agonising decision for
Britaln because though they were delighted by Obote's ouster, they didn't
want to be the only country to recognise the regime. So they hopefully
walted in vain., They then had to act anyway for fear of alienating:
General Amin., It has also been widely reported that Eritain knew in advs

that the coup was zoing to take place but kept a discrest silence.




tho British ponitioﬁ was predictable due to iho péiitlcal idoologioul
stand of the Cbote govoinucnt.

One of the othor'oountric; to have woleoicd the takeover was
Israel, On the political objectives Magui summarizes it this way:
"It is in Israel's strategical interest to keep thé third largest army
in the Arab world busy with an internal civil war in the South of Sudan.
The paramount interests of Israel are ﬁot obtaining antonomy or independence
of South Sudan but in maintaining a state of af’}rs serious enough to N
tie down a substantial part of the Suda;eso army to a civil war in the
South. There was also the calculation that this diversion of the Sudanese
army to a Southern war might in turn nocossitaio the diversion of part
of the igyptian army to Northern Sudan. This is precisely what did in
fact happen. Thousands of Zgyptian troops movcd to Northern Sudan as
thousands of orthern Sudanese troops fought in the South".15

It_should also be noted that Dr. Obote had become increasingly
uneasy with his close links with Israel, thus resulting in his gradual
rothinklng of his Middle Hast policy. Iartoi was surprised when Uganda
whom she éonsidsred a friend voted in the U.N., General Assembly demanding
Israel's withdraw from Arab territory. After the incident Ubote was asked
to explain why Uganda voted the way she did., Israel was apprehensive
that her strategy in Sudan where Uganda was used as a base to supply
Anyanya guerrillas with arms to fight the Sudanese government would
be sabotaged. Amin who had ethnic affinity with the Anyanya was considered

a safe lap do- to execute this grand plan. In fact after the coup, of all
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foreigners in Ugnndn. thoy were the ones: who displayod public presence
with the new rulers. Tho Collolal public gathoring immediately nrtor
the coup, a tokch Israel presence was noticed., Furthemmore Amin praised
them publiely lntﬁr for boing very g§od frif%ﬁs. Also ﬁmin's first trip
sbroad was to Israsl and Britain in July 1971,
In Africa only Ghana‘follqwod»arltain's lead to recognise Amin,
It did so on February 8th. This is not snrprising’bacause at that time
Ghana waé under the Proﬁiorship of Dr. Kofi Busia known for his ultra
conserva’ism and his closeness to Britisin. He was not at good terms with
soci@list oriented African states. Ghana's move prdvoked “Ihe Nationalist®
,TANﬁ newspaper in Tanzania to say in an oditorial that "Ghana has become
the oniy eouniry inrﬁfrica to Jbin Britain's band wagon in recognising
the Amin Junta in Uganda, shoua Just how faf those wﬁo rule shana today
have gone is selling out the interests of our continent".16
shana later followed by Dr. Kamuzu Banda of Malawi who said in
Nairobi on transit from Britain, : . that he was not opposed to the
new rulo?s.in Ugahda and would make a statement recognising them‘scon."
The situation in Uganda, ﬁo said was 5£he busiﬁess of the people of’
Uganda and no one from outside, be it contrnl, east or west Africa should
interfere. Let Ugandans solve the problam in the way they feel fit
and bost' 17
Another country to make a formal statement was Australia. The
Foreign Office on February 16th said "we are carryihg on normal business
with Uganda and that is in effect recognition”.
The Kenya position was rather ambigiu§us. They kept silent on the

situation, though they didn't hide their distrus’ for Dr. Cbote.
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15 aiys that when he arrived at Nairobi Airport from Singapore

David Martin
after the cbup, he was cnlbnsiy treated. He was whisked away under
heavy security Lo Pan Afric Hotel where tolopﬁono links were cut off
that Ko couldn't communicate with anyone. He had to eventuslly leave
for Dar-es-‘azlaam, They hated his socialist policy because it directly
threatened ‘enyan based companies. Obote's closeness to Dr. Nyerere
instead of ‘anya was also looked upon with suspicign. Tt is submitted
that Kenya sscretly supported tho'tdkoqver. Later when the government
was pressed Uy members of énrliamant to declare Kenya's stand, the
Minister of ?crai;n Affirs read a staf;mont in Parliament19 saying
everything dapended on the people of Ugihda. But the paramount reason
for Kenya's rafusal to join other African countries in condemning the
t@keovcr wae n2inly economic. Hany Kenyan manufactured goods are sold
on the Ugandan market, so any adverse sta@?int would threaten this
lucrative nariet,

In conclusion we have seen that the Amin coup failad to receive
recognition by most African countries due to Obote's political and
personal quslities despite the fact that the coup was effective at home,
whersas other countries especially Rritain, Israel and Kenya for differing
political and aconoﬁic reasons welcomed the change and directly or
indirectly encouraged it to take root;

Lastly we look 2t the 1979 change when Amin was overthrown.

The causes of the coup azainst Amin are so many that no one can effectively
put them down; lowever an attempt will be made as directly related to

our limited enquiry. We have seen from above that Amin came to power
riding the crest of popularity at home (though not all the populance
agreed to his assuming of high office); he was however not acceptable on

the continent Ly other states,
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It was after a long period that he had to establish a semblance of legitimacy
to the other leaders though Dr. Nyerere and Kaunda up te the very last
moment refused to recognise him. 4

Not long after Amin squandered even the little legitimacy he had
secured by his bizzarre unpredictable acts which left his few friends
embarrassed, donestic popularity was worn thin so much so that when
he was eventually overthrown apart from a tiny minority, sveryone was
happy. His new successors enjoyed almost instant {ogitimacy from other
states, recogznition was vietually instant and domestic mass support far

e What brought about all this: “What made

superseded that of Amin.
Uganda as some writers call it a 'tragic laboratory' in power and an
international rejection only now equalled by the Kampuchsan puppet

regime heading to social chaeos and suffering: Dr. Mugyenyi says that
‘r‘,a\bganda under Amin <xeimplifiss a combination of ignorance and power
mediated by comprehensive insecurity to generate excesses in poliey
Judgment and cixecution leading to social catastrophe”. ile continues that
Ugandans disaster could be attributed to Amin's personabity - "Amin

was characterised by arrogance, insensitiveness and 1gnoranco".21
Southal says of Amin = “"he dominates by mere physical size and energy,
coupled with extraovert, charm and simplicity, shrewdness, carriage and
ruthlessness. He could be informal and flexible. He participates with
boundless enthusiasm on diplomatic occasions, at meeting of elders,
churchmen, businessmen or farmers, in the activities of his soldlers or
in the dances which celebrates his visits round the country. He offers
advice to Heals of State around the world, Hs i%?%ﬁ .5 that he fears’
only dod. Mo couid be taken for an unschooldd simpleston, a bull in

China shop, a brutal bumped up .crgonut.'zz All these qualities of
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the man naturally adds up to a fellow totally divorced from the -annsslnnt‘
of a complex modern state. Siﬁggroly other countries wouldn't just look

up with disinterest. He yad clolrly oqtabiishcd bimself as an embarrassing
maverick intruding onvﬁganda's politiocl;soogo.

'he rise of such an 1lli§orlte and mediocre led to a total lack
o: analytical and operational abilities expected of everyone in a position
of respousibility, The effect of Amin's illiterdey led to multiplier
effectss en ol comparable credentlals with.Amin rose to power = illiterate
too in a#pri@ncsd in ecivilian qdminigt?ation, impatient and unknowledgeable
in bureau cralic business, insensitive to state complexities, unschooled
in dimplomalic stique tte, incapable of comprehending the workings of an
economic systam,ﬁincapablo of mamaging public finances, mérally unrestrained,
insenstive to the value of humap life, unable to grasp intricacies of
international interactlons and collectively cacooned in 2 crisis of
retarded social vision. Givd .

With inecredible simplicity and theatrical sponlaniely, drastic
decisions were made and implemented. Often they were decissions - that
deeply afiected the physical gnd spiritual life of the country. His human
rights record was one of the worst in contempora.ry times. It 1s estimated
that about 300,000 people were killed in cold blood and an equally
bigger nusber was forced into exile. His bizarre behaviour manifested
itself quits sarly.

: In August 1972 Asians were gxqssly expelled and ziven only 90 days
to have laft, For a callpus t;cqt@snt of a race who had lived here for
more than /0 years, this was indeed grotesque., Fe embarked on a systematlc

elimination of members of the intelligentsia across the country.
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He undertook a genocidal massacre of particular tribes especially the
Acholi and Langi of Northern Uganda. Christians were harrased culminating
in the brutal assassination of the Archbishoﬁ of the Anglican Church
Je« Luwum on Fenrﬁary 17th, 1977. It was soon fbllowo& by ths banning
of 27 Cristiean Churches in September 1977 - apparantely 'being a part
of theatrical poliey to Islamize a nation which has over 90: of her
population subscribing to the Christian faith. Ungitigatsd terror was
institutionslized as a strategy of political control and resime insurance.
Certainly ths list of human rights viclations is much longar,

Press Treedom was thoroughly 3@5'”“*“@3 four local inglish news
papers and 211 foreign newspapers and Magaiinos were banned as early as
November 1977. The country was left with only one Covernment newspaper
"The Voice of Ugzanda®™. A situstion had 2 rises: where publication of
anythinz in Uzanda had become virtually 1mp0831bio.

On the internstional scene the Amin Regime was simply scandalous.
Being always conscious of minimal respectability ' and ascesptability
within the international community, shown, by his failure to register
diplomalitic recognition, to bolster his regime e.g., it took ten days
for the first country, Britain, to recognise the regims since then
signala of international acceptability did not f1u5h‘bri¢h11y until
his eventual fall, His erratic éuarrals with various actors on the
lnt;rnational scene made him look simply i clown. Eor-axample following
tﬁe coup against Dr. Qbote, the 0.A.U., which was due to meet in Kampala
decided to change venue back to Addis Ababa. When 4min sent his delegation
fo Addis ibaba to raéroscnt Uganda, the delegation's cradanéi&ls were hotly
challenged. Obote in fact sent his own acligatloﬁ to represent Ug;nda which

had encugh support to block the Amin delegation from sitting.
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Moro rocontly Aﬂin was bnrrod to attond tho Conmonwollth Leaders
Conforcnco in London in oarly 19?7 tbough ho was lognlly aupposed tc
rbo thorc- g

Fhrthsrqore his 1oe:onos- with langnngo anado him a buffoon. This
'considertbl lessenod or orodod his 1ntornationa1 standlng. Jor example
ho said that if uJororo didn't havo gray hair he would have‘ﬂarriod him
for a wamap, osnt a telogram to Nixon during tho Jhtorgata scandal that
he wishod H*x a 4u1ck racovory and during tho 'Yom Kipur' war betwoon
Iarael and the trab atates ssyinz that'hs would send a commando Unit

L

to JorusalaJ to oull up uoldn 4oir s pnntica. b b

| Am*n's ni 1ghbour rolations wero tho worst.v Uganda is Bégndrio
Konya and lanzania hy matter or History, uoography, dconomics, Social
Interactlon and infrastructure. But rolltions were not . pgrticulurly
warme. 1&nzsﬂ¢c axpressly reruuod to recogniso tho regiue and actively
campaianeu a,glnst it whenovor an opportunity arose. lenya who fliterd

with the recine were joltod whon Amin woko up one morning ard muaod with

the ide“ PP 'airitory within 20 milos of Nairobi. Kenya ﬁhich had cut

t%mg the regime economically sealsd the border and
eut off oil supplies from the Mombasa refinery. This tenporarily
diseiplined ithe fsllows. However relations warmed later for economie
ressons asafnly, <ociiz.  IRs opatlog o Ind &

Uther landlocked countries like Rwanda, Burundi and Zaire had
& checkerod capser with the Regime. Borders were interaitently elosed
and transporiation vehicles taking vital supplies frsquently impounded

for various charges.
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Amin totally ignored the welfare of his subjects. Drastic
Miltary budgets at tho~ sxpsense of soeial programmes like Bducatien,
Health and other sectors of the National sconomy magrified the social
catastrophe. He was so obserssed with the nutm.",_fotm S
penchant thirst for inflated miltary titles . e Qan a8 VoCay DuSe00y
MiCoy CoBelsp otosy whether this was an indication of inferiority
complex, it can't be adequately explained. |

The worst evil to the world over was his human rights record;
incredible brutalities were dished out to Ugandans in various ways,

He exceeded allcConventional norms of ;oulity. Having a girlfriend
who happans te Le liked by a stats operative would invite an impulsive
executioner on your heels. Indeed Amin's sirategy of terror involved
a traumatizing sleap beyond the bounds of morality.

So when news broke of Kampala's fall on April 11, 1979 the whole
world was electrified. The bully had fled. The next day Tanzania
recognised the new U.N.L.F. government led by Professor YUSUFU LULE,

a distinguished acsdemic. Zambla and Mozumblique followed suit on April
13th,

Zombie issued a statement saying "The government and people of
Zambia warnly welcome the new developments in Uganda and pledge their
‘recognition of the new government of Uganda and pledge their Militant
support and solidarily. The ousting of Idi Amin and formation of a
aow Administration in Uganda constitutes a great victory for the people
of Uganda and is a singular triumph for freedom, justice and human
diginity."
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ctidopia recognised Uganda on April 15th, Britainwhe ad rushed to
rocogniao Anin turnod aroand and too roeogniocd tho new govornmcnt
on Fobran£§ iBth; she sent a spoolal cnvoy R‘ichard Posnett to Kanpull
to congrttulate the new govornncnt. Britain had withdrewn her Embasqy
from Ugtndu following B Hurdar oF bols Bloch, an Israel, British
Passport holder when terrorists hijacked an Air France Airbus in 1976,

The U.5.4. on April 17th announced its intention to nommalise her
relationship with Uganda and open the Zmbassy closed in 1977.

State Jept. Spokesman Tim Reston announced that the U.S.A, was
sending diplomats to check on the sityetion under the new provisional
government and sald that since the UsS. had not formally broken off ties
with Uganda (ho cuestion of recognition did not u-itu.zl+ Laler a delegatio
led by !ir. iobert Keeley, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
African Affairs, arrived in Uganda.

A host ol other countries rushed to recognise the new government.
The question is wliy was there an enthusiasm to recognise the new govermmen
in contrast to the Amin coup in 1971 which struggled for minimal acceptabl.
at home though both changes were followed by effectiveness at home. In fa
the 1979 chonpe was less effective since it took over two ﬁonths for the

whole country to be liberated. Another factor is that in overthrowing
Amin the principle of territorial intergrity was thrown overboard,
Tanzaniar soldiors did the invasion to oust the dicaator and helped
instal the new overnment. This leads to a theory that in recognition

or non-reco nition the international community of states recognise the
issue of humen rights. The Amin regime had exceeded 8llrreason&ble limits
It bad becane an mbarrasment to all nationl.25 Also Obote's towering

personality on African politics helped to considerably diminishe Amin's
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impact on the world. This is the Human Right argument for Recognition
whose validity is in dicated by the refusal of West African Heads of
state to deal with the new government of Master Sgt. Sammuel Doe of
liberia for his diregard for human rights in executing top offiecials
of the former Tubman Administration.
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Foreign Policy, ®.ge., his willingness Lo
resume arus ;&ios to South Africa im erder to
counter Soviet moves in the Indian Ocean was
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A declaration was signed in Mulungushi
Zambian town to that effect.

It should be remembered that the President

of Sudan, Gaffer Nimery, espoused Socialism
at that time before his turnabout,.

Dei t F 2 1971
See Daily Nation, February 6, 1971

"Is the Nile Valley merging As a New P
Seince Couneil

Dally Nation, February 10, 1971
Daily Nation, February 13, 1971

In the book GENERAL ANIE

Detailed in the previous chaptar.

The writer, himself from Uganda, remembers qui
vividly, when DAILY NATIC! publised a special
idition on the afterncon of April 1llth breakin
the news of Kampala's fall -~ every one in the
eity went cragzy. Feople drank to the next mor

In an article, - " POLITICAL CHEMIS
GNORANCE AND POWER - UG/ DA (cyelosty le
AS A TRAGIC LABARATORY Dept. of Government 197

" 'S MILTARY COUP IN UCANDA: A freat Man
of Historical Ineecitability" University of
Wiscousin at Madison - Paper presented at the
third international congress of Africarists
Addis Ababa (December 9 - 19, 1973).

The Standard of l4th 1979, (April)

The Standard of 18th April 1979.

But this has not applied to X{ampuchea (Cembodi
iven the U.N, does not recognise th Heng Samri
government installed after the Vietnamese
invasion., It still recognises the Khmer Rouge
government though as Carter called it was the
worst violator of Human rights inthe world,
This can be explained probably that it involve
supsrpower polities.
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C‘HAPTER- FOUR

" DOCKITION AS PRACTISED TN SELECTED’

ATRTCAN STATES OUTSIDZ E. AFRICA

ot

As we have already observed, recbgnition is used as a co-option of ;w
. newl state or ;overnment into the intérnétional family of Nations, théugh

in practic: ~rscognition does not mean that a states or government doesn't
exist, Genaially Agriggp cqqhtrias have jone through bitter struggles
before cc.. i1 independence and we have witne%ged that legally conéitutada
governﬁdv;; av: been violentlvaVQpﬁhrowﬁQ ‘tiost ébmmohly‘by.military»céups.
Coups Go ~—vo 27o almost endemié inJAffica. The most recent was theoverthrow
of the Llosrian zovernment of William Tolbert who was brutally assassinated
on April 11tuh 1530,

in “his chapter we shall look at methods in which Recognition is

commonly @i loyed, ©.gs, r'cognition Qf,s@atas and recognition of governmonts;
On recosrniilon of a new state we shall examine Biafra and Angola and oﬁ
government - hoana after Nkrumah's fall, Nigeria‘aftef‘independence was a
looﬁely foocrabed nation based on tribél affiliation. Tribal hatred among
her lar ==t .ribes -~ the YE%%%1¥§;é§§., Yorubas and Ibos reached alarming
proportions which culminated in the Hassacres of Ibos in the Nothern Region.
Que to thz swdiety which was generated by such a d“veloonent, Lajor-General‘
qukwu? ilitary adminlstrator of the lastern Region declared the predomi-
nantly Ibo rogion 1ndapendent and oaptlaad the new nation as Biafra. For

humanitarisn considerations thelr secession was understandablo becaus;
though the _bos were bein: ellmlnated in other parts of ﬁlv~ria, the
Federdl Usvgrttient dldnlt sbem to take concrete measures to defuse‘the.‘
situation. It looked as if they had been rejected as part of the nation.

African states were faced with a dilemma whether to grant Recognition or

not. A4 civil war erupted between the Fedéral Government led by - .
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Gen. Yakubu owon and the Fiafran Jovernment of .lajor Gen. Cjukwu.
As incicated in Chapter two, recognition or non-recognition

depends on ihree major factors: Political and in a subsdiary form,

tEeonomic' and 'Personality! of_the Heads of* state and Governments involved.
Political [cctors weighed heavily with African governments on the issue
of the Lsiren Hecognition., lany African countries ars plagued with the
problen oo tribalism and minority discontent. This is an outgrowth of
Colonialic hich cAtwmersiattd horders simply ¢h gg?ographical and administra-
tive convoilence without taking into consideration ethnic affiliations and
. ,gaeumde&wmmo%wqu S i

as a result a2 tribe would find n®e 82y Somalis in North-Zast Kenya would be

, » %
more at I .. they were part of Soialia., Furthermore due to the fact
that Africs ves over-balkanized by the Colonial asters, most African
countri,f T3 Wary §f sanctioning furthef divisions or secession é§4it would
easily uh:'f I{ a chain reaction of deménds for secession in most countries

wvac Lo the above the bulk of Africen states rejected Hlafra's claim

to be an Lndependent soversign whatever its genuine justifications.,  The
merite oil © o case were not considered. As a result most African
countries su_porited the Federal Government in its bid to stop the rebellion

and re-estei lish central authority. The 0.A.U, charter was repeatedly

P

cite; fur this golicy;stand. But due to the humanitarian factors involved

@.gsy avoidence of génociﬁe, most“qountries strongly recommended a cease

fire ancd imcecuiate commencement of negotia£ions to end the conflict.

Héwevér this cell was ignored by the parties involved in the fighting

_ only fcour African céﬁntries recognised the Biafran states: Tanzaniz,

Zambia, lvory Coast and Gabon, Whyf they are evenly divided.acCea@upTo
LchJuLxﬁaLprK.04ftZA«T7~bLDm\

sannie's Hinister of Foreign Affairs Mr. Ngonja announced
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o April, 1908 that hils Jovernment now gava officia1 rncoanition
| ol -1#1.;'51 as it was cor;v;;eed t‘xat there was no longer 1
au, uas:..s ‘mr x.nit,/ batwae'x the 12 million Ibo peo;;i:and tne maininq
peoplesof ui oria, that the Federal stato had failed to provide for o
the Sa.fi}tj of the Ibo peog‘)la' and whan a wht;ia; p;ople was reﬂected
by a ﬁfxajorlt*‘ of the stata .’m which they l:wa, they must have a rio‘ht =
to live under a dlfferant arrangement.l- H -
A I‘ha Nigerian Jovornment reached sharply bylbreu dng off Lrunédi;tely
diplomatic relations with Tanzania., In & goverament siai:nsnt it said
“The Higerian government regarded ﬂd:s-gsl_ _ho_at@ilo,ae-{; & country it
had regarded as a friend.  In Tenzaniza's hour.of need whsu The lznzanian
Army mutinied against the lyerera ;zag‘iz;c, Nigevian readily rssponded:i$o . ..
President lysrere's desparate appeal for Nigerian troes Lo save Wi
restore law and order and preserve ihe territerial .lﬂ‘uerbnky of lanzania,"
Ageording to Nyerers lancania was notivated by puzsiy hianitarian

factors; & reason hardly.advanced for recegnitlon.or suw ceco akidon of

a govermment. In a long lettsr written in The Observer of ~11 28, 1968 3

ne said "The leaders of Tanzanla have probably talked wor o out Uhsmeed
for unily than those el aay countvy. - iving Lormak reco. nuiiei A@nitariag
greater disunity in Africa-was every diffieult. deedsion 1o e Gur
reluctance to do so was compounded by oa.u- updepstanding ol Lhe sroklems of
disundiiye rallsiaus

Zut unily can onlky be Lased on the general .conseni o tua paopleranl;
involveds The people must feal that the staitae or unlon Jis lisire and. o
they must be willing to have their quervels in.that conla<l. rou -slales
and govermants exisi for khe citzeus prolsetion, welfar: wud lor the -
futuns well-belng £of their ohildren. Thare is .m0 okhar jusiifiosidon:fom,

states and governmenis excapl man.

-3l
e
-



Sk

In Wigerla this consciousness of common citzenship was destroyed
by the events of 1966 and in particular by the pogroms in which 30,000
- Zastern Nigerions were murdered and many more injured and about 2 million
forced to flee from the North of their country and the apparent in
ability or unwillingness of the authorities to protect the vietims whieh
underlies the . asterners conviction that they have been rejected by

other Nigericns and abandoned by the Federal GovoTnnent. They will net

be convinceu ‘L ,;ing shot. Nor will their acceptance as part of the
Federation '« ;cgongtratcﬁ by the usa bf Federal power to Lomb schools and -
hosptals in iz areas to which people fled from p;rsecution%”

This vas a strong humanitarian stand for th§ recoznition of Biafra.
Naturally /'i-eria was ainfmod and there were fears that gerereis step
would be followed Ey others thus peace moves were tried though it
eontinued to olude thoraﬁnrring factions. Zambia too followed Tanzania's
- lead by reco nising Elafra on May 20th 1968, eiting same humanitarian
roaéons. ' N _

Gabon rocognised Biafra on May 8th and Ivory Coast on May 10th.
Théir reasons ware somehéw ambligious. Although they too cited humanitarian
reasons, it's believed that‘thej were following France's instructions
since e ‘eullc was one of the staunchest supporters of Ulafrs mainly
for economic and religlous reasons. This conflict in Nigeria produced
a strange balance of allianco# on both sides. The Biafrans whose leadership
was strongly pro Jéstorn and imbued with the values of 2 private enterprise
system had on its side France and its two ultra=-conservative Francophone |
Afriecan allics, Ivory Coast and Gabon, as well as two militant African
countries, Tanzania and Zambla, and . also the peoples Republic of China,
(The Chinese had no affinity with Biafra other than that “ussia was on the

other side).
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President De Gaulle has his own political and eccnomic reasons
why he favoured Siafra. He was taken up ﬁy the fantasy of the need for
smaller states in Africa. No doubt as he had envisaged the break-up
of tThe Conzo Usmocratic Republic (Zaire) into ten or twelve small states,
s0 he saw & similar possibility for Nigeria. Portugal which also recognised
Blafra clearls had no special interest in the Biafrans; their policy
was merely opportunistic and probabaly calculated to improve their own
defence posiilon by assisting the break up of Nigo;ia. (It should be
remembered tial at this time Portugal was fighting three independence
wars). | '

Zembia and Tanzania adopted a moral attitude, which strongly
eonflicted wiilh the C.A.U. charter as well as their own sarlier -
attitudes on the political dangers of African balkanizatlion.

Why did most countries not recognise Biafra: Ni_ eria as the legiti~
mately reco nised government could count on the support of those members
of QuA.U, and also the Commonwealth though Canada showed some uneasiness.
The U.S5.4. and most other Zuropean countries wers inclined to follow the .
British policy of dealing with Nigerla only, though the scandinavian
eountries, ol ium, Switzerland, Israel and Ireland had been far from
easy aboul supporting the Federalists exclusively. The main reason was
pelitical, c.7.y the O.A.U. with its charter provisions strongly
condqmuxa_seccassioAist movements within the established frontiers
of its meuber states could not bte counted on Biafra's side. The Commonwealth
favoured i eria {or fraternal factors and as a result joint non-recognition

by the U.i.U. and the Commonwealth strongly influenced the rest of the

international community,
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majority ol (7> 0.2,U.'s member states thus obliging the organisation to

admit the '©co l:s Republic of Angola formally to membership on 10th February,

1976.
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The £,2,C, granted recognition on 19th - 18th February and Portugal
followed suit on 22nd PFebruary. ﬁthnom sevently states had
recognised the MPLA regime.

Other countries backed the two rival factions. For example Zaire
and Chins recognised FNLA, Zambia initially backed UNITA but later changed.
Most countries recognised none, calling for a govermment of National Unity.
Amin who was then the Chaimman of the 0.A.U. not only denounced MPLA's
unilateral seizure of power but threatened to brepk diplomatic relations
with Russia unless he got an explanation of its invelvement in Angela
and also detested the behaviour of its Ambassodor in Uganda for pressuvizing
him to recognise the soviet bukcdm;u. Up to now some countries do not
recognise Angola led by MPIA e.g., Senegal, Ivory Coast, Gabon, ete.

Bven the UsS.is " not yet extended recognition to the marxist led
government though commercial corporations especially of oil exploration
continue to do brisic business with Angola.

SHANA:

Lastly we deal with Ghana, the first African country to get
independence in 1957. It was led by Dr. Kwame Nkrumsh, one of Africa's
most intelligent and forceful leader in its post-independence history.
He was overthroun on 24th February, 1966 in a coup’ » led by Lt. Colnel
B.X. Kotoka., HNkrumah had been variously called as Africa's redeemer.
Great Messiah and The Christ of our day. He was by then on a state
visit to China to ostensibly negotiate peace in Vietnam.

~ The new National Liberation Couneil (NLC) government was headed
by Lt. Gmlmhvhohndbmmuormwbyllkmnh. The

charges against Nkrumah were that he had severely curbed freedom which .. _



had developed almost from the start until the coup. Large scale
detention of opponents of his regime and senseless harassement of the
opposition thus foreing many to go in exile.

Nkrumah being one of the foremost leaders in Africa, many countries
were put in a dilemma eitherto recognise the new regime or not since '
it seemed to enjoy the overwhelming support of most mmfps. On a
state banquet in Peking, China still referred to him as Mr. President and
radio broadeasts didn't mention the coup at all. Guinean President
condemned the ecoup in strongest terms and offered political a sylum
to the deposed leader whom Sekoutoure declared later at a mass rally
as co~president of Guinea. Algeria, another leftist government, denounced
the military takeover though it was itself under military rule led by
Colnel H. Boumediene. The government daily "Elmoudjahid" on February 27, 196
deseribed the Ghana coup as an indication of an upsurge of imperialism in
the non=aligned world. It claimed that foreign powers were behind the
coup.

Mali offered actual a sylum and hosipitality and it declared two
days as solidarity days in sympathy with the people of Ghana. Congo
(Brazaville) also denounced the coup on same reasons. The communique of
Mali's political bureau said "we are in combative solidarity with President
Nerumah and we assure him our unswerving support and total hospitality" .6
Congo (Bragzaville's) ruling party described the coup as "a vast offensive
wleashed by Sswerialim against rising Afvissn forees snd gemsine
independence.

Hyerere offered a sylum to Nkrumah if he saw needs. He said that
recent coups in Africa had hindered what he desecribed as "a true revolution
in Africa®,’ and advised that Africa's enemies are busy rejoicing.
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The real test came at the 0.A.U., ministerial conference held at Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia. The conference was divided on ideological lines whether to
admit the nm’%mim delegation or not. Meli, Guinea, Tanzania, and
Conge had spearheaded an unsuecessful attack on mokerc&anti.ﬂs of the
Ghanaien delegation on the ground that:it did not represent its country.
However many delegates accepted Ethiapia’s Foreign Minister's view, the
newly elected chairman, wheo pointed aﬁt that the ?resonca ofvany delegation
on the council's deliberations did not iniﬁln rmanitim or non-recognitio
by member states of that delsgations gyvaﬁhnéat. Mali's Foreign Mini#t-r
Ousmane Baprompthy resigned his pbst”éf First Vice-Chairman to which he
had been elected only two hours aarlior.s = k
Guinea took the issue fnfthet by according a state welcome to
Nerumeh and emotlonally daclariﬁg hha\eoépr051d0nt on March 2nd. Ile
later thraataned4t¢ march on Ghana via Ivory Coast to crash the rebels.
. The next day on HMarch 3rd it marked a climax. In the 0.A.U. conference
Tanzania, Guinea, Mali, U.A,R., Somalia, Algeria and the Congo walked out
of the ministerlal council meeting in protest against the presence of the
Ghanian delezation. Thess represecuted the most radical states on the
centinent at that time.
Despite the violent dislike for the new regime time showed the
fatility of the non-recognition docﬁ}ns‘ On March 17th Russia recognise
the new military regime in a nots handed to the Chalmen of the N.L.C.
Nigeria recoznised the new government much sarlier on March 6th. China
too resumed relationship in April. By the end of HMarch over 90 states

had recognised the new administration.
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EOOI NOTES

lotos on 'rmunn'a Rmmtien cf Blafra
NIE Y _RECORD 1968/1969

Btitled "JEY WE RECOGNISED ETAFRAT"

He was executed in June 1979 by a Military
Tribunal together with other former Heads
State, Fred Akuffo and Ignatius Acheampong
after a military Coup led by Flight Lieutenat
Terry Rmuag-.
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SOBCLUSION

In the preceding pages we have indicated that recognition of
governments is primarily a political asct differring from recognition
of a state only in the nature of the entity being recognised. A government
:Ly merely an operative agency of a ste, but it is that part of the state
which undertakes the actions, which are attributable §o the state, are
subject to regulation by the application of the principles and rules of
international law. ‘

We have tried to show that th; problems involved in the recognition
of govermnments in Afyica mostly appear when & change in the form of government
takes place. Anocther govermment might deteste the unconstitutional or
otherwise irregular transfer from one group to another; whereas ancther
government would simply dislike the person who has taken over or usurped
power.

In conclusion it should be remembered that changes in the form
of a government or in its personnel do not affect the continuing existence

of the state involved. It remains a legal entity in international law.
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