Ambassador Janet Garvey versus Clement Zabloiski; A Conflict of Choice, Intellect and Vision
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Trying times these. No, make that interesting times. Come with me for a stroll down memory lane for a minute, will you?

At the 896th UN General Assembly on October 6, 1959, informed by various reports from its Consul General in Lagos, John K. Emerson on the true desires of the goodly peoples of the Southern Cameroons, the government of the USA delegated its Ambassador to the United Nations, Clement J. Zabloiski, to vote for the independence and sovereignty of the Southern Cameroons when the issue came up. 
On April 21, 1961, the United States of America led 50 countries to vote for the independence of Southern Cameroons. 

Following that vote Ambassador Clement J. Zabloiski said, “The USA had voted for resolution 1350 (XIII) and still finds its provisions satisfactorily. The USA congratulates the people of the Southern Cameroons for their accession to auto determination as it constitutes the will of the population who wants to run its affairs democratically. The government and the opposition parties of the Southern Cameroons unfortunately have not come to an agreement, however, there is no reason to deny the population of the Southern Cameroons a brief, the results of a hurried choice imposed on the population of the Trust Territory would be catastrophic for their political future.”
Speaking for India, Ambassador Krishna Menon in reply to Mr. Stavropoulos, the Trusteeship Council Legal Adviser, said, “In this regard, my delegation sees no reason why the Southern Cameroons shall not achieve independence on the same date like Nigeria and Northern Cameroons”.
Today, FIFTY (50) years later, where is that independence that the United States of America voted for? In the wake of current resolute moves by Southern Cameroonian nationalists to acquire a fundamental human right like self-determination, Janet Garvey, current US Ambassador to the Cameroons expressed the following considered? view on the Southern Cameroons Question. She was speaking at a Hilton Silver Spring town hall meeting on Sunday, October 11, 2009.  
Reacting to a question from a Southern Cameroons activist said: « There is a history, there is a past but let us move forward. The future of Cameroon is to be truly bilingual and this is a bonus for her especially in the sub region as there is no other country with this “blessing.” There certainly are concerns and issues but let us build on the strengths. »
Before her pronouncement, Ambassador Garvey underlined that she is the ambassador of the United States of America to the Cameroons and consequently cannot be meddling in the internal affairs of well…the Southern Cameroons. She then proceeded to do just that by endorsing the « National Unity and National Integration » twaddle which constitute the basis of attempts by the majoritarian government of La Republique du Cameroun to annex and subsume the Southern Cameroons. 
 Interestingly, Ambassador’s unfortunate and uncalled for pronouncement comes in the wake of the historic Ruling of the aptly named African Commission of Human and Peoples Rights as delivered last May in Banjul. 
Critical Culls from the ACHPR Ruling

Now a critical aspect of the Banjul Ruling was the following words etched in SOLID GOLD:
The Commission states that after thorough analysis of the arguments and literature, it finds that the people of Southern Cameroon can legitimately claim to be a “people.” Besides the individual rights due to Southern Cameroon, they have a distinct identity which attracts certain collective rights. (Self-determination AND THE RIGHT TO SELF-GOVERNMENT are fundamental rights)
179. Based on that reasoning, the Commission finds that “the people of Southern Cameroon” qualify to be referred to as a “people” because they manifest numerous characteristics and affinities, which include a common history, linguistic tradition, territorial connection, and political outlook. More importantly they identify themselves as a people with a separate and distinct identity. Identity is an innate characteristic within a people. It is up to other external people (like Ambassador Garvey and the International Community) to recognise such existence, but not to deny it.

180. The Respondent State (La Republique du Cameroun) might not recognise such innate characteristics. That shall not resolve the question of self identification of Southern Cameroonians. It might actually postpone the solution to the problems in Southern Cameroon, including those already highlighted hereinabove. The Respondent State acknowledges that there have been problems created regularly by the secessionist SCNC and SCAPO, in that part of its territory, which calls itself the “Southern Cameroon”.

181. The Commission is aware that post colonial Africa has witnessed numerous cases of domination of one group of people over others, either on the basis of race, religion, or ethnicity, without such domination constituting colonialism in the classical sense. Civil wars and internal conflicts on the continent are testimony to that fact. It is incumbent on State Parties, therefore, whenever faced with allegations of the nature contained in the present communication, to address them rather than ignore them under the guise of sovereignty and territorial integrity. Mechanisms such as the African Commission were established to resolve disputes in an amicable and peaceful manner. If such mechanisms are utilised in good faith, they can spare the continent valuable human and material resources, otherwise lost due to conflicts fighting against ethnic, religious domination or economic marginalisation.

The Commission, however, finds also that the Respondent State violated various rights protected by the African Charter in respect of Southern Cameroonians. It urges the La Republique du Cameroun to address the grievances expressed by the Southern Cameroonians through its democratic institutions. (Mr. Biya is not interested)
The 1993 Buea and 1994 Bamenda Anglophone conferences raised constitutional and human rights issues which have been a matter of concern to a sizable section of the Southern Cameroonian population for quite a long time.

The demand for these rights has lead to civil unrest, demonstrations, arrests, detention, and the deaths of various people, which culminated in the demand for secession.

202. The La Republique du Cameroun implicitly acknowledges the existence of this unwelcome state of affairs. It is evident that the 1995 Constitution did not address the Southern Cameroonians’ demands, particularly since it did not accommodate the concerns expressed through the 1993 Buea Declaration and 1994 Bamenda Proclamation. (Mr. Biya discountenanced Southern Cameroon’s demands for self determination even within the minimalist Federal system)
203. The Commission believes that the Southern Cameroonians’ grievances cannot be resolved through secession but through a comprehensive national dialogue.
Zabloiski saw it Coming
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One does not need to be terribly gifted in intelligence to read cold, hard and terrifying meaning into ACHPR Ruling. Just these words alone subvert everything that the double-crossing Brits allowed the sneaky French to do in 1961 when the Southern Cameroons was handed over to the French on a wooden platter. The US home government either looked the other way or they played along with their two-faced British “Pals” - confederates.
British perfidy  

In 1957 the Colonial Secretary, Mr. Alan Lennox-Boyd, addressing Southern Cameroons political leaders in London, made the fantastic claim that “many of the best friends of the [Southern] Cameroons do not foresee a destiny more likely to promote her happiness and prosperity than in continued association with Nigeria.” 
The British claimed, untruthfully, that the Southern Cameroons was not economically viable to be a sovereign independent state. In 1957 Mr. Alan Lennox-Boyd, the British Colonial Secretary, told Southern Cameroons political leaders in London that the Southern Cameroons would “continue under the Trusteeship Administration of the United Kingdom” but “would not thereby be given the golden key to the Bank of England.” 
In 1958 Sir Phillipson stated in a British-commissioned one-man economic report on the Southern Cameroons that the Territory “could only exist as a separate entity on a precarious hand to mouth basis and would not be viable as a completely independent sovereign state.” 
On 13 June 1960 Mr. Boothby, Head of the African Department of the Foreign Office, sent a secret memo to the UK Ambassador to La Republique du Cameroun, Mr. PM Johnson, stating that the UK was opposed to an independent Southern Cameroons. The UK Government, he wrote, “Are not attracted to the idea of an independent Southern Cameroons because it would certainly not be able to pay its way and ... we are not at all anxious to have to do so on its behalf. We cannot expect to get any advantage from being foster mother to an independent Southern Cameroons and it is clear it would have to be fostered by somebody. ... In fact, the sooner we can ... wash our hands off it [i.e., the SC], the more pleased we shall be.”
On June 7, 1960 the UK Representative at the UN, Sir Andrew Cohen, sent a confidential dispatch to the Foreign Office in which he stressed that the UK Government should be firm with Mr. Foncha, Premier of the Southern Cameroons, so as to scotch the sentiment for outright independence. “HMG’s position should be made abundantly clear to Foncha [so as] to scotch tendencies towards the third question [on independence] ... The policy of HMG is to discourage any tendency towards a ‘third question’ very strongly.” 
In early October 1960 the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Mr. Iain Macleod informed a delegation of Southern Cameroons political leaders in London that the UN ruled out the question of separate independence for the Southern Cameroons and that if the plebiscite vote went in favour of ‘joining’ La Republique du Cameroun arrangements would be made “for the early termination of Trusteeship and the transfer of sovereignty to the Republic.
"In a secret memo of 12 October 1960 to the Foreign Office, Lord Perth, the British Minister of State at the Colonial Office, expressed HMG's attitude that, 'The Southern Cameroons and its inhabitants are undoubtedly expendable'." 
In a confidential brief of 7 March 1961 (for the Commonwealth Prime Ministers Meeting) the UK Government stated that Nigeria had been fully informed of “every move in the discussion of the hand-over of the Southern Cameroons to the Cameroun Republic.” On 1 October 1961 the Under Secretary for the Colonies, Mr. Hugh Fraser, informed the British House of Commons that as he was speaking the Southern Cameroons has already been “transferred to Mr. Ahidjo.”

Faced with devious plots by his own government to subsume the Southern Cameroons into the almost independent La Republique du Cameroun, a British MP Hon. G. M. Thompson (Dundee East) addressing the British House of Commons on August 1, 1961 said, “The problem of uniting these two territories would, in any event, be difficult. There are two territories of completely different cultures with different political systems – there are extremely complex problems in bringing these two Countries together within one National State.” 

In 1998, Lord Thompson raised his voice again of this same Southern Cameroons issue. He was begging for British and UN immediate intervention to avert a future conflict in the Southern Cameroons.

Janet Garvey’s Error

Janet Garvey’s words are just that. Words. Empty renegade rhetoric, full of sound and fury. Signifying nothing as far as Southern Cameroonian determinism is concerned. Successive American Ambassadors to La Republique du Cameroun, Frances Cook (1989 -1993) and Niels Marquardt (2004 – 2007), have argued, albeit strenuously, that dialogue, democratization and good governance could give autonomy to the peoples of the Southern Cameroons within a united Cameroon. This is crass wishful thinking. Primo, there is no basis no basis in international law for any such union between the two former UN Trust Territories in the absence of a Treaty of Union between the now existing Government of the Southern Cameroons, albeit one in exile. Secundo, an increase in democratization will instead heightened the resolve in Southern Cameroonians to be unfettered. Southern Cameroonians, like Americans, are a people. They aspire to the same rights the Americans invented and believe it. It is a natural right of every people, recognized as such by themselves, by the African Commission and by International Law, to acquire a state especially when those peoples are located in a territory recognized as such under international law and when such peoples have a common history, a common culture and a common desire to live together. There is no force known in the universe that has prevented such a people from forming a state. 
If Ambassador Garvey were to be taken seriously, the Americans seem to have forgotten that they voted for the independence of the Southern Cameroons on April 21, 1961 as Ambassador Garvey continues covering up the British mismanagement of the decolonization of Southern Cameroons. 
The Chinese are beating the Americans hands down in the neo-scramble for Africa and its very soul (resources and business opportunities) because of the kind of George Bush double-standards, double-speak, two-timing and telescopic reading of situations evidenced by Ambassador Garvey’s pronouncements. Zimbabwe and Darfur continue to go out of hand because of US judgment and reactions which come more out of the heart and wishful thinking than by a cold blooded, clinical analysis based on facts and justice. 
The Iraq fiasco can equally be attributed to this American madness. Ditto for the ongoing psychosis in Afghanistan. Listen, no army has ever won a war against a people determined to be a people. No army has ever won a battle against a people defending their vision of home, mores and values. Vietnam should have taught the Americans that. Like the Russians before them, America and, yes, the mighty Nato, will lose in Afghanistan because they are up against an adversary not so much anchored on religious high-ground but an adversary defending its perception of home and homegrown values. 
Zabloiski saw it Coming 

The visionary Zabloiski saw far ahead of his time. He saw fifty years ahead and he saw that the British engineered treachery of foisting the culturally different peoples of the British Southern Cameroons on the French cultured denizens of La Republic du Cameroun was a non-starter. These peoples were different in spite of the colour of their skin. The forced marriage has not worked and it will never work, irrespective of Mrs. Garvey’s wishes to the contrary. Evidently, the current US Ambassador to the republic of Cameroun cannot be accused of being a visionary i.e. of looking 50 years ahead into that glorious day when Southern Cameroonian determinism would have run its full and logical course to the restoration of statehood for the English-speaking peoples of the former British Southern Cameroons under the Federal Republic of Bimbia or Ambazonia or whatever name they chose to call themselves. The “Blue Stripped Banner” must float on these shores n’en deplaise à Madame Garvey.
Should the same Americans, as evidence by Ambassador Garvey’s pronouncement, desire to stand in the way of Southern Cameroons determinism: Bring it on! Every battle (every war) is a test of resolve. The African Commission has spoken and Banjul just upped the resolve in the British Southern Cameroons. Ambassador Garvey should be told that.  
Let me repeat this for whatsoever it is worth. In 1961, the United States of America voted for the independence of the Southern Cameroons. All Southern Cameroonian are asking for is what they were given by the United States of America and 50 other members of the UN General Assembly. Not more. Not less. Independence is independence. Independence does not mean being subsumed and exploited by another territory; another people with a different administration, a different legal system, different cultures and different ways of life. It is like making Try making America a colony of France or Canada. Or even Britain. History teaches us that some American citizens, formerly subject of a King George the Tyrant, took up arms and told Georgie to beat it when he tried to maintain his tyranny upon them. Southern Cameroonians are today telling Mr. Biya and his confederates to beat it, period. By re-declaring them “A People” the aptly African Commission for Human and peoples Rights has recognized, re-legalised and re-legitimised their right to existence as a people and, hence, statehood. Someone has to beat this fact into Mrs. Garvey’s head.

Although it is inappropriate within the American system to pry into individuals and their political leanings Janet Garvey’s pronouncements make her sound like a reactionary and religious dispenser of retrogressive republicanism incarnated by a George Bush than a crusader of the kind of hope and change (for all oppressed peoples) incarnated by a Barack Obama. 
Barack Obama just said, “We did not come here to fear the future but to shape it.” Rock solid words these. To draw inspiration from them Southern Cameroonians are did not come here to fear the future. They are determined to shape the future. We are only using the past to set a solid foundation for the future.

American Ambassadors in places like Nicaragua and Zimbabwe are standing up to be counted on the side of justice and against dictatorial, oppressive, corrupt and annexationist regimes. Janet Garvey cannot afford to be different. One US Ambassador Zablowski saw 5 years ahead of his time. Here is another US Ambassador badly wanting and failing woefully where intellect-vision is demanded. In the Southern Cameroons, we say “oil and water cannot mix, what God has put asunder,” as an elementary justification of the commitment to exercise our basic rights to self-determination and statehood. Even if only for the sake of her legacy, Janet Garvey cannot afford to be seen as the oil that refused to reason with the free-flowing visionary and hence spiritual waters of Ambassador Zablowski.  
Finally, it is an impeachable fact that the Biya regime has not been, is not and will never be interested in dialogue of any form. Instead this regime defines dialogue as its ability to out-manoeuvre its adversary using every method from threats to blackmail to corruption to outright assassination of political adversaries. 
Self-determination is Non-Negotiable 

It is an established fact that La Republique du Cameroun attained independence on 1st January 1960. Aware of the legal implication of this fact, La Republique du Cameroun has labored over the decades to conceal its independence date from its citizens. On that date the territorial boundaries of La Republique du Cameroun became frozen consistent with principles of international law and Art 4b of the Constitutive Act of the African Union.  At that time and until 1 October 1961 the Southern Cameroons was still a UN trust territory under British Administration. It could not therefore have constituted and cannot constitute part of French Cameroun which gained independence as La Republique du Cameroun on 1st January 1960. The territory of the country from which Southern Cameroonians come is therefore separate and distinct from the territory of La Republique du Cameroun (and will forever remain so) even if the two countries had by mutual consent actually formed a political association. 

4.  Upon becoming a member of the United Nations on 20 September, 1960 La Republique du Cameroun became bound by the provisions of the UN Charter, notably Arts 102 and 103 which provide thus:

“102. (1) Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of the United Nations after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat and published by it.

(2) No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been registered in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article may invoke that treaty or agreement before any organ of the United Nations.

“103. In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the United Nations under the present Charter and their obligations under any other international agreement, their obligations under the present Charter shall prevail.”

5.  By Art 103 of the UN Charter, the obligations of a Member State under the Charter take precedence over its obligations under any other treaty. Non-compliance with the provisions of the UN Charter renders all actions of a Member State in violation thereof unconstitutional and inadmissible under international law.  La Republique du Cameroun alleges (and the Commission makes a similar allegation) that the territory of the Southern Cameroons is part of La Republique du Cameroun’s territory. Surely, the only way to lay this matter to rest is by conclusive proof consisting of the production by La Republique du Cameroun of the valid union treaty executed by the Southern Cameroons and La Republique du Cameroun and duly filed at the Secretariat of the United Nations. Anything short of such proof can only be mere daydreaming, a wild claim designed to hide the obnoxious crime of annexation, subjugation, domination and exploitation of another peoples’ territory; in short colonialism.

6.  The United Nations was created to save future generations from the sort of untold human suffering caused by the expansionist agenda pursued by Hitler, Mussolini and the Emperor of Japan (the same agenda being pursued by La Republique du Cameroun), by ensuring international peace and security.  Regional Organizations are created pursuant to Arts 52–54 of the United Nations Charter.  Accordingly, their activities must be consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations Charter (Art. 52(1). Decisions of the organs of the UN (including the International Court of Justice) and of the regional organizations and their sub-organs (such as the African Commission on Human & Peoples’ Rights) must conform to the provisions of the UN Charter.

Today, the variant of self-determination that the people of the Southern Cameroons seek is the restoration of their independence and statehood forcibly suppressed by Republique du Cameroun. The inalienable right to self-determination (such as that of the people of the Southern Cameroons which formed the subject of communication 266/2003) is loudly proclaimed in UN Charter Arts 73-74. It is the focus of UN General Assembly Res. 1514(XV) of 14 December 1960, which document was amplified the next day, 15 December 1960, (with the participation of LRC) by the adoption of UN General Assembly Resolution 1541(XV). In terms of that resolution, ‘independence by joining’ is a power sharing arrangement between two associating countries, and not a licence for colonial annexation of one country by another.  
Their claim to this variant of the right to self-determination is supported by the following paragraphs in their complaint to the ACHPR:
195. There have been, and there are, no valid legal ties of any kind  that could affect the principle of self-determination contained in Article 20 of the African Charter or in UN Resolution 1514 (XV) in respect of the Southern Cameroons. 

197. The Southern Cameroons and Republique du Cameroun have always been two separate countries with firmly established international boundaries. Each has always had a separate State culture (law, language, education, administrative system); a separate colonial history (except for the 20-odd years of a common German colonial experience); a separate Mandate/Trusteeship Agreement; a separate independence day; a separate people with no substantial ethnic connection; a separate people with a separate vision; a separate people with a separate way of life; a separate people with no common or similar cultural heritage; and a separate people with a separate aspiration.

200.  There is not one single instrument of international law or valid instrument of its own municipal law that Republique du Cameroun can plead in justification of its colonization and domination of the Southern Cameroons. There is absolutely no count on which Republique du Cameroun can show why it has assumed colonial sovereignty over the Southern  Cameroons and is forcibly preventing the people of the territory from exercising sovereignty over their God-given land.  

The Southern Cameroons is legally not a part of Republique du Cameroun. That country did not attain independence with the Southern Cameroons comprised within its territories. Nor did the two countries become conjoint and then achieve independence as a single State.” 
· President Paul Biya of La Republique du Cameroun

· Buea: the future Capital City
