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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines factors that are more likely to lead to peacemaking military
intervention by a sub-regional hegemon in Africa. It seeks to answer the question of
what motivates the sub-regional hegemons to undertake peacemaking military
intervention in Africa. It argues that the emerging model of African peacemaking
military intervention depends on a sub-regional hegemon’s decision to intervene because
of its ability to provide necessary resources needed for such operation. Hence, the sub-
regional hegemon will conduct peacemaking military intervention when, where and if it
suits its interest. The conclusion reached by this thesis is that self-regarding peacemaking

intervention by sub-regional hegemon is effective in resolving conflicts in Africa
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

At the dawn of the 1990s, the world witnessed momentous changes. Africa was
not immune to these dramatic shifts in the economic and political order.] The end of the
Cold War had a major impact on the continent of Africa, including a significant increase
in peacekeeping interventions. What made these military interventions special was that
they were carried out by African states, under the auspices of sub-regional organizations.
This marked a departure from traditional military interventions in Africa, which had been
conducted by foreign powers with ties to the African state in question. Since the end of
the Cold War, major Western powers are increasingly reluctant to become embroiled in
military intervention beyond the confines of their geographical and national interest.2
This anti-intervention mood has even led major powers, especially the United States, to
discourage action at the global level, because it feared being later called upon to reinforce
United Nations (UN) operations.3 Thus, recent interventions by African countries have

necessitated international withdrawal.

This new type of sub-regional peacemaking intervention presents a number of
challenges, not least of which is the apparent violation of the international legal principle
of non-interference in the affairs of sovereign states. This principle is a prominent

feature in the charter of the Organization of African Unity (OAU).4

On a more practical level, these interventions have been conducted by sub-

regional organizations whose mandates, until recently, were limited to promoting

1 Edmond Keller, “Introduction: Toward a New African Political Order” in Edmond J. Keller and
Donald Rothchild, Africa in the New International Order: Rethinking State Sovereignty (Colorado, Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1996), p 1

2 Anton du Plessis, “Military Intervention: Nature and Scope” in Leone du Plessis and Michael Hough,
Managing African Conflicts: The Challenge of Military Intervention (HSRC Publishers: Pretoria, South
Africa, 2000), p 19

3 Falk, R., “Post-Cold War Illusions and Daunting Realities” in Williamson, R (ed) Some Corner of a
Foreign Fields: Intervention and World Order (Houdmills, 1998), p 144

4 OAU has been recently replaced by the new formation of the African Union that was launched in
2002. This new organization deals differently with the issue of non-interference vis-a-vis OUA.
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regional economic cooperation and integration. These organizations are themselves
weak, lacking in peacemaking experience and financial resources. This weakness is
reflected in the absence of structures that specifically deal with intrastate conflict, not an
issue of concern to these organizations. Mainly, the available structures were built

around the possibility of a state to state conflict.

The proliferation of conflicts within the domestic realms of the member states in
some sub-regions has increased at a fast rate and thus can no longer be avoided by all
those concerned within those sub-regions. These kinds of conflicts, particularly in
Africa, have a tendency to affect domestic relations of other states within the sub-region.
This cascading effect ultimately may lead to disruption and dislocation of all states and

people’s relations within the sub-region.

Initiatives to deal with this type of carnage required all the member states to
recognize that civil war in one state means trouble for other states in the sub-region thus
to contemplate of conducting a peacemaking mechanism dedicated to ending such
conflicts. However, this kind of mission needs a substantial contribution of resources
from the member states themselves rather than from the external actors, who are not
directly impacted by the conflicts. Nevertheless, there is a mood of introspection in
Africa today and a growing resolve to find effective African solutions to African

problems, including achieving peace and stability through conflict resolution.

Recognizing that sub-regional solutions must be found in the absence of
international engagement extends beyond the peacekeeper to the potentially peacekept.
In two of the three cases to be examined in this thesis, namely Liberia and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), the initial requests for assistance were
directed to historical patrons and/or the international community. Both requests were
followed by demurrals, first by the US declaring that its interest at that moment was
focused on the Persian Gulf region. This declaration was confirmed when the US, even
though it had about 2000 Marines stationed off the coast of Liberia, refused to move in
and separate the warring factions. Second, from the international perspective, the then
UN Secretary General, Javier Perez de Cuellar, categorically stated that the UN would

not intervene. ‘“Meanwhile, as the world looked on and passed the buck more and more
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Liberians were dying and starving.”5 The international community showed little interest

in resolving the conflict in Liberia.

The refusal of these requests sent a clear signal that international patrons could no
longer be called upon to rescue of their African clients and that the international
community lacked the ability, if not the will, to respond in the absence of major power
support. African leaders, historically reluctant to call upon neighbors for assistance,
feared that such interventions would be driven by the interests of the interveners.
Additionally, the avoidance of seeking assistance from neighboring countries may be
attributed to the knowledge that they do not have any significant resources required to
make effective contribution. This lack of resources could ultimately lead to neighboring

countries refusing point blank to offer assistance.

However, lacking viable alternatives, the leaders of Lesotho, Democratic
Republic of Congo and Liberia (the conflict-prone countries) each requested assistance
from its sub-regional organization. Interestingly, these leaders did not even bother to
consult the OAU, then the regional security body, but solicited sub-regional economic
bodies for assistance. The reason for avoiding the regional organization can be attributed
to OAU conflict resolution mechanisms that were based on non-interference in the
domestic affairs of other states especially those of interstate conflicts. The leaders of the
countries embroiled in conflict avoided the OAU, knowing that the response from the
regional body would take time while focusing on mediation which would not help their

cause. They wanted quick action.

The sub-regional organizations offered that kind of alternative because of their
direct impact each feels from the nearby conflict. In addition, although the requests were
officially addressed to sub-regional organizations, they were dispatched through the
respective sub-regional hegemons, rather than the countries chairing the organizations at
the time. In the West, Liberian leader Samuel Doe opted to use Nigeria to route its
request to the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) while in the
South, Lesotho’s Prime Minister Pakalitha Mosisili opted for South Africa to raise his
request to the South African Development Community (SADC). This suggests the

SFalk, R., p 74



importance of sub-regional hegemons: Samuel Doe and Pakalitha Mosisili knew that
affirmative responses by the sub-regional organizations depended upon decisions made in

Nigeria and South Africa.

In the DRC case, President Laurent Kabila’s request was addressed directly to
SADC as an organization and not to a particular state. Although the DRC is part of
SADC, the absence of a clear-cut hegemon in the Central African region propelled Kabila
to consider the whole SADC organization as an option for his request. The action of
Kabila can also be attributed to the fact that leaders of some SADC member states, like
Nelson Mandela and Robert Mugabe, realized that the conflict in DRC needed some form
of sub-regional organization’s involvement non-existent in Central Africa. This
realization soon materialized when the DRC speedily admitted to being SADC member
despite some leaders’ reluctance. The reason for such a rapid admittance was precisely to
afford Kabila a chance to formally request SADC assistance. However, Kabila did not
fully understand that sub-regional hegemons are the most effective vehicle to encourage
sub-regional organizations to authorize intervention in a conflict area. The other possible
explanation is the relationship of Kabila and Mugabe who by then was a chairperson of
SADC. Possibly Kabila submitted his request knowing that Mogabe was a chairperson of
SADC and that he would encourage other SADC member to assist him. This argument
may be supported by the reluctance of South Africa to recognize Zimbabwe, Angola and
Namibia’s intervention as representing SADC in the DRC. Nevertheless, the main issue
is that had there been a hegemonic state in Central Africa, Kabila likely would have opted

for the same route taken by Liberia and Lesotho in seeking intervention.

The requests were followed by peacemaking interventions. In the West,
ECOWAS in the form of the ECOWAS Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) launched
military peacemaking intervention in Liberia and Sierra Leone in 1990 and 1997
respectively. In the South, SADC conducted a similar intervention in Lesotho in 1998.
In the absence of hegemonic commitment to peacemaking, the conflict in the DRC saw a

number of military interventions by various African states, with members of SADC,



particularly Zimbabwe, stating that they were representing the sub-regional

organization.6

The interventions in Liberia and Lesotho are better understood as interventions by
sub-regional hegemons, with the approval of the sub-regional organization. The main
financial and personnel commitments in both peacemaking operations were created by
South Africa and Nigeria. In Liberia, Nigeria contributed 70 percent of troops and 90
percent of financial requirements; whereas, other states made up for the difference.”? In
Lesotho, South Africa initiated the operation alone until nightfall when it was joined by
Botswana with 200 troops.8 As reported the mission was accomplished by the time the
Botswana troops arrive in Maseru. This should not be surprising in light of the contrast
between the authority of sub-regional organizations to intervene and the lack of resources
and political will to do so. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to initiate
peacemaking intervention without the extensive assistance and motivation from sub-

regional hegemons.

The tension between sub-regional organizations and sub-regional hegemons in
peacemaking intervention is related to a demarcation of responsibility regarding
disjuncture between the authority and obligation and the will and affordability to
intervene. The authority and obligation primarily rests with the organizations themselves
with the power (military and resources) and the will (interest) resting with the sub-
regional hegemons. This disjuncture creates a problem when it comes to peacemaking
intervention in the African region. Firstly, due to the absence of the international
community, the sub-regional organizations are viewed as the legitimate bodies that can
grant authority for any kind of peacemaking intervention taking place in the sub-region as
a result, they also have a moral obligation of ensuring peace and stability in their
respective spheres. When a situation erupts, which requires appropriate measures to be
taken by the organization, they find themselves faced with a lack of necessary resources

for such actions, which ultimately leaves them no choice but to seek alternative sources

6 “Zimbabwe/DRCongo: Why we must intervene” Africanews 39 (June 1999), p 2

7 Sesay, A., “West African Military Intervention in the 1990s: The Case of ECOWAS in Liberia and
Sierra Leone” in Leone du Plessis and Michael Hough, op cit, p 210

8 Neethling, T., “Southern African Military Intervention in the 1990s: The Case of SADC in Lesotho™
in Leone du Plessis and Hough, op cit, p 287



of assistance. Secondly, the sub-regional hegemons on the other hand possesses the
necessary resources to ensure the successful launch of peacemaking intervention.
However, to get the hegemons to participate in the peacemaking intervention as
authorized by the sub-regional organization depends on the willingness of a hegemon.
This is usually accompanied by some form of benefit known to generate interest
(personal, collective or national). These two elements can create a problem because, at
times, the interest to a hegemon may not necessarily assure an automatic approval from
the sub-regional organization simply because the hegemon is willing to contribute its
resources. In addition, what seems to be a moral acceptance by the sub-regional bodies

does not guarantee the support of hegemons.

These suggests conducting peacemaking intervention in Aftrica requires both the
legitimacy and moral obligation that flow from the sub-regional organization and the
significant resources that flow from the willingness and interest of the sub-regional
hegemons to maintain regional peace and stability. Thus, whenever the need for
peacemaking intervention develops in the African continent, there are mixed reactions
pertaining to whose interest will be served or whose authority will be accepted.

B. PURPOSE AND MAJOR ARGUMENTS AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Military peacemaking interventions conducted in Africa during the 1990s by sub-
regional organizations display one outstanding feature. Even though the formation and
creation of sub-regional organizations is based on the notion that all the member states
have an equal status and standing, an element of unequal contribution still exist when it
comes to peacemaking interventions. Due to the differences in economic capabilities and
physical geographic size, some states tend to contribute a large portion of needed
resources, such as military equipment, manpower and technical know-how, as compared

to other willing member states during peacemaking military intervention.

This thesis will argue that the emerging model of African military peacemaking
intervention depends on the decision of such sub-regional hegemons to intervene
militarily, which has major implications for peace and peacemaking in Africa. The thesis

considers two primary questions. First, what motivates sub-regional hegemons to
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participate in military peacemaking intervention in Africa? The second question
emanates from the first: what effects do these interventions, based on the identified
motivations of the sub-regional hegemons, have on conflict resolution and regional
security? Have these interventions contributed effectively to the resolution of African
conflicts, or have they exacerbated the situation? These questions derive from the
observation that African military interventions of the 1990 are mainly and increasingly
undertaken by the militarily strongest states. Given the poor economic conditions of
most African states and the peacemaking military interventions that require a significant
economic backing and military capability, some states will have to shoulder more
responsibility compared to others. This has been the case in both the ECOWAS and
SADC where Nigeria and South Africa were sub-regional hegemons during the military
peacemaking interventions in their regions. Without South Africa and Nigeria playing
leading roles as hegemons during the military peacemaking interventions in their sub-

regions, the results could have been very different.9

The ability of a sub-regional hegemon to participate in such an operation has
ensured that the launching of peacemaking intervention becomes practical instead of
symbolic, which has been the nature of African sub-regional organizations during the
decades prior to the 1990s. Prior to the 1990s, the African region was clouded by the
involvement of Western powers in the affairs of their colonial surrogates, which limited
the possibility of other stronger regional states contributing effectively to solving the
conflicts. The end of the Cold War led to the withdrawal of the external powers’
involvement and opened the opportunity for Africans to take matters in their own hands.
This ultimately created a vacuum that was filled by the African hegemons when
conducting peacemaking interventions.!0 This then begs the question: under what

conditions will these countries be willing to intervene?

9 Frederic S., Pearson and Robert A. Baumann, “International Military Intervention in Sub-Saharan
Subsystems” Journal of Political and Military Sociology, vol. 17, Spring 1989, p 115

10 This is not just a regional issue since it has played a devastating role in the effectiveness and
efficiency of the UN as an international peacemaking intervention body. The argument is that for any
peace support operation (PSO) conducted under the auspices of the UN, there is always a need for a lead
nation. A lead nation is the state that will be willing to contribute a huge amount of resources as compared
to other willing but ailing nations in the PSO. Without such a state stepping forward and shouldering the
responsibility, the mission will always achieve half-hearted results or even totally collapse.
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Peacemaking intervention challenges the non-interference rule of both the UN and
the OAU, which is the mainstay of their charters. These articles were set up as the means
to curb conflicts as well as to provide a mechanism to resolve already volatile situations.
Military interventions as the development of the 1990s indicated that these principles are
no longer effective because of the new developments of conflicts in the African
continent. One of such developments is the civil character of most conflicts mainly
consist of rebel group formations as opposed to the traditional state to state conflicts with
conventional militaries. Thus, the mechanisms setups by the regional body were meant
for interstate conflicts, involving militaries who could not with the intrastate ones. The
intrastate conflicts also introduced a number of rebel factions that possesses military
arsenals that have the same capability as most states in the region. The disturbing factor
is that most of the arsenals are not controlled as per international rules and regulations but
simply change hands within the population, mainly on the informal market. This, in
itself, may generate a catastrophe in the already volatile situation in the continent of
Africa. In fact, the necessity of peacemaking interventions is motivated by the
proliferation of conflicts in the African continent. It is reported that in the period of a
decade almost 5 million people, mostly civilians have been killed in conflicts.11

C. METHODOLOGY AND ORGANIZATION

Chapter II of this thesis will develop a theoretical framework for addressing the
questions raised above and test this framework on the peacemaking interventions in
Liberia, Lesotho, and the DRC. Chapters III, IV and V present the case studies Liberia,
Lesotho, and DRC, respectively. Chapter VI draws conclusions based on comparative

analysis of the case studies.

In Chapter III, the hegemonic position of Nigeria will be assed in relation to the
intervention in Liberia. The other issues of interest, international law and morality will
be assessed in accordance to their utility in legitimizing and legalizing peacemaking

intervention. Chapter VI addresses the question of whether the interventions that took

1T Rotberg, 1. R., “Peacekeeping and Effective Prevention of War” in Rotberg, R. 1. (et al),
Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement in Africa: Methods of Conflict Prevention (Brookings Institution
Press, 2000), p 10



place in the DRC where the result of the absence of a hegemon or other issues such as
interest and moral influence. In Chapter V, the hegemonic role of South Africa and its
intervention in Lesotho is assessed from the perspective of the issues involving power
relations, interest, international law and morality. The main question is whether the
intervention in Lesotho was influenced by South African parochial interest or its
responsibility as a sub-regional hegemon. Chapter VI presents a comparative analysis of
all the three case studies with regard to peacemaking intervention in the African
continent. The analysis allows for determination of future impact of such interventions in

the continent.
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II: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. THE STATES’ MOTIVATIONS TO ACT: REALIST AND GLOBALIST
PARADIGMS

The end of the Cold War has witnessed a lively debate on peacemaking military
intervention, which reflects two broad contending perspectives, namely “realist” and
“globalist.” Broadly speaking, the realists believe that states do not act unselfishly in the
international system, as they are inclined to pursue parochial national interests.
According to this school of thought, when states conduct peacemaking interventions in
the domestic affairs of other states, apparently on behalf of the international community,
they do so not only to secure political and diplomatic support and consensus but also to
camouflage their own national interests. Globalists, on the other hand, believe that the
post-Cold War international system constitutes what can loosely be called a global
community. Thus when states undertake peacemaking interventions, they do so primarily

to alleviate human suffering in the target state.

Furthermore, globalists argue that the international community ought to intercede
to prevent bloodshed by whatever means available.!2 They further argue that states
should no longer be allowed to hide behind sovereignty in the face of massive human
rights violations and/or genocide. Implicit in the globalists plea for humanitarian
intervention is their acknowledgement of the imperatives of globalization that among
other things has turned the world into a global village. The result is what Weiss and
Chopra call global “moral interdependence” and expanded “humanitarian space.”!3 The
globalist’s view was adopted by the UN in 1992 when it created the Department of
Humanitarian Affairs in the Secretariat with Security Resolution 688 which linked
internal repression to refugee flows. Ultimately this defined threats of international peace
and security. This initiative paved the way for the UN uninvited humanitarian

intervention in Somalia in 1993. This UN position brought into sharp focus what was

12 Lyons, G. M. and Mastanduno, M., “Introduction” in Beyond Westphalia, (Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1995), p 12

13 Weiss, T. and Chopra, J., in Beyond Westphalia, op cit, p 111
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accepted by the scholars of foreign policy long before globalization became a buzz word,
that in an increasing interdependent world, the division between what is domestic and

what is external to a state is a very thin one.”14

According to the realist perspective, peacemaking military intervention can still
be best understood in terms of power and interest while the globalist’s view international
law and moral principles as also playing significant roles. Thus, while globalists have
justified expanding international intervention, realists warn that hegemons “may cloak
their interests in the language of the common good and may claim to be acting in the
name of the international community.”15 Sub-regional hegemons often try to obtain

multilateral consensus after initiating and orchestrating peacemaking interventions, “in

order to achieve their hidden agendas in the target states.”16

The realist paradigm suggests two factors that are likely to be important in a sub-
regional hegemon's decision to undertake a peacemaking intervention: power and
interest. The globalist paradigm suggests two completely different factors: international
law and morality. In fact, as I will argue in this thesis, all four elements have a direct
impact on a sub-regional hegemon's decision to intervene.

1. Power

The first and the most recognized issue with respect to any intervention is the
necessity of power projection. Given that conflicts within particular states and especially
African states, with readily permeable borders- cannot be insulated from their wider
regional setting, intervention must inevitably reflect and, in turn, affect regional power
relations.17 Considerations of power relations within a region highlight the critical issues
of sub-regional hegemony and the projection of the power in approaching peacekeeping

military interventions.

The most critical issue facing effective regional security systems is that of

leadership. Initiating and encouraging peacemaking intervention is extremely difficult

14 Sassy, A., “West African Military Intervention in the 1990s: The Case of ECOWAS in Liberia and
Sierra Leone” in du Plessis, L. and Hough, M., op cit, p 200

15 Lynos, G. M. and Mastanduno, M., “Introduction” in Beyond Westphalia, op cit, p 12
16 Sassy, A.,p 197
17 Christopher Clapham, p 38
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unless one state is prepared to take the initiative to commit the necessary resources, to
accept the inevitable costs, and to put together a coalition with other states in the sub-
region that are prepared to devote some of their own resources towards the operation.
According to Clapham,

Leadership is central to any effective security system and the very uneven

distribution of capabilities among the states within a particular region

often preordains certain states to take a leading role. At the same time, it

is essential that this role should be accepted by other states within the

region and limited by conventions that prevent it from degenerating into

the mere imposition of domination by regional hegemons over their
weaker neighbors.18

The way a sub-regional hegemon is perceived by its weaker neighbors is
important. When the hegemon is perceived as a source of security and protection for
weaker and more vulnerable states, the weaker states tend to ally with the hegemon in a
process described as ‘bandwagoning’.l9 A hegemon tends to utilize this kind of
opportunity to influence the other states in the sub-region to join in its decision to launch
peacemaking intervention. However, this preferred roadway can be used to shield other

hidden agendas of the hegemon.

For sub-regional hegemons to be effective in its effort to mount peacemaking
intervention, there is clearly a need exist for such a state to combine various element,
such as military might, economic dominance and other important areas such as the
availability of manpower. The possessions of such elements open-up the needed
influence when it comes to peacemaking intervention. Huntington argues that hegemonic
politics is also always about power and its struggle and that today international relations
is changing along that crucial dimension. He further argues that a regional system will
have one hegemonic power, no significant powers, and many minor powers. As a result,
the hegemonic power could effectively resolve important regional issues alone without
any combination of other states have the power to prevent it from doing s0.20  The

hegemon in the sub-region of course, “is the sole state with preeminence in every domain
18 Tbid

19 Robert Jervis and Jack Snyder, eds., Dominoes and Bandwagons: Strategic Beliefs and Great
Power Competition in the Eurasian Rimland, (Oxford University Press, 1991)

20 Samuel P. Huntington, “The Lonely Superpower”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 2 (March/April
1999), p 35
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of power-economic, military, diplomatic, and technological-with the reach and
capabilities to promote its interest in virtually every part of the region.”2! He adds a
caveat when he mentions that a hegemonic power can also be looked at in terms of its
ability to work with others in the interests of the region as a whole because of the
hegemon’s willingness to pay the costs for peacemaking operations and to accept the

risks of unilateral regional leadership.22

In order for other states in the sub-region to acknowledge the power of a hegemon
in the sub-region, it should exercise its position in a tactfully. This point is supported by
Yorums and Aning in their analysis of hegemonic power. They argue that hegemonic
power is based on two dimensions, “hegemony-as-influence” and “hegemony-as—
leadership. The difference between these two is emphasized by the delineation of
“hegemony as influence” as the power to sway or to affect the behavior of others based
on prestige, wealth, ability or status. “Hegemony-as-leadership,” on the other hand, refers
to the deliberate effort to guide the deeds and opinions of others or to be the guiding
character in a collective process. They also argue that the appropriate way of identifying
a hegemonic state in the region is necessary to determine the extent to which power and
power relations in the region can or are in a position to predict the likelihood of

peacemaking military interventions.23

The conduct as well as the outcome of the decision to launch peacemaking
intervention is absolutely based on how a sub-regional hegemon behaves in the region,
particularly when it comes to its relations with the other states in the sub-region. Robert
Gilpin provides a good theoretical framework for a better understanding of hegemonic
behavior in the international system that can also be applied to sub-regional politics in
mounting peacemaking military intervention. In this theory, a hegemon is defined as the
leadership of one state over the other states in a system. The definition is given more
specific meaning by examining the type of leadership activities in which a hegemonic

state engages. A hegemon takes a position of leadership in the international system to

21 Tbid, p 36
22 Tbid, p 39

23 Gani Joses Yoroms and Emmanuel Kwesi Aning, “From Economic to Political Integration:
Towards an Analysis of ECOWAS Transformation”, African Peace Review, Vol. 1, No. 2 (October 1997),
pp 37 and 68
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expand its influence and control and to reap greater economic and security benefits.24 It
pursues these expansive tendencies through economic, political and military dominance.
Therefore, for peacemaking intervention to succeed, sub-regional hegemons should be
able to combine the economic, political and military elements, which are clearly

acknowledged by other states in the region.

However, coercive power is not only essential when it comes to the hegemonic
influence but it is also beneficial to other states. A hegemon succeeds partially because it
overwhelms lesser states and because it provides public goods and services that benefit
other states. In return, the hegemonic state gains more by establishing its dominance in
this way than it pays for the cost of these actions. Gilpin cites the examples of the Pax
Britannia and Pax Americana as examples of hegemonic states imposing peace and

security on the international system in such a way as to benefit the hegemonic state.25

This framework, unfortunately, does not acknowledge the role and existence of
hegemons in regional/sub-regional systems. However, the theoretical framework can be
used as a measure for evaluating the behavior and influence of hegemons on a micro-
scale. The framework is additionally helpful when it further suggests that a hegemon will
involve itself in cooperative action either exclusively for its own beneficial reasons or for
the benefit of whole regions. These actions may or may not consequently benefit the
region. Since, by definition, a hegemon is a leader, the hegemonic state will likely take a
dominant role in whatever action it chooses to participate. Its motivations and actions
can affect relations with the other participants who will, in turn, affect the performance of

the actors and the outcome of cooperative action.

The acceptance and acknowledgment of a sub-regional hegemon by other states in
the sub-region is the first factor influencing whether a hegemon will intervene through
peacemaking operations. The reason this is essential in the African continent is its
association with the historical legacy of state to state relations, mainly based on suspicion
due to the permeable territorial boundaries and colonial exploitation experiences. The

problem with the boundaries is related with the cross-border ethnic linkages, which may

24 Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, (Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp 29 and
145

25 Tbid
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be used by other states as a pretext to claim for attempting to annex a piece of territory
from the other state. Many African states have a significant percentage of their
population sharing common ethnical connections, which create an imbalance in terms of
which population belongs to which state. The problem has always generated regional
tensions because at some stage members of an ethnic group in one state might perceive
that their ethnic kin are treated badly in another state. This difference encourages
unacceptable treatment of the minority in the other states whose leaders are members of
the different minority ethnic group in the other state. This situation has been reflected in

deadly conflicts in the Great Lakes region of Africa (Burundi, Rwanda and Uganda).

The other factor, likely to be related to a favorable decision for a hegemonic state
to intervene, is the power of economic capability of such a state. Clearly involvement in
peacemaking intervention requires formidable resources for the operation to commence,
and since the poor economic status of many African states is also known, a decision to
intervene may not be forthcoming. This is where the power of the hegemon comes in;
this power is also based on economic capability that then becomes essential in

influencing the hegemon’s decision to intervene in peacemaking military intervention.

Economic power needs to be supported by an element of military capability
because it is only through military instrument that peace can be achieved in a conflict
area. An important fact to know is whenever a hegemon decides to launch peacemaking
intervention; it will probably face rebel groups possessing some sophisticated military
hardware as well as the know-how capability to utilize this. This necessitates the need
for a hegemon to also posses in its arsenal some sophisticated military instruments feared

by the opponents as well as by the personnel that handles such equipment.

From this element of power a realist’s hypothesis can be developed in relation to
its influence on the decision of a sub-regional hegemon to intervene: sub-regional
peacemaking intervention is more likely when a hegemonic power is economically
formidable and its position is acknowledged by other states in the region, whether

explicitly or implicitly.

16



2. Interest

The concept of national interest continues to serve a useful role in determining the
state’s motivations to engage in peacekeeping military intervention. Alexander George
and Robert Keohane distinguish different types of interest as a means to clarifying this
fuzzy concept.26 Although their discussion is general, it can be applied to the question of
peacemaking military intervention to identifying the interests that might motivate such

action.

First, George and Keohane discuss the concept of self-regarding interest that deals
with the question of whose interests are principally involved with respect to peacemaking
military intervention, the argument here is that sub-regional hegemons will be motivated
by issues associated with their national identity and survival when they contemplate
getting involved in peacemaking intervention. The issues at hand are the preservation of
the state’s territory and lives and property of its citizens. This category is directly related
to the realist perspective that states are inclined to pursue parochial national interests.
What makes this element important is its accountability and responsibility of a
government to its constituents, which means that the issues of greatest concern to
domestic constituents will become number one priorities when it comes to a hegemon’s
decision to intervene. The argument is that the preservation of citizen life is one of the

elements of state interest.

The second concept is other-regarding interests, which in the context of this thesis
purports that sub-regional hegemons will partake in peacemaking intervention not out of
consideration of their own benefit but for the sake of being members of the international
community. This concept is aligned with the globalist perspective because of its belief in
hegemons as not driven by parochial interest but by the moral obligation. The argument
which underlines this concept is based on the notion that a state will participate in
peacemaking military intervention for the sake of ending the conflict on behalf of the
people or the government of the other state because they cannot afford to do it

themselves.

26 George, A and Keohane, R., “The Concept of National Interests: Uses and Limitations” in George,
A. Presidential Decisionmaking in Foreign Policy: The Effective Use of Information and Advice.
(Westview Press, Colorado, 1980), pp 217-37
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The third concept is collective interest, which in this thesis involves the notion
that the decision of sub-regional hegemons to partake in peacemaking intervention stems
from the belief that intervention will not just benefit themselves but also the sub-region as
well as the international community. The rationale stemming from this concept is that
peacemaking intervention is a necessity for the hegemons which will, in turn, be
beneficial to the regional peace and stability and thus serving the long term objectives of
the hegemons. Both the realist and globalist’s perspective supports this argument
because of its middle ground position this concept occupy, i.e. states act out of self-
interest but interdependence creates a common interests so self-interest requires acting

for collective good.

The fourth concept which is not covered by George and Keohane in their criterion
and of which is an important aspect in most third world countries, particularly in the
African continent, is personal interest. It is imperative to keep in mind that in developing
countries the head of state epitomizes the state itself; Africa is not unique in that regard.

According to Sesay,

African leaders are the state in their respective countries. As such, even
major policy decisions could be made merely to satisfy these leaders’
whims and caprices, no matter what the long-term consequences might be
for the state and its citizens. The situation is exacerbated in crisis periods,
and under military dictatorships, because relatively little or no time exists
for broad-based consultations.27

Understanding that the motivations of sub-regional hegemons must include not
only traditional national security interests, but also the personal interest and motivations

of African leaders who are only very lightly constrained, if at all, by state institutions.

National interest plays a significant role in motivating a sub-regional hegemon
towards a favorable decision to participate in peacemaking intervention. For any state to
act in a peacemaking intervention it should provide an acceptable justification to its

domestic constituency because without such an explanation the policymakers are faced

27 Sesay, pp 217-8
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with losing their political position. In Africa it can be argued that is no clear demarcation
exist between state and personal interests for those in the leadership position;
nevertheless, this does not eliminate the fact that some sort of explanation is still needed
in order to legitimize their use of state resources. The type of interest involved also
affects the urgency of the expected decision from the hegemonic state. If the conflict
taking place in the other state in the region affects the self-regarding interest of the
hegemon, it then becomes more imperative for the decision to be made urgently as
opposed to other-regarding or collective interest. An example may be the difference
between the Nigerian peacemaking intervention in Chad 1964 and Liberia 1992
respectively. In the case of Chad, Nigeria’s decision was taken unilaterally without
consultation of the ECOWAS because of the closer proximity of the two states. Thus, the
fear of the eminent repercussion from the conflict into Nigeria was quickly realized.
Unlike in Liberia the decision was taken in consultation with the sub-regional
organization because the conflict was not as damaging to the Nigerian state. From this
element, a realist hypothesis can be drawn with regard to a hegemon decision to intervene
in peacemaking intervention: sub-regional peacemaking is more likely when the interests
of the hegemon are at stake. The more the interests are self-regarding interests the
greater the threat to those interests, the more likely intervention becomes.

3. International Law

During the decade of the 1990s, a trend emerged justifying some cases of
peacemaking military intervention, even if the international law did not formally
acknowledge that right. Thus, the growing tension between the legitimacy and legality of
peacemaking military intervention became clear at the end of the 1990s, not only to
scholars but also to governments and public opinion. That tension truly was indicative of
the process of change in international law that was underway. International law,
especially rules of a customary nature, normally lags well behind political, moral and
social developments. International law has its own rules for change with their purpose
being to ensure that general sentiment towards legitimacy and new political
developments remains constant. During transitional periods, international law can be

somewhat contradictory because it must strike a balance between old and new values.
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Some significant events took place in the 1990s and have influenced the evolution
of the rules of international law concerning non-intervention. The ECOMOG in Liberia
and Sierra Leone in 1990 and 1997, and SADC in Lesotho in 1998 were peacemaking
military interventions that were not regarded as illegal by states. Consequently these
interventions were not condemned by the international community. While the
circumstances in all of these cases were not entirely the same, the perception that they
were acceptable necessitated their establishment in international law. The second event
was the evolution of international law in the 1990s the “internationalization” of the
protection of human rights, which thereby removed them from the domestic jurisdiction
of states. Thirdly, resolute UN Security Council action in the 1990s to prevent
humanitarian crises, restored peace in states torn by civil strife while rebuilding societies
that also laid the groundwork for a reformulation of the principle of non-intervention.
The Security Council not only agreed on concrete measures that would help alleviate
humanitarian crises, but it also decided to reinforce respect for humanitarian law by
creating, in the aftermath of several conflicts (including former Yugoslavia and Rwanda),

international criminal courts.

There is still an acknowledging that peacemaking runs counter to the previously
held norm of non-intervention and the related tenets and rules of international law that
govern justified intervention. What these interventions show, however, is the inadequacy
of the law, drawn up half a century ago and marked by notions of sovereign power and
international order no longer sustainable. Four characteristics distinguish and establish

peacemaking intervention legitimate, despite the proscriptions of international law.

First, peacemaking intervention gives concrete expression to the emerging norm
of such intervention in the pursuit of peace and humanitarian concerns, particularly where
genocide and gross violations of human rights occur. Second, as a collective
intervention, multilateral peace support operations require a UN mandate in the form of a
Security Council resolution and similar resolutions from other intergovernmental
organizations (ECOWAS and SADC), as well as impartiality or neutrality on the part of
the intervening forces. This is clearly different from military intervention undertaken as a
one-sided action irrespective of whether one or more states intervene to the conflict at the

explicit invitation and on behalf of a party (as happened in the DRC). Third, this type of
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intervention must also be mandated and legitimized by broad acceptance by the
international community of states, i.e. the “critical mass of nations.”28 Finally, this
intervention does not always comply with the established legal precepts that govern
military intervention. In some instances, no request for intervention was made in
advance by the government or governing authority of the target territory. In these
instances collective intervention was unilaterally initiated by and undertaken by the
auspices of an intergovernmental organization, to be condoned, mandated and sanctioned
after the event by the said organization. This indicates that actions and means are
morally justified and not illegal, however they are not yet legally regulated, and

therefore, not legal either.29

The problematic concept of international law with regard to peacemaking military
interventions is one of the fundamental issues analyzed by Martin Ortega30, lecturer in
international law and research fellow at the Institute for Security Studies of Western
European Union (WEU) since 1997. In his paper, he proposes new conditions by which
to determine the best possible link between the legality, legitimacy and political
opportuneness of military interventions. National sovereignty, of course, remains the
basic principle on which the international order is founded: respect for the territorial
integrity of states and non-interference in their internal affairs are the foundations of
international law as codified by the Charter of the United Nations. Nonetheless, the
principle of sovereignty has always been rich in perverse effects. Certainly, attempting to
combine respect for states’ sovereignty, human rights and the principle of self-

determination has always been one of the international order’s major deadlocks.

The concept of national sovereignty has also played a prominent role in the
African continent, particularly based on the principle of non-interference in the internal
affairs of other states. Since its birth in Addis Ababa on May 25, 1963, the OAU has

proclaimed to the world its commitment and competence as the primary agency to

28 Glennon, M. J., “The New Interventionism: The Search for a Just International Law”, Foreign
Affairs, vol. 78, (May/June 1999), p 7

29 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), SPRI Yearbook 1999: Armaments,
Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University Press, 1999), p 4

30 Ortega, M., “Military Intervention and the European Union” Chaillot Paper 45 (ISS of WEU,
March 2001), pp 1-69 [http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chaillot/chair45e.html]
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intervene or rather to mediate in African conflicts.31 A key element of the charter of the
OAU is surely the member states’ commitment to the principle of “peaceful settlement of
disputes by negotiation, mediation, conciliation or arbitration.”32 However, much of the
commitment by the member states in the OAU was concerned with the interstate conflicts

rather than the intrastate.

Three factors serve to emphasize the OAU stand on the above issue. First, the
charter of the OAU was based on determining interstate-system rather than on the
intrastate-system solutions. With this went adherence to the principle of non-interference
in the internal matters of other sovereign entities. Second, the OAU charter
institutionalized recognition of the existing colonial borders. The last factor was based

on the non-conflictual rule, which governed the charter of the OAU.

These factors reflected and, to an extent, governed state behavior in the OAU to a
remarkable degree, resulting in the region being in the 1960s and early 1970s largely free
from interstate conflicts.33 For example, the OAU mediation and diplomatic pressure
helped dampen and/or to resolve boundary disputes between Algeria and Morocco and
also among Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia.34 However, this fixation of the OAU towards
interstate relations led to isolating of internal conflicts in the African continent that
threatened the regional stability, which was to be the cornerstone of the organization.
Thus, the OAU and its member states were reasonably successful in insulating disputes,
such as the Nigerian civil war from external military involvement,35 in preventing
disputes between member states from escalating into armed conflict,36 and in limiting and

resolving those conflicts which occurred.37 The failure of the OAU as a regional security

31 Sam G. Amoo, “Role of the OAU: Past, Present, and Future” in Smock, D.R., ed, Making War and
Waging Peace: Foreign Intervention in Africa.(United States Institute of Peace, 1993), p 239

32 Charter of the OAU, article 3, par 4

33 MacFarlane, S. N., “Intervention and Security in Africa”. International Affairs, Vol 60, Issue 1
(Winter, 1983-84), p 56

34 Frederic S. Pearson and Robert A. Baumann, “International Military Intervention in Sub-Saharan
African Subsystem”, Journal of Political and Military Sociology, Vol. 17 (Spring, 1989), p 118

35 Strenlau, John, J., The International Politics of the Nigerian Civil Wars: 1967-1970 (Princeton
University Press, 1977), pp 373-5

36 Zartman 1. William, International Politics in the New Africa, (University Pres of America, 1987), p
88

37 Warllerstein, 1., Afiica: The Politics of Unity (New York, Random House, 1967), p 73
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body was reinforced by the belief that intervention in the internal matters of member
states was unnecessary, because the national elites in the African region are largely

concerned with personal enrichment rather than peace and stability in the region.

The majority of the principles contained in the OAU Charter are clearly opposed
to intervention, particularly military intervention. Clearly from this premise that, the
OUA was tailored means specifically to deal with interstate conflicts and not aimed to
intervene in the internal affairs of African states. A resolution was passed at the OAU
summit held in Libreville, Gabon in 1977, which condemned all non-African interference
in the continent. This led to the formation of committee in 1978 that managed the
conflicts between African states that generally invited external military intervention.
However, because of the lack of a proper mechanism to deal with internal issues, the
summit was forced to uphold the right of every independent African state to call upon
friendly countries outside the continent for assistance if they perceived that their security

and sovereignty was under threat.38

The OAU, for instance, did not condemn the external military interventions in
Shaba province in Zaire to support Mobutu during 1977 and 1978 respectively,
presumably because the interventions did not threaten the integrity of neighboring states.
However, this abstinence of the OAU was due to the organization’s weak military and

political base, and constrains of its own non-interference clauses.39

Supporters of a different role for the OAU because of the number of internal
conflicts forwarded various proposals, including the proposal for an African High
Command, based on the concept of continental defense agreement. It was, however, not
made clear whether this would pertain to dealing with interstate or intrastate conflicts.
The Kampala Document of 1991, although not an official OAU document, repeated the

call, with specific reference to external military aggression by non-African states against

38 Sesay, A., ed., African and Europe: From Partition to Interdependence or Dependence? (London:
Groom Helm, 1986), p 170

39 Michael Hough, “Military Interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Historical Overview” in Leone
du Plessis and Michael Hough, Managing Afirican Conflicts: The Challenge of Military Intervention, HSRC
Publishers, Pretoria, South Africa, 2000), p 184
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the continent or any member state. The military operations envisaged under these

structures were distinguished from peace support operations.40

Based on the adopted position of non-interference in the internal matters of
another state by the OAU, it became clear. The OAU, as a regional organization, has
admittedly failed to serve as a mechanism to deal with African conflicts, since they are
largely domestic in character or they are an alternative option to contemporary solutions.
However, some indications are that some of the leaders in the OAU are starting to
question some of the articles in the charter. The OAU Secretary-General made the
following comment during the OAU summit held in Senegal in July 1992:

It is arguable, therefore, that within the context of general international
law as well as humanitarian law, Africa should take the lead in developing
the notion that sovereignty can legally be transcended by the ‘intervention’
of ‘outside forces’, by their will to facilitate prevention and/or resolution,
particularly on humanitarian grounds. In other words, given that every
African is his brother’s keeper, and that our borders are at best artificial,
we in Africa need to use our own cultural and social relationship to
interpret the principle of non-interference in such a way that we are
enabled to apply it to advantage in conflict prevention and resolution.4!

Thus, there has been a shift in the emphasis regarding the non-interference
principles of the OAU charter. The initiative, as far as peacemaking military intervention
is concerned, has passed to sub-regional organizations, such as ECOWAS and SADC,
with the assistance of some clear-cut sub-regional hegemons, such as Nigeria and South

Africa, and the with (ex post facto) blessing of the OAU.

However, since the end of the Cold War, a new regulation has gradually been put
into place that will, in the long term, make it possible to redefine the basis and legitimacy
of military interventions, above all, even in the absence of a UN mandate. One of the
new basic assumptions of the international order in gestation is that sovereignty can never

be a pretext for genocide, a principle that is perhaps the most stabilizing for international

40 OAU, Kampala Document for a Proposed Conference on Security, Stability, Development and
Cooperation in Africa (CSSDCA), Kampala, Uganda, 23 May 1991, p 17

41 OAU, Resolving Conflicts in Afiica: Proposals for Action, 1992, p 17
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security in the twenty-first century. The main question that has to be dealt with regarding
peacemaking military interventions is “whether the international community has a ‘right’
to intervene to respond to human suffering or political instability, with or without
government agreement.”42 The dilemma of peacemaking military intervention with
regard to international law can be traced since the beginning of post-Cold War period.
This dilemma was highlighted by Javier Perez de Cuellar, former Secretary-General of
the UN in his address at the University of Bordeaux, in the spring of 1991, when he
stated that:

[T]he right to intervene has been given renewed relevance by recent
political events... We are clearly witnessing what is probably an
irresistible shift in public attitude the belief that defense of the oppressed
in the name of morality should prevail over the frontiers and legal
documents.” Nevertheless, he asked, “[D]Joes it not call into question one
of the cardinal principles of international law, one diametrically opposed
to it, namely, the obligation of non-interference in the internal affairs of
States?” In acknowledgment of this tension between the necessity of
intervention and prevailing norms of international society, de Cuellar
called upon the international legal community to help develop a “new
concept, one which marries law and morality.43

More recently, Boutros Boutros-Ghali reaffirmed the problem in his report to the
UN Security Council on strengthening the capacity of the world organization in matters
of international peace and security.44 “Respect for [a state’s] fundamental sovereignty
and integrity” he wrote, is “crucial to any common international progress.” Nevertheless,
he continued, “the time of absolute and exclusive sovereignty... has passed”; for that
matter, “its theory was never matched by reality.” While his statement did not offer
solution to the dilemma, he did emphasize the need for governments to understand that
sovereignty is not absolute and that it can no longer be used as an excuse to avoid

peacemaking military intervention.

42 Gene M. Lyons and Michael Mastanduno, “Introduction: International Intervention, State
Sovereig