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— ABSTRACT —

The emergence of regional security organisatiomsiguhe 1990s in Africa proved to be
of great significance for the lives of many Afrisamncluding those living in conflict-torn
countries such as Liberia, Sierra Leone, Cote é'évor the Democratic Republic of
Congo, but, at the same time, this phenomenon éas bnderstudied. This dissertation
explores why regional security organisations withagenda of democratic governance
emerged in Africa in the 1990s. This question isveered with two in-depth case studies
on the Economic Community of West African StateC(BVAS) and the Southern
African Development Community (SADC). Driven by empirical puzzle, this study is
both hypothesis-testing and hypothesis generaifiing. study starts by laying out the
different possible factors put forward by severadlies of theory in international relations
to explain the emergence of ECOWAS and SADC asrggcarganisations. These
hypotheses are then tested throughout the histodytlae evolution of ECOWAS and
SADC in order to highlight the circumstances ofitloeeation and their qualified failure
as economic communities. This is followed by a carapve analysis of the security and
democracy mandates entrusted to ECOWAS and SAD{Ishyember states based on
the study of the legal texts that outline the Sjeadbjectives of each regional security
organisation and the tools they were given to im@et their mandates. The study finally
analyses the implementation records of ECOWAS aA®G in order to assess the
commitment of their member states to their new deawy and security mandate. The
research concludes with the two following hypotlsesE) A security agenda cannot
emerge without the involvement of the regional mege. 2) What the regional hegemon
can do, including affecting the speed of the trammshtion, is constrained by the
acceptance of its leadership by its neighboursitifegcy) and by state weakness

(capability).
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CHAPTER 1

THE PUZZLE:
WHY ENTRUST A SECURITY AND DEMOCRACY MANDATE TO AF AILING

REGIONAL ORGANISATION?

How do you avoid a new Rwanda? How do you addres8icts in the Congo, in Darfur
or in Cote d’lvoire? This question has been hagnthre United Nations (UN) and the
international community at large with a special amgy since the 1994 Rwandan
genocide. Concerns have been particularly high Afnica, a continent ridden by
conflicts. The end of the Cold War is believed tvd precipitated a ‘security vacuum’
(Adebajo and Landsberg, 2003, p.171) in Sub-Sahafaca and to have contributed to
the steep rise in the number of conflicts in th@@Oon the continent. The UN tried to
step in, but sometimes shamefully failed, as in R¥ga Throughout the 1990s and the
early 2000s, sub-Saharan countries that remaineghletely untouched by conflicts were
the exception rather than the rule. Conflicts wesenecessarily always extremely violent
as in the cases mentioned above. Neverthelesgindicant proportion of the African
populations has encountered warfare, civil war emanitarian emergencies. The sad
litany of sub-Saharan conflicts has made the heesllthroughout the years: Angola,
Mozambique, Liberia, Somalia, Rwanda, Sierra Ledihe, Democratic Republic of
Congo, Darfur, Céte d’lvoire, Chad, Zimbabwe, &tad these are the conflicts that the
Western media know about. Events within the Cemfaican Republic or the Great

Lakes region rarely make headline news. What tiegsfrom this is that with the end of

16



the Cold War came a dire need to find a way to steenravages of conflict on the

continent.

A possible answer to these conflicts lies with mhatitral and regional security
institutions. During the past decade, regional sgcwrganisations, as part of a ‘new
wave of regionalism’ in security affairs, have reee increasing attention as a major
potential force for global change. (Lake and Morgh®97, Fawcett and Hurrell, 1995,
Gamble and Payne, 1996, Mansfield and Milner, 199@éftne and Inotai, 1994,
Soderbaum and Shaw, 2003) With the aim of coningusome knowledge that could
prove useful for conflict management in Africa,ststudy examines the existing evidence
and offers some conclusions about the reasons dvétenemergence of regional security
organisations in Africa. Learning why these orgati@s were created and how they
operate can only further our understanding of thealistic potential to prevent another

Rwanda.

After a rapid overview of the regionalist trend &yd this introductory chapter clarifies
what concepts are used and analysed in this stuohkably what does one mean by
regional security organisation? Once a clear umaeding of the object of the research
has been reached, this chapter presents the resgpagstion focusing on how and why
African economic regional organisations, namely BEmnomic Community of West

African States (ECOWAS) and the Southern Africarv&epment Community (SADC),

emerged as security institutions, an issue rarety indirectly addressed in the existing
literature. Finally, a quick outline of the studllbws the layout of the methodology used

for this research.
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A new regionalist wave?

The emergence of regional security institutiong\frica such as ECOWAS and SADC

are not a unique and isolated phenomenon, butaat®pa broader trend.

Regionalism, a global phenomenon

Since the early 1990s, an explosion of regionglisfects can be witnessed all over the
world. According to UNU-CRIS, of the 58 regional groupings they listed, 20 were
created after the end of the Cold War, and outef191 Member States of the United
Nations? only 9 are not part of regional arrangements. Yearbook of International
Organisationswitnesses the same trend, albeit with a lessictgé definition of regional
organisation. The number of regional organisatikeesps rising: from 3782 in 1983-84,
the number of ‘regionally delimited conventionatamational bodies’ reached 4955 in
2001-02. The regionally oriented membership orgsdiuass represented 75.09% in 2001-

02 of all conventional international bodits.

Regionalist projects have clearly increased in nennbut also in scope (number of
members) and diversity (number of areas coveredfuoctions performed: from

macroeconomic convergence to election monitoringrfstance) since the 1990s. In the
twenty-first century, the trend towards regionalifyoks set to continue as part of an

increasingly complex world order.

! See the Regional Integration Information Systefrtpgether by the Comparative Regional Integration
Studies Programme of the United Nations Univer@itiffU-CRIS) at
http://amantoin.brinkster.net/ri/site/index.htm

2191 was the official number of Member States efltited Nations in 2002.

% The nomenclature used here is that offtearbook of International OrganisatiarSee UNION OF
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS. (2005)Yearbook of international organizatiorBrussels, Union of
International Associations., p.33.
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A dominant trend in Africa

The phenomenon of regionalism is especially strangpng developing countries, if
judged just by the sheer number of regional orgaitiss that signal the interest of
developing countries in this type of institutionfrida is a good example because of its
rather vocal enthusiasm for regionalism. In his20&w Year message, Alpha Oumar
Konaré, Chairperson of the Commission of the Afritinion, stated his faith in the new
African Union: ‘To each and everyone of you, to Merd Women of Africa and to all of

you from the Diaspora, we say this: in the Unioe, trust!”

Since the 1960s, Africa has been at the forefrérhis regionalist trend. The 1960s are
considered by some as ‘the halcyon years of Africaegration.’(Asante, 1997, p.35)
This enthusiasm was dampened in the 1970s by theofasuccess and decline of several
regional groupings. The 1990s was a decade of akwwith the idea of ‘new
regionalism,® a term that refers not only to the phenomenonfitset also to its study.
Old regional organisations were revitalised and oews created. In Africa, this revival
was linked to the broadening of institutional agendith a new emphasis on security and

on the globalisation of the world economy. (BadbQ4, p.70)

Besides this rich regionalist history, the high tnemof African regional organisations

today is a telling indicator. Even if some are mgaper tigers, the persistent commitment

* For the complete speech, see the African Uniombsite at
http://www.africa-union.org/home/Welcome.htm

> ‘New regionalism’ is a term used by several wdtar describe the set of regional arrangements that
emerged at the end of the Cold War. See FAWCETT, E. & HURRELL, A. (Eds.) (1995Regionalism

in world politics: regional organization and inteational order,Oxford, Oxford University Press. See also
HETTNE, B. & INOTAI, A. (1994)The new regionalism : implications for global deghent and
international securityHelsinki, UNU World Institute for Development Ecan@s Research.
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to regionalism shows that some countries do firedntluseful. There is not one African
country that is not a member of a least two redimrganisations. African regional
organisations (AROs) have also broadened theiresocdp economic, social and political
areas, a trend that has led to the drafting of m&wvarters in ‘historical’ regional

organisations such as ECOWAS, SADC, or the OAU é&digpation of African Unity).

Within this global trend, this study focuses on $ipecifics of the African case and seeks

to explain the changes that have taken place. AOWAS and SADC emerged as

security institutions, how and why did these twogasrisations change — both

institutionally and normatively? What are the matiens for change?

Getting the labels right

Before elaborating further on this issue, it ises=sary to clarify what is meant by region,

regionalisation, regionalism and security orgamset throughout the study.

From region to regionalism vs. regionalisation

‘Region’ is an ambiguous term variously used ireinational relations. Stemming from
the Latin wordregio meaning ‘direction, point of the compass,’ a regwas defined as
the territory controlled by a regent and his regiméAronsson, 1995) As a consequence,
a region had indeterminate boundaries. This unogytaf boundaries remains relevant to
our contemporary understanding of the concept.e®fit definitions enable analysts to
identify different regions, and no two researchéumly agree. Regions are not

preordained, given, or natural. Some argue thabmegcan be found at all territorial
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levels: there are regions within nation-statess&ioorder regions on a sub-national level,
as well as regions above the nation-state. Thidystnly considers macro-regions —
called international regions by Bruce Russett —posed of different states. (Russett,

1967)

Regions have been delineated on economic, socifliral and political grounds. Bruce
Russett has tackled this definitional problem Isying five criteria: social and cultural
homogeneity, similar attitudes or external behawnipolitical interdependence, economic
interdependence, and geographic proximity. Howewere was no area within which the
inclusions and exclusions were the same for allctiteria tested. (Russett, 1967, p.168)
Each set of criteria outlined different regionsr Eeeir part, Cantori and Spiegel consider
regions ‘to be areas of the world which containggaphically proximate states forming,
in foreign affairs, mutually interrelated unitsCdntori and Spiegel, 1970, p.1) Barry
Buzan defines a region as ‘a spatially coherenitdey composed of two or more states.’
(Buzan et al., 1998, pp.18-19) However, what is mhdgy ‘spatially coherent’ seems
unclear. A classical definition is provided by Juséye: ‘An international region can be
defined broadly as a limited number of states kihkg a geographical relationship and by
a degree of mutual interdependence. Which of thgelaumber of potential regions
become relevant in international politics dependspolitical decisions.” (Nye, 1968,
p.vii) Joseph Nye rightfully insists on the geodraal criteria® Although regions are not

naturally constituted geographical units, they canexist without having a physical

® Oran Young argues that without physical contigaitya necessary condition, ‘the term “region” istap
become so inclusive that it is useless.” YOUNGRO(1969) Professor Russett: Industrious Tailca to
Naked EmperotWorld Politics: A Quarterly Journal of InternatiohRelations,21., p.488.
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reality. Thus, territoriality is a sine qua nonrefjions. But geography is just an indicator,

as it does not identify which country should bduded in a regior.

The main point here is that regions define theneselThey are only identifiable ex post
facto. There is no use in looking for one or selvenaversal criteria that define a region.
In Nye’s words, it is political or economic decisf that eventually define a region.
Regions become ‘visible’ by patterns of interactibetween neighbouring states. A
region is composed of different states linked lgeagraphical relationship that decide to
identify themselves as a region in their discouesss actions. In the case of Africa, it is
especially important to insist on the fact thatiseg are constructed by the actions of
states. The division of Africa in five regions —foAfrica, West Africa, Central Africa,

East Africa and Southern Africa — is not in any veagiven. Some insist on geographical
criteria, others, like Kenneth Grundy, define fikegions based on major features of
political and economic life. (Grundy, 1985, Den@96) In short, it is only through the

actions of states that we can identify for instaéest and Southern Africa. Cameroon
generally swings between Central and West AfridaijevTanzania, after the collapse of
the East African Community, redefined itself asautBern African State. (Deng, 1996,

p.135) The constructed character of African regisrtbus obvious.

It is hence necessary to take a closer look aathiens of the states and how they can be
described and qualified. Regionalisation and reglism are often confused and look
interchangeable. One word is often used for therotBut a distinction should be made
‘between regionalisation, which refers to the regioconcentration of economic flows,

and regionalism, [...] golitical process characterised by economaticy cooperation

" Quite often the delineation problem is sidesteppeitlientifying a region’s ‘core area’ and its ‘jpgrery’
with sometimes ‘intrusive’ outsiders. See CANTORI,J. & SPIEGEL, S. L. (19700he international
politics of regionsEnglewood Cliffs, N.J, Prentice-Hall., chap.1.
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and coordination among countries.” (Mansfield andnbt, 1999, p.591, emphasis in
original.) The key here is the differentiation beem a bottom-up approach characterised
by undirected economic and social interactions betwnon-state actors, be it individual,
companies, or non-governmental organisations, aog-alown approach that occurs at a
political decision-making level, as a political pct that may concern economic policy
coordination, but also other areas like peace aodrgy, research and development, etc.
Bjorn Hettne defines ‘new regionalism’ as a ‘pal#i cooperation on the regional level to
promote the region as a viable economic, cultaal ecological unit.’” (Hettne, 1990,
p.25) The distinction between top-down (regiona)ismd bottom-up (regionalisation) is
important for the present study but the understapgirivileged here is broader as the
distinction also applies to security issues. Reglism is above all a political project,

often informed by the bottom-up influence of regbsation.

Regionalism, as it is understood in this studyfedsf from the notion of international
regimes or of regional systems. A security regirag be defined as ‘those principles,
rules and norms that permit nations to be restdaingheir behaviour in the belief that
others will reciprocate,’” (Jervis, 1983, p.173) ehiegional systems can be defined as a
regular pattern of interaction among independeitia units in a region. (Holsti, 1967,
p.27) These notions refer to a regional environnsémictured by an unstated set of rules,
norms, and practices. While both bodies of litewatare relevant here, the working
definition of regionalism for this study focuses statednorms and goals that are part of
a common political project shared by different esatFinally, while the distinction
between regionalisation and regionalism is impdrtahis study addresses ‘hard

regionalism,” the more concrete, formalised andtitunsonalised manifestation of
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regionalism, i.e. regional organisations, as opgdee'soft regionalism’ referring to the

promotion of a sense of regional awarerfess.

Regional security organisations

Numerous definitions of regional organisations barfound in the existing literature. To
the question ‘What is a regional organisation?’eptisNye answers that he refers ‘to
organisations based on (1) formal agreement amoogergments (2) possessing
diplomatic forums and (3) assisted by an associategtnational bureaucracy.” (Nye,
1971, p.5) Thomas Franck offers other criteria defines a regional organisation as ‘any
grouping of states in some defined geographicatestrwith historic, ethnic or socio-
political ties, which habitually acts in concertrdhgh permanent institutions to foster
unity in a wide range of common concerns.’ (Frark®70, p.832) Thomas Franck also
insists on a geographical principle. Indeed, tment&egional organisation’ can be used
for any organisation that is not global in its memghip, no matter how geographically
dispersed the members are, such as the Organisattidtslamic Conferences (OIC).
However, as our definition of region made clearlyoonrganisations that restrict

membership on the basis of geographical contiqargyconsidered.

This definition leaves open the question of thdimitsion between regional institutions
and regional organisations. (Duffield, 2006, p.68B)ile institutions can sometimes refer
to inter-subjective norms or ‘sets of rules meamtgbvern international behaviour,’
(Simmons and Martin, 2003, p.194) Oran Young makedear distinction between the

two with organisations being ‘material entities g@ssing physical locations (or seats),

8 The distinction is made in FAWCETT, L. (2004) Eophg Regional Domains: A Comparative History of
Regionalisminternational Affairs,80, 429-446., p.433.
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offices, personnel, equipment, and budgets.” (Youri9, p.160) Similarly, Keohane
includes formal organisations as a sub-categorhimvihis definition of international
institutions. (Keohane, 1988, pp.3-4) In this stutliye focus is oriormal organisations.
However, the terms ‘regional organisation’ and ifoe@l institution’ are used

interchangeably.

Finally, it might be useful to set up a list ofteria for regional (intergovernmental)
organisations inspired by theearbook of International Organisatiafis

- They are international organisations.

- Member states have a certain degree of geographtgaity.
The Commonwealth and the ACP group (African, Caély and Pacific Group of
States) are hence excluded.

- They have a ‘regionalist project’.
As explained above, this means that they sharexplici political project that aims at
creating a viable political, economic and culturadjion. On these grounds, numerous
organisations can be excluded: ‘identity’ organs® like the Francophonie or the
Organisation of Islamic Conferences (OIC), and fiomal organisations like the
Permanent Inter-State Committee on Drought Coritrathe Sahel (CILSS — Comité

permanent Interétat de la Lutte contre la Sécheressis le Sahel). The notion of

® The list provided by th¥earbookis useful because it draws a clear distinction betwinternational
organisations and other organisations whose staiist be unclear, like ad hoc committees or
organisations of international character that arergy at making a profit like business enterprises,
investment houses or cartels... The eight criteigatlae following:

1) Aims: They must be genuinely international in cleéeg with the intention to cover operations in

at least three countries.

2) Members: Voting power must be such that no onenatigroup can control the organisation.

3) Structure: There must be permanent headquarters.

4) Officers: Officers should not all be of the samé&orzality.

5) Finance: At least three countries make substactiatributions to the budget.

6) Relations with other organisations: The organisesioould lead an independent life.

7) Activities: Evidence of current activities must &eailable.

8) Other criteria.
See UNION OF INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS. (200%)earbook of international organizations,
Brussels, Union of International Associations. 397-398.
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‘regionalist project’ is an important discriminagofactor to the extent that it allows to
significantly narrow down the number of eligiblesea. The focus here being on
normative and institutional change, only organ@adi that are more political in nature,

i.e. not subject to a technocratic approach, devaet.

The United Nations Economic Commission for AfricdNECA) has identified 15

regional and sub-regional organisatidhs:

AMU (Arab Maghreb Union),

AU (African Union),

CEPGL (Communauté Economique des Pays des Grands la Economi
Community of the Great Lakes Countries),

CEMAC (Communauté Economique et Monétaire de I'dde Centrale / Economic and
Monetary Community of Central Africa),

CEN-SAD (Community of Sahel-Saharan States),
COMESA (Common Market for Eastern and Southerncaly;i
EAC (East African Community),

ECCAS (Economic Community of Central African State€EEAC — Communauté
Economique des Etats d’Afrique Centrale),

ECOWAS (Economic Community of West African States),
IGAD (Intergovernmental Authority on Development),

IOC (Indian Ocean Commission),

MRU (Mano River Union),

SACU (Southern African Customs Union),

SADC (Southern African Development Community),
WAEMU (West African Economic and Monetary Union).

TABLE 1.1: African regional and sub-regional orgsations as identified by UNECA

For reasons of precision and economy, the studystx on formal state-based regional

organisations. More precisely, this study analybes emergence of regional security

12 The United Nations refer to the African Union asegional organisation and SADC and ECOWAS as
sub-regional organisations. However, seen from Afrgcan continent, West and Southern Africa are
considered as regions and smaller areas within Weise such as WAEMU are considered as sub-regions
For the purpose of this study, SADC and ECOWASqaiadified as regional organisations.
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organisations. This leads on to a further set @stjans: how does one define security

and how does a regional organisation become aigsemstitution?*

Certain regional organisations are created to rmminsecurity. But ‘whose security?’
(Bgas, 2000) There are two answers to this questiate security vs. people’s (human)
security*?> Simply put, state security means that the regiomaanisation ensures
peaceful relations between member states and #wication of the recourse to war
between these countries.(Russett and Oneal, 20@kx Bf the literature focuses on
security complexes, security regimes, security camtres and the transition between
them. A security complex is ‘a group of states veh@simary security concerns link
together sufficiently closely that their nationatsarities cannot realistically be considered
apart from one another.” (Buzan, 1991, p. 190) Tlodon of security complex is
included in the very definition of region choserréhas geographically contiguous and
mutually dependent states. As such, one state talivmrce its security concerns from
that of the others. As mentioned earlier, secugtyimes are not the main focus of the
study but are not altogether ignored as unstated,raorms and practices — such as those
of the FLS (Front Line States) — can inform anduemce the evolution of regional
organisations. Finally, a security community is;@ding to Deutsch, ‘a group of people
which has become integrated,” where integrationnadgving a sense of community and
‘dependable expectations of peaceful change.” (&t1957, p.5) The concept was

developed a few years later by Adler and Barne@iveitheless, the central tenet of

M This study does not address the debate about ahetgionalism should be considered as a stepping
stone towards global security or as complementaiy secondary to the United Nations that has the
‘primary responsibility for the maintenance of imational peace and security.” (UNITED NATIONS,
Charter, 26 June 1945, Chapter 5, Article 2481) Be&H, M. & SIDHU, W. P. S. (Eds.) (2003he
United Nations & regional security : Europe and bagBoulder, Colo., Lynne Rienner Publishers.

2 This corresponds to the widely accepted distimctibe found in most academic works. Howevergstat
security is sometimes hijacked by the Head of Statéhat case, state security is equated to dgoofrithe
leader with national interest meaning the leadeterest to hold on to power.
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peaceful change, i.e. the abandonment of war asamsnof change within the security
community, remains the same. (Adler and Barnet®8bY It is too early to address the
qguestion of whether ECOWAS and SADC are securityroonities. The issue being

debatable, they are simply considered as regi@tairgy organisations.

The other understanding of security, human secusitg somewhat more amorphous
concept as it argues that the proper referentdourgty should be the individual. Each
individual should be free from want and free froearf and the regional organisation
would then help its member states achieve this.gbhis is an arduous task, but
numerous regional organisations are attemptingotqudt that. As a consequence, both
meanings of the concept of security are kept ared uwroughout this study as it
corresponds to the very mandate some regional @#@ms have assigned to
themselves: ensuring peace between its membeisstaié also making sure that the
populations that live in their member states dosufter from want, such as the effects of
droughts or other natural catastrophes, or from, f@ach as a genocide perpetuated by
their own government or fear from a ruthless dartathus allowing us to include the

agenda of democratic governance of these orgammisafi

Finally, what is meant by security organisationrasher strictly defined. A security
organisation is ‘an organisation whose charter aiastan explicit reference to security
provisions through the coordination of defenceusgcand foreign policy at some level.’
(Fawcett, 2007, p.311) In general, these securtyipions are designed to respond to

external (collective security arrangement a la NAG@responding to the definition of

13 Governance is understood here as ‘spheres of iitythoall levels of human activity [...] that amauto
systems of rules in which goals are pursued thrahghexercise of control.” ROSENAU, J. N. (1997)
Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier: Exploring Gomance in a Turbulent WorldCambridge,
Cambridge University Press., p.145.
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security as state security) or internal (commorussg i.e. risks of civil wars for the
population corresponding to the definition of séguas human security) threats. The
diversity of security threats explains the scopd diversity of functions performed by

security institutions.

Defence of sovereignty and territorial integrity
Confidence building measures

Early warning and preventive diplomacy

Mediation and good offices

Peaceful settlement of disputes

Peace enforcement, peacekeeping and peace building
Foreign policy coordination

Resolution of border disputes

Disarmament and arms control

Joint-training of troops

Combating terrorism, drugs, weapons and humaridkadtfy
Election monitoring

TABLE 1.2: Possible security activities of regiomagjanisations

The object of this study is thus African regionalcwrity organisations, i.e. African

international organisations whose members are gebgrally contiguous and with a

regionalist project that contains an explicit s@gysrovision.

Research question and theoretical approach

This study attempts to discover why certain Africagional security organisations,

namely ECOWAS and SADC, emerged in the 1990s. Tisever is not necessarily self-

evident as very little work has been done in théaa
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The emergence of security out of economics

In the 1990s, all regional organisations throughbet world have witnessed significant
changes, both institutionally and normatively. Rasch region had its own logic and
dynamic underlying such a move. The analysis hetades on Africa and especially on
the two most dynamic embodiments of the 1990s edvif African regionalism:
ECOWAS and SADC. These two cases are especiakyesiing because they are the
only two African organisations that launched peaegkng operations, besides the OAU
and its heir the African Union. Not only did ECOWASd SADC member states
introduce security provisions, they also entrustbd regional organisation with a
mandate of democracy promotion and democratic gevere. While these two agendas
could be considered as separate mandates, thessswas were linked by the regional
organisations themselves. Both organisations tookwa direction focusing on security
and democracy issues as opposed to their pastaeetic and economic mandate. This
transformation was so radical that it also entageafound institutional reforms to allow
the weak regional organisation to implement its meandates. This is the reason why
these two security and democracy mandates are sauhlypgether in this study. The

reasons behind the choice of ECOWAS and SADC wilhidressed more in depth later.

The Economic Community of West African States — séh@urrent members include
Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Co6te d’lvoire, Gan Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, r&eleone and Todd— was created in

1975 with the specific goal of encouraging econogooperation and developmental

regionalism (Adedeji, 2004) and was later transfnminto an organisation with a

14 Mauritania withdrew from ECOWAS in December 2000.
30



broader agenda including ‘the establishment of @nemic union in West Africa,’ the
‘maintenance of regional peace, stability and ggcurand the ‘promotion and
consolidation of a democratic system of governainceach Member State’ with the
revised Cotonou treaty of 1993. (Cf. articles 3 dndf the ECOWAS treaty of 1993)
ECOWAS, like other African regional organisatioms;reasingly cites democracy as a
fundamental norm against which state behaviour bellmeasured. (Bundu, July 19-25,
1993, De Costa, 1991) This turn towards security @@mocratic governance was later
confirmed with the 1999 Protocol relating to the didanism for Conflict Prevention,
Management, Resolution, Peace-keeping and Secanty the 2001 Protocol on

Democracy and Good Governance, Supplementary tba®@ Security Protocol.

Similarly, the Southern African Development Comntynwas first created as the
Southern African Development Co-ordination Confee2SADCC) in April 1980 with
the main goal of reducing the Member States’ ecoaaependence, particularly on
apartheid South Africa. The Windhoek treaty of 199&igned by Angola, Botswana, the
Democratic Republic of Congo, Lesotho, Malawi, Maus, Mozambique, Namibia,
South Africa, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Ziowe®> — mentions new objectives
such as to ‘consolidate, defend and maintain demogcipeace, security and stability.’
This was later reinforced by the 2001 Protocol aolities, Defence and Security
Cooperation and the 2004 SADC Principles and Gindsl Governing Democratic

Elections.

Why did ECOWAS and SADC emerge as regional security organisationsin the 1990s?

Specifically, why were these failing economic regional organisations transformed in

15 Madagascar joined SADC in 2005.
16 Cf. article 5 of the SADC treaty of 1992.
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security organisations? The analysis starts from the fact that many Africagional
organisations were created as economic communifeted as such, were later
transformed into security institutions and havetsth addressing other issues such as
human rights or promotion of democracy. Why enteupblitically sensitive mandate to a
failing organisation? A similar pattern can inddszl drawn across several AROs, be it
ECOWAS, SADC, IGAD, or lately with the transformati of the OAU into the African
Union. The dual shift highlights both an institutad — reform of the Secretariat — and a
normative — new mandate enforcing new norms — ahavithin these organisations. The
normative shift is especially striking as both ECA%/and SADC introduced a right of

humanitarian intervention within their protocols.

This transformation seems at first counterintuitbhece it is not clear why states would
put such a heavy burden on the shoulders of amiza@#on that is failing. This study
addresses this puzzle. Although this kind of tramshtion is not new or unique to Africa,
this shift is especially significant within the d¢ert of African politics. Reaching back
through time, what in the history of these orgatmses and of these regions can explain
this shift? What was behind the creation of thesgitutions in their specific form? How
can we explain their qualified failure as econocoemunities? How significant is such
a change in the life of these organisations? VW of security provisions have these
regional organisations adopted and why? Has itdea real commitment of the member

states to these new functions of the regional asgéion?
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My central hypothesis is that, in the African casigte weakness, the presence of a
regional hegemdd and marginalisation from the international sceme Bnportant
explanatory factors, among others, to explain thiange. While not unique to Africa,
these three explanatory factors are of special itapoe in the cases studied here. Based
on the analyses of ECOWAS and SADC, this study ges some parsimonious
hypotheses explaining the emergence of regionairgg®rganisations in Africa. These
can be later tested against other cases withincéfdar in other continents. The core
argument rests on the three factors mentioned ainithea particular emphasis on the

role of the regional hegemon.

This study first explores and assesses how diffesehools of thought in international
relations explain the emergence of these regiomalirgy institutions. According to
mainstream theoretical approaches in Internatidtedations, institutional development
and security cooperation between states can beiargl by three different drivers. A
first explanation highlights the shifts in the sture of the international system, namely
the end of the Cold War, which led to a re-assessieglobal and regional balances of
power. This is illustrated by the timing of the nfa this study is examining. This
corresponds to a neo-realist explanation. A relatader is the role of the regional
hegemon that can harness the regional organiz&icghape its own region. Second,
states value institutions as tools of cooperaMghile the impetus for change might come
from global or regional leaders, institutions retaiheir usefulness by providing
predictable bases for cooperation and negotiatiarg becoming tools of diplomacy. This

liberal argument rests on the belief that ‘selfghedn be enhanced by collective action.’

" The concept of hegemon might be rather amorphadsdifficult to pinpoint. However, in both cases
here, one can argue that you know one when yoorsgenotably due to the significant disparity imis of
economy, military and demography between Nigerid &outh Africa on the one hand and their respective
neighbours on the other.
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(Fawcett, 2008b, p.13) Finally, a constructivispayach focusing on regional ideas and
identity would argue that security cooperationdsted in common values and identities
shared at the regional level. This would then Bkeeted in the institutional design. My

purpose is to apply the different causal explamatiout forth by these theories to the two
case studies of ECOWAS and SADC in order to betteterstand the roots of this

transformation from economics to security. Thesepeting explanatory factors can
include for instance the primacy of state interestid of balance-of-power politics (an
argument coming from the realist school of thougtie advantages of international
cooperation and the virtuous circle of trust agsirom it (a possible liberal explanation),

a strong regional identity, similar ideologies agrithe Cold War and beyond (a more
constructivist approach), the existence or not édeurable international environment

during the Cold War and after, etc.

International relations theory, as its name cleamtlicates, traditionally focuses on the
international relations between states. It hencekdofor the explanations of the
emergence of regional security organisations eghéne international (or systemic) level
or at the regional level. In order to provide a ptete picture of the issue at hand, this
study takes the analysis a step further and ogendlack box of the statd.Arguably,
international relations theory now starts to detrares the state and also focuses on non-
state actors. It asks for instance whether thereattithe member states of a regional
organisation — whether they are democracies or (batyle, 1986, Pevehouse, 2005) ,
whether they have strong leaders or not — can hava®usal impact on the adoption of
security provisions within a regional organisatiéu.the domestic level, the concept of

state weakness as mentioned in the Third Worldseduiterature, however vague and

18 There is however a long tradition of foreign pylinalysis within the international relations liarre
and this study taps into it.
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multifaceted it may be, is brought in to understdhd relationship between regional
organisations with a security provision and statiegt sometimes have difficulties
maintaining peace and security within their owndaos. This study attempts to formulate
a relationship between regionalism and state wesskndor instance, regional
organisations can give a greater voice to weakstathis was the idea behind the G77 —,
but they can also help strengthen and develop thember states like the European
Union did in Greece. The study tests this hypothésroughout the history of two
different AROs — ECOWAS and SADC. Can a regiongjaoisation strengthen its
member states? This study aims to demonstrate tiligy wf the ‘state weakness
approach’ by integrating it in the overall narrati@longside other potential explanatory
factors put forth by different schools of thoughtinternational relations. By building
upon earlier insights and the history of the registudied, this research hopes to bring a
new perspective that can provide meaningful expians about the issue at hatidThe
added value of this analysis resides in its anslydi the domestic level and of its

relationship with the regional level.

Contribution to the literature

This study intends to fill a gap in the existingetature by focusing on a neglected but
nevertheless surprising development of regionalism Africa: why are regional
organisations created, why do they fail or changerses towards security? (Deutsch,
1988) Why would member states give greater respoigis, including that of launching
peacekeeping operations, to an organisation wigkglggnised as a failure? This research

attempts to achieve three goals. First, this stuitlydescribe empirically the institutional

19 «A perspective by definition does not exclude otperspectives because unlike “theory,” it does not
claim to be the sole repository of “truth.” See @®¥B, M. (2002) Inequality and Theorizing in
International Relations: The Case for SubalterniBmalnternational Studies Review, 27-48., p.28.
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and normative change within ECOWAS and SADC by gatly some new empirical
data on the causes, the circumstances and theiategwt that led to the transformation
of AROs from economic to security organisationsislione of the very few sustained
comparative studies on ECOWAS and SAB@s such, it is quite unique in the existing
literature. Second, it will shed some new light different schools of thought in
international relations by testing their relevamoethe study of African politics within
the broader context of the Third World problemati¢R. (Ayoob, 1995, Moon and Azar,
1988, Job, 1992, Tickner, 2003, Lemke, 2003) Wiiile discipline of international
relations is traditionally organised around thelygsia of the successes and failures of the
main actors on the world sceffethis study explores the potential of institutidsed
regional cooperation for the weakest actors of ititernational systerff Byers and
Chesterman usefully point out that legal developiém the Third World — such as the
adoption of a right of humanitarian interventionusually go unnoticed by Western
scholars. (Byers and Chesterman, 2003) This stistygmes against a certain trend in the
regionalist literature, within which analyses u$gpaitart off from the European model
and then are expanded to developing countries. tiiMa©99) (This is arguably
changing.) The starting point here is the spedtyfiof certain African states, the specific
problems weak states are facing and their reldtipnsith regionalism. While a limited

number of studies on regionalism in Africa do exibey usually compile different case

% One of the few comparative studies is that of VANEUWKERK, A. (2001) Regionalism into
globalism? War into peace? SADC and ECOWAS compafitan Security Reviewl,0.

%L Even the study of ‘north-south’ relations usuaigphasizes the ‘north’ in the relation, especiaiiin
the context of superpower competition during théd@ar. Observation made by CLAPHAM, C. S.
(1996)Africa and the international system : the politafsstate survivalCambridge, Cambridge University
Press., p.3.

2t hence addresses one of the issues that Sthioléynan denounced as being left in the dark by the
students of international relations: the functianaf international hierarchy, the nature of thatieh
between the weak and the strong. It is also triongove away from the perspective of rich and gjron
actors of the international system toward thahefweak. What really matters here is to move awam f
an analysis principally focused on great powerstaridok at power relations from another angle. See
HOFFMANN, S. (1987)anus and Minerva : essays in the theory and pradtif international politics,
Boulder, Colo ; London, Westview., p.22.
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studies and do not consider state weakness aspamtant factor. (Grant and Séderbaum,
2003, Asante, 1997, Bach, 1999, Lavergne, 19974llyinoy establishing a link between
state weakness, regional hegemony, marginalisaimohregional security organisations,
this research aims to draw both narrow and widesdes on which practices have the
greatest potential for conflict management in Adritndeed, a clear understanding of the
motivations behind the transformation of ECOWAS &ADC should shed light on the

likelihood that regional security organisationslwitervene in the future.

With the overall direction of the study now beingt,sa few words are needed the

theoretical approach privileged by this study eteough this is discussed in further

details in chapter 2.

Theoretical tools.

Most of the theoretical tools available to the tRdent were apparently not designed for
the study of African politics. (Ayoob, 2002, Acharyand Buzan, 2007) Realism,
liberalism and constructivism can provide intemggtiinsights on the analysis of
institutions and on change (see chapter 2), buthby often systemic approach, they
neglect to problematise the state as not all Afristates necessarily correspond to the

Weberian or Westphalian ideal-type of the state.

Realism and neorealism can shed an interesting dghthe dynamics at play within
regional organisations, notably by its focus ondmegny. Nigeria’s and South Africa’s
status as regional hegemons is notably importaatder to test the explanatory potential

of realism. (Buzan and Weaever, 2003, Myers, 199kb&b and Landsberg, 2003) The
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overall relevance of realism and neorealism is h@vémited because it rarely analyses
the dynamics of institutions once they are esthblisand because it is only marginally
interested in change. A greater interest in instihs characterises liberalism and
especially neoliberal institutionalism. It analyssdkforms of international cooperation,
including formalised institutions. It can hence d&e&ource of interesting insights on the

puzzle at hand.

Among the regionalist literature, inter-governméiata attempts to explain change
within regional organisations by focusing on int¢éate bargains. However, by doing so,
it neglects the processes and activities intemakgional organisations between formal
inter-state negotiations (for instance the work enfldience of the European Commission
between the Single European Act in 1986 and thesiiaht Treaty in 1992). The neo-
functionalist branch of the regionalist literaturas also some shortcomings. Like inter-
governmentalism, it has a strong Euro-centric bdso, the neo-functionalist distinction
between low and high politics is less relevant facan politics, economic issues being
so sensitive that they belong to the realm of highitics. Overall, both traditional
theories of international relations are of limitaeterest for this study since they focus on
systemic issues. They also share the same conceaytibe state and take it as granted, a
problematic approach when applied to Africa. (Farendetailed discussions on these

issues, see chapter 2.)

Constructivism and the new regionalism approachANBf Bjorn Hettne (Hettne and
Inotai, 1994, Grant and Soderbaum, 2003) put fertpertinent analysis of African
regionalism. However, the 1990s literature on negianalism was a multilevel activity

and did not always dovetail the Hettne approacheWtertheless points in the direction of
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important developments of regionalism as a gloaat (often North-South) phenomenon
and of the fainter distinction between economic andtical regionalism. The NRA'’s
specificity is that it goes beyond a focus on stated opens up the analysis to new actors.
However, because it is also mostly a systemic thaad focuses on norms, ideas, and
identity?® constructivism neglects the importance of domestaterial capabilities in
African politics. At a minimum, this analysis istémested in other actors beyond states,

including individuals. (For further discussion, stmapter 2.)

It is important to note here that the purpose a$ ttudy is not to undermine the
importance of material factors as dependent vagsabHowever, it does bring other
factors in. While state interests are compellingsed factors, they can be gainfully
supplemented by different analyses, such as tloggoged by the Third World focused
literature or constructivism. State weakness iy @m add-on to the other explanations.
But, despite these misgivings, the different inchej@nt variables explaining the
emergence of regional security organisations incAfare deduced from these different

schools of thoughts (see chapter 2).

A problem-driven hypothetico-deductive approach

The approach within this study is primarily probleiniven rather than theory-driven. The
main goal is quite simply to understand why ECOW&t8l SADC took on this security
and democracy mandates. In order to provide a baoddsubstantial understanding of the
recent developments within ECOWAS and SADC, thiglgtreaches out through their

history from their creation until today. A histaaicinstitutionalist approach is apposite

% |dentity is understood here as the distinguishihgracter of a group of people. (Source: Merriam-
Webster Dictionarywww.m-w.con)
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here as the study focuses on the institutionakfoamation of two regional organisations.
(Bogdanor, 1999, Hall and Taylor, 1996, Immergud994, Koelble, 1995, March and
Olsen, 1984, Liebowitz and Margolis, 1995, Thel#899) Historical institutionalism is
neither a theory nor a specific methodology. (Maaak Olsen, 1984) Steinmo probably
best described historical institutionalists as ‘#meironmental biologist who believes that
in order to understand the specific fate of a paldr organism or behaviour, she must
explicitly examine that organism or behaviour ie #tology or context in which it lives.’
(Steinmo, forthcoming December 2008) One might thdd the historical institutionalist
does so over time. Historical institutionalism seesitutions as the legacy of historical
processes and as embedded in a specific politichsacial setting. (Thelen, 1999, p.382)
It insists on path dependency. But this does natnéat institutional development is
totally constrained by past trajectories. It does exclude change and does not overlook
the importance of critical junctures. (lkenberr994) It looks at processes unfolding over
time and how different levels, be it national, @l or global, unfold in relation to one
another. (Thelen, 1999, p.390) In short, historinatitutionalism contends that knowing
how institutions were created provides insights imbw they might evolve and | do think
there are obvious merits in using this approacbautnout this study. With this approach
in mind, the analysis starts at the creation of BOX® and SADC and follows the two
institutions throughout its early years of exisemeading to the transformation of their
mandate. By going into the details of the histdryegional organisations, the study gains
in accuracy and perspective. Various ‘thick desioms’ of key cases are needed in order
to make the difference between a wink and a twiéshin the parable related by Geertz.
(Geertz, 1993) To solve the puzzle at hand, unaledsdg where the institution comes

from is necessary to explain where it is today.
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However, while predominantly problem-driven, thisdy also addresses some theoretical
issues. Driven by an empirical puzzle, this stigdigath hypothesis-testing and hypothesis
generating. In order to make some causal clainte # shift from economic to security
organisations and to identify causal processespthgsis-testing for the schools of
thought in international relations and process iigacare used in two in-depth
comparative case studies focusing on ECOWAS andGAIis hypothetico-deductive
method notably explains why there are a significammhber of explanatory variables and
only two case studi€d. However parsimonious different schools of thought
international relations attempt to be, the multipy of potential causal factors is not
something than can be reduced at the beginninghefstudy as it might lead to the
exclusion of potentially important variables. Agato fully understand the problem, it
should be addressed from all available angles &m,tHater on, generate a more
parsimonious answer. This study hence comes tooaecby generating definite
hypotheses explaining the emergence of regionairggorganisations to be later tested
by other scholars among a larger number of casegertheless, if the choice is ‘between
knowing more about less and knowing less about m@aerring, 2004, p. 348) then the
choice here is clear: the study focuses on explgiparticular events and makes a limited
attempt at generalisation on the relationship betwstate weakness, hegemSngnd

regional security organisations. (Beck, 2006)

24 A quantitative analysis would have had a limiteanber of variables and a high number of case studie
% These two notions will be examined at length iapter 2. Suffice it to say that regional hegemaes a
considered as regional powers that have a delib@ulicy of exercising their leadership in theispective
region. State weakness is defined in a rather didnihanner and a weak state is a legitimate stdte wi
limited capabilities. Other types of states ar® algvered such as states with greater capabibti¢svith
limited internal legitimacy.
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Methodology

After having outlined the overall approach givirgst study, it is now necessary to
address how and on what bases the research wiledermed. Why only focus on
ECOWAS and SADC? How useful a comparative appre@achbe in order to address the

puzzle at hand? What methodological problems hasesearch encountered?

Case selection

The case selection is limited in that it focusegl@sively on Africa and then on
ECOWAS and SADC. The rationale behind it is tha ttontinent has an increasing
number of regional organisations and a striking bemnof weak states. ECOWAS and
SADC were selected as case studies because theytshasame pattern. They both have
moved from an economic integration agenda that moress failed to a much broader
one focusing not only on security issues, but alsanore normative issues such as the
promotion of democracy and human rights. Not omé/these two organisations the most
vital and dynamic of the existing AROs with a histof peacekeeping efforts, they are
also the most prominent in terms of academic amtnglistic attention. Indeed, both
regions contain a state that is traditionally l&dzelin the literature as a ‘regional
hegemon,’ Nigeria in ECOWAS and South Africa in SB\Drhe African Union has been
excluded as a case study per se because it igulliffo compare a continental
organisation to regional ones and also becauseketl the original focus on economy at
its creation. It has always been a political orgation. However, the AU is not
completely absent from the analysis as both Nigand South Africa are key players

within the AU and thus have an indirect impact cG@NVAS and SADC. IGAD has
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undergone a comparable transformation as ECOWASSKIC but has no obvious
regional hegemon and has no real history of aqgiaatekeeping. It focuses mainly on
mediation. Furthermore, in order to understandctiraplexities of the political dynamics

at the regional level, there is a need to restnetnumber of case studies.

Based on these two case-studies, this researchndesuld easily be seen as having a
major weakness, i.e. a no-variance design (on épentent variabléf. This concern is
addressed the three following ways: there is in ¥aciance on the dependent variable;
this study broadens the horizon of the researatobyparing ECOWAS and SADC to the
AU and the UN; and finally counterfactual analyssemployed throughout the study.
First, while they share the same pattern, the eagpiunfolding of the cases is different.
It is in these different patterns and trajectotles lies the potential and the usefulness of
a comparative approach. Why did they evolve diffdy® For instance, in the case of
SADC, the dynamics of the region were significamatiered when South Africa joined in
1994 the regional organisation that had been laghinst it. Furthermore, both the
content of their security and democratic governamesmdate and their implementation
record differ (see chapters 5 and 6). Second, ¢ni@mnance of ECOWAS and SADC is
compared to that of the African Union and of theiteth Nations in chapter 6. This
comparison is necessary in order to address thiguithat the very object of study, the
adoption of a new security and democracy mandat@ure rhetoric and can only be
found on paper. It is not enough to assume that\W&O and SADC are indeed regional
security organisations because they adopted sgeamit democracy protocols. This study
analyses their implementation records and compatesther organisations that had the

mandate to mediate or intervene in West and SautAfiican conflicts, namely the AU

% For critics on no-variance designs, see KING, KEOHANE, R. O. & VERBA, S. (1994Pesigning
social inquiry : scientific inference in qualitaéivresearch Princeton ; Chichester, Princeton University
Press.
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and the UN. Based on this analysis, one can th@malvith greater certainty whether
ECOWAS and SADC are regional security organisationsis comparison of the
implementation records of ECOWAS and SADC alsovadldhe study to look at dogs
that do not bark and assess in which cases secorggnisations, be it regional,
continental or global, intervene and in which cabey do not. Finally, to mitigate for the
no-variance design, the use of counterfactualsresemt throughout the research. For
instance, what if Nigeria and South Africa had badsent from the regional scene?
Would there have been a transformation of ECOWA® SADC had the Cold War not
come to an end? Etc. (Collier and Mahoney, 1996,78p74) Overall, the main added-
value of this study is telling the story of the egence of ECOWAS and SADC as
security organisations, but the no-variance dessgnot considered as an obstacle to

making claims about causation or to generating thgses.

A comparative study

The research is structured around a comparative stasly. The case study approach is
justified by the limited number of cases that htheeoutcome of interest here, namely the
emergence of security organisations out of econames. The approach is comparative
in nature and is understood as ‘a method of disoayesmpirical relationships among
variables, not as a method of measurement.’ (LifpH®71, p. 683) Despite facing the
obvious problem of ‘many variables, small numbercases,’” (Lijphart, 1971, p. 685)
process tracing can help identify a causal chaat links independent and dependent
variables. This study examines causal factors tthiatset of cases have in common in
order to assess whether these factors can plaubilynderstood as producing the

outcome. ‘Causation is not established through Ismaomparison alone [...] but
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through uncovering traces of a hypothesised camsghanism within the context of a
historical case or cases.’ (Bennett and Elman, 200862) Indeed, a detailed and holistic
analysis of sequences in historical cases fa@htahe search of omitted variables and

allows for the study of interaction within a fenses.

The privileged methodological approach is Mill's tmed of agreemerft. (Ragin, 1987,
Thelen, 1999, Lijphart, 1971) Quite obviously doetlie framing of the question, Mill's
indirect method of indifferené®is excluded as there are no case studies on titios
that has decided to remain a purely economic osgéion. Yet, one can overcome this
obstacle by using other comparisons. To enrich ¢beparison, truly assess the
effectiveness of the regional organisation, andiipgiea certain amount of counterfactual
analysis, the performance of ECOWAS and SADC ha lm®mpared to that of other
organisations with the same mandate, namely theaAd the UN. Third, a Boolean
approactt’ though tempting, is not a viable option due toltmited number of cases and
to the important number of potential independentiatdes. Furthermore, the binary
approach (yes or no this variable has played a nolghis case study) tends to
oversimplify the analysis. This leaves us with Milmethod of agreement, a method
often decried as unscientific by many authors othwme@ological treatises. (Lieberson,
1991, Savolainen, 1994, Lieberson, 1994, King et 294) While such an approach

indeed severely restricts one’s chances of reachihgpothesis that could be easily and

27If two or more instances of the phenomenon urilegstigation have only one circumstance in common,
the circumstance in which alone all the instanageea is the cause (or effect) of the given phemaume
MILL, J. S. (1867)A System of Logic: Ratiocinative and InductiMew York, Harper & Brothers., p.255.

% 4f an instance in which the phenomenon under stigation occurs, and an instance in which it duoets
occur, have every circumstance in common save e, one occurring only in the former; the
circumstance in which alone the two instances diffethe effect, or the cause, or an indispenspaie of

the cause, of the phenomenon.’ Ibid., p.256.

% Introduced by Charles Ragin as a synthetic styatdge Boolean method is designed to draw causal
inferences from comparing configurations of theesed causal variables across a moderate number of
cases. See RAGIN, C. C. (198The comparative method : moving beyond qualitasind quantitative
strategiesBerkeley ; London, University of California Press.
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correctly generalised to other cases, it allowgauslarify which independent variable
should be considered as more important than odretsalso allows one to better pinpoint
which level — or which image: Man, State or War (#/a2001) — is the most relevant
plane for explaining the evolution of these twotitnsions within West and Southern
Africa. Furthermore, one should note that by adapta comparative approach, both
between cases and within cases chronologicallyyedsas doing a parallel comparison
with the AU and the UN, one should have enoughrm&dion to highlight one or a set of
independent variables that will most likely playoée in the transition from economics to
security and governance. By conducting a comparisgtween ECOWAS and SADC,
this study allows us to evaluate which independ®niable(s) is or are common to both
case studies despite different geopolitical envirents. Indeed, at the creation of
ECOWAS, West Africa was composed of independenhtas, while Southern Africa
in 1980 was locked into a fight against apartherdl dingering colonisation. An
independent variable constant over time and comtoothe two case studies despite
differing geopolitical circumstances would be a doecandidate to explain the

transformation of the institutions in the 1990s.

Sources

The primary sources of the study are official doeuats of regional organisations and of
their member states, state statistics, internabgowent reports, and the evaluation and
assessment reports issued by AROs themselves éimclirrand English), but also by
international organisations such as the United dvdati the World Bank, and other
regional organisations like the European Union thies. These sources should help in

bringing a keener understanding of the history lué tegional organisations, their
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performance throughout the years, but also in sigapnd assessing the reality of the
change that occurred in the 1990s. While fieldworkhe headquarters of ECOWAS and
SADC gave us access to key records that could edobnd elsewhere, records were
incomplete. Specifically, the press releases of B@&@S on the regional organisation’s
website were only available starting in 1999. Otilg Annual reports of 2000, 2002,
2005 and 2006 were brought back as the others amtlde located. For SADC, the
records of the Council of Ministers and of the Sutanof the Heads of State and
Government were almost fully available from 1994iluR006. The records of a few
Extraordinary Summits, quite often focusing on geamnd security issues, were not
included in this package provided by the SADC Seca. Also, the records of the
ISDSC (Inter-State Defence and Security Committea) would have been particularly
pertinent for the issue at hand were also not tmbated. For the OAU/AU, most of the
records could be found online. For the United Najaall the required information was

readily available online.

The secondary sources consist in books and analyséen specifically on certain
AROs. The comparative literature on regionalism,imstitutional change and on state
weakness in Africa is another secondary sourcesdkhould put the events surrounding
the two case studies in a broader historical aedr#tical perspective. Fieldwork has
been undertaken to provide some insights on theahctegotiations that took place
leading to the change in mandate of these regiomganisations. Access to the officials
of ECOWAS and SADC, to the diplomats of the membtates, as well as to the
documents issued by the two regional organisatisnsrucial in order to identify the
changes in direction and the choices made by timssiéutions. During the fieldwork at

the headquarters of ECOWAS in Nigeria and of SAD@otswana, archival research
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and fact-finding semi-structured interviews wereviggged. It is worth noting early that

access to ECOWAS officials proved to be much edkar access to SADC officials.

Caveats

Any research design involves some trade-offs ardtudy is no exception. There are
obvious limitations concerning the scope of thedgiul'he number of case studies is
restricted. When it comes to the research methedd,uhere is a need for caution due to
the difficulty of measuring certain variables, asx¢o information, and to the quality of
certain data sources, especially concerning Affiaaally, the difficulty of making causal
claims should also be highlighted. In a continestiaterconnected — formally and

informally — as Africa, it is difficult to isolatspecific effects or explanations from others.

One should also take into account the positiorhefdocial scientist vis-a-vis his work.
As Max Weber clearly stated, ‘we aggltural beingsendowed with the capacity and the
will to take a deliberate attitude towards the wWahd to lend isignificance’ (Weber et

al., 1949, p.81) Since all knowledge is historiga@hd politically based, there is no such
thing as ‘value-free’ inquirie¥ This means being aware of one’s own cultural and
intellectual background in order to attain greatktachment, i.e. rigorous and
undiscriminating scepticism. Africa being very dise and not a single entity, analyses
should therefore avoid too broad generalisatiomsvéyer, one does not want to go to the

other extreme and claim that African internationglations are exceptional and have

% As Cox famously stated: ‘Theory is always for some or for some purpose. All theories have a
perspective. Perspectives derive from a positidimie and space. The world is seen from a standipoin
definable in terms of nation or social class, afhittance or subordination, of rising or decliningygo, of
a sense of immobility or of present crisis, of pagterience, and of hopes and expectations fdiuthee.’
See COX, R. W. (198 Broduction, power and world order : social forcesthe making of historjNew
York ; Guildford, Columbia University Press., p.207
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nothing in common with the rest of the world. Thesmsiderations are taken into

account when carrying out the project.

Structure of the thesis

The following chapter (chapter 2) endeavours todaythe different possible factors put
forward by several bodies of theory in internatiomdations to explain the emergence of
ECOWAS and SADC as security organisations. Eadimede theories puts emphasis on
different factors in order to explain change intilasions and their evolution through
time. Chapter 2 proposes a wide spectrum of pateetplanatory variables. But a
particular emphasis is placed on the role of tiggoreal hegemon, state weakness and the
marginalisation of Africa after the end of the Cdlar. These possible causal factors are

then put to test throughout the following chapters.

Understanding the shift within ECOWAS and SADC imet1990s entails a short
analytical history of West and Southern Africa. fleas 3 and 4 provide a short
background on the history and evolution of the Broic Community of West African

States and of the South African Development Comtyum order to highlight the

circumstances of their creation and their qualiffadure as economic communities.
These two chapters also analyse the specific fonch extent of the normative and
institutional change in ECOWAS and SADC. To whateex has that change had an
impact in practice? Beyond providing historical thechapters 3 and 4 are a first step in
the analysis and highlight factors that proved &eygritical junctures for ECOWAS and

SADC, thus providing an early insight as to whiabtbrs could explain the emergence of

regional security organisations.
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Chapter 5 is a comparative analysis of the secanty democracy mandates entrusted to
ECOWAS and SADC by its member states based onttity ®f their legal texts — the
founding treaties and relevant protocols — thatlirmaitthe specific objectives of each
regional security organisation and the tools theyengiven to implement their mandates.
This chapter provides greater substance to thematf regional security organisation,
highlights the different approaches between ECOW#&® SADC and is a first
assessment of the commitment of each region’'s mermsia¢es to their security and
democracy mandate with an analysis of how much dgewas given to each regional

organisation to implement their mandate.

Chapter 6 analyses the implementation records @\®&S and SADC in order to assess
the commitment of their member states to their democracy and security mandate. Are
ECOWAS and SADC regional security organisation amtypaper or are their member
states ready and willing to commit troops and maieesnanage conflicts and to monitor
elections in their region? Obvious examples comenitod such as the intervention of
ECOWAS in Liberia and of SADC in Lesotho. Howeudis chapter takes the analysis a
step further by first analysing all instances inichhthe regional security organisation
could have intervened, and, second, by comparieg tommitment to that of other
institutions, namely the OAU/AU and the UN for pekeeping, and the European Union,
the OAU/AU and the Carter Centre for election momitg. The aim in this chapter is to
measure the political will of the region’s membéatses and to assess its performance

compared to other institutions.
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Chapter 7 tests the different hypotheses providethb main theories of international
relations and tries to weigh in each argument agaire evidence provided by each case
study. It evaluates which explanatory factor putifan chapter 2 is the most useful to
understand the emergence of ECOWAS and SADC asitseotganisations. Based on
the explanatory factors that proved key at critjoakctures of ECOWAS and SADC, the
nature of their mandate and of their institutiotwalls, and their performance record, the
three most important explanatory factors mentiomegde, namely state weakness,
marginalisation of Africa due to the end of the €®ar and the role of the regional
hegemon, all proved of significant importance tlyloaut the history of both regional
organisations. Chapter 7 concludes the study bgrgéing two hypotheses explaining the
emergence of ECOWAS and SADC as regional securggrosations and reassesses the
implications of this study for the different bodiettheory in international relations by
taking position on the broader question of whichost of thought best explains African

politics and international relations.
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FIGURE 1.1: Major regional organisations in Africa

Source: United Nations Economic Commission for Africa. (ARF Assessing
Regional Integration in Africa 2002)
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CHAPTER 2

WHY DO REGIONAL SECURITY ORGANISATIONS EMERGE?

Theories are important because they help us dednitsh facts matter and which do not.
One of this study’s aims, besides accounting fer émergence of a regional security
organisation out of a failed economic institutioneCOWAS and SADC, is to test the
hypotheses offered by different schools of thouglthen decide which body of literature
offers the most convincing explanation of the pazal hand. This chapter goes beyond
the mainstream approaches expected to explain ubeess and failure of regional
organisations, namely realism with the idea thgtoreal organisations are the product of
the balance of power, and liberalism with at itgecthe idea that collective action
enhances self-help when states share common itsefssmentioned earlier, based on a
hypothetico-deductive method, this chapter outlinveisat reality should look like
according to each school of thought of Internatid®dalations theory. As each school of
thought puts the onus on specific factors at theerge of others, one might end up with a
long and potentially overwhelming list of factorBhe approach chosen here retains
material factors, while highlighting other featutbat are pertinent to constructivism and

Third World focused literature.

In order to simplify and put some order within thisltiplicity of explanations, one can
break down the factors according to the level @flygsis: at the international, regional and

domestic levels. At the international level, thelanatory factors are outlined: the
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impact of the Cold War and its end that operatetiange at the systemic level, the role
of great world powers, especially France, the WhKengdom and the United States and
the role of key continental players, namely NigeBauth Africa, Libya and the African

Union. This last explanatory factor is very closedne that is located at the regional
level. This focus on power corresponds to a realpgtroach to the issue. At the regional
level, other explanations for the emergence of EQ®Wand SADC as security

institutions are the role of the regional hegem@&wmjth Africa and Nigeria, the adoption
of a security provision because it is in the commuerest of all member states or
because the regional organisation had started pefeeived as an institutional source of
common identity. The explanations put forth atrbgional level bring a broader range of
theories to the fore: realism, but also liberalismd constructivism. Finally, at the

domestic level, the analysis focuses on the roledividual leaders and the nature of the
state: democratic or not, weak or not. This lelglits focus on the state, highlights other
theories: liberalism with the democratic peace theand the Third World focused

literature with the interesting concept of omnilgiag. (David, 1991, David, 1998)

Each school of thought mentioned above is analyseske how each explains change
within a regional framework. This approach rejeetsy sharp distinction between
International Relations theory and the regiondiisrature as most of the regionalist
literature can be associated to different schoblthought. While their main object of
study, i.e. regionalism and regionalisation, défeheir assumptions and methodology are
usually similar. In this chapter, both the explamatpower as well as the limitations of
the different bodies of theory are exposed. Nolsitlgeory is probably able to deliver a
perfect explanation of the issue at hand, but fhreyide useful indicators and analytical

devices to solve the puzzle. In practice, theyodilen in contact and mutual dialogue with
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each other. These categories are not mutually sixelu and the most persuasive
interpretations are likely to draw from more thamedheoretical tradition. While every
approach is not considered here, the most fehtderetical traditions for the issue at hand

were called upon.

The goal of this chapter is to provide a seriebygfotheses explaining the emergence of
ECOWAS and SADC as regional security organisatitias will then be tested in the

following chapters against the historical realifytfee evolution of the two institutions.

Regionalism and security, a multilevel game

African politics has historically been of little terest to global powers. But systemic
changes and the foreign policy of great powerdatinternational and continental level
have an impact on regional African politics, sotde internal developments within each
member state. This section outlines each set einpiat factors explaining the emergence
of ECOWAS and SADC as security institutions at tinéernational, regional and

domestic levels. (Singer, 1961)

The international environment

At the international level, three factors could lexpthe transformation of ECOWAS and
SADC in security organisations in the 1990s: thd ehthe Cold War that changed the

entire structure of international relations at time, the specific role of global powers
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external to the African continent and the role ey kontinental players, notably through
the African Union. A realist would ask: who amoting tbig powers pushed or exercised

pressure for this transformation?

World politics drastically changed at the end e @old War with a structural shift from
a bipolar to a unipolar world that took away thddC@/ar ‘overlay’ that had constrained
African international relations since independendee end of the Cold War had a drastic
effect around the world as it changed the numbegreét powers in the system. African
regional dynamics had been trumped by Cold War @mscand local conflicts had
become proxy wars between the United States andohest Union. Besides bringing
these proxy wars to an end, the collapse of theeSbtinion had two major consequences
in Africa: it triggered or contributed to the wawé democratisation and led to a greater
marginalisation of the continent on the world stafjiel started to dry out as it became
more difficult to play the donors off against eaxther, notably in the domain of security.
Even today, the African continent remains at thegima of world politics. Has this state

of affairs opened the political space necessadet@lop regional security institutions?

Regional security organisations might have emergat of ECOWAS and SADC

because the great powers pushed for it or bectwesenieglected African security. The
main three international players on the Africantownt in the domain of security —
including the training of African troops — are Feanthe United Kingdom and the United

States (Permanent 3 or P3)France and the UK have longstanding ties with oo

31 This study focuses primarily on the P3 as theytheeonly three that have had a more or less consta
interest in the region. This is due to their coddrgast for the United Kingdom and France and duist
unique position in world politics for the UnitedaBts. While the USSR did play a significant roletoa
African continent during the Cold War, it withdrémthe 1990s. China’s role is increasingly sigrifit but
its involvement was still barely noticeable in #®90s. Finally, the role of the United Nations @émsidered
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African countries due to their colonial past. Theitdd States, as the sole superpower,
has interests that span the whole globe, includifrica. The attention of these great
powers was focused elsewhere during the 1990s:asteth Europe for France and the
UK and in Kuwait and Iraq for the US. As a conseue they favoured a burden-
shifting approach to the question of security iniéd. The P3 have been scaling down
their involvement in Africa, each for its own pattiar reasons. The European Union is
another actor worth exploring as its role in Afraxad its commitment to the promotion of
regionalism around the world make it an increasingiportant player. Other countries,
such as China, Russia and increasingly Brazil, lst&ged to get involved in African
politics; but, due to their restricted means ararthelatively recent interest, their impact
is only limited. How significant an impact did thaeign policies of the P3 (and the EU),
as such or through the Security Council of the Wiblye on regional politics and the

decision to create security institutions?

The other international powers that could have &admpact on ECOWAS and SADC
are the key continental players. There is an opebletween continental and regional
powers such as Nigeria and South Africa, the hegeimoheir respective region, as they
are also key players in the continent. It is nénedelss important to make an independent
and separate analysis of the continental levelloasnstance, the continental policies put
forth by South Africa such as NEPAD (New Partngrdor African Development) or the
APRM (African Peer Review Mechanism) have an indinenpact on ECOWAS and
SADC. Both Nigeria and South Africa try to conttbé continental agenda. Furthermore,
developments in West and Southern Africa do nog fallace in a vacuum and influence

the other region’s decision and evolution. Othepantant players are Libya, Gaddafi

but, in the domain of security, decisions were tyaiaken at the level of the UN Security Councitlahus
among the P3.
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being often a wild card in African internationalatons thanks to his large financial
resources, and the African Union as an institutaod as the voice of its fifty-three
member states. The AU itself did also adopt cleseeurity provisions in 2001. In short,
did the impetus to create regional security orgatioas come from Libya, South Africa
and Nigeria through the African Union or did theeademerge independently at the

regional level in West and Southern Africa?

The reqgional dynamics

At the regional level, there are three differentysvéo look at the relations between the
member states of ECOWAS and SADC. The main cauaatof behind their

transformation in security organisations could tmentd in the foreign policy of the major
power, the regional hegemon, i.e. Nigeria and Sédtica, or in the overall interaction,

in a virtuous circle of cooperation between all rbem states or in the regional
organisation as an institutional source of commaeniity and common values. Each
approach points in the direction of different tegg power (realism), cooperation

(liberalism) or common interests and values (camcsitrism).

Particular attention should obviously be paid te tegional hegemon: Nigeria in West
Africa and South Africa in Southern Africa. Leadepsis key for any institution to

evolve and the inclusion of a security provisiorthe charter of a regional organisation
cannot be done without the benediction of the mgilhegemon. Indeed, Nigeria and
South Africa were the leaders of the intervention&iberia in 1990 and in Lesotho in
1998 respectively. Nevertheless, their actions h@vée put in perspective by the

acceptance or not of their leadership by the othember states. How much does the
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regional hegemon need the other member statesvemeel its power? At a deeper level,
how and why does a hegemon need a regional seausttiution? Is there a difference in
attitude and approach between Nigeria and SouticadrThe leadership role of both
Nigeria and South Africa would need to be examiwadefully not only during the

negotiations around the transformation of ECOWAS& SADC in security organisations,

but also in the implementation of the security ageaf these organisations.

The emergence of a security institution can alstheeoutcome of negotiations between
member states who found a common interest in tlaagd from economic to security.
Their common interest could have been the mairedio¥ change. This approach allows
for the in-depth analysis of the regional dynanwathin ECOWAS and SADC. It brings
into the spotlight the foreign policy not only diet regional hegemon but also of the other
main players, namely Senegal, Co6te d’'lvoire, MatidaGhana in ECOWAS, and
Zimbabwe, Angola, Botswana and Namibia in SADC. sThpproach leads to the
exploration in greater details of the fault lindmtt run across each region: be it the
Francophone vs. Anglophone divide, the FLS vs. thpat divide, the pacific vs.
militarist approach to international relations, .eWhat was the external logic, the
recognised common interest that guided the adopmifosecurity provisions within the
existing regional organisations? An analysis ofrdggonal dynamics lays out the security
complexes in each region and how a regional sgcworfjanisation could provide a

possible solution to these issues.

Ultimately, the regional organisation itself cow@tso have had, directly or not, a say in
the broadening of its mandate to security issud® Fecretariat or Commission, by

highlighting its independent and non-partisan etiper could have had an impact in the
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shaping of the security agenda of the regionalmasgdion. This argument is often made
with regards the European Commission and it is lwexploring whether this is also the
case within ECOWAS and SADC. The regional orgarmosaper se could be a source of
change, be it through spillover or through the eebment of greater integration, thus
enhancing the common regional identity. This apphnoasks whether a regional identity
actually exists in West and Southern Africa, whetheras created or strengthened by the
regional organisation and whether it was a necgdsator in the decision to transform
ECOWAS and SADC in security institutions. Stategeveaybe not the only actors in
the decision to create a security institution. Thportance of norms is also emphasised
here as a certain amount of mutual trust would éeessary to the emergence of any
security institution. Can the decision to creatseaurity institution be traced back to

common values and an atmosphere of trust fostgrélaelregional organisation?

The domestic level: Analysing the African state

The search for possible causal factors has bedardonited to the foreign policies of
different states, be it the US, Nigeria or smalbato. But this does not address the
qguestion of how foreign policy is formulated and avhrticulates what the national
interest of a specific country should be. An anialyas the domestic level highlights other
potentially significant factors: the role of thedimidual leaders, the fact that they are

democracies or not and how strong or weak eacé istat

African international relations are traditionallyganised around big summits that bring
together Heads of State and Government (HoSG) \item dake crucial decisions over

the head of their own governments and administatidhis is also linked to the fact that
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a number of African countries are not democracias ia that case, the head of state
usually has sole decisional power. Even within denacies, foreign policy is not
something over which parliaments have a good ayetsiWere there some specific
individuals, be it heads of state like Mandela otith Africa or Obasanjo of Nigeria or
even Executive Secretaries of ECOWAS and SADC dnate the process and whose
efforts truly made a difference in the evolution thfese institutions? Within the
negotiations that led to the adoption of securityvgsions was there a key player whose
belief in the regionalist project won the othergdlt is slightly difficult to distinguish a
body of literature that specifically focuses onstlpiossible factor as it is by definition
difficult to generalise the role that individualatkers can play. It is nevertheless an

important factor to be considered as was repeatauiyed out during the fieldwork.

The nature of the member states of the regionahresgtion could also provide an
interesting clue as to why security provisions wadepted. A very broad definition of
security was privileged in the introductory chaptewering both state security and the
security of the people. Many argue that the best wwaavoid conflict is to promote
democracy within member states as democracies tlgodéo war against each other.
(Doyle, 1986) Concretely, this means that ECOWAS8 SADC do not only engage in
mediation or peacekeeping, but also democracy piomohrough election monitoring
and the condemnation of gross violations of humghts that could trigger a military
intervention by the regional organisation. Why hakey decided to adopt this broad
understanding of security? A possible explanationld be found in the increasing
number of member states that are democracies. Theae increasing body of literature
more or less loosely based on democratic peaceythieat focuses on the relationship

between democracy, democratisation and regionalisnd institutions in general — that
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would bring interesting insights to the analysie\ehouse, 2005) Another realist take on
this would however see the democracy promotion @geas a way of signalling their

changed democratic nature to Western countriesd@rdo obtain aid.

A final possible reason that is put forward henetf@ adoption of security provisions at
the regional level could lie in the weakness of #fdcan state. The notion of state
weakness of course needs to be further exploredhbyossible relationship to be tested
between state weakness and regional security @a@som is rather straightforward: weak
states turn to the regional organisation becausy ttannot maintain security by
themselves. This relationship could be articulatetivo possible ways:
- The greater the number of weak states, the greélhémdevolution of security
matters to the regional organisation?
- Can weak states, by themselves, create a regienaltity organisation? Are they
too weak to do so?

These hypotheses would of course have to be testeth ECOWAS and SADC.

Each one of these potential explanations for thergence of security institutions in
ECOWAS and SADC takes its roots into a differertagd of thought of international

relations. Each one of these approaches is explorgider in order to take a first step
towards evaluating their potential explanatory pofee the cases at hand. The following
sections go over the main tenets of each schotblaafght and explore how they explain

change as change within a regional organisatiantise heart of this study.
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Realism or the power behind change

Realism and regional institutions

States live in an anarchical system without a e¢moverning authority. The state, as a
rational actor individually responsible for its owacurity, turns to self-help to protect its
national interest, to minimise its losses and ma&emts gains relative to other actors.
(Waltz, 1979) Wars are the natural outcomes of $eié-help logic with states seeking
power and security. Power consists here of mateaphbilities such as military power,
control over resources, be it natural resourceskets or capital, and economic and
technological advantage. In these circumstancegeration is rare and evanescent with
alliances forming and disintegrating quickly. Ora@eobtained through the establishment
of a balance-of-power, both at the internationad ah the regional level. To maintain

order, states shift from one alliance to the oth@rder for a balance to be achieved.

Beyond these basic tenets of realism, there is sain@f — sometimes contradictory —
discourses and analyses on all aspects of intenatiife. Realism is not monolithic and,
even though it is a gross simplification, can b@asated between neorealism and
classical realism. Neo-realism is the less prorgioption to explain our puzzle. Few
neo-realists consider that ‘institutions matter.’edisheimer claims that institutions
‘matter only on the margins’ and ‘have minimal udghce on state behaviour.’
(Mearsheimer, 1995, p.7) The same cannot be saithsdical realists who ‘did recognise
that institutions are a vital part of the landscap&orld politics.” (Schweller and Priess,
1997, p.2) Classical realists accept that instihgi matter, but not that they are

autonomous from the states that constitute themali®s usually argue that institutions
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are largely effects and are established when ahdvamen decision-makers believe that
there are mutual benefits to be gained. They als tof statecraft, important ones to be
sure, but mainly a reflection of state interestleryis, 1999, p.63) States can use
institutions to lock in their predominance throuihle strategy of ‘binding,” in which a

state attempts to exert control over a group dedvg incorporating them into a web of
institutional arrangements. Institutions are hemused as a way to maintain and
perpetuate a situation of dominance. (lkenberr9120n this research, this describes the

regional hegemon or an external hegemon whose Igleaeh affects the region studied.

It is through this approach towards institutionsttihealism can address the issue of
regionalism, an approach especially useful for gtigly. Realism notably explores the
relationship between hegemony and regionalism, rmode precisely the role of the
hegemon as a stimulus or catalyst to the creatiomegional institutions. A realist
approach to hegemony highlights the importance afenmal factors, be it neorealism
(Layne, 1993, Mearsheimer, 2001), theories of hegpen stability (Gilpin, 1983,
Keohane, 1980, Keohane, 1984, Kindleberger, 198idl&berger, 1986) or long-cycle
theories. (Modelski, 1987, Modelski and Thompsd@96, Rasler and Thompson, 1994)
One can define regional hegemony by contrastitg ather terms that are widely used in
the literature. The concept of “middle power” isually associated with rich and
democratic states such as Australia and Canadactmitibute to the stabilisation and
legitimisation of the global order through multdedl initiatives. (Cooper et al., 1993)
Sometimes applied to South Africa, Brazil or Indiae analyses focus however on the
contribution of these countries to the global orded less on their role within their
respective regions. It is thus not apposite hesgidhal hegemony is a type of regional

power, defined as the relative preponderance diate svithin a region. But regional
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hegemony is defined by the type of relationshipMeen the regional power and its
neighbours, that relationship being set betweenwizepoles of domination and lack of
control and defined by the acceptance of the |shierof the regional hegemon by its

neighbours®

Andrew Hurrell identifies four roles for the hegemd@Hurrell, 1995a, pp.342-343) First,
it can be perceived as a threat by its neighbcueagce triggering the formation of a
regional organisation, like SADCC against Southigdror MERCOSUR against the
United States. Second, its neighbours try to cotite@hegemon through the creation of a
regional institution. It is created as a constradmt the most powerful through the
establishment of rules and procedures each staeoh&llow. A classic example of
‘regionalist entrapment’ is the inclusion of Germawmithin the European Community.
The overall realist logic claims that ‘many regibstagroupings are basically the natural
response of weak states trapped in the world ostleng.” (Hurrell, 1995a, p.341, Pugh
and Sidhu, 2003, Adebajo and Rashid, 2004, Rotihchi®87) Third, its neighbours
decide to bandwagon with the regional hegemon @& hbpe of receiving political or
economic rewards. The hegemon is then perceivedsasirce of security and protection,
leading weaker, secondary states to seek proteatidar the hegemon. Fourth, it seeks to
expand or maintain its power through an institutioat could serve as an amplifier of its
interests. This is notably the case of France wétlpards to its involvement with the
European Union. In the African case, this was alsty noted by Sylvanus Olympio,
Togo’s first leader: ‘political unification is onlgesired by those political leaders who
believe they could come out on top in such unio@lympio, 1961, quoted in Herbst,

2000, p.101)

32 For an in-depth exploration of regional hegema®e PRYS, M. (2009) Power, Regions and Hegemony:
India and South Africa Comparednpublished D.Phil. Thesiglniversity of Oxford.
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The role of the hegemon seems hence pivotal not fmil the creation of regional
organisations but also for its subsequent changtnm and outreach. The key for
institutional change is the regional hegemon Nigeria and South Africa, or if and when
interested, global powers such as the United Kingdbe United States and France. But
how does the hegemon bring change? What are theamisms of change? How does the

hegemon obtain compliance?

Realism and change

War is the mechanism of choice to explain changedalism. ‘Although resolution of a
crisis through peaceful adjustment of the systedigequilibrium is possible, the principal
mechanism of change through history has been wavhat we shall call hegemonic war
(i.e., a war that determines which state or statisbe dominant and will govern the
system).” (Gilpin, 1983, p.15) Among the classicaalist approach, Robert Gilpin is
among the few who puts forth a theory of changaternational relations. Change comes
after a hegemonic war that leads to a new ordé&ateig the new distribution of power

capabilities.

Over time, the balance of power between the acorhe international scene changes as
a result of economic, military, or technologicalvdlpments. The actors who benefit
most from a change in the international systemwanad have gained the power to effect
such a change will launch a hegemonic war to slaapew order that reflects the new
distribution of power. (Gilpin, 1983, p.9) The root the causal mechanism for change

can be found in the ‘realist law of uneven growvitidt states that ‘as the power of a group
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or state increases, that group or state will beptechto try to increase its control over its

environment.’ (Gilpin, 1983, p.94)

The differential in growth of power has its sourégasdomestic developments, be it
economic growth, demographic change, major militarytechnological innovations in
transportation and communication. This differentwill in turn lead to a usually
confrontational readjustment of the system, in pitdereach a new balance of power.
Within this framework, institutions like regionafganisations are essentially ‘arenas for

acting out power relationships.’ (Evans and Wilst®92, p.330)

While Gilpin keeps a strict realist line by emplsasy coercion and material incentives
for change, other theorists, such as Ikenberrykamthan, broaden our understanding of
hegemonic power by introducing the notion of ses#éion. While not entirely new since

Gilpin also addressed the question of legitimacgaurihe term ‘prestige,’ (Gilpin, 1983,

pp.12, 29-34) this approach aims at explaining whyegemonic order can persist even
after the power of the hegemon has declined.dtss known as the theory of hegemonic
stability. Going beyond the idea of coercion, thayalyse a subtler component of
hegemonic power at the level of substantive beldisre ‘acquiescence is the result of
the socialisation of leaders in secondary natiofikenberry and Kupchan, 1990, p.286)
These two ways of exercising power, and thus ohgimy the international system, go
hand in hand and are difficult to clearly distirgjui ‘rule based on might is enhanced by
rule based on right.” (lkenberry and Kupchan, 199®86) Within this context,

institutions are used as a way to lock in powercokding to lkenberry, the remarkable
stability of the post-World War 1l order is due tioe fact that hegemony and power

balances have been locked in institutions such has Wnited Nations or NATO.
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(Ikenberry, 2001) Their more refined analysis fighin the broader pattern set up by
Gilpin since they posit that ‘socialisation occpramarily after wars and political crises.’

(Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990, p.284)

The limitations of a realist approach

The realist approach to change having been outlitrezl question still remains of its
relevance to the issue at hand. Being a genemlanal tentatively universal theory, the
interest of realism in regionalism can only be seleoy or ‘at the margins.” This is
especially true of neo-realism as a systemic thesrgssing the material constraints
linked to the anarchical nature of the internatiosystem. But a systemic neo-realist
approach is not completely out of place here asghidy looks at the consequences of the
end of the Cold War on African politics. The souafechange is left outside Waltz’'s
theory, and to a lesser extent outside of Gilpth&ory, and is contained at the domestic
level. This calls for looking inside the state dond an in-depth analysis at the domestic
level of each potential hegemon in order to charaés its power, potential or real.
Furthermore, one can argue that the link betweewepor capabilities and interests is

ambiguous. (Haggard and Simmons, 1987, p.501)

This leads us to the question of hegemony. Onéd@fntain problems with the realist
approaches is that most of them assume a certgnea@ef automaticity between unequal
distribution of power and hegemony. Realism seemsguate the will and power of the
regional hegemon to that of the regional orgaroesatihus neglecting the reality of
intricate negotiations within regional institutiorfsurthermore, the hegemon in regional

institutions is also constrained by the global eant It tends to oversimplify the
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complexity of the regionalist phenomenon in Afrigdhile realism in its crudest form can
be useful to describe the ‘ugly and brutal sidentédrnational life’ (Wendt, 1995, p.76) in
Africa, it does not always propose the most usefgplanation to phenomenon of

cooperation beyond coercion or socialisation.

Liberalism or how do states cooperate

Liberalisnt® is the school of thought of reference for the gtatlinstitutions and should
at first sight offer the most interesting insigh&udies of security regimes all refer
directly or indirectly to liberalism. It is thus portant to go in details into the liberal

argument and its limitations when it comes to exjhg change.

Neoliberal institutionalism, intergovernmentalismdaneofunctionalism

While realism focuses on war and domestic capaslias the source of change,
liberalism, understood here as neoliberal instndlism, intergovernmentalism and
neofunctionalism, focuses on cooperation, espgdiatbugh the creation of international
institutions, such as regional organisations. Compen occurs ‘when the policies
actually followed by one government are regarded itgy partners as facilitating
realisation of their own objectives, as the resilta process of policy coordination.’

(Keohane, 1984, pp.51-52) This policy coordinatstiould lead to a new situation with

% Liberalism is understood here as neoliberal imstihalism. According to Moravcsik, there is howeve
another understanding of liberalism, also knowmegsiblication liberal theory, that stresses ‘th@awt of
varying domestic political institutions — in partlar, the scope and bias of political represematioon
foreign policy.” MORAVCSIK, A. (2000) The originsfdiuman rights regimes: Democratic delegation in
postwar Europelnternational organization54, 217-252. This includes democratic peace theorthodigh
not addressed under the label of liberalism, thidysdoes take a look at domestic factors in tlieviang
sections of this chapter. His approach is in thd eamparable to the one of David who is quote in
Moravcsik's article. See section below on the Thiktbrld focused literature: DAVID, S. R. (1991)
Explaining Third World AlignmentWorld Politics: A Quarterly Journal of Internatioh&elations,43,
233-256.
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all actors being better off than had they acte@pashdently. (Alagappa, 1995, p.362) In
short, cooperation benefits all, while confrontatioenefits a few at the expense of the

others.

Institutions are instances of cooperation and itatithg tools for cooperation. Institutions,
defined by Robert Keohane as ‘persistent and cdedeset of rules (formal and
informal) that prescribe behavioural roles, constractivity, and shape expectations’
(Keohane, 1989, p.3) and by John Mearsheimer sst‘af rules that stipulate the ways in
which states should cooperate and compete withaaonéher,” (Mearsheimer, 1995, p.8)
are key to overcome dilemmas of collective actidhese rules are negotiated by states,
and [...] are typically formalised in internationajraements, and are usually embedded
in organisations with their own personnel and bislgéMearsheimer, 1995, pp.8-9) for
instance, a regional organisation. Cooperation #uedcreation of institutions are the
result of policies by actors who are assumed toahenal, self-interested, strategic, and
opportunistic in an international anarchical enmimeent with no outside actor stepping in
to enforce agreements. Regime theory, game-theaaetl functional approaches share

these basic assumptions.

Most of these theories — including regime theopxplain the creation of institutions as a
response to problems of collective action, incorngpta asymmetrical information, high
transaction costs, enforcement problems, and dbherers to Pareto efficiency and
welfare improvement for their members. (Barnett aRohnemore, 1999, p.699)
Functionalist theories have drawn heavily from #@@®nomic literature on transaction
costs. ‘In this literature, organisations [...] ewhas solutions to the opportunism,

uncertainty, information costs, measurement problelnd difficulties of contract
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enforcement.” (Haggard and Simmons, 1987, p.50%) work of Robert Keohane draws
especially from functionalist approaches that erseathe efficiency reasons for rules

and agreements among regime participants. (Keoli&84,)

Game-theoretic and functional approaches focusetpirty solve the prisoners’ dilemma.
Institutions help put to rest concerns about chedtly creating rules that constrain states.
Mearsheimer outlines four ways institutions canph&tiates overcome collective action
problems: institutionalised iteration, issue-linkagprovision of information, and
reduction of transaction costs. (Mearsheimer, 1996)hese mechanisms are fairly self-
explanatory, except for institutionalised iteratiohhe key here is that institutions
lengthen the ‘shadow of the future,” (Gowa, 198@yder and Diesing, 1977) thus
allowing states to expect future gains, pay-baatheater in the future and build their
reputation. This temporal factor was, and to adesgtent still is, particularly relevant for
African regional organisations, especially ECOWABoge leaders of member states are
at risk of being deposed by a coup d'état in thlespective countries. Provision of
information is also a key service offered by ingtdns as it helps resolve distributional
conflicts ‘by assuring states that gains are evelyded over time.” (Keohane and

Martin, 1995, pp.45-46) This is key to their efigehess.

Neoliberal institutionalism gives us the broad piet about regional organisations, for
what purposes they were created and what tasks #neysupposed to achieve.
Intergovernmentalism and neofunctionalism take agep further to discover who drives

the process of cooperation and thus who drivesgghan
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Intergovernmentalism is very much in line with tegtist assumptions of neoliberal
institutionalism. Indeed, regional cooperation antegration is driven by the states
themselves ‘and how far the integration processlavgo depended upon the strategies
and decisions of key states. In essence, integrati@s an intergovernmental
phenomenon.’ (Farrell, 2005, p.7) Intergovernmesitalargues that regional integration
can be best understood as a series of bargainsgatherpolitical leaders of the major
states in a region. (Moravcsik, 1998) The bargaame the result of converging
preferences among these states. The focus hene states’ national interests and on

power-related variables.

The focus of neofunctionalism (Haas, 1958, Lindbet§63) differs significantly. In
order to explain the process of integration, itslo®t put emphasis on states, but on
‘spill-over.” Functional, mainly economic, spillonsee would lead to economic and
political integration. In particular, in those aseahere high levels of interdependence
actually or potentially exist, spillover integratiawill be difficult to resist. During the
process of European integration itself, this hasrobeen referred to as the Monnet
method. But spillover was just a means towards eatgr end. Their approach is
teleological since they ‘are interested in tracprggress toward a terminal condition
called political community (Haas, 1961, pp.366-367) Loyalties and expemtati of
actors would be transferred away from the natiatestowards new supranational
organisations through a learning process. The yhascribes a dynamic role to political

actors at both the national and supranational $e¥d it individuals or interest groups.
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Liberalism and change

In realism, the agent and process of change anerratraightforward. By simplifying
their argument, we can posit that the main agechahge is the most powerful state that
obtains the change it desires by waging a hegenvweaiic or by socialisation. Neoliberal
institutionalism and intergovernmentalism also ®om states as agents of change, albeit
not in such a one-dimensional way as realism. GChaisgbrought about through
(peaceful) interstate bargains. Neofunctionalisghlights the role of other agents, the
regional organisation itself, individuals, and net&t groups who influence the process of

spillover.

Intergovernmentalism squarely insists on the pivatée of international negotiations
shaping the future of regional organisations. Haveweoliberal theory points in the
direction of a possible role for institutions. lmstions can have an indirect impact on
change by influencing states. Institutions can hawe effects. First, they can modify
state power by channelling and constraining steti®rss. Second they can alter the ways
in which states identify and pursue their intere&g altering state preferences, they
therefore change state behaviour. At a broadergrabstract level, institutions can also
help build trust. For instance, it seems fair tp et France trusts that Germany will not
attack it despite the tumultuous history betweea tvo countries. Doubtless, the
European Union had a key role in smoothing diffeemnand allaying fears. Concretely,
this means that besides state bargains, changesdoone a convergence in expectations
between states. Institutions make cooperation nlikely in the future and this
increasingly becomes the default pattern of intevadbetween states, thus making war

unlikely.

73



Change, according to neofunctionalist argumentss ghift from economic functional
organisations to political communities. (Nye, 197$enghor, 1990) Regional
organisations designed to facilitate economic actirtical cooperation become the basis
for increasing political interaction. Spillover @gscribed as a process without a subject,
while at the same time, individuals and interestugs have a role to play in this
evolution. ‘By virtue of their participation in thgolicymaking process of an integrating
community, interest groups and other participargsevhypothesised to “learn” about the
rewards of such involvement and undergo attitudai@lnges inclining them favourably
toward the integrative system.’” (Martin and Simmoi898, p.735) Examples of these
agents of change are ‘epistemic communities,*agarofessional group that believes in
the same cause-and-effect relationships, trutls testissess them, and shares common
values.’ (Haas, 1990, p.55) This seems to be anethg to underline the importance of
elites for change. These ‘interest groups’ can aksaorporate interests that lobby for
more favourable policies at the regional level.aDother agent could even be a private
individual such as Jean Monnet. Neofunctionalisaostencourages us to look beyond the
state to look for agents of change. But we will #est spillover is not what happened in

our two case studies.

The limitations of a liberal approach

Despite these insights, neoliberal institutionaliand intergovernmentalism suffer from
several shortcomings. A first critique would focusn their statist approach.
‘Ontologically, [realism and liberalism] are theesiabout states. They provide no basis

for imputing interests to 10s beyond the goalsestdt..] give them.” (Barnett and
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Finnemore, 1999, p.706) For example, by focusinlpgoon episodes of interstate
bargains, the theory cuts into on-going econonegal, and social processes that precede
or follow interstate bargains. (Moravcsik, 1998j§iéed, they offer little explanation or
analysis about the nature of regional cooperatioceat has been established, and how

this sustained cooperation might lead to new foofriestitutional structures.

Another critique could be directed towards theisuasption that cooperation brings
mutual gains and convergence. Functional theogassme convergent interests — they are
deemed necessary for cooperation to take placeal-neglect exploring how institutions
and regional organisations may institutionalisequadities. (Haggard and Simmons,

1987, p.509) International agreements can havegbwe effects in each country.

The final most potent critique against neoliberstitutionalism is its neglect of domestic
factors. (Milner, 1992, p.488) Like in realism,dHevel is left outside the theory. ‘The
domestic processes affecting payoff structures #exjuently black boxed as
“exogenous.” (Haggard and Simmons, 1987, p.506)eéd, domestic political and
economic conditions create incentives to comphamna collaborate with the regional
organisation. According to Haggard and Simmongetlaee two reasons for the neglect
of the domestic level. ‘One is the centrality oherhy aghe condition for differentiating
between domestic and international politics; tHeepis the use of game theory, with its
assumption of unitary, rational actors.” (MilneB9P, p.489) Nevertheless, an analysis of
domestic politics would be essential in providimformation about the construction of
national interests — the reasons behind the stesteglopted by each state —, and about
the implementation and enforcement of internaticagreements. (Milner, 1992, p.493)

All this underlines the need for a theory of donwegblitics to explain change.
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Neofunctionalism does not suffer from the same tsbanings. Beyond its eurocentrism,
critigues concentrate on the concept of spillovadihg particularly problematic the
automaticity of the process. They also highlight tkeleological nature of the theory.
(Farrell, 2005, p.7) As has been made clear byekgerience of the East African
Community, economic integration does not necessarilautomatically lead to political
cooperation. On the contrary, it may reinforce foedi differences. (Deng, 1996, p.164)
Indeed, it can be argued that, rather than teclatiocsolutions, regional integration in
developing countries can lead to overpoliticisatifyviye, 1966, Nye, 1970) Indeed, neo-
functionalism and neo-liberalism do not accountkey aspects of African politics. For
instance, it makes a difference between matter§oof politics, meaning economic
issues that can be subject to technocratic manageara matters of ‘high’ politics. This
distinction is irrelevant for African countries, rfevhich economic and developmental
issues are of such importance that they immedidbelpng to the sphere of ‘high’
politics. There is ‘practical inseparability of teeonomics of integration from the politics
of integration’ according to the then Executive i®&ry of ECOWAS, Abass Bundu.
(ECOWAS, 1990) Furthermore, due to the relativekmeas of the countries taking part
in regionalist projects in Africa, the external text and influence can in no way be cast

aside like neo-functionalism does.

Overall, the main critique that can be levellediagfaliberalism as a whole is that it
assumes that cooperation and institutions are lyssiatcessful. It disregards instances
where institutionalised cooperation has failed tmdp mutual gains, a case that seems

particularly important for developing countries.€lhare thus in a difficult position to
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explain why member states would give greater sgcudasks to failing economic

organisations.

Constructivism or the transformative power of norms

Normative transformation

The core insight of conventional constructivismtigt cooperation and regionalism
cannot be understood or explained without referdncéhe role of ideas, norms and
emerging regional identities, as opposed to mamayerial factors. (Wendt, 1999) The
values of actors, the beliefs they hold about tmpartance of the issues they are
negotiating, and their identity are key variablasexplaining cooperation and change
within international institutions. (Haggard and $mwwns, 1987) This approach is partly

shared by the ‘English School.’” (Bull, 1977, Buzdral., 1998)

Constructivists posit that interests in an issuenoa be unambiguously deduced from
domestic capabilities and relative power at therimational level. ‘Although rationalist
approaches are generally powerful for explaining hpmlicy preferences change when
external constraints or information conditions aj@nalternative approaches, such as
constructivism, are necessary for explaining maradamental, internal changes in
actors’ goals.” (Martin and Simmons, 1998, p.748n§tructivism also proves especially
useful in explaining structural changes in theestsystem such as the emergence of
Westphalian sovereignty. (Philpott, 2001) Namekgtes can change the rules of the

game. (Kratochwil, 1995)
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Constructivists understand institutions, such agorel organisations, as diffuse and
socially constructed worldviews that bound and shdqe strategic behaviour of states.
They define the interests, identities and actidnsates, as well as their understanding of
the problems at hand. They provide normative armghitive maps for interpretation and
action and affect the identities and social purpasfestates. ‘Actors come to internalise
external norms via institutionalised interactioadeng to changes in both interests and
identity.” (Hurrell, 2005, p.47) Regional organisats can effectively promote norms
because they are considered as legitimate, thggtmacy being derived from the neutral,
professional, and rational-legal authority they eohpb (Weber et al., 1998, Barnett and

Finnemore, 1999, Barnett and Finnemore, 2004)

More specifically, there has been as of yet fewstwwtivist analysis of regionalism.
(Higgott, 1998, Checkel, 2001, Wind, 2001, Achar@04) These analyses claim that,
regarding regional integration, ‘the member stades far from “in control” of the
process.” (Wind, 2001, p.30) Richard Higgott, apmdy constructivism to East Asia
argues that ‘in a regional context, questions gfamal awareness and regional identity
become important factors,’ as they have a transdtua influence on the member states
of the regional organisation. (Higgott, 1998, p.4® later highlights another potential
contribution of constructivism that ‘alerts us toetpossibility that systemic regional

interaction may transform identity.” (Higgott, 199856)

The idea of ‘security communities’ put forth by &dland Barnett follows broadly the
same line of argument. (Adler and Barnett, 1998mgyTposit that a community exists at
the international and regional levels and that sBcpolitics are profoundly shaped by it.

The actors of this community share values and nohage a social identity, and their
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repeated cooperation creates a community of tSeturity communities develop the
following way: as cross-border interaction incregaseore values and norms are shared
forming a common identity, thus making war les®lyk Indeed, beyond this insistence
on norms, their argument is also not very far fithin democratic peace tradition. (Doyle,
1986) ‘To be a member of the community of democratates in the contemporary era,
for instance, requires certain war-avoidance prasti (Adler and Barnett, 1998a, p.34,

see also Buzan and Weever, 2003)

The new regionalism approach (NRA) is the mainenirwithin the regionalist literature
that shares part of the social-constructivist thgoal perspective. (Hettne and Inotai,
1994) The new regionalism approach considers re¢jgi ‘to have a strategic goal of
region-building, of establishing regional coherenod identity.’ (Farrell, 2005, p.8) With
its reaction against a state-centric approach —e#ang not shared by conventional
constructivism —, the new regionalism approach ()NBé&ems to be particularly apposite

in order to understand the phenomenon of Africgorelism. (Clapham, 1999, p.53)

The NRA refuses to privilege state actors and amshowing the importance of non-
state actors, approach often referred to as ‘inébrragionalism’ or ‘regionalism from
below.” The NRA explores the state-corporation-stci‘triangular’ relations and the
interplay between states, organisations, and nptagers that account for the complex
nature of regionalisation processes. (Grant ancei®addm, 2003, p.198) This approach
includes a wide range of non-state actors andiietiysuch as transnational corporations
(TNCs), ethnic business networks, civil societighink-tanks, private armies,
development corridors, and the informal border tsliof small-scale trade, bartering,

smuggling and crime.
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Constructivism and change

Constructivism clearly points at a radically diffat set of tools to explain change.
Leaving material capabilities aside, they insisttioa role of ideas, norms and identity.
(Philpott, 2001) Change comes through (elite-)rigay or, in a slower process, through
the transformation of identity. How does this ph@eaon concretely take place and how
can we analyse it? Finnemore and Sikkink propos®del known as norm cascade that
explains the emergence and internalisation of empsuch as human rights norms. Norms
are taken up and shaped by norm entrepreneurs myho persuade certain states and
international organisations to adopt them. Onceégaifecant number of key states has
adopted it, there is a norm cascade, meaning ibrbes increasingly prominent and
widely accepted. The last step is the internabsa#ind institutionalisation of the norm at

the domestic level. (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998)

Another useful model to understand the puzzle wd@rusing on has been formalised by
Amitav Acharya. (Acharya, 2004) It focuses on ndogalisation and institutional change
in Asian regionalism. In short, transnational norane promoted by transnational norm
entrepreneurs and are then adopted by local agEmsreaction to these norms can be
threefold: resistance, localisation, i.e. the adigh of the norm to local reality, or norm
displacement, i.e. the replacement of the locatmby the transnational norm. (Acharya,
2004, p.254) This model is more refined becausalldws for complexity and a
multiplicity of outcomes. It is also all the morelevant to explain the normative change
in ECOWAS and SADC towards democratic governanadh vaspect of human rights to

the extent that these norms are usually considesetlansnational norms.’
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The limitations of constructivism

One of the main limitations of constructivism i ttifficulty it has to posit generalisable
and falsifiable hypotheses. Their main contentioat horms and identities matter is in
many instances a valid and fruitful insight, butwhthey matter is difficult to clearly
define in the constructivist literature. Sorting tlie autonomous influence of norms and
values can prove difficult during the analysiscsimctors, including states, of greater or
lesser power, usually endorse these norms. Howyalo differentiate between the
influence of the norm-carrier and that of the natself? Is the norm carrier promoting
this norm truly because it is convinced of its wabr because it has other egoist motives
to do so? This question becomes all the more weiglhten it is a great power or the
regional hegemon that is the main norm-carrierrti8g out the autonomous influence of
knowledge and ideology can prove extremely diftianl practice, particularly where
there is congruence between ideology and strucpesition.” (Haggard and Simmons,

1987, p.512)

Linked to the critique above, constructivism temohave a too broad research agenda.
When it comes to norm promotion, should we onlyufon elites following in that Adler
and Barnett? (Adler and Barnett, 1998b) This apgtas criticised by Morten Bgas who
claims that the security these elites are promasngpt that of the population, but their
own security and their grip on power. (Bgas, 2q0811) Or, should we focus on norm
entrepreneurs like Finnemore and Sikkink argu@ndiocal agents, as Acharya proposes?

(Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998, Acharya, 2004)
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The problems of this very broad agenda are sinidaithe new regionalism approach.
Since, unlike conventional constructivism, it régea state-centric approach, the NRA has
to face a definitional problem: who do you incluaea non-state actor of regionalisation?
Regional NGOs, warlords, transnational corporatiatbnic trade networks, individual
smugglers, drug-dealers, and women associatiorslighcan be very long. Once one

starts deconstructing the state, where does op€ sto

A final critique would focus on the teleologicaltage of constructivism when applied to
regionalism. Like neofunctionalism that interprét® developments within a regional
organisation as the move towards a ‘political comityi constructivism can be seen as
understanding any greater interaction at the redjitavel as a step towards the creation
of a new regional identity. Sometimes, on the amtrincreased interaction can lead to

increased confrontation under certain circumstances

Third World focused literature or the re-conceptualsation of the state

The redefinition of key concepts

Third World focused literature does not directlydsesbs the question of the emergence of
regional security organisations. At its core, it ascritique of the applicability of
international relations theory to developing coiastr and especially to Africa. (Tickner,
2003, Neuman, 1998a, Dunn, 2000c, Dunn and Shadg, Zyoob, 1995, Brown, 2006)

It challenges the great power bias of internatiomddtions theory and the universal
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applicability of these theories. Can they truly dnditfully be applied to states like

Malaysia or Costa Ric&®

The critique Third World focused literature addesst international relations theory can
be reconstructed along the following three-prongpdroach. Some critiques are shared
by other traditions of international relations; @tk are unique to the Third World focused
literature. First, realism and liberalism traditdy consider the Third World as
irrelevant. The universality of these theoriesmsshiaky ground as they are relying on a
very incomplete universe of sample data. (Ayool)2®.30) Second, all main traditions
in international relations are deemed to entertainimportant Eurocentric or Western
cultural bias. (Neuman, 1998b, p.2) This can géaass claims of neo-colonialism and
neo-imperialism: ‘International Relations refleetsd reproduces the inequality present
in the disposition of material capabilities in theernational system.’ (Ayoob, 2002, p.27)
This also recalls the literature on dependencyriheshere most Third World states are
economically and militarily dependent on powerftdtss like the United States or the
former colonial powers. The third critique is maqgpeecise and focuses on a list of
‘concepts that do not fit’ (Neuman, 1998b, p.2jamhy, the international system,
rational choice, the state, sovereignty, or allemdt is worth pausing to uncover how
some of these concepts are being redefined, efigesiaen confronted with African

politics.

‘International relations specialists would do wellabandon the notion that the state is the
state is the state.” (Thomson, 1994, quoted in Ay@002, p.43) The state, understood in

the classical Weberian sense of a monopoly of itegte physical violence over a

% Waltz claimed that it would be ‘ridiculous to comst a theory of international politics based on
Malaysia and Costa Rica.” WALTZ, K. N. (197%heory of international politiciNew York ; London,
McGraw-Hill.
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population in a specific territory, is not an unpematic primary category of
international relations. (Biersteker and Weber, 6)98 is argued that the Westphalian
state system that emerged in Europe is qualitgtidigferent from what can be found in
the developing world. (Malaquias, 2000, p.13) Ttetesis deemed an artificial colonial
imposition. (Jackson, 1990, Zartman, 1995, Ren8818eno, 2000, Bayart, 1996) Third
World states are different. To describe this phemmmon, Kevin Dunn provides an
interesting list of the labels attached to the &dn state (Dunn, 2000a, p.46): ‘failed’
(Leys, 1976), ‘lame’ (Sandbrook, 1985), ‘fictiveCéllaghy, 1987), ‘weak’ (Rothchild,
1987), ‘collapsing’ (Diamond, 1987), ‘quasi’ (Migdd 988), ‘invented’ and ‘imposed’
(Jackson, 1990), ‘shadow’ (O'Brien, 1991), ‘overleped’ and ‘centralised’ (Davidson,
1992), ‘swollen’ (Zartman, 1995), ‘soft’ (Herbst997), ‘extractive’ and ‘parasitic’
(Clark, 1998), ‘premodern’ (Buzan et al., 1998)d goost-state’ (Boone, 1998). All these
different adjectives are mere indications that nla¢ure of the African state should be
explored. The term ‘state weakness’ is defined nather restrictive manner here, as a
typology of the domestic characteristics and spepifoblems of the African state is put

forth.

The explanation of the change within ECOWAS and SAE&alls for a more refined
analysis of the characteristics of the African estaccording to Barry Buzan, the state
includes: (1) a physical base, comprised mainlypopulation and territory, (2) an
institutionalised expression of this physical basmsisting of all government machinery,
as well as the laws and procedures that regulate dperation; and (3) an ‘idea of state,’
embodying a legitimating idea based upon ideolawgtional identity, values, among
others, shared by wide sectors of the populatiBozén, 1991, p.65) State weakness is

defined at the domestic level and should not nec#gde equated to weakness on the
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international scene. At first sight contradictattyis difference is important and has been
made clear by Barry Buzan. He differentiates weraktimng states that have a greater or
lesser degree of socio-political cohesion, from kvelastrong powers, i.e. ‘the traditional
distinction among states in respect of their njitand economic capability in relation to
each other.” (Buzan, 1991, p.97) There is no necgsrrelation between a strong state
and a strong power. Thus, Nigeria and South Afraca arguably strong powers,
especially within their regions, but are not thabisg as states at the domestic level.

(Migdal, 1988)

In this study, the two key variables defining thigidan state, or any state, are legitimacy
and capability. Legitimacy and capability work antilem with capable delivery of public

goods usually enhancing government legitimacy. (Sele below)

LEGITIMACY

Able and legitimate Able and illegitimate

- Westphalian / Weberian state> Authoritarian state
CAPABILITY

Low capability and legitimate |Low capability and illegitimate
- Weak state -> Failed / collapsed state

TABLE 2.1: Defining the African state

A Westphalian or Weberian state controls its teryitand provides security to its
population. It has the monopoly of legitimate plgsiviolence. Security threats come
from outside a state’s border. Most Western denuiesabelong to this category. An
authoritarian state controls its territory and dag the main source of security or

insecurity for its population as there is no redeinal control — checks and balances —
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over how and against whom violence is used. Niggmig Zimbabwe are two exampf@s.

A weak state, according to this classificationcagisidered legitimate by its population
and is usually a democracy. However, when facet warnises, be it political or a natural
catastrophe, it has difficulties providing security its population. Of course, lack of
capabilities and incompetence can lead to laclkegitimacy as the state does not deliver
the public goods it is supposed to. Benin and Batenare two possible examples as they
enjoy strong democratic legitimacy. A failed orlapked state has neither the legitimacy
nor the ability to provide security to its popudati In most instances, there is no
government as such — unless there are severalrgogats — and no security. Rebels or
simple bandits roam freely inside its borders. LideSierra Leone and the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC) are typical examples alttothey are now slowly recovering.
These are ideal types and many countries are uliffito categorise as weak or
authoritarian and are often a combination of the.tNevertheless, this classification
provides an answer to the critics who would ardhe it is ridiculous to call Nigeria a
weak state. It might not be military weak but itl stulnerable and constantly faces the
spectre of a military coup due to its limited imak legitimacy and corruption. (Migdal,
1988) The main point here is that the analysis setm focus on the internal
characteristics of the African state, on where wsaknesses lie, whether lack of

capabilities or lack of legitimacy, and see hove impacts the regional organisation.

‘Sub-Saharan Africa has always been a challendetéonational Relations (IR) theory,
and this is also true for Regional Security Complaeory (RSCT).’ (Buzan and Weever,
2003, p.219) In the Third World, security becomesgremarily domestic rather than

international concern. (Moon and Azar, 1988, BuZ#i91, Ayoob, 1995, Ayoob, 2002,

% Both countries are rarely compared in the litematand both are classified as partly free according
Freedom House. The main point here is that white Qovernments have the capabilities to ensureriggcu
and order within their borders, their hold on povgenot always legitimate.
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Rothstein, 1977, Ayoob, 1991, Job, 1992) Domegtiedts can take many forms
including military (or civilian) coups d’état, guédla or secessionist movements, mass
uprisings or natural catastrophes. The assumptbrtbe traditional security dilemma
metaphor are thus violated. Some have even ardna¢dhfrican states live in a reversed
Hobbesian world. It is however arduous to sepagaternal security concerns from those
of internal security. “‘The domestic and the intéioreal dynamics are both essential to
security analysis, as is the complex relationsk@pvieen them.” (Buzan, 1991, p.61) The
global economic, technological, and military asynmdetween North and South also
adds to the insecurity of the Third World stated amkes them highly permeable to a
large number of external actors, ranging from gmeawvers to international financial
institutions and transnational corporations. (Ayod®92) No one level will, by itself, be
adequate to understand the security problem asosewdnd the full meaning of each will
only become clear when it is seen in relation ®odthers. Because most threats are more
dangerous and potent over short-distances, secetdtions with neighbours tend to be

of first concern, hence underlying the importantthe regional dimension of security.

State weakness and change

How would the Third World focused literature foaugion state weakness explain change
at the regional level? When addressed, change islyrexplained through the logic of
power politics at the domestic level or through libgic of state building, the two logics
being linked. Change thus seems to reside at theeslitc level where competing actors
confront each other, some of them intent on achgetheir personal benefits, (Bayart et
al., 1997, Reno, 1998, Taylor, 2004) others intenbuilding the state. (Ayoob, 1995) It

is striking to notice that realist power politicancbe applied at the domestic level in many
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Third World countries, thus bringing further comptg and clout to the explanatory

power of realism. According to David, one shouldetanto account the domestic

situation in a country — and notably how strong-ontested a hold on power the leader
has — to explain foreign policy decisions. He aggtiet regime — if not leader — survival
is the paramount value. The domestic threat, dstst closer to home, is always the
primary one in Third World states. (David, 1991,vigia 1998, Herbst, 2007, See also
Clark, 2000 on regime security.) This is debatdilé nevertheless points to another

factor to explain security decisions.

What is the impact of this domestic struggle at tbgional level? The degree of the
weakness of each member state of a regional oggamscan help in explaining the
orientation of its foreign policy that will be shap by the perception of its own
vulnerability and by who holds the most politicidt at any given time. In this context,
the regional organisation can be seen as a renoeshate weakness. This is arguably not
unique to Africa since many states form regionglaoisations in order to find a solution
to what is their perceived weakness at the timat beonomic to create a bigger market,
or security concerns leading to collective secuaitsangements. Europe is the first and
obvious example. Overall, the regional organisationld be seen as a way to strengthen
the voice of its member states on the internati@eahe, hoping that the whole would
speak louder than the sum of its parts. This waalhp the aim of the Third World
movements such as the New International EconomieiQINIEO) or the G77. However,
the form taken here is unique and the institutioaatl normative change within
ECOWAS and SADC seems to responds to the speaifiecurity dilemma of weak
states. Regionalism and region building can be idersd as an instrument of state

building by providing security, not only at the Hders but also at the domestic level.

88



Indeed, the regional organisation had been createddtailored to ensure the security of

the state.

The question ‘whose security?’ remains. It seerasith answer has changed over time: it
was first geared towards the security of the regame its incumbents, and then with the
move towards democracy, the security of individualsicreasingly taken into account.
Indeed, regional organisations can be seen as noddesyional shadow governance’ or
as ‘sovereignty-boosting regional governance.” @Bdum, 2004) ‘Regional shadow
governance’ refers to a system of governance, fmtance through a regional
organisation, that is geared towards providing benéo the leaders of the member
states. In this case, the security of the Head®ate and Government (HoSG) is the key
concern. On the other hand, a regional organisat@mnalso be seen as contributing to
state building through ‘sovereignty-boosting regibgovernance.’ At first, state building
seems to have been a domestic issue, but it hasarguwably reached the regional level.
Due to marginalisation of West and Southern Afiadter the end of the Cold War, this
task has to be achieved at the regional levehibdase, the regional organisation is used
to strengthen one’s own and the neighbours’ weatest ‘Regional interventions are
carried out to increase state stability, strengtbevereignty, and maintain the existing
order so as not to disrupt existing or future ecoarelationships in the region and with
the outside world.” (S6derbaum, 2004, pp.427-428hls mode of regional governance,
the security of individuals becomes increasinglpamant. Whether this type of regional
governance also promotes broader norms, such ascdacy and human rights, remains

an open question. (Pevehouse, 2005)
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In short, the regional organisation could be seem avay to 1) strengthen institutions
inside the state; 2) give a voice to its membetestaand 3) legitimise the actions of
authoritarian states, both towards their domesbiecstituency and towards the outside
world. This has been previously evoked under tlea idf socialisation and hegemonic

stability.

The limitations of the Third World focused literatu

The limitations of the Third World focused litereg¢uare threefold: it tends to reject
international relations theory, while some elemglite the institutionalist literature, can
be useful; it runs the risk of being accused okegtionalism, thus denying any attempt at
generalisation; and finally it does not make a @oecing case of the uselessness of the

state and sovereignty as key concepts in intemati@lations theory.

It is worth questioning the ultimate aim of the hWorld focused literature considered
here. It can either call for a new internationdtiens theory that takes into account and
analyses seriously and thoroughly the experiendbeof hird World. (Dunn, 2000b, p.5)
Or it can call for a new theory for the Third Warlthus running the risk of further
marginalising the study of these countries. Ovetak attack on international relations
theory has been rather one-sided and tends to fomisly on neo-realism and its
disconnect from the reality of Third World politicArguably, the same could be said for
neo-liberalism. But theory does not describe rgalitprovides keys to explain it. It is
obvious that these theories were not formulatedi te Third World in mind but it does
not mean that they cannot be tested to see thewvamce. One might argue that it is

important for IR theory and for Africa that this allenge be met. The literature on

90



domestic and international institutions can alsavyate useful tools to understand African

politics and international relations.

Furthermore, the dichotomy posited between Europ@anAfrican history often tends to

‘essentialise’ them and does not allow enough spacanalysis of the specificities of

each individual state history and project. (Bro®0Q06, p.127) To a certain extent, the
literature on Africa suffers from the same probligvat they accuse international relations
theory of having: they often over-generalise tHidings. ‘Rather too often, the worst

cases of political breakdown are cited as if they permanent characteristics of the
countries concernednd representative of the entire continent.” (Brown0@0p.135,

emphasis in original text) Not all states are qskd...

But also, is the critique of the state as a prin@atggory of international relations unique
to and only relevant for the Third World? Is thatsttruly unproblematic in Europe?
Even though it is the birth place of the Westphalgtate, the continent has been
struggling with that notion throughout its hist@md its numerous wars and now seems to
be exploring new horizons with the European Unianjqet. At the same time, the state,
while artificial and imposed from outside, has lbeeoa crucial part of the international
relations of the Third World. Sovereignty can elmnregarded as a premium by many
African states. Waltz himself hinted to that realitvVho is likely to be around 100 years
from now — the United States, the Soviet UnionnEea Egypt, Thailand, and Uganda?
Or Ford, IBM, Shell, Unilever, and Massey-Fergusbm®uld bet on the states, perhaps
even on Uganda.’ (Waltz, 1979, p.95) And afterysitars of existence, Uganda is still
around and not likely to be erased from the maper@\; while providing very thorough

and useful descriptions of politics within develagicountries, the Third World focused
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literature does not offer a very refined theorycbnge beyond pointing in the direction

of domestic politics.

This analysis of different scholarly traditionsimiernational relations has clarified which
elements could be useful in explaining the change€COWAS and SADC: the
international context and the role of the regidmedemons for realism, the importance of
interstate bargains and the role of the regionghmisation itself for liberalism, the
importance of regional identity and the role ofmagntrepreneurs for constructivism and
finally the impact of state weakness and margiatibs for the Third World focused
literature. The synthesised analysis is presentethe table below. These explanatory
factors are the products of competing theories nbérnational relations and can in
practice provide complementary perspectives onirthtutional and normative change
we are trying to explain. This review of the relevéterature points in the direction of
different leads that we can follow, but it is othrough the in-depth analyses of the two

case-studies that we will know which factor shdodéir more weight in the explanation.

This study starts from the assumption that theorei hegemon, the marginalisation of
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and the phenomenon of stabkness all played a role in the
emergence of regional security organisations. Theice of these factors is rather
intuitive: both ECOWAS and SADC have a regional dragn; the transformation
occurred after the end of the Cold War and thendjagement of the global superpowers;
and many African states have to face the challenfstate weakness, sometimes leading

to total state collapse as in Liberia or the DR8N level of analysis is predominant —
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the international level with the marginalisationtieé continent, the regional one with the
regional hegemon, or the domestic one with the equesnces of state weakness —, how
these different factors relate to each other and hoportant their role is: all this is
explored in the following chapters. However, thealgsis provided in this chapter

enabled us to remain open and alert to other patdattors throughout the analysis.

The matrix below is used throughout the study d&mede hypotheses are confronted to the
empirical data in chapters 3 through 6. The magrialso used at the end of the study to
determine which factors and schools of thought igievthe best explanation for the
emergence of ECOWAS and SADC as regional secungparosations. The next two
chapters focus on the history of ECOWAS and SAD@€esiwe can only explain change

if we have a clear vision of historical continuggd discontinuity.
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LEVEL OF
ANALYSIS

CAUSAL FACTORS

SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT

INTERNATIONAL

Systemic change: end of Cold War
Role of great world powers
o France
o UK
o US
o EU
o UN
Role of continental players
o AU
o Nigeria
0 South Africa
o0 Libya

=Structural neo-realism
—=Classical realism

=Classical realism

REGIONAL

Regional hegemon
0 South Africa
o Nigeria
Common interest of member states

=Classical realism

=Liberalism

Regional organisation as an institutional source

of common identity

—=Constructivism

DOMESTIC

Role of individual leaders
Democratic peace
State weakness

=Liberalism
=Third world theory: omnibalancing

TABLE 2.2: Matrix of possible causal factors
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CHAPTER 3

ECOWAS, THE TOOL OF PAX NIGERIANA?

‘Our country [Nigeria] is the largest single umtAfrica. [...] The whole black continent
is looking up to this country to liberate it fromraldom.” (Jaja Wachuku, First Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Nigeria, House of Represenied Debates (Lagos), January 1960,
col. 54, quoted in Shaw and Fasehun, 1980, p.5h&)dDkey questions addressed in this
chapter and the following on SADC is the role af ttegemon throughout the history of
the regional organisation. Nigeria has the ambitmibe a major player within regional

politics. Was ECOWAS a means to an eRdx Nigeriand?

The following historical chapter tells the story@€OWAS from its origins until today in
order to provide the necessary background infoonatd understand the emergence of
ECOWAS as a regional security organisation beforamarisons are made later on with
SADC. The first step is to question the economiarabter of the organisation: to what
extent was ECOWAS — from 1975 to 1990 — a trulynecoic regional organisation? Its
1975 mandate, inspired by the Treaty of Rome crgathe European Economic
Community, was geared towards economic issuest bade, freedom of movement,
infrastructure, etc. Yet, its history and developingas fraught with political clashes. By
telling the history of ECOWAS, this chapter shedwst light on the causal factors that
influenced the creation and evolution of ECOWASbiiat regional security institution.

What role did the regional hegemon play? Was tlaeralready existing West African
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identity? Etc. This historical chapter informs tieoretical findings that will be drawn

out at length in chapter 7.

The chapter first delves into the deep roots oioregism that range from pan-Africanism
as a longing towards African unity to the coloniefjacy especially in Francophone
Africa that triggered repetitive attempts to essbMWest African (Francophone) unity.
These disparate tendencies were then catalysedgdilme process and negotiations that
led to the creation of ECOWAS. As the years went B§ OWAS took its first shaky
steps while encountering numerous problems andecttgds, both economic and political
in nature. Finally, the steps and nature of thesfi@mation of ECOWAS, alongside the
role the P3 played during this period, are desdrdoed explored in details thus providing
the building blocks for the detailed comparativalgsis of the shift in the following

chapters 5 and 6.

The roots of West African regionalism

The roots of West African regionalism can be foimgan-Africanism and the legacy of
colonialism, predominantly in Francophone West &ri Colonial times had a strong
impact on West African states. Throughout the 19808 up to the 1975 creation of
ECOWAS, pan-Africanism and the more particularisficoject of Francophone
regionalism can be considered as means towardmthef overcoming balkanisation and
promoting unity within the region. The importandepan-Africanism at the beginnings

of West African regionalism illustrates the ideattidentity can be a fertile soil on which
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institutions grow. This seems to validate the cartsivist argument. On the other hand, it
is striking to note that the first instances ofioeglism in West Africa, namely the
attempts of the Francophone bloc, were not onlgdas identity, but also materially and
financially influenced by a great power, FranceisTéeems to indicate that a common
identity is not a sufficient condition to createegional organisation and that it needs to

be backed by material factors, such as a commaerory.

Pan-Africanism

‘Africa must unite or disintegrate individually.’ wame Nkrumah, President of Ghana.
To understand the emergence of ECOWAS, we needderstand the evolution of the
pan-African movement as one of the underlying idgmal support and one of the
arguments for West African regionalism. (Gamba®91) A complex notion, pan-
Africanism has a long history dating back to theeteenth century leading to several
institutional embodiments such as the OrganisadioAfrican Unity (OAU) and the UN

Economic Commission for Africa (ECA).

Pan-Africanism is a multifaceted concept with agdmstory. At one level, it is the
definition of the African Self against the Europdatmer. At another level, it is a reaction
against the fragmentation, marginalisation andnalien of Africans, both within their
own continent and within the Diaspora. Its purpiss® unify Africans across continents
and work towards political and economic independeunderstood as collective self-
reliance, social and political equality, and ecormodevelopment. (Murithi, 2005) Pan-
Africanism and African unity as a movement canraedd back to the nineteenth century

with the 1893 Congress in Africa held in Chicago1858, Kwane Nkrumah and George
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Padmore organised an All-African Peoples Confere#o®PC) in Accra, a founding

moment for the OAU.

Kwame Nkrumabh first launched the idea of a Pane&fm permanent institution with his
November 1960 proposal of creating an African H@bmmand. (Imobighe, 1985,
Imobighe, 1980) The establishment of a contined&énce arrangement was however
considered too radical by most African countriesl @he debate shifted towards the
nature of an African continental organisation. édm states were divided into two camps.
The Casablanca group comprised ‘radical’ Africaatest advocating immediate political
unification within a federalist framework. This wewas championed by Presidents
Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana, Sekou Toure of Guinea andibb Keita of Mali in West
Africa and was partly identified to the socialideology. The opposing Monrovia group
comprised more ‘moderate’ states such as Cote iddyvd.iberia and Nigeria. They
favoured an incremental and functional cooperatiaat avoided any immediate transfer
of sovereignty. Within this group, several West igdn states were particularly
suspicious of Nkrumah’s desire for continental kxatlip. (Jaye, 2003) A vast majority of
African political leaders preferred the slow inceartal approach as it better enabled them
to consolidate national political independence am@njoy the taste of power recently
acquired. The OAU was thus created in 1963 aroure grinciples of functional
economic cooperation and integration and of natisnaereignty and non-interference
and territorial integrity. (Senghor, 1990) The ditNations Economic Commission for
Africa (ECA), created in 1957, was also heaviljluehced by the pan-Africanist debate
and soon became a key advocate of regionalism rwhlfiica, especially within West

Africa. It convened in 1966 and 1967 two ministeneeetings in Niamey and Accra on
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West African integration. The West African regiastlproject did not develop in

isolation from the other continental movements.

The early debates around continental pan-Africanspacted significantly upon West
African regional politics as it divided them andiaaices were formed in the early 1960s
across the linguistic divide. West Africa had agdnstory of attempts at political unions
and was the region of origins of several fatheurgg of pan-Africanism, including
among others, Kwame Nkrumah, Sekou Toure and thelaacCheikh Anta Diop. (Diop,
1960) Failure of a political union at the contiredrievel had not dampened the interest in
unification at the regional level. Nkrumah proposied founding of a Continental Union
Government, i.e. a political union of West Africatates. This plan was unable to reach
fruition as Nigeria resisted such a bold move aadofired a gradualist economic
approach that would put Nigeria at the centre ef tiewly created industrial regional
market. (Ojo, 1980) The project of political uniaras thus pursued at a smaller scale
with the Ghana-Guinea union of 1958, which Malingad in 1960. This union was
however more symbolic than effective and soon pska in 1963. Several countries
persisted and were able to create a somewhat rtabke snstitution with the foundation
of the Mano River Union (MRU) bringing together kiita and Sierra Leone in 1967.
Guinea joined in 1973. Its objectives focused oonemic cooperation rather than
political unification and included the establishmer a common external tariff, the
harmonisation of duties and the promotion of jointanufacturing projects.

(Onyemelukwe and Filani, 1983)

West African integration and its latest embodimdeBGOWAS, have its roots in the

fertile humus of pan-Africanism. At independencéridan governments inherited a spirit
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of, an approach to, and a methodology for orgagiswoperation. This had long-lasting
implications beyond independence. Many constitwiohthe 1960s made a reference to
West African unity. The few prominent torchbearenentioned above — or norm
entrepreneurs in another context (Finnemore ankirkk1998) — that made a significant
imprint with their rhetoric, framed the politicakldate around the nature of the African
and West African identity. There was however fewmarete applications, except the ones

mentioned above. The record is somewhat slightferint in Francophone West Africa.

The experience of the Francophone bloc

The most active pole of regionalism could be foumd-rancophone West Africa. The
French colonies were administered at a federall len8l independence. This colonial
legacy contributed to keeping the project of WedticAn unity alive, notably by

highlighting to Anglophone countries the potenpalver of such groupings. The French
colonial federalist institutions created a favoldeabnvironment for the independence

leaders to launch several regional attempts.

France established in 1895 a federalist framewdrknstitutions known as the West
African Federation (Afrique Occidentale FrancaiseA©OF) aimed at simplifying the
administration of its colonies. The federation wasth political with a centralised
administration, but also economic with a custom®mrand a common external tariff.
The monetary arrangements of the Franc zone hadefahing and unifying effects:
Funds could be transferred freely and the currenaiere fully compatible. After World

War Il, the federation was slightly modified andiraited representation was introduced
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with a regional assembly set up in Dakar. This gbuated to the development of political

parties at a federal level. At the time of indepamzk, the federalist institutions collapsed.

Nevertheless, the French ‘regionalist’ colonialdeg had lasting effects. On the one
hand, the Francophone West African unity that apgmk#o exist before independence
was only an illusion. ‘It was a unity imposed froautside for the administrative
convenience of the colonial power — it was a uwityEurope in Africa, reflecting the
hegemony of the metropolitan country over its vasiacolonies.” (Hazlewood, 1967)
Dependency of the colonies on each other was oslyparficial side effect of this policy.
On the other hand, the French colonial legacy hamyaficant socialising effect on the
Francophone elites. This common background arguadglgt and facilitated cooperation.
In a broader sense, there was a similarity in igalisystems and elite culture and values.
More specifically, much of the Francophone elitdemled common educational
institutions such as the Ecole Normale William Roimt Senegal. (Jalloh, 1973) At the
political level, Africans who participated in Frénparliamentary bodies felt the need to
elaborate common positions. They thus got to knaeheother and develop personal ties
at the regional level. Soon after independenceinipetus for economic integration came
from the realisation that numerous slender tie§remce bound them and that a better
economic balance should be achieved. Both constistcand realist ideas can be tapped
into to explain the creation of Francophone rediamganisations: the balancing act
against France was reinforced and facilitated by ¢ommon background shared by

Francophone West African political elites.

The history of regionalism in Francophone West &fris a story of false starts and trials

and errors. It first saw the rapid failure of pickl unions. The 1959 agreement between
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Senegal and Mali to create the Mali federation smalapsed in 1960. (Foltz, 1965) 1959
also saw the creation of a more stable organisati@nEntente Council, by Benin, Cote
d’lvoire, Niger and Burkina Faso with the aim tooocdinate economic and foreign
policies in fields of taxation, customs union, paobhdministration, public works and
communication networks. Togo joined in 1966. lbaled for a measure of redistribution
but was still far from a political union. (Yansari®77) At the regional level, the Union
Douaniéere des Etats d’Afrique de I'Ouest (UDEAOYJ dhe Banque Centrale des Etats
d’Afrique de I'Ouest (BCEAO) were also created B69. The UDEAO remained largely
on paper and did not evolve to become a workinqmsgation. The BCEAO being
functionally limited and instrumental for the maeawent of the common currency
remained and is still active to this day. In gehefanctional organisations proved
somewhat more successful with the 1968 Organisatiothe Senegal River States,
including Guinea, Mali and Senegal aiming to depelbe Senegal River Basin. The
countries also envisioned larger and integratedstréhl development, trade, and even a
possible political union. (Yansane, 1977) Thesaengrambitions were not felicitous for
the organisation that was dissolved in 1971 todmaced by the less ambitious OMVS
(Organisation pour la Mise en Valeur du Fleuve §éhén 1972. Beyond these rather
limited cooperation agreements, the Francophonesst@ached a breakthrough in the
early 1970s when they decided to revive the custamn UDEAO that had collapsed in
1969. ‘This project was immediately encouraged bgsklent Georges Pompidou of
France, who went so far as to declare that the@p@imone states should co-ordinate their
efforts in order to counterbalance the heavy weightNigeria.” (Bach, 1983) This
statement raises the question of whether the Fpdnoeee states were balancing against
France or against Nigeria. The Communauté Econanide I'Afrique de I'Ouest

(CEAO) was created in January 1974 following aesenf consultations between 1970
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and 1973 among Cote d’lvoire, Niger, Mali, Maurita@nd Senegal. The organisation
was set up primarily to promote trade, harmonisgaras practices and employ part of
the customs revenue to bring about equitable dpustoit of the economy of member

states. (Onyemelukwe and Filani, 1983)

The motivations of the Francophone states werestbick It was first aimed at fostering
economic cooperation and development, an endeaaoeiady pursued through more
functional organisations. Second, these regionghmisations enabled the member states
to present a common front to France in their ecooa®lations, thus increasing their
bargaining power. Finally, the CEAO must be analysethe context of West African
regional politics and understood as a reactionnsgair a way of counterbalancing the
overwhelming weight of Nigeria in the region, babonomically or politically. It was
within this context that the negotiations leadinghe creation of ECOWAS took place.
CEAO was useful to ECOWAS at two levels: it firdtosved that agreement about
regional integration could be reached and secosdf avas perceived as a threat by

Anglophone states, it demonstrated the potentaigp@f such groupings.

ECOWAS was naleus ex machinand was influenced intellectually by pan-Africanis

and more directly by the French colonial legacyn-Ré&icanism provided an approach,
an ideology and a common identity, while Francoghmyionalism contributed as a sort
of trial and error period and provided past handlerperience that could be built upon

for the creation of ECOWAS.
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The creation of ECOWAS

In the early 1970s, the West African states hach bedependent for approximately a
decade and Nigeria had emerged from its civil \wat tasted from July 1967 to February
1970. The idea of West African integration firsu¢bed upon during the ECA meetings
of 1966 and 1967 was taken up again. Within theecdrof the Cold War, the region was
not considered of any particular strategic imparéaand was thus left to develop its own
initiatives. However, Europe maintained a keenrggein the region mainly under French
leadership as the United Kingdom would only joie tBuropean Community in 1973.
The timing is indeed quite striking as the Lomé @antion with the ACP countries was
signed in February 1975 and the ECOWAS foundingtyren May 1975. The creation of
ECOWAS was overall predominantly the result of oegil dynamics, with negotiations
with Europe as a prod. The issue rose again to ipeme with the July 1970 publication
of ‘Prospects for Regional Cooperation in West édtiby Adebayo Adedeji and came to
fruition after several years of negotiations on Mz8; 1975 with the signature of the
treaty establishing the Economic Community of Wafsican States in Lagos. (Adedeji,

1970) By first describing the negotiating procesd then by exploring the motivations of
the member states for signing on the Lagos tréhity,section points to the importance of
an individual level of analysis as well as thattlé liberal and realist arguments to
explain cooperation, namely the existence of comnmberests, the hope of creating
institutions that would allow its members to havegraater voice on the international
scene, but also regionalism as a way for the regilbegemon to put right behind might.
Finally, a further analysis shows us that individdéctators might have their own

personal security reasons for making their coumtjian ECOWAS and align with

Nigeria. (David, 1998)
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The negotiations

Presented in a simplified way, the negotiationsenadriven by Nigeria and resisted by
Francophone West Africa with Nigeria proposing dhd Francophone states refusing
until the package was deemed convincing enoughlophgne states were overall ready
to follow Nigeria’s lead and ‘to work hand-in-hanabst cooperatively with Nigeria ...

for the achievement of this most desirable and hyogoal.” (Ambassador Lafayette

Diggs of Liberia, 1973, Quoted in Ojo, 1980) Thebaes around the issue were first
played out within Nigeria with Professor Adebayoedldji providing an intellectual map

for West African integration and rallying the Nigar political and economic elite around
it. He then tried to improve the regional politiciimate and to convince the other West
African states of the utility of such an endeav@irthe time, Nigeria was in a position of

strength due to the oil windfall.

Professor Adedeji took the leading role both ietlhally and diplomatically. In his 1970
‘Prospects for Regional Cooperation in West Afficae outlined seven basic
requirements for effective economic cooperatiorhviite number one requirement being
political commitment. (Adedeji, 1970, Adedeji, 198Bhe objectives were economic but
the means to achieve them were political. Followimg appointment in late 1971 as
Nigeria’'s Federal Commissioner for Economic Reamtsion and Development, Adedeji
was offered the opportunity to put his project nagtice. As an economic development
minister, he was in a position to start buildingaalition within Nigeria supporting his
project of a West African economic community. (Ojp984) This coalition was

composed of high-level public servants, Chief HeRgjemirokun, President of the
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Nigerian Chamber of Commerce, Industry, Mines aggiculture and most prominently
of General Yakubu Gowon, Head of the Federal Miit&overnment. Thanks to his
previous position as director of the Institute administration at the University of Ife,
Adedeji had tremendous influence over Nigerianlcdarvants and technocrats. More
directly instrumental to his project was his peedofriendship with Chief Henry
Fajemirokun who was able to enlist the supporthef Migerian Chamber of Commerce,
Industry, Mines and Agriculture. This support evgoread beyond Nigeria with the
creation in November 1972 of a Federation of WelicAn Chambers of Commerce,
Industry and Agriculture that had an explicit cortment in the article 3(e) of its

constitution to push for an economic community aachmon market. (Asante, 1991)

Consensus having been achieved within Nigeria, @owmhatic offensive aimed at
convincing the other West African states of theaadages of a West African Economic
Community was launched. The first step was to im@rthe political climate of the
region by allaying the fears of Nigerian dominatiofo do so, Nigeria enlisted the
support of Togo, introduced a Nigerian phenomenalted@ ‘spraying’ into regional
diplomacy (Ojo, 1980) and used the EEC-ACP (Afri€aribbean and Pacific countries)
negotiations to develop trust in the Nigerian lealip® Its leadership of the ACP
countries during the negotiations proved crucialrarsing the profile and prestige of
Nigeria. In April 1972, General Gowon and Generghdema announced the creation of
an embryonic West African Economic Community (WAEQhe Nigerian-Togolese
union was to have a ‘demonstration effect’ to shbat a small, relatively poor country
could engage in an economically rewarding relatignsvith Nigeria and demonstrate

that official language difference did not consetign insurmountable barrier to trade.

% This is a mere summary of the formation of ECOWASr more details, see 0JO, O. J. B. (1980)
Nigeria and the Formation of ECOWARternational organization34, 571-604.

106



Togo, financially benefiting from the WAEC, was tnsnental in convincing the
Francophone states to join ECOWAS. In July-Augu®t3l Nigeria and Togo, with a
draft proposal ready, launched a two-pronged cagnpai the ministerial level and at the
level of the Chambers of Commerce and Industrykédhto this shuttle diplomacy,
Gowon had been travelling to visit several of iesghbours and had written cheques to
finance whatever projects the head of state deemedrtant (spraying). (Ojo, 1980)
Finally, the EEC-ACP negotiations played an impatrtale to warm the other countries
to the Nigerian project. Nigeria’'s attitude and deeship during the negotiations
contributed to establish its bona fides. (Ojo, )98@neral Gowon was able to convince
the other African states that ‘it is better forrmited Africa to talk to a united Europ¥.’
The EEC-ACP negotiations were the last buildingckloonsolidating the case for West
African cooperation with the idea that a unitediédrwould be taken more seriously and

get a better deal.

This diplomatic offensive was designed to convitieeFrancophone West African states.
They had already created their own regional gragipimd preferred to enlarge it to other
countries rather than create a new one. Presidemglfer of Senegal even called the
CEAO the ‘first step towards the creation of a vesgional entity stretching from
Mauritania to Angola.’ (Quoted in Asante, 1985) T®leairman of the CEAO, President
Hamani Diori of Niger made his own attempt at deutliplomacy and visited Nigeria,
Benin, Togo, and Ghana in May 1973 to no avail.ldvahg the failure of the
enlargement project, the CEAO member states thesidered the ECOWAS project.
Unwilling to abandon their membership and their vioes commitment, they

nevertheless decided to join ECOWAS. On May 28,51%he treaty creating the

37 Quote of General Gowon during his state visit tiidih. SeeWest Africa July 23, 1973, p. 982. Quoted
in GAMBARI, I. A. (1991) Political and comparative dimensions of regionatemration: the case of
ECOWASAtlantic Highlands, N.J. ; London, Humanities Prigsrnational.
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Economic Community of West African States was sigire Lagos by Benin, Burkina
Faso, Coéte d’lvoire, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea,n&uBissau, Liberia, Mali,
Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leond &ogo. On June 23, the ECOWAS
treaty became effective when the required minimunsaven members countries had

ratified it. Cape Verde joined in 1977.

The motivations

Attempts at creating regional organisations aregiedrout by actors and serve their
interests. But which interests? Here, a quick aslgf the motivations of the member
states proves useful to weigh the economic andigadlmotives of the different parties. It
is important to start here by Nigeria’s motivatipas it is the country that almost single-
handedly promoted the project before delving mogeptly in the motivations of the

Francophone states.

While Nigeria shared some of its motivations witle tother West African states, some
were unique to its situation. First, Nigerian lesthg in West Africa was and still is
considered by most of the elite as the ‘manifestidg’ or the birthright of the country on
account of its size. (Shaw and Fasehun, 1980) Sled¢ba Nigerian civil war of 1967-
1970 had a significant impact on its foreign palibyring the civil war, France and Cote
d’lvoire recognised Biafra. Benin allowed the Ima&tional Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC) to fly from its territory to deliver relidb Biafra. (Jaye, 2003) From this episode,
Nigeria realised that, being surrounded by Franoophstates, good relations with its
neighbours were crucial for its security. Reducamgl balancing the influence of France

in the region also became a high priority. (GamlEd91) Finally, economic self-interest,

108



a motivation important for all member states ally@d a role. In the Nigerian case, the
country wanted to become ‘the industrial heartofAdrican Common Market’ (Federal
Republic of Nigeria, 1965, Quoted in Ojo, 1980)aasvay to overcome the economic

tensions between Nigeria and Cote d’lvoire. (Muisgdrview, 30 August 2007)

Nigeria also shared the following three motivatiamish the other member states: the
desire to achieve economic decolonisation and dotk self-reliance, to emulate the
success of the EEC and to achieve greater intematibargaining power. It was an
economic rationale that can explain the desirentalate the success of the EEC. ‘The
apparent success of the EEC did influence Third[&Voountries to attempt economic
integration schemes of their own.” (Gambari, 19Bii¢ final common motivation was the
hope to increase the bargaining power of the regitis was both true for Nigeria that
needed the backup of other countries to increaselout, but this was all the more true
for smaller states. Material factors, rather thdeas, seem to have been the major
concern of member states in their decision to ere&2OWAS: it was a way to balance
against the former colonial powers and achieve @ton independence. It was also seen
as a way to achieve a greater voice on the intemaltscene. They also found a common

interest in their desire to create a bigger WesicAh market.

Besides Nigeria, the other states were faced wikhiheer economic and geopolitical
configuration that explains their specific motiats to join the regional organisation.
First of all, each country joined out of its ownrgsved economic self-interest. As
mentioned above, it was the Francophone counthiast eeded the most convincing.
Through Nigerian ‘spraying,” the countries wouldnbét financially from joining

ECOWAS. Furthermore, while CEAO had been created asmy of balancing against

109



Nigerian influence, the economic position of Nigewas strengthened compared to its
neighbours following the 1973 oil shock. Throughth# negotiations, the Francophone
states were able to maintain a strong cohesive &ond were able to obtain a significant
concession from Nigeria in the form of a derogatiorticle 20 of the founding treaty.
Article 20 states that “Member States shall acdorcbne another in relation to trade
between them the most favoured nation treatmentrand case shall tariff concessions
granted to a third country under an agreement wilember State be more favourable
than those applicable under this Treaty.” By sewum@a derogation to this Article, the
Francophone states were part of ECOWAS while atdtéwme time keeping all the

advantage they had accrued within CEAO.

Beyond economic reasons, each country had its e@epdlitical reasons to sign on to
ECOWAS. Togo had never really felt part of the Ee@hone community and was
uncertain about the support of France. Its gooatioels with Nigeria dated back to 1963
when Nigeria intervened to protect Togo from Ghdollowing the assassination of
President Sylvanus Olympio. Nigeria reacted to tBisnaian interference in Togolese
affairs by stating that ‘for purposes of securitigétia considers that its boundary extends
to the Ghana-Togo border.’(Thompson, 1969) Mora fhago, Guinea was never part of
the Francophone community and was suspicious ofedanthat could have been
complicit in a Portuguese-backed invasion of thentty in November 1970. (Ojo, 1980)
Niger had to have such cordial relations with itighbouring giant because of its
dependence on Nigeria for access to the sea arttieotight ethnic links between
Northern Nigeria and Southern Niger. The relatigpstof Nigeria with its neighbours
quickly warmed following the October 1972 coup bwjbt Kerekou in Benin and the

April 1974 coup by Lt. Col. Seyni Kountche in Nigd@ihe remaining Francophone states
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did not have such geopolitical ties and interesth Wigeria. However, seeing the project
moving forward, it was in their interest to be undéd in the organisation, rather than
excluded from it. In short, many Francophone leaderd immediate security reasons to
join ECOWAS as it would help them stay in power.isTis where the Third World
focused literature and the concept of omnibalan@ame into play. Furthermore, it
seems that the common undemocratic nature of thiaées made reaching a common

understanding relatively easy...

Despite this multiplicity of reasons to join ECOWASome have argued that the
ECOWAS treaty was merely ‘a detailed declarationintérest and not a record of a
negotiated agreement¥Mest Africa May 19, 1975, p. 588. Quoted in Gambari, 1991)
According to the 1990 ECOWAS report, ‘membership b@emed to have been sought as
a sign of being a good neighbour, in expectatiorrazfping benefits without much
sacrifice, and as a means of obtaining additiondéraal development assistance.’
(ECOWAS, 1990) Member states were definitely hogmgeap some economic benefits.
But the signature of the ECOWAS treaty should hesatered in the geopolitical context
of the time and had the main role of signalling ¢bentries’ willingness to go beyond the
Anglophone-Francophone divide in a spirit of goadghbourliness. Indeed, while both
Francophone and Anglophone states joined the agaon for their own respective
reasons, the feat was to launch an organisatidiwiat beyond that divide. ‘There was a
feeling among most member states of ECOWAS thathnhacl been achieved just by the

act of signing and ratifying the treaty.” (Gamba®91)
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The early steps of ECOWAS

The 1975 signature of the ECOWAS treaty in Lagos waly the first step of a long
process. The development and the achievementg oégional organisation are crucial in
order to understand the true goals of the institutfhe ECOWAS treaty could have been
a mere piece of paper useful for signalling thepgditical balance of the region at one
given time. But it withstood the test of time anénw beyond the ‘paper phase.” This
section first analyses the track record of ECOWASNMf its creation in 1975 to 1990,
which corresponds to the date when ECOWAS starétthg involved in security issues.
It then delves a step further into the politicalda@conomic problems the regional
organisation had to face. While the major motivgtfactors behind the creation of the
institution seem to remain unchanged, this sedliostrates that, despite the signature of
the 1975 treaty, member states were reluctant tke dbeir sovereignty, expecting
immediate benefits at no or little cost for themessl These first few years also show that
domestic concerns, relative gains and Cold Wartipslitook precedence over their

regional commitment, thus proving the point madedalists.

The track record from 1975 to 1990

Rather than a comprehensive history of all theqmtsjundertaken by ECOWAS, the key
here is to outline the different milestones ofhitstory and the major factors motivating
its evolution. An analysis of the strengths and kmeases of the treaty is necessary as a
way to outline what ECOWAS was designed to do artaao. With a slow start in 1975-
1980, the regional organisation was then able nal fts place within the regional

landscape and pursue its projects despite a fdvadet.
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The ECOWAS treaty was the product of the contradycipulls of its member states
agreeing on seven principal objectives:

1. elimination of customs duties;

2. elimination of quantitative and administrative regions on trade;

3. establishment of a common customs tariffs and ancomtrade policy;

4. elimination of obstacles to the free movement o§pes, services, and capital,

5. harmonisation of agricultural and industrial pas;

6. establishment of a compensation mechanism throlgicteation of a fund for

cooperation;

7. harmonisation of monetary policies.
According to the former Executive Secretary, Dr.a8® Bundu, the three main
weaknesses of the treaty were the following. Fitstre was no express provision for
political cooperation or regional peace and seguiecond, there was no provision
establishing a binding effect of the decisions e tuthority of Heads of State and
Government (AHSG). This left the member states teeemplement the decisions of
ECOWAS according to their short-term domestic piies. Finally, the Executive
Secretariat was granted very little power and aitthoespecially compared to the
European Commission. There was also no provisionestablish an ECOWAS
parliament, thus ensuring that all the decisiomsaieed in the hands of the AHSG.
Consultation with the broader public or the privatector was inexistent, a strange
shortcoming considering the role played by the WAdsican Chambers of Commerce
and Industry at its creation. (Asante, 1990) Oveitabeemed that the ECOWAS treaty
was designed to give little power to ECOWAS as raolependent institution. Another

shortcoming was the absence of a redefinition efeétonomic relationship of ECOWAS
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with the outside world with no reference to theerdcEEC-ACP Lomé convention. The
ECOWAS Secretariat was not empowered to enter meigotiations on behalf of the
Community. The ambition of gaining more clout ineimational negotiations was thus

nipped in the bud. (Asante, 1991)

Due to the limitations of the treaty, the organmatwvas slow to take off and ECOWAS
remained dormant until November 1976. Even after signature of the treaty, the
qguestion of membership still had not been solvedririg the first eighteen months,
Senegal and Coéte d’lvoire tried to enlarge ECOWASancophone states such as Zaire
in an attempt to counterbalance the power of NagefiRobson, 1983) To complicate
matters further, the two Nigerian torchbearers GORVAS, Professor Adebayo Adedeji
and General Yakubu Gowon both left the West Afripalitical scene with Adedeji being
chosen as the new Executive Secretary of the EGA veith General Gowon being
removed from power following a coup in August 192&%er the decision of Zaire not to
join ECOWAS (Gambari, 1991), the deadlock was bnok¢ the second summit in
November 1976 and the first five crucial protocelere signed on the budget of
ECOWAS, the re-exportation within ECOWAS of goodsported from third countries,
the Fund for Cooperation, Compensation and Devedmpmthe assessment of loss
revenue by member states as a result of tradealibation and the definition of the
concept of products originating from member statéswas also decided that the
Secretariat of the community would be in Lagos #mel headquarters of the Fund in
Lomé. Dr. Aboubakar Ouattara of Cote d’lvoire wagspa@inted the first Executive

Secretary of ECOWAS.
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After these first steps, the interest of Nigeria BEEOWAS started to wane again.
According to Daniel Bach, geopolitically, the clitmahad improved between Nigeria and
its neighbours through bilateral links with the keaphone states, changes in France’s
policy and an acceptance of ECOWAS by the CEAOc(B4983) Overall, the region
remained rather unstable with the existence ofraéverritorial conflicts and of military
coups. The traditional Anglophone / Francophoneddiwas still real, if less obvious.
The first few years were overall positive if nothvregards to the economic achievements
at least with regards to the political climate bé tregion: ‘In January 1977, when I
assumed office, some of the West African countriese not even talking to each other.
Today it is a thing of the past,” said Executiver@eary, Dr. OuattaraWest Africa June

1, 1981, p. 1209) Of course, the relationship betwthe West African states was also
influenced by their alignment with the West or thast and the intensification or the

détente of the Cold War, as well as by the intéonat economic environment.

More concretely, ECOWAS was able to achieve sonogrpss on several fronts, be it
trade liberalisation, the free movement of personmore technical matters. May 1979
marked the first stage of the trade liberalisapoocess. In May 1983 came the adoption
of the single trade liberalisation scheme. In 198T,OWAS launched the trade
liberalisation program. On another front, the Pecotan the Free Movement of Persons,
Right of Residence and Establishment was signddag 1979 with the first phase on
visa requirements coming into force in August 198bis ECOWAS project was
however dealt a severe blow in January 1983 wheyeri decided to expel up to two
million aliens, including community citizens, witburteen days notice. While probably
legal, this definitely derogated from the spirit BEOWAS. (Onwuka, 1982, Afolayan,

1988, Brown, 1989) In July 1986, the second phdgbe Free Movement Protocol on
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right of residence was signed and came into fonc&989. ECOWAS citizens are now
able to travel within the region without a visa.aAmore technical level, on issues such as
agriculture, transport, telecommunications andrfaceg ECOWAS was also able to make

some progress.

Overall, the track record of the first fifteen ygaf existence of ECOWAS was mixed.
Domestic priorities took precedence in the mindegjional leaders who were unwilling
to take unpopular measures at home for the comewional good. The economic agenda
thus seems less important than the regional orgamisbeing used as a political forum.
The regional organisation was notably unable toaee the various obstacles thrown
in their way, be it by member states or by intdovat! financial institutions and the
external environment, especially during the 198@wmicBural Adjustment Programme

decade. This situation was far from unique to Aframd was widespread outside Europe.

Political and economic hurdles

While economics should not be underestimated, thgigal situation was the major
obstacle to overcome. Since ‘politics is the arth@f possible,” the West African states
strove for the impossible but settled for the uisattory, i.e. the lowest common

denominator.

The actions of ECOWAS were not only hampered bypbidical tensions between its
member states, but also by the overall politicaliremment. The recent independence
and different political-economic orientations of miger states led to a certain political

instability in the region that made the task ofcteag coordinated policies all the more
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difficult. Trust was not easy to come between semaind bigger countries. Another
background condition that rendered cooperationadilf was the existence of overlapping
regional organisations and hence the multiplicityreembership that led to competing
demands. CEAO member states notably hung to thegdion they had obtained from
Article 20 of the ECOWAS treaty that required akmmber states to accord to one another
the most favoured nation treatment. The preferetreatment would thus remain at the
level of the CEAO rather than that of ECOWAS. Thisarly undermined the very
rationale of ECOWAS. Again, this seems to indidhtg ECOWAS was created more as

a political forum for West African states, rathleam an economic technocratic institution.

Lack of political will and commitment by its membstates was the core problem
ECOWAS had to confront. The member states did sgn ECOWAS treaty and its
supplementary protocols after lengthy negotiatidms, it seemed like their commitment
stopped there. Achieving the ratification of theotprols, the implementation of the
policies and decisions and the payment of budgetangributions was an uphill battle.
The situation did not show any drastic progressveeh 1983 and 1990. The issue was
taken up by President Shagari of Nigeria himselihasremarked that ‘protocols and
decisions are not being ratified as fast as reddprexpected. Even those ratified are
hardly implemented to the spirit and letter.’ (19€uoted in Robson, 1983) ‘Regional
economic cooperation is hardly reflected in natiopmlicies and development
programmes.’ (Asante, 1990) Indeed, the coordinabetween national units and the
ECOWAS Secretariat was ineffective, reflecting treek of policy-implementing
machinery. A low level of participation in meetingscompanied this. Member states
were characteristically slow in the payment of tHiancial obligations. (Ezenwe, Dec.

12-16, 1983, Quoted in Gambari, 1991) All this fdohgging seems to bolster a realist
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argument about cooperation remaining superficiappening only at the margins, at a

specific moment within a specific geopolitical g&gt and not sustainable over time.

But beyond its member states, ECOWAS also hadwts management problems. As the
organisation developed, the ECOWAS bureaucracy greawmbers, if not in quality and
professionalism while the pace of implementaticowsld. Most of the recruitment was
based on political appointments, thus putting iruldothe professionalism of the
ECOWAS civil servants. Between these difficult bgrdund conditions, the lack of
political will of its member states and the struatumanagerial problems faced by the

Secretariat, it should come as no surprise thapaogress by ECOWAS was slow.

As poor developing countries heavily dependent asusce of government revenue and
locked in unfavourable terms of trade, the memketes of ECOWAS faced the hostile
international environment of the world economy. Ammgde reform would have dire
consequences on the revenue of these governménts, making change unlikely.
Furthermore, there was little regional trade on apgreciable level and their economies
tended to be competitive rather than complemengsryhe international level, the donor
community did not favor the creation of regionaloeemic communities and gave
directly to the governments rather than regionghaisations. At the regional level, there
were further marked disparities in size and (paaéntealth) between countries. A final
economic obstacle for ECOWAS was the currency isssi@roliferation, overvaluation,
and inconvertibility leading to exchange controldampayment difficulties. The
inconvertibility of the currencies limited investnien the ECOWAS region as a whole.

Those were the main hurdles ECOWAS was supposddctde. As seen above, the
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political conditions were not ripe for ECOWAS tovieaa fair chance to efficiently tackle

those structural issues.

But beyond these deep-rooted problems, anotheeatorissue took the forefront of the
debate and proved to be a very sharp thorn in ihee &f ECOWAS: the question of
redistribution, an issue that the Fund for CoopenatCompensation and Development
was created to tackle. Its aim was to promote thealkedevelopment of all its member
states by redistributing funds from the member gnafited the most from the community
to those that profited the least. Expressed irtipaliterms, the ECOWAS member states
were facing a problem of relative gains. ECOWAS asdmember states were thus
caught between a rock and a hard place. Playingydéinee of redistribution had a fair
chance of being unsatisfactory for both less deyedostates that would consider they
were not getting enough and the more developed thia¢sonsider they were paying too
much. But not contributing fully to the Fund wouleave the poorer member states
behind. The more developed member states appadribe the latter. The problem here
was one of political perception rather than pureneeics, but nevertheless sustains the

point made by realists that states are more irtetas relative rather than absolute gains.

Individually, the obstacles each West African stédeed were challenging, be it
consolidating the state or achieving growth. Tha&swne of the reasons they decided to
unite to address at least their economic problemmgly. But the mistrust between them
and the lack of readiness to sacrifice short-terterests for the long-term greater good of

all seemed to spell doom for the community.
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The catalyst of the Liberian civil war

The transformation of ECOWAS in the 1990s was namtised by a slow spillover
phenomenon, but triggered by a violent crisis #datost tore the institution apart. The
regional organisation overall lunged forward follog regional crises such as the Biafra
war that prompted its creation or the Liberian waat prompted its transformation. It
adapted to changing international circumstances Jéttion recounts the events that led
to the decision by ECOWAS to intervene in Liberradahow it was taken within the
broader post Cold War context. Looking at the megtibehind this intervention brings a
first indication as to why security provisions wéaier adopted. Arguably, ECOWAS had
touched upon security issues with its 1978 Protamol Non-Aggression and 1981
ECOWAS Defence Pact, but the real trigger was ®@01Liberian war. The fact that
wars are the catalyst for change seems at firstoteespond to the realist playbook.
However, since these were civil wars, this charsggsewhat the dynamic and raises the
qguestion of the link between state failure and aeglism. Indeed, a domestic level
analysis is crucial here to understand the reaafandividual countries to the Liberian
civil war. Furthermore, the marginalisation of thegion due to the system change
brought about by the end of the Cold War gave #wonal states, and especially the

hegemon, the breathing space needed to take thaiva.

The decision to intervene in Liberia

ECOWAS member states soon raised the issue ofigeshortly after its inception with
the 1978 Protocol on Non Aggression and the 198DW®@S Defence Pact. In the

domain of security, the first move came from tharfeophone states, namely Senegal,
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Cote d’lvoire, Burkina Faso, Mali, Mauritania, Nigand Togo, that signed a non-
aggression treaty in 1977 (ANAD — Accord de Non-#ggion et de Défense). This was
probably triggered by the 1974 tensions betweeni &ad Burkina Faso, tensions that
were renewed in 1985 in the border region of Agacfidusah interview, 30 August
2007) This conflict was appeased within the ANARnfrework. It was again Togo in
1978 that served as a bridge between the two |lgegbsocs. According to Senghor,
‘there is hardly any need for me to demonstrateféoe that development cannot be
secured in a climate of insecurity. This beingwe, must among ourselves, establish a
genuine West Africa solidarity pact to guard agamgernal aggressiori® Beyond this
rhetoric, Togo also had an ulterior motive. Haveggured a non-aggression pact with its
Francophone neighbours, it needed an ECOWAS-weadg\ty as it was very suspicious at
the time of Ghana harbouring political opponentPitesident Eyadema. (Boko interview,
6 May 2008) Member states took a further step with 1981 Protocol on Mutual
Assistance in Defence stating that an armed thoeahggression directed against a
member state was considered as a threat or aggreagainst the whole community.
Member states agreed ‘to place at the disposdiefCommunity ear-marked units from
the existing National Forces’ which ‘shall be reéer to as the Allied Armed Forces of
the Community (AAFC).” (Economic Community of Wesfrican States, 29 May 1981,

Article 12) But it remained a dead letter.

Despite their lack of enforcement, it was in these protocols that ECOWAS found the
basis — or pretext — for intervention in Liberidalpupo interview, 21, 22, 23 and 30
August 2007) The Liberian civil war started in Ded®er 1989 when rebel leader,

Charles Taylor, at the head of the National Patribtont of Liberia (NPFL), invaded

3 president Senghowelcome Addres® ECOWAS Delegations to the Summit in Dakar, 288y 1979.
Quoted in IMOBIGHE, T. (1985) ECOWAS Defence Paud &egionalism in Africa. IN ONWUKA, R. I.
& SESAY, A. (Eds.)The Future of Regionalism in Africeondon, Macmillan.
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Liberia from its base in Coéte d’lvoire to overthrdlae government of Samuel Doe. Other
rebels, such as Prince Johnson soon joined thdliosbe(Vogt, 1992, Jaye, 2003,
Adeleke, 1995, Adebajo, 2002, Adibe, 1997, Anin@042 Levitt, 1998) Rather than a
purely internal civil war, one can argue that tlomftict was internationalised early on,
thus warranting the use of the 1978 and 1981 potgdo justify the interventior?, First,
the actors of the conflict did not respect staterutaries. Taylor was first based in Céte
d’lvoire and later invaded Sierra Leone in April919 The traffic of diamonds fuelling
the conflict was yet another transborder activi®gcond, neighbouring countries were
involved in the conflict, be it Cote d’lvoire bylalving Taylor to have a base in its
territory, Libya or Burkina Faso. Libya was a magource of funding and training for the
NPFL. Burkina Faso also initially supported the MPTFhird, foreigners were deliberated
targeted at the early stage of the conflict viankiopings, hostage taking or the killing of
foreign nationals and journalists. Finally, thegiflows of refugees leaving the country
threatened the stability of the neighbouring caestrGhana and Nigeria, although not
immediate neighbours of Liberia attracted a lotrefugees due to the proximity of
language. Overall, ECOWAS considered that the lifmewar represented a threat for the

whole region.

The first reactions were rather meek with individaad collective appeals for calm,
restraint and talks, to no avail. With the war nsiéying, ECOWAS leaders decided to
take a more proactive approach in order to fincdé@ganal solution to the crisis at the
Banjul summit on May 28, 1990 under the chairmgmstiiBlaise Compaoré of Burkina
Faso. At this gathering, President Ibrahim BabamgitiNigeria presented his blueprint

for the ECOWAS Standing Mediation Committee (SM@&kabogu, 1992) The summit

% This case has been convincingly made by Osisiomalise: NWOLISE, O. B. C. (1992) The
Internationalisation of the Liberian Crisis and Effects on West Africa. IN VOGT, M. A. (EdJhe
Liberian crisis and ECOMOG: a bold attempt at reggd peace keeping.agos, Nigeria, Gabumo Pub.
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accepted the proposal and the SMC was formed ofGdambia, Ghana, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria and Togo. Between 1990 and 1994, the SM& kEdded the two neighbours of
Liberia, Guinea and Sierra Leone, as de facto mesnbehe SMC first met at the
ministerial level in Freetown from 5-20 July 1990agree on a peace plan that included
an immediate ceasefire, the establishment and geglot of the ECOWAS Ceasefire
Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) to monitor the ceasefard the establishment of an
interim government pending nationwide electionsriby the same month, the Liberian
Ambassador to the UN tried to bring the conflictthe attention of the UN Security
Council to no avail. (Allain, 2004, p.260) The EC@W Peace Plan was adopted at the
first session of the SMC at the level of the AHS&dhin Banjul on 6-7 August 1990
under the chairmanship of Sir Dawda Jawara of thei®@a. Jerry Rawlings of Ghana,
Lansana Conté of Guinea, Ibrahim Babangida of Nagand Joseph Momoh of Sierra
Leone were present, while Mali and Togo were repres] at the ministerial level. The
Secretary-General of the OAU, Salim Ahmed Salims o present. ECOMOG was
composed of military contingents drawn from the rbhemstates of the SMC as well as
from Guinea and Sierra Leone with Ghana's Genemralo® Qainoo as commander.
(ECOWAS Standing Mediation Committee, August 6-390) ECOMOG has a very
limited mandate and was not expected to becomethirsvolved in combat. But the
warring factions received the ECOWAS Peace Planawmfrably. As a result,
ECOMOG, under constant artillery attack, was indHgcult position of trying to keep a
peace that did not exist. The force was finallyrunsted to start enforcing the ceasefire on
September 12, 1990 and was increased from thresixtéthousand men. A detailed
description of the events of the Liberian civil wamot necessary here. Suffice it to say

that the war spilled over in Sierra Leone with ECO®l intervening in 1997. Due to state
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failure in Liberia and the state weakness of itsgimaours that were unable to

hermetically seal their border, the conflict splliever.

Liberia, a microcosm of post Cold War West Afriggnoblems?

In the specific case of ECOWAS, one way to undacstavhy the organisation
transformed itself into a regional security orgatien would be to understand why its
member states decided to intervene in Liberia i@ tinst place. According to the
officially declared reason, ECOMOG was created améanitarian grounds within the
legal framework of the 1978 and 1981 Protocols. B officials now recognise that
these protocols were used as a legal pretext asvamition in the internal affairs of a
member state is far from the spirit of the two poals. (Laloupo interview, 21, 22, 23
and 30 August 2007, Vogt interview, 25 June 200Bgr€ is thus the need to delve
deeper in the motivations of the ECOWAS membelestatithin the broader context of

the early 1990s.

The crisis in Liberia erupted shortly after thd f#l the Berlin Wall. The attention of the
emerging sole superpower was thus directed towRudsia and later on towards Kuwait
after its invasion by Iraq. Due to the historicastbetween the US and Liberia, many
Liberians expected the US to intervene. It declir(&®nior Western diplomat interview,
3 June 2008) UK and France were also starting tendoade Africa in their priority list
with most of their diplomatic efforts being spentthe Middle East or Eastern Europe. At
the top of their agenda were the reunification efr@any and the beginning of the crisis

in Yugoslavia. This indifference of the P3 towatte plight of Liberia was reflected at
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the level of the UN Security Counéfl. Some five months after the ECOWAS
intervention, the Security Council endorsed a laeslponse, (United Nations Security
Council, 22 January 1991) while, at the same tiRrance profited from the conflict in
Liberia through trade in iron ore, timbers, logsdatiamonds. (Sirleaf, 2003, p. 60)
Despite the endorsement by the Security Councéinée was also worried that a
successful intervention would raise the profile gnelstige of Nigeria within the region.

(Bouquet interview, 11 June 2008, Fournier intewi23 July 2008)

Other actors could have taken the lead, namelynidgia continental players: Libya, South
Africa and the OAU at the time. Libya could havedha brought an end to this conflict
as it was part of it, supporting Charles Taylor®mL. South Africa was still under
apartheid and thus had no legitimacy to intervéites left the OAU as a whole as a
potential mediator and peacekeeper. This was béfaeriously started to question its
raison d’étre and at a time when it was still diésat as a forum of dictators by some. It
is nevertheless interesting to note than the thexre®ary General of the OAU, Salim
Ahmed Salim, participated in the ECOWAS talks. &sa5alim who took the OAU to the
African Union, from an institution keen to upholdet principle of sovereignty as non-
interference to an institution that asserted feelftthe right to intervene in case of gross
violation of human rights. Salim argued at the tioh¢he Liberian crisis that ‘nowhere in
the OAU Charter does it refer to the term “non4ifeieence” as meaning indifference to

the plight of our people.’ (Quoted in Sirleaf, 2003 50)

In the end, West African countries were left tdleghe crisis on their own as it elicited a

very limited interest beyond their own region. Hareanalysis of each country’s motives

0 See the last section of this chapter for a summftlye policies of the P3 towards ECOWAS.
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IS necessary as most were not neutral bystandetiset@onflict. (Yoroms and Aning,
1997, p. 17) Burkina Faso, Cote d’lvoire and Lilsygported Charles Taylor's NPFL for
different but not entirely dissimilar reasons. B&iCompaoré of Burkina Faso was in a
rather delicate position at the regional levelhag time, as he needed to redeem himself
from his unpopular military coup and assassinatibthe former leader of Burkina Faso,
Thomas Sankara. It was also a way for him to begeised as a major player in West
African political affairs. Finally, Compaoré wassal the son-in-law of President
Houphouét-Boigny of Coéte d’lvoire, another majopparter of the NPFL. Cote d’lvoire,
under Houphouét-Boigny, was the major supportealbfailed attempted coups against
Samuel Doe. More than a supporter of Charles Taylouphouét-Boigny was simply
applying the age-old principle that the enemy of ememy is my friend. Boigny’'s
opposition to Doe dates back to the 1980 coup dusinich Doe killed the then leader of
Liberia, William Tolbert, and his son who was meadito Houphouét Boigny’s daughter.
She later remarried President Compaoré. For bottkiBau Faso and Cote d’'lvoire,
besides immediate economic advantages linked tcexipdoitation of Liberian natural
resources, many analysts point to the personalvatains of each leader to explain their
position. When it comes to Libya, its leader Muami@addafi was following the policy
that any pro-Western African nation was to be aber®d as an enemy of African
solidarity. Liberia under Doe, with its alignmen &S policy, was a case in point as it
was one of the first African countries to suppbe AAmerican call to boycott the 1981
OAU Summit in Libya. (Sirleaf, 2003, p. 51) Argugbthe Liberian civil conflict could
also have been seen by Gaddafi as a way to becomajax player in West African

politics, thus thwarting Nigeria’'s ambitions.
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Liberia’s other neighbours either had a neutralraggh or strongly preferred a solution
that would bring peace and security and thus revdre flow of refugees they had to
accommodate. President Jawara of the Gambia taoketd of the SMC. As a neutral
and small country with limited interest in the datf it had a chance to play a major
political and mediatory role that would be accepdtgdhe different sides of the conflict.
Guinea and Sierra Leone as immediate neighbouksbefia had a very strong stake in
reaching a peaceful solution to the civil war. HynaNigeria was the lead state behind the
intervention with Ghana who provided the first coamder of the ECOMOG force.
Nigeria had been at the time marginalised by thermational community, notably
because of the lack of respect for human rightsthey military dictatorship. It was
President Babangida who decided to launch ECOMO®@ewNigerians were quite
sceptical of the intervention. In the fall of 199x Nigerian organisations called for
troop withdrawal. (Sirleaf, 2003, p. 47) Analystedaobservers of the region have
suggested three possible reasons for Babangidaisial® (1) He was close to Doe and
would help him stay in power. (2) Because of itafmfiest destiny’ within West Africa —
and in Africa at large —, Nigeria could not staglifferent to such a catastrophe within its
sphere of influence. (3) Babangida was trying tdemm himself in the eyes of the

international community by bringing a solution kisthumanitarian crisis.

All these possible motivations explaining the diecigo create and send a peacekeeping
force are a very coarse summary of different aeslysit forth in the literature. (Adeleke,
1995, Howe, 1996-1997, Nwolise, 1992, Vogt, 199hoédgye, 1999, Magyar and
Conteh-Morgan, 1998, Akabogu, 1992, Aboagye and Ba@5, Sirleaf, 2003) What they
bring to the analysis is the domestic and sometipersonal layer that is crucial to

understand the regional dynamics, of course agaibstckdrop of system change that left
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West Africa below the radar of the great powerst &@ry member state was supporting
the ECOMOG intervention, although it is worth ngtithat the regional organisation still
proceeded with its plans. While the humanitarianugds for the intervention were not
contested regionally, several states were conceasbedt the actual implications of the

intervention in terms of precedent and as upsettiedpalance of power in the region.

The institutional transformation of ECOWAS

The adoption of security provisions within ECOWA&snclearly the product of the civil
wars in Liberia and Sierra Leone. A few years affter decision was taken to intervene,
member states were able to take a step back anickeéhe rationale of their regional
organisation. It was time to shift from an emergenesponse logft¢ to a long term
building logic by integrating these changes inte thandate of the organisation. In this
section, the institutional transformation of ECOWR® a regional security organisation
is quickly outlined as this is analysed in depthchapters 5 and 6. The overhaul of
ECOWAS and the adoption of new security protocas enly confirm the role of the
regional hegemon, but the actual process pointendirection of other actors who
played a key role, namely Togo and the Secretésalf, thus bolstering more liberal
positions. But the implementation difficulties EC@W faces illustrate the weakness of
the institution itself, as a mirror of the weakne$ss member states. It is this problem of
weak capabilities that then allows the P3 as dssaidater to step in and play a major

role in the implementation of the security mandH#tECOWAS.

“1 Bouquet refers to ECOWAS as a ‘pompier de sen(iceal fireman).
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Security provisions within ECOWAS

Nothing in the history of ECOWAS had prepared isé&b up a peacekeeping force within
one of its member states. ‘/ECOWAS was caught wstpants down’ (Okae interview, 27
August 2007) As a regional economic organisatidnjacked the institutions and
procedures that would allow it to take the politiaad security decisions required by the
Liberian crisis. Furthermore, the decision to getolved in Liberia had greatly

destabilised ECOWAS and reinforced the Anglophofehcophone divide.

To address these shortcomings, a Committee of EriRersons (CEP), chaired by
Nigeria’s former head of state, General Yakubu Goweas established in April 1991.
Its members were drawn up from within and outsideegnmental circles in the region.
The CEP’s work was supported by the Internatiomald® Academy (IPA) that had taken
an advocacy role for the creation of regional s&gunechanisms in Africa and acted as
policy experts. (Vogt interview, 25 June 2008) BRhsen their work, the revised
ECOWAS treaty was adopted in Cotonou on July 249319%changing ECOWAS
institutionally and giving it an explicit securitgnd democracy mandate. The revised
treaty underlined the need to ‘establish a regigealce and security observation system
and peace-keeping forces where appropriate’ (4&rtis8(f)) and to ‘provide, where
necessary and at the request of Member Statestaasss to Member States for the
observation of democratic elections’ (Article 5§(gestating the member states’ interest
in democracy that had already been declared dtineguly 1991 Abuja meeting with the
ECOWAS Declaration of Political Principles statirtbeir common belief in the
observance of democratic principles and respeduftdamental human rights. This was

considered at the time as nothing more than awgialffacknowledgment of the changes
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that had occurred in the region. (Laloupo interyi@d, 22, 23 and 30 August 2007) The
1993 revised treaty also addressed the institutioméations of ECOWAS and brought

four major innovations. First, to ensure greateficieihcy and implementation, the

principle of supra-nationality in the applicatiof @ecisions was introduced. Second,
supra-national institutions to monitor the appiiat of decisions and arbitrate as
necessary were established, namely the Court aEduthe Parliament and the Economic
and Social Council. Third, the scope of the Comnyupirograms was extended to other
areas such as the harmonisation of economic aaddial policies. Finally, a community

levy was introduced in order to ensure a self-fanag budget. The community levy was
a community tax of 0.5% on goods from third cowdrito generate resources for

financing regional integration.

According to the CEP report, the triggers for taorm were 1) the slowness of the pace
of the regional integration, 2) the recrudescentee@mnomic blocs, especially the
emergence of a Single Market in the European Contgnum 1992, 3) the ongoing
democratisation process combined with the intradonadf the free market economy; and
4) the establishment of the African Economic Comityun(ECOWAS, 1993) This
clearly highlights the role of the internationavé¢ especially from the point of view of

the reformers behind ECOWAS.

On the issue of security, the foreign, defence iatetior ministers of ECOWAS met in

Yamoussoukro in March 1998 to discuss the estahbksit of a permanent mechanism for
conflict management in the region. The minister®ad that ECOMOG should constitute
the backbone of peacekeeping in the region andlestad an expert group to consider

the exact shape of such a mechanism. It was agasident Eyadema of Togo who took
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the lead on this issue, thus showing a great cem&g in his approach and support to the
issue of security since 1978. (Boko interview, 6yN&08, Laloupo interview, 21, 22, 23
and 30 August 2007, Musah interview, 30 August 200% result was the 1999 Protocol
Relating to the Mechanism for Conflict PreventioManagement, Resolution,
Peacekeeping and Security (MCPMRPS) that laid bat driteria and objectives of

ECOWAS' intervention into its member states.

The main organ of the MCPMRPS was the Mediation &edurity Council (MSC)
composed of nine countries elected for a two-yearod with no permanent seats. The
MSC only needed approval from six of its nine merslie take action. From its original
nine members, the MSC was soon enlarged to incalidéfteen member states. The
reasons for this de facto enlargement were rathelear. Apparently, an error was made
when the first list of member of the MSC was drmaf#es it contained ten countries instead
of nine. Of course, no country on the list was wmwgl to volunteer to step down.
Furthermore, the countries of the Mano River UnigiiRU) argued they should by right
be members of the MSC as the MRU was the major afgaotential conflict in the
region. In practice, the MSC is now functioning lwftiteen members and mainly at the
level of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs. (Laloupeterview, 21, 22, 23 and 30 August

2007)

The other two organs of the Mechanism were techamad advisory bodies. The Defence
and Security Commission (DSC) was in charge of adtrative issues and logistical
requirements for peacekeeping. The other bodyCihencil of Elders, appointed by the
MSC, was to be used primarily for conflict mediatiand election monitoring. This

institution was an original way of adapting to Afn realities with prominent and
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respected personalities intervening as mediatdrsvak originally composed of nine
elders but, just like the MSC, it was enlargeditieén: one elder per member state. To
support these organs, a Deputy Executive Secrétaripolitical Affairs, Defence and
Security was established. The 1999 Protocol andeb@ution of the ECOWAS member
states were quickly put to the test with the mmlitaoup of General Guei on December
24,1999 in Cote d’'lvoire. The MSC met on Decen2f#r1999 and quickly intervened in
the conflict. (For more details on the role of ECA®/in Cote d'lvoire, see Bouquet,

2007, Sada, 2003)

ECOWAS made further attempts at improving the sgcof the region. In March 1999,

the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of ECOWAS issueddaclaration on child soldiers,

showing that they were aware of the acute probleat tame along the conflicts in
Liberia and Sierra Leone. At a more concrete lethed, AHSG signed in October 1998 a
moratorium on small arms and light weapons that ieaswed in November 2001 and in
2004. In 2004, the ECOWAS Small Arms Control ProjCOSAP) was launched. In
June 2006, ECOWAS member states took a step bey@ndhoratorium and signed a
Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons, themmunition and Other Related
Materials, yet to be ratified. This work on smaitimg was part of an overall effort

focusing on conflict prevention. (Agnekethom iniew, 24 August 2007)

On the ground, ECOWAS countries have made commign&ncontribute substantial
troops and materiel to an ECOMOG standby unit. EGQ/Was slow to implement the
military component of the 1999 Protocol as it whaBrat focusing on the establishment of
an early warning system. The AU brought in a newatuas to the process by creating an

African Standby Force that relied on regional bagddblocks or pillars in its July 2002
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Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peawk Security Council of the African

Union. The ECOWAS Standby Force (ESF) truly stattechake some progress in 2003
(Lai interview, 29 August 2007, Okae interview, Ridgust 2007). 2003 was also a key
year because of the crises emerging in the reditreria and Sierra Leone witnessed
some unrest thus threatening the whole Manor Region and the ongoing crisis in Cote
d’Ivoire itself had an impact on its neighbours doerms trafficking and to the presence
of mercenaries. In April 2005, the Defence and 8gcuCommission adopted the

roadmap for an ECOWAS Standby Force (ESF).

Security was not the only direction ECOWAS took @nghade also significant efforts to
improve the rule of law and promote democracy witlts member states and within the
ECOWAS institutions themselves. In August 1994, tRetocol Relating to the
Community Parliament was initialled in Abuja. Itnea into force in 2000 and the
Parliament was inaugurated in November of the sggae In 2001, ECOWAS adopted a
wide ranging Protocol on Democracy and Good Goveradhat addressed several far-
reaching topics such as constitutional convergepgeciples (section 1), elections
(section II), election monitoring (section Ill),ehole of the armed forces, the police and
the security forces in a democracy (section IVyuwe of law, human rights and good
governance (section VIl). The ECOWAS Secretari@ipantered severe difficulties with
several states being very reluctant to accept Ringocol. The Secretariat decided to
approach Togo that was one of the countries thatldvbave felt threatened by this
Protocol as its President Eyadema had seized ptweugh a violent coup in 1967.
Having convinced Togo to endorse the idea to lay @anvergence principles on
democracy, the Secretariat was then able to getother member states on board.

(Laloupo interview, 21, 22, 23 and 30 August 208d@ko interview, 6 May 2008)
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It seems that the role and profile of the ECOWASr&g@riat has raised significantly in
the period since 2000, notably because of its preaapproach towards issues such as
democracy, good governance and corruption, butthksaks to the increased powers the
AHSG has granted to the institution by transforminghto a Commission in January
2005, headed by a President assisted by a Depdtgeaen other Commissioners. Some
have argued this reform was pushed for by smallandophone states such as Burkina
Faso, Mali and Senegal as a way to control Nigefifluence within the organisation.
(Fournier interview, 23 July 2008) ECOWAS has aslmpted a new legal regime for
Community Acts based on the system of the Europdaion that puts to the fore the
principle of supranationality and should strengthtte power of the Commission.
Overall, following the catalytic episode of Liberiand Sierra Leone, ECOWAS
undertook a major overhaul not only of its mandhte,also of its institutions in order to
be ready to address security crises within theoregdut adopting protocols, while useful,
is not enough to assess whether ECOWAS has trugrgad as a regional security

organisation.

Strengthening ECOWAS

With the legal framework in place, it was time to Igeyond the stopgap policies of the
past. The first concrete change came with the kstafient of an Early Warning System,
then with a peacekeeping department in chargeeoE®F and other peacekeeping-related
activities, including small arms control. ECOWAS@lventured in the promotion and
protection of democracy and rule of law mainly bgudsing on election monitoring and

mediation between opposing parties. To implemeist bhoad mandate, success in the
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institutional reform is also key to the successha regional security organisation as a

whole.

The idea of establishing an Early Warning Systertesldback to the 1993 revised
ECOWAS Treaty (article 25(g)) and was picked upimagathe 1999 Protocol. In 2003,
the early-warning indicators were chosen and caleret only security or political
indicators as the number political murders or mastence, but also the price of key
staple food such as rice as a rise in price caadd Lo protests and riots. West Africa was
separated in four sub-regions or observation anditoning zones. The zonal
headquarters as well as ECOWAS Secretariat in Aball@ct the information sent by
their two focal points in each country: one fromilcsociety — part of WANEP (West
African Network for Peacebuilding) — and one frohe tgovernment, thus enabling
ECOWAS to compare the information on different dweits and its ninety-four indicators
from two different sources. After analysis of treal the early-warning unit reports to the
Secretary-General of ECOWAS who decides to acttaor inot. One of the system’s
originalities resides in the fruitful partnershipta&blished between ECOWAS and civil

society. (Kone interview, 24 August 2007)

If early-warning and diplomacy fail, ECOWAS is setf up the ESF that would be ready
to intervene in the region under short notice. T2@5 roadmap and conceptual
framework was finalised with the help of the P3hnihe size of the force being later
modified from 1500 to 2773 by the Committee of Ghief Staff. (Lai interview, 29

August 2007, Okae interview, 27 August 2007, Touaterview, 27 August 2007) The
goal is to have the ESF certified in 2010, thusofeing the AU guidelines with a 2008

exercise focused on logistics and following UN dfands to facilitate the re-hatting of the
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force. Each member state earmarked some troopsh&IESF. Recently, ECOWAS
decided to develop a civilian component to the dongth a special interest in political
affairs and police work as interventions are takegs of a military structure. Originally
built with the scenario of Liberia and Sierra Lednemind, ECOWAS now realises it
could be asked to undertake a preventive deployedisaster relief. This is linked to a
more holistic vision of security. (Okae intervie®7 August 2007, Toure interview, 27

August 2007)

ECOWAS is also developing another aspect of cdnfirevention and security with its
work on small arms, especially since the 1998 Mwrmam on small arms and light
weapons. At the time, it did not have the meansldoso and agreed to work with
PECASEC of the UN (Programme de Coordination etsdikance pour la Sécurité et le
Développement). While learning from the UN expetient was in charge of the request
for exemption to the Moratorium by member stated developed a good working
relationship with the countries part of the Wassemarangement on Export Controls for
Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technesodn 2003, it was decided that
ECOWAS should have its own unit dedicated to smatis and in June 2006 ECOSAP
(ECOWAS Small Arms Control Program) based in Bamaks launched. ECOWAS has
been working closely with civil society to push tbe ratification — still to come — of the
Convention on Small Arms. ECOWAS is also notablyrkimy with WAANSA (West
African Action Network on Small Arms) and IANSA (brnational Action Network on
Small Arms) for advocacy campaigns and on the impl&ation of the Convention.

(Agnekethom interview, 24 August 2007)
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Some within ECOWAS argue that now that these témdsising on conflict prevention
and peacekeeping are being put in place, thererdyeimited chances to have a repeat
of Liberia or Sierra Leone. The real challengerigde COWAS is now the promotion of
democracy and good governance. Most of the adsvitf ECOWAS in this area are
centred on election monitoring and mediation whemeone’s claim to power is
contested with violent means. There are two possaays to see the role of ECOWAS
with regards to democracy promotion: one strateguld/be more long term focusing on
the rule of law and the other would be a name daing approach, something usually
privileged by civil society. ECOWAS has clearly egtfor the first approach arguing for
instance that elections are not rigged on the ddleoelection but long before that with
citizenship laws, electoral laws, voter registmtietc. Furthermore, cancelling elections
is not politically feasible as it could lead to timervention of the military. ECOWAS
does not have the capacity for long-term obsermabiat does send fact-finding missions
two or three months before the election and dutiegelection itself. (Musah interview,
30 August 2007) The recent elections in Nigeriasaoase in point as ECOWAS did find
some irregularities with the elections but theiticosm did not go further. Instead, they
recommended some changes — based on the 2001 d?retoe made within the Nigerian
electoral system, changes that were then pickedywyhe newly elected president

Yar'Adua. (ECOWAS, 24 April 2007)

Beyond fact-finding missions, ECOWAS can also agton the Council of Elders.
Former Nigerian President Babangida, although fdymaot part of the Council was
successfully sent in February 2007 in Guinea tacilitate the implementation of the
agreement reached between the Government of Gutheatrade unions and other

political stakeholders.” (ECOWAS, 1 February 200Rrmer Gambian President Sir
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Dawda Jawara was the leader of the ECOWAS Obsémssion for the April 2007
elections in Nigeria. (ECOWAS, 24 April 2007) Theme but the most recent instances
of the members of the ECOWAS Council of Elders beiised to promote democracy,

peace and security within the region.

ECOWAS overall seems to have significantly increlage activities in the domain of
security and good governance but does it havendtéutional wherewithal and capacity
to fully carry its security mandate? The answedukbious as there are in practice no
sanctions for non-compliance to ECOWAS regulatidB€OWAS work is based on
consensus. At the level of the Commission, ECOWAS hlso an important human
resources management problem, both at the top ¢évabanagement and in its everyday
activities. The problem starts right at the reengint phase that is based on a quota
system. There is no guarantee that the expert ohogehe member state matches the
position. Furthermore, the absenteeism of the t@magement due to their numerous
travels is a real impediment to the smooth runmhthe institution. The Vice-President,
whose role is to administer and manage ECOWASypsu@ntly travelling as often as the
President of Commission, Dr. Mohammed Ibn ChamBag management is usually
appointed for four years and uses its positionras@portunity to do some regional or
international networking and to cash very substhmer diem during their travels. This
has several negative consequences as there islegaten of authority. (Fernandes
interview, 20 August 2007, Western consultant tdOBTAS interview, 30 August 2007)
Many meetings are organised at the last minut@wallg no time for planning or
preparation. These are not the only difficultie®e tBecretariat has to overcome:
management and human resources in general are beglinised. A huge amount of

documents regularly gets lost. There is a dire rteeteorganise the registry and the
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archival of documents, to reinforce the accountimg and to establish a procurement
unit. A few simple examples are telling: the lilyrdras no real system of classification
and the ECOWAS email addresses and landlines aeeyyrfunction. Considering these
important capacity problems, it is quite strikingat ECOWAS has been able to

implement so many of its security provisions.

This implementation gap clearly illustrates theitanons of ECOWAS as an institution
composed of states with weak capabilities and itagdf very weak. There is a clear
political will among member states to contributeBGOWAS efforts, (Toure interview,
27 August 2007) but capability remains an issueis Tie where the West, more
specifically, the US, the UK and France, plays g tae through its support to the ESF.
Military advisers from the P3 and recently from @any have been sent to ECOWAS.
The very presence of these military advisers higifté the importance of the ESF in the
eyes of the West and the support they are willlmgring. They are the lead partners for

peacekeeping training.

The establishment of a partnership with the West

This interest for ECOWAS among the P3 is quite mgcgating from the late 1990s. This
renewed interest can be attributed to the politradlland commitment demonstrated by
ECOWAS member states. (Chaveas interview, 23 M8 PThis section focusing on the
impact of the P3 allows us to broach the topicndénnational pressure on ECOWAS to
take charge of its own security. It allows us tst e structural realist argument that the
main explanation for the emergence of ECOWAS agenal security organisations can

be found at the international level.
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‘Constructive disengagement’

The overall trend common to the P3, France, thaeddriKingdom and the United States,
throughout the 1990s can be characterised as ftmtise disengagement,” (Berman and
Sams, 1998) with each country reaching indepengémgl conclusion that they would not
intervene in African conflicts anymore and shoutdaa alternative focus their efforts on
peacekeeping training for African troops. (Senioestérn diplomat in the region at the
time, 3 June 2008, Chaveas interview, 23 July 2@98Y proved to be a turning point for
all P3 countries, albeit for different reasons. 198as the year the US and French
peacekeeping training programmes were launchedhengear Tony Blair was elected in

the UK.

The United States traditionally neglected Africathwits policy towards the continent
being shaped by the Cold War logic. (Schraeder513%e end of the Cold War had a
significant impact on the Bush Administration tldecided to intervene alongside the
United Nations in Somalia in December 1992. In 1984 death of eighteen Rangers led
to the withdrawal of US troops from Somalia andrirthe continent as a whole. This was
made clear by the Presidential Decision DirectifeMay 1994 that listed several
restrictive factors to be considered for US forteparticipate in UN peace operations.
(White House, May 1994) Following this disengagetrard with the risk of Rwandan-
style genocide in Burundi in 1996, (Chaveas in@mwi23 July 2008) the US decided to
launch a peacekeeping training program for Afrib@ices, the African Crisis Response
Force (ACRF). The aim was to establish a standimgef of 10,000 African troops with

logistics and training provided by the US. This gosal was rejected by the heavy-
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weights of the African continent, namely Nigerimugh Africa and Kenya who saw it as
an ‘external imposition.” (Bah and Aning, 2008, 201 The US proposed another
program in 1997, the African Crisis Response Ihitea (ACRI) that focused on the

training of African forces for peacekeeping — CleaM| operations — on a bilateral basis.
This proposal was welcomed by certain African staseich as Malawi. (Chaveas
interview, 23 July 2008) Others, including Nigealad South Africa, criticised it as it was
seen both as a sign of neocolonialism and a symibtile increased marginalisation of
the continent with Western countries refusing todstheir own troops. Other criticisms
focused on the content of the program: ‘ACRI hagero do with what the US felt it

could provide than what African countries nece$gaeeded.’ (Berman, 2004)

At the turn of the century, the events of Septenitder2001 had an impact on the US
policy on Africa and led to greater involvementh& events of September 11, 2001,
taught us that weak states [...] can pose as greanger to our national interests as
strong states.’ (White House, 2002, p.4) This iasedl interest in Africa led to the launch
of the more muscular African Contingency Trainingsistance (ACOTA) replacing
ACRI in 2004. This however did not mean that thetéth States was ready to send
troops. ACOTA, still a bilateral program, also al® for the possibility of support to
regional and sub-regional organisations. Using Ewegramme of Instruction (POI)
sanctioned by the UN Department of Peacekeepingddpass, it is now focused on
Chapter VIl operations and peace enforcement trginjMpyisi, 2007, p.38) In total,
under ACRI and ACOTA, 16,000 troops were trainedBienin, Botswana, Ethiopia,
Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Senegal &lganda. (Serafino, 11 June
2007, p.2) In May 2003, the US established a b&4¢860 troops at Camp Lemonier in

Djibouti. (Bah and Aning, 2008, p.126) This wasrthellowed by the Global Peace
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Operations Initiative (GPOI) launched at the G8 suimn Sea Island in 2004 with the
G8 countries pledging to train at least 75,000 quansl for peace operations by 2010 with
a special focus on Africa and support for the comanstructure and multilateral staff of
ECOWAS and the AU. (Mpyisi, 2007, p.39) Also in B0@he United States announced
the establishment of the Pan-Sahelian InitiativBI\Rnd the Trans-Saharan Counter-
Terrorism Initiative (TSCTI) that sought to ‘denyAffica’s ungoverned spaces” to
potential terrorists.” (Bah and Aning, 2008, p.12Z6k latest embodiment of the increased
US interest in Africa is the announcement of theation of US Africa Command,
Africom, in February 2007. It is clear that US m&st in African security has increased,
an interest mainly triggered by concerns over od gerrorism. ‘The geopolitics of energy
resources is competing with the grand narrativehef“war on terrorism”.” (Kraxberger,
2005, p.61, Berschinski, 2007, Prendergast and &kaiansen, 2007) In 2007, the
United States imported more crude oil from Afribart the Middle East. (Bah and Aning,
2008, pp.124-125) However, this interest in Afrisdimited by the fact that the United

States is not ready to commit troops on the ground.

In the case of France and the United Kingdom, dueheir colonial history, both
countries were already heavily involved in the amemt, but both took a step back and

slowly disengaged.

France was traditionally considered as the ‘gendarof Africa due to its numerous

interventions to prop up client regimes during plost-independence and Cold War years.
The famous speech of President Mitterrand at LdeBauwune 1990 (Mitterrand, 20 June
1990) was a first sign of change as it establishéidk between aid and development, a

sign that France would slowly impose conditionadition its aid, following the North
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American lead. (Gouttebrune, 2002, p.1040) The mamae of this speech should not be
over-emphasised as real change only came withregehaf guards and the nomination of
Lionel Jospin as Prime Minister in 1997. (Banégaale March 2007) This led to what
came to be known as the ‘doctrine Jospin’ namelyngérence, ni indifférence’ (‘neither
interference, nor indifference’). (Bouquet intewiell June 2008) This formulation was
probably influenced by the genocide in Rwanda i8418s the French policy at the time
was accused of both interference and indiffere@cethe ‘ni indifférence’ side, this new
direction was given a concrete institutional outleith the launch of RECAMP
(Renforcement des Capacités Africaines de Maintlenla Paix — Reinforcement of
African Peace-Keeping Capacities). The RECAMP paogrwas placed under UN
auspices and coordinated with the OAU/AU and othiican regional organisations.
Unlike the American programs, the French program iy had minor modifications
throughout the years with a specific focus, frome #tart, on Chapter VI operations.
Following performance reviews, it later on triedoiat to greater and better use the French
forces stationed in Africa and focused on preventibhe program consists of three
components: individual peacekeeping training ofigsin soldiers, field peacekeeping
training in large sub-regional exercises — the firse, Exercise Guidimakha, taking place
in 1998 —, and the equipment for units engagecdeacekeeping. Supplies are positioned
on three French bases in Africa. (Bagayoko-Pen2083) RECAMP has already seen
five cycles of training that involved ECOWAS, ECCAf®d SADC countries. As of
2007, the RECAMP program is being slowly Europeashias France is trying to shift the
financial burden to the European Union. (Fabrerunsv, 2 August 2007, Fournier

interview, 23 July 2008, and Spinoza interview A28l 2008)
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The RECAMP program is the expression of the Frénchstructive disengagement’ as
the country is increasingly reluctant to send msops into harm’s way. France did
intervene in Co6te d’lvoire in 2002, but was keen gaiting ECOWAS involved. But
overall, France will always remained involved inridd as Francophone African
countries represent a group of about thirty coastrthat it can count on within
international organisations such as the United dwati This allows France to play a
greater role on the international scene than isaméed by its own capabilities. (Marchal,

1995, p.904)

The same evolution can be witnessed in the Unitegydom as it went from bilateral
defence agreements to bilateral peacekeepingrgaiiihe UK is unique in that it prefers
a bilateral approach. After independence, Britpist like France, kept military links via
defence agreements with its former colonies likey&e Nigeria and South Africa, albeit
without a strong British military presence. (Jacks@006, pp.353-354) However, the
Defence Pact with Nigeria was never ratified angendook effect. During the early
1990s, under the conservative government of JohjoriMéhe British foreign policy
towards Africa can be seen, according to Tom Pageas ‘policy drift, caution and
inaction verging, in the case of Rwanda, on neglige (Porteous, 2005, p.284) Post
Cold-War and, later, post 9/11 realities led toeappraisal of Africa’s significance in
terms of security for the UK. This occurred at #amne time as the advent of the new
British government of Tony Blair in 1997, a govewrmh ‘keen to emphasise the ethical
dimensions of foreign policy and be seen as a &dor good’ in the world.” (Jackson,
2006, p.356) This new turn of the British policysmamade clear by the 19%rategic
Defence Reviewand the 200INew Chapter (Jackson, 2006, p.356) Due to the internal

structure of the British government and its diwsidetween the Foreign and
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Commonwealth Office (FCO), the Ministry of Defen@@OD) and the Department for
International Development (DFID), it was difficdtir the UK to establish a common tool
to support African peacekeeping efforts. This wiaslly achieved in 2001 with the
creation of the Africa Conflict Prevention Pool (RE) supported by the Treasury and
coordinated at ministerial level by the Cabineti€f (African Conflict Prevention Pool
Secretariat, 2004) The ACPP works through stafiMnitehall and the defence attaché
network in Africa along with four Regional Confligidvisers. Just like within the US and
France, the UK is now factoring in the regional éireion in its outreach to Africa. The
core of the UK African Peacekeeping Training Suppbogram is to ‘train the trainer.’
British military personnel are embedded within thiditary institutions of host countries
to assist them in the restructuring of their arni@des and the development of their
peacekeeping capabilities. (Jackson, 2006, pp.882-8Bhe UK also provides funds to
regional peacekeeping centres such as the Kofi Animéernational Peacekeeping
Training Centre (KAIPTC) in Ghana that opened i9£20Although in a somewhat more
discrete manner and according to its own diplomagglitions, the UK has adopted
overall the same policy as France and the UnitedeStwith the idea of building the

peacekeeping capabilities of African countrieswtoié sending its own troops.

As their overall approach is similar, the P3 hawedtto coordinate their actions in this
domain on a bilateral basis, but also at the |efghe EU and the UN. They started
consulting on this issue in May 1997 at the Unikations leading to the so-called P3
agreement. (Bagayoko-Penone, 2003) In 1998, UK Brahce also sought better
coordination on Africa through the St Malo agreetmam Franco-British cooperation on
Africa. (Porteous, 2005, p.293) In 2001, coordimatiook place at the EU level with the

EU Council Common Position on 14 May 2001 conceagniconflict prevention,
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management and resolution in Africa. (Council aé teuropean Union, 15 May 2001)
The role of the EU has kept growing in this domaiotably with the establishment of the
EU Peace Facility in 2003 that has provided €25@0iani to help finance African
peacekeeping operations. (Ramsbotham et al., 20887) But policy coordination even
among close allies is not easy to achieve and ami/sts argue that these coordination
attempts have remained rhetorical and intentiofRdrteous, 2005, Bagayoko-Penone,

2003)

ECOWAS, a unique centre of attention for the P3

The foreign policies of the P3 towards ECOWAS falal the overall guidelines outlined
above. The position of West Africa, and by extenscd ECOWAS, is unique in the
African continent as all three major powers areolmgd and support the regional
organisation. (Thom interview, 10 June 2008) Adioetl above, the P3 started showing
an increasing interest in peacekeeping supporffocan troops around the same time
and they all sent military advisors to ECOWAS betwe&002 and 2003. France, after
taking a step back during the conflicts in Libesiad Sierra Leone, had come to terms
with the increasing role of Nigeria in the regidiheven offered Nigeria to participate in
RECAMP and offered to support the ECOWAS Standbyc&dESF). (Adebajo, 2000,
p.193) France supported the deployment of ECOMOGumea Bissau financially and
logistically in 1999 and directly intervened in €6td’lvoire in collaboration with
ECOWAS in 2002. The UK is also still very much ihved in West Africa as its
intervention in Sierra Leone in May 2000 clearlystrates. However, for the UK, the
shift towards a regional logic has been a bit skswWVest Africa as a whole is not as

important compared to Nigeria, Ghana or Sierra keeas former colonies. Furthermore,
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there is a perception that in West Africa, problasrsd to come from the Francophone
countries. (Thom interview, 10 June 2008) Nevedbs®l one of the four Regional
Conflict Advisers is based in Abuja and the UK @mmitted to build a Peacekeeping
Wing at the Infantry School in Jaji. (Jackson, 200863) ‘In 2003, the ACPP supported
ECOWAS peace support deployments by contributing f3llion for the deployment of
Ghanaian forces to Coéte d’lvoire, and contributd@®000 towards the running costs of
Nigerian forces in Liberia.” (Jackson, 2006, p.3&Ri overall, support to ECOWAS is
still seen as support to Nigeria or other formati#r colonies. The same tendency can be
witnessed within the United States but with an easgh on Nigeria. The US foreign
policy towards Africa is based on a three-pronggpr@ach that focuses on pivotal states
in each region — Nigeria, South Africa, Kenya artfliépia — (Chase et al., 1996), on
enhanced coordination with the P3 and internaticorglanisations and on capacity
building for African states and regional organigas. (Bah and Aning, 2008, p.122)
There is a bipartisan consensus within CongresstiigaUnited States should help the
professionalisation of the Nigerian military andhance their peacekeeping training.
(Bagayoko-Penone, 2003) The United States were &ksp in supporting the
peacekeeping operations in Liberia and Sierra Le@sh and Aning, 2008) In 2000, the
US launched Operation Focus Relief that concretedgnt training Nigerians so that they
could participate in the peacekeeping mission err8iLeone. (Chaveas interview, 23
July 2008, Perlez, 9 August 2000, Berman, 2004 )Bd\this punctual support, the US is
also assisting ECOWAS in the establishment of t8€ Eia its military advisors. Lately,
the US—Nigerian relationship has been strainedesine announcement of AFRICOM as
Nigeria seems ‘to be spearheading a concertecgiréhirough ECOWAS and the AU to
ensure that the US did not establish a base oG titfeof Guinea.’ (Bah and Aning, 2008,

p.128)
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Thanks to the presence of military advisors frora 88 countries within ECOWAS
headquarters in Abuja itself and sharing the saffiees, the coordination that was
declared at a political level started to take sh&jfecourse, each member of the P3 had
different ways to react and deal with issues inrdgon. Nevertheless, a sort of division
of labour was established between the memberseoP8 Each military attaché came
with its own set of priorities but by sharing thisformation, they strove to avoid
redundancy and money squandering. The UK focusetherconstitution of the Task
Force for the ESF and on the roadmap and the defirof the ESF with France. The US
focused on logistics and offered to ECOWAS the idgstdepot in Liberia with about
$42 million worth of equipment. (Hardy interview3 2ugust 2007) All of the military
attachés reported back not only to their immedmati&ary superiors but also to rather
high-level diplomatic instances in each capital, iadication of the importance of
ECOWAS in the eyes of the P3. Nevertheless, aplde for ACOTA and RECAMP
were drawn within the capitals, it was often mornffialilt to reach a successful
collaboration for peacekeeping training. (Fernandesview, 20 August 2007, Casanova
interview, 28 May 2008, Thom interview, 10 June 08enior military Western advisors
to ECOWAS interviews, 23 August 2007) Indeed, belytins day-to-day collaboration,
there were regular ECOWAS-donor meetings to ensefiective coordination.
(Ramsbotham et al., 2005, p.337) ECOWAS, becausleciady has a long peacekeeping
record, attracts foreign donors, including Germémt sent a military advisor in 2007
and increasingly the European Union, and can bsidered as an example of successful
collaboration between the P3 to assist and supipermerging peacekeeping capabilities
of an African regional organisation. It is also #onoting that the initiative remains in

the hands of ECOWAS and the P3 keep to their auyisind supporting role. At a

148



political level, the commitment of the P3 is stroagd clear, at a practical level, the
military advisers have a few doubts about the Ritfrthe force. (Casanova interview, 28
May 2008, Thom interview, 10 June 2008, Seniortaryi Western advisors to ECOWAS

interviews, 23 August 2007)

The origins of ECOWAS can be traced back to théldesoil of pan-Africanism from
which the regional organisation was able to risehwhe Francophone regionalist
experience acting as a fertiliser and a stimuluswéter, the creation of the regional
organisation in itself was not an easy and pairpessess due in part to the Anglophone /
Francophone divide that shaped West African pglitidevertheless, Nigeria threw its
weight in the balance and was able to win the sdpgall West African states. The first
fifteen years of the regional organisation demaitstthat West African unity is not in
any way spontaneous or natural. But ECOWAS hasgbled forward with its economic
projects despite recurrent political tensions betwiés member states, be it about frontier
disputes, broader foreign policy disputes abouttls@drica for instance or the question
of redistribution within ECOWAS. As recognised Ity Executive Secretary, the balance
sheet of ECOWAS in 1990 was barely positive withyview successes, notably due to
the lack of political will of its member states digag to implementation problems. The
year 1990 and the Liberian civil war served astalgst for change and the international
context led to the broadening of the ECOWAS mandateecurity and democratic
governance issues. Overall, it seems that regionsgs, such as the Biafra war or the
Liberian war, have prompted responses at the rabidevel, entrusting wider

responsibilities to the regional organisation.
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If one wants to make a first assessment of whaimdyifactors shaped the evolution of
ECOWAS, it seems that the regional hegemon wasrbtr for regional integration,
both at the inception of ECOWAS and during its sfanmation.Pax Nigerianais indeed
the agenda of Nigeria in West Africa. Neverthelesther actors, like Togo, played
throughout the history of the institution a role ofiproportion with their physical power.
While these might be the key actors that influenttedevolution of ECOWAS, changing
background conditions, namely the end of the Colt hd the state collapse of Liberia,
were necessary for Nigeria and others to take mactBeyond these background
conditions, the actual shape ECOWAS took as a #gcurstitution was strongly
influenced by the weakness of its member statet was reflected in the regional
organisation itself and that led to the involvementthe P3. This quick historical
overview proves the relevance of the three faadatined at the beginning of this study:
the marginalisation of the region after the endhaf Cold War, the pervading impact of
state weakness and the role of the regional hegeNmpredominant factor can really be
separated from the rest but it seems that Nigerithe key player that has the clout to
bring different actors together to move the agefaward. We will see in the next
chapter whether South Africa plays a similar roiéhim SADC before proceeding with
the comparative analysis of the security and deawycroles of both institutions in

chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 4

THE EMERGENCE OF SADC

OR ‘WHAT TO DO WITH BIG BROTHER?’

If ECOWAS can be considered by Nigeria as a wagdoievePax Nigeriana SADCC
was originally created to contain its regional haga. The ups and downs of the
Southern African region have been dictated by miermal developments of South Africa,
of ‘big brother.” The Southern African Developmeordination Conference (SADCC)
was created as the economic wing of the fight agaipartheid South Africa.
‘Our unity of effort in the struggle for economindependence for our peoples
becomes the necessary condition to guarantee our sewereignty and
security...! (President Jose Eduardo Dos Santos, Presidemngdla, Maputo, 11
July 1983. Quoted in SADCC, 1988, p.3)
Contrary to the case of ECOWAS, political cooperathetween the members of SADCC
was already a given at the time of its creatiortht® extent that they were all united
against the threat of apartheid South Africa. Theatton of SADCC went rather
smoothly and entailed fewer negotiations than ECCBA&s the threat of a common
enemy brought these countries together. The creatfoa regional organisation as a
balance against the threat of South Africa follotve realist playbook. (Walt, 1987)
Before delving any further into a comparative apgig one should look at the Southern
African experience as a whole and assess it imwts right. Only a deep understanding of

the historical dynamics influencing the region,ibat the regional or international level,
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can put the emergence of SADC out of SADCC intesjpective and point to the key
factors that influenced its creation and evolutitog it the regional hegemon, the
existence of a culture of solidarity between thantoes fighting apartheid South Africa
or the impact of international events on the regitust like the chapter on ECOWAS,

this chapter informs the theoretical findings twdt be outlined in chapter 7.

This chapter explores the roots of SADCC, be it-péicanism or the struggle against
apartheid with the Front Line States (FLS), andla&rs how such an economic
organisation came about. Early on, the organisatias almost brought to a halt by South
African destabilisation techniques that played be existing problems and tensions
between SADCC member states. At the same timeprtjnisation was supported from
outside by international donors. Following the efdhe Cold War and the early signs of
the end of apartheid, SADCC started to transfoselfitand emerged in 1992 as the
Southern African Development Community (SADC). Thiss but the first step of a long
drawn-out path towards its transformation into @uséy and governance organisation, an
endeavour doggedly pursued from 1992 until nowerofvithout the help of the West.
This chapter provides a solid background for theepth analysis of the change within
SADC and ECOWAS in chapters 5 and 6 by highlighttiagsal factors that influenced

SADCC and then SADC throughout its history.

The roots of Southern African regionalism

Just like in West Africa, the roots of regionalisun deep in Southern Africa. Southern
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Africa as a region was profoundly impacted by thepegience of colonialism
characterised by large white-settler populationd by its independence struggle. A
common experience of and resistance to settlen@ism leading to the emergence of a
common identity — a constructivist argument — seéise a necessary but insufficient
condition for the establishment of a Southern Afniaegional organisation. Indeed, the
triggering factor came from the threat of aparthidt needed to be balanced against,

thus supporting a realist explanation of the r@dtSADCC.

Southern Africa, a reqgion shaped by colonialism

Southern Africa was a region defined by colonialiemd the white settlers that

transformed this part of Africa. Colonialism in $loern Africa had four unique

characteristics that brought disparate countrigstteer. (Bauer and Taylor, 2005, pp.3-5)
First, colonialism in Southern Africa lasted fanger than anywhere else in Africa. The
first white (Portuguese) settlements in SouthermicAf were established during the
seventeenth century and Portugal kept its coloniesl 1975. As a consequence,
Southern African countries were granted indepenelemach later and have had less time
to develop and grow as independent countries. $geawot only did the colonisers stay
longer but they also settled in greater numbeiSaathern Africa. The presence of large
white settler populations in the region is an isshiat still dominates contemporary
politics and debates within SADC. South Africahe bbvious example, but Zimbabwe is
also facing difficulties due to the continued prese of settler interests in the country.
Third, independence was often not a peaceful psoceith liberation movements

resorting to armed struggles. These were long, whawt conflicts that often lasted

decades with newly independent countries helpird) supporting their neighbours still
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under colonial rule. This was especially true fongala, Mozambique, Zimbabwe,

Namibia and South Africa. The common anti-colomiadl anti-apartheid struggle fostered
interconnectedness among the peoples and the sihtdee region. Fourth, beyond
ideological and political solidarity, Southern Adai was also economically and socially
interconnected and interdependent with a regiorewrdigrant labour system that
gravitated around South Africa. During the mid-nesnth century, fifty to eighty

thousand migrants came to work on the Kimberleyndiad mines and later on the gold
mines on the Witwatersrand. The informal movemdmiemple across borders for work
had a long history in Southern Africa and should he forgotten when discussing

economic regional integration. (Williams, 2006,4p)

History and the legacy of colonialism helped cdogi Southern Africa as a region. The
development of infrastructure also had its imparéaas it was organised in such a way
that it increased the dependence of the hintertentthe railways that brought goods back
and forth to the South African coast. The econcamd infrastructural ties inherited from
colonisation were so strong that the economic obl&outh Africa toward its ‘natural’
economic hinterland was institutionalised in sever@anisations. In 1974, the Rand
Monetary Area (RMA) agreement was signed betweartlSAfrica, Botswana, Lesotho
and Swaziland. It was later superseded by the Comvhanetary Area (CMA) in 1986
and led to the Multilateral Monetary Agreement (MMAf 1992 that also included
Namibia. (Mills, 1995, pp.2-3) Besides this mongtagreement, SACU (Southern
African Customs Union) was another institutiondlgpi strengthening the ties between
South Africa and its smaller neighbours. The agesgndated back to colonial times in
1910 and provided for the duty free movement ofdgoand services between member

countries and a common external tariff. With Soudthiica collecting the common
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external tariff, the member states agreed on a dtanfior distributing excise duties

between them. (Mills, 1995, pp.2-3) The BLS cowdri(Botswana, Lesotho and
Swaziland) shared a currency and a customs unronghout the years of apartheid. The
economic ties established during the colonial pewere so strong that they could not be
severed, notably due to the lack of a strong altt@ére. Providing such an alternative was

the raison d’'étre of SADC.

With the independence of several Southern Afridates under black majority rule and
the entrenchment of apartheid in South Africa, ¢bhenomic and political flows seemed
to be pulling in opposite directions. Now free tecitle their own foreign policy, the
newly independent countries endeavoured to cotinéepolitical and economic influence
of South Africa, thus leading to the creation af #1.S and of SADCC. The fight against
colonialism, based on a common black identity, waslonged by the fight against
apartheid and was made all the more urgent asdlitecal and economic independence
of these states was threatened by South Africa,reélaést logic of self-preservation

backing a more constructivist and normatively basadon to resist South Africa.

The anti-apartheid front

History created a Southern African region econoltyiand socially interconnected. But
later developments separated the region in twogald@ological and political lines. Later

on, political solidarity against apartheid alsok@m economic form.

The two opposing forces of apartheid in South Aframd pan-Africanism led to the split

of the region. By 1970, Botswana, Lesotho, Mala®@waziland, Tanzania and Zambia

155



had achieved independence, while Namibia, Zimbabneé South Africa were under
white minority rule. At that time, pan-Africanismas a thriving movement and the
Organisation of African Unity had been active fewsn years. As mentioned earlier, pan-
Africanism was essentially a movement against deédion. After the wave of
independence of the 1960s, the attention of the @A focused on Southern Africa. At
its inception, it established a Standing Liberat@ommittee to channel economic and
military assistance to the liberation movementse TB69 Lusaka Manifesto, originally
signed by thirteen governments and later endorgethd OAU, was used as a formal
declaration of its policy towards the remnants olonialism in Africa. (Legum, 1982,
pp.124-125) The anti-colonial and anti-apartheidigdle became a defining feature of
the Southern African region, thus explaining theusion early on of Tanzania as part of
the region. Tanzania had been throughout the yagamant in its fight against apartheid

South Africa and for the full liberation of the ¢orent.

In April 1974, a military coup in Portugal topplewt only the dictatorship but also
brought to an end the political status quo in SexrthAfrica. The independence of the
Portuguese colonies changed the balance at thensdgievel as white-dominated
Zimbabwe and South Africa could no longer rely base states to act as buffer zones
against independent black Africa. In their eyes,danger was right at their borders. The
Southern African states of Angola, Botswana, Mozgondy, Tanzania and Zambia first
joined forces politically in 1975 by establishiniget Front Lines States following the
independence of Angola and Mozambique. The FLSavasl to rid Southern Africa of
the twin scourges of apartheid and colonialism. ddigesion of the Front Line States was
notably forged in the struggle for the independenteZimbabwe achieved in 1980.

However, other countries of the region declinedoia the informal grouping. Lesotho
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and Swaziland stayed out ‘on the grounds that teeourity would have been too
compromised.’” (Cawthra, 1997, p.5) As to Malawnvds the only country in the region
that had openly maintained fairly close politicalkk with South Africa. Malawi’s
President, Hastings Banda, also maintained exd¢edligomatic relations with Western
governments and South Africa became Malawi’'s mairncipaser of tea and tobacco,
while South African investors built roads, railwagad a new capital city in Malawi.
(McMaster, 1974) Lesotho, Swaziland and Botswanaewealking on a tight rope
because of their membership in SACU that concretabant that these countries
depended on South Africa that collected all custamd excise in the common customs

area and then redistributed the revenue.

The FLS operated very informally and consisted igaoh meetings at the level of Heads
of State. ‘Most of the FLS leaders knew each othensonally and agreements were
struck with little recourse to the niceties of diplacy or bureaucratic process.” (Cawthra,
1997, p.5) Due to the informal nature of the orgation, prime importance was given to
consensus-building. In line with their agenda ofiggle against white minority rule, the
presidents of the two main liberation movementg 8outh West African People’s
Organisation (SWAPO) of Namibia and the African iNaal Congress (ANC) of South
Africa, sat in on FLS meetings. At a structuraldgvithe FLS included a military
coordinating structure now known as the Inter-Stagfence and Security Committee
(ISDSC), the functions of which expanded over timenclude coordination of training

and intelligence, but not joint control of operasd (Cawthra, 1997, p.5)

While united in their common goal, the relationgween the five presidents of the

Frontline States, Neto of Angola, Khama of Botswadviachel of Mozambique, Nyerere
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of Tanzania, and Kaunda of Zambia were not alwags bf tension or conflict. They

notably supported different Zimbabwean liberatioovements. While Kaunda backed
Nkomo’s ZAPU (Zimbabwe African People’s Union), Nigee and Machel supported

Mugabe’s ZANU (Zimbabwe African National Union)fact that was source of tension
not only between these presidents, but subsequbetliyeen Kaunda and Mugabe after
the latter reached power. Despite these tensibesfite Front Line States were able to
display a uniform front during the decisive prelrary negotiations prior to the Lancaster

House Conference that facilitated Zimbabwe’s indeleace in 1980. (Zehender, 1983,

p.6)

Furthermore, they were nominally on opposite sioethe Cold War and thus differed
considerably in terms of development strategiesgodan Mozambique and Zimbabwe
followed a socialist ideology, while Botswana, L#sn Malawi and Swaziland followed
some form of capitalist and free trade policiestia middle were Tanzania that had
formulated its own version of African socialism afambia that propagated the ideology
of ‘humanism.” (Tostensen, 1982, p.118) Nevertlgleanti-colonialism and anti-
apartheid were powerful ideologies that united peop Southern Africa against minority
rule, in Namibia and South Africa. As a realist Wbsay, the enemy of my enemy is my

friend. But this political struggle left the reglibf economic dependence intact.

Thanks to the numerous consultations leading to lieration of Zimbabwe, the
Frontline States were able to work through someheir political differences. This
augured well for the ability to move on to econorunsiderations. In July 1974, with the
independence of Mozambique and Angola in sightsiBeat Kaunda of Zambia proposed

a ‘transcontinental belt of independent and econaltyi powerful nations, from Dar Es
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Salaam and Maputo on the Indian Ocean to Luandhertlantic.” (Dar Es Salaam, 7
July 1974. Quoted in SADCC, 1988, p.4) Economic pewation was not a new
phenomenon between the Front Line States as dthimgegotiations on Zimbabwean
independence, numerous bilateral economic agresnvesrte signed between the Front
Line States between the Lusophone states but alseebn Tanzania and Mozambique.
(Thompson, 1985, pp.260-261) After independence,tto countries established trade
relations and set up a Mozambique — Tanzania Pemha@ommission of Cooperation.

(Thompson, 1985, p.275)

Against the common threat represented by Namibdé exonomically powerful South
Africa, Southern African states decided to cooperabt only politically but also
economically by creating a rival economic bloc tbetate themselves from their

dependence on South Africa.

The creation of SADCC

Colonial history and the necessity to balance ajaihe threat of apartheid having
brought together the independent countries of SwatAfrica, the creation of SADCC as
such was precipitated by a specific set of circamsts both at the regional and the
international level that created the right condisidor its emergence. While the impetus
for its creation can be traced in the short rusgecific regional or international events,
its structure was influenced by longer term trespiscific to African regionalism and by
lessons from previous regional experiments. The ediate background conditions
leading to SADCC seem to support two different sers of realism: a Waltian balance

of threats understanding of international relationsthe one hand, and classical realism
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with an important role played by great world powesa the other. The existence of
common economic interests also lends support tbeaal explanation of the creation of
SADCC. Finally, the actual shape taken by the mgi@rganisation shows that member

states privileged functionalism, low institutiorsah and respect for sovereignty.

SADCC between regional and international pressures

There are two main schools of thought with regardhte creation of SADCC. Some
argue that the establishment of SADCC was pre¢gutay two events that changed the
regional scene: the independence of Zimbabwe umdgority rule and the Constellation
of Southern African States (CONSAS) proposal by tBoéfrica. Others argue that
SADCC was established following pressure from maéional donors, mainly the United
States. Whether the United States played a sigmificole or not, there is no doubt that
the Nordic countries and the European Communityqulaa key supporting role for

SADCC#?

If one considers SADCC a direct continuation, tlgloleconomic means, of the Front
Line States, (Seiler, 1980, Amin et al., 1987, Khgédla, 1994) then the decision to form
SADCC was taken at a meeting of Ministers of FareMfairs of the FLS in Gaborone in
May 1979. It was agreed to convene a major conferen Arusha in July 1979 with
donor governments and institutions to discuss aonad) program of economic

development for Southern Africa. (Tostensen, 1$823) Such a turn towards economic

2 “While external participation in regional subsysteinhibits the autonomy of small-state alliandbis
very participation is, more significantly, an oppmity they seize in strengthening their relativasition
vis-a-vis the regional power.” (Khadiagala, 19944%) For further documents on SADCC, see
MATTISON, S. & OHLUND, S. (1988¥he Norsad Fund. Report by the Joint Nordic-SAD@&nT set up
to Review the Nordic ProposaGGaborone. And SADCC SECRETARIAT (1985) SADCC's fiféve
Years. Gaborone.
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issues was probably triggered by the harassmenpaigm orchestrated by South Africa
against the Front Line States. In its struggle regjaihe FLS, South Africa used all the

tools at its disposal, be it political and diplomair economic. (Thompson, 1985, p.261)

The July 1979 Arusha conference gathering AngotasBana, Mozambique, Tanzania
and Zambia explained to potential international atenthe main rationale behind the
creation of SADCC:
‘the reduction of economic dependence, particuldmly not only, on the Republic
of South Africa;
- the forging of links to create a genuine and edplétaegional integration;
- the mobilisation of resources to promote the im@etation of national, interstate
and regional policies;
- concerted action to secure international coopearatithin the framework of our
strategy for economic liberation.” (SADCC, 198@)p.
It was also agreed that the other majority-ruledntoes of Southern Africa would be
invited to participate: Lesotho, Malawi, Swazilaadd independent Zimbabwe after the
successful conclusion of the Lancaster House r&gwis join subsequently the FLS. In
April 1980, the Lusaka Summit that brought togeti#argola, Botswana, Lesotho,
Malawi, Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabdepéed the Lusaka Declaration

entitled ‘Southern Africa: Toward Economic Liberati as well as a Program of Action.

The importance of a region-wide anti-South Afric@sonomic cooperation was

highlighted by the South African counter-propos&lGDNSAS*® Hoping Zimbabwe

3 For a full account of the CONSAS proposal, see GRY, K. W. (1985) The Impact of Region on
Contemporary African Politics. IN CARTER, G. M. &' @EARA, P. (Eds.)African independence : the
first twenty-five yearsBloomington, Ind., Indiana University Press. SesoaKHADIAGALA, G. M.
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would become independent under a government notmyrethetic to Pretoria, Prime
Minister P. W. Botha, in a November 1979 speecprtaminent businessmen, announced
his plan to create of ‘constellation of states’ mdwlosely to South Africa by ‘joint
planning and action, as well as the pooling of veses.’” (Carter, 1985, p.45) This was
supposed to be South Africa’s solution to povertg anderdevelopment in the region
and was envisaged to include South Africa and R$iad¢he SACU states — Botswana,
Lesotho and Swaziland — and the four ‘independBantustans as separate nations —
Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Venda and Ciskei. Tha teonstellation’ was purposefully
used in order to ward off any fear that this orgation would be closer to a solar system
with smaller countries rotating around South Afri¢dowever, no clear institutional
infrastructure was formulated. (Tostensen, 198221). The South African proposal was
flatly rejected by all independent Southern Africstates, including the members of
SACU. ‘The main bone of contention for these statas that accepting the “homelands”
as partners would make these “presentable” as ghelr; acceptance would therefore
ultimately be tantamount to their accepting the tBoAfrican policy of apartheid.’
(Zehender, 1983, p.10) If CONSAS was not at thecof the idea of SADCC, it did
precipitate its establishment. At the 1980 Lusaken®@it, President Kaunda of Zambia
declared that SADCC was formed as a response td&Gtheh African proposal. The
SADCC was thus established as the economic pilfathe anti-colonial and anti-
apartheid struggle of the region. It is notably tois reason that the Southern African
liberation movements, namely the South West AfReaple’s Organisation (SWAPO) of
Namibia, the African National Congress (ANC) ana tRan-Africanist Congress of

Azania of South Africa were welcomed by SADCC asestsers.

(1994) Allies in adversity. The Frontline States in Southéfrican Security 1975-1993\thens, Ohio
University Press.
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Furthermore, the independence of Zimbabwe actea astalyst for the creation of
SADCC on two counts: it lifted the burden of waorfr the economies of the FLS and it
brought the entire independent transport network @gstions for improving it within the
reach of the FLS. ‘As the hub of the transportanetwork north of the Limpopo River,
Zimbabwe was the key to the success of any serodleavor to promote economic
liberation from South Africa.” (Khadiagala, 19942p5) Moreover, the Southern African
countries relied more and more on interstate coasud mechanisms that had gradually

expanded between them. (Khadiagala, 1994, p.220)

The analysis focused until now on the regional dyisa. However, some scholars argue

that the push for the creation of SADCC came framsiode. Far from being solely an

initiative of the FLS, Western countries, and speally the United States, offered ‘a

kind of “Marshall Plan”.’ (Tostensen, 1982, Aminadt, 1987)
‘These initiatives date back to April 1976 whenlldawing MPLA’s victory in
Angola, special national security adviser to the® Bresident Richard Nixon,
Henry Kissinger, made a speech in Lusaka statiagttle USA supported self-
determination and majority-rule in southern Afrieayd adding that massive aid
would be made available by the USA as part of @didt programme to solve the
‘Rhodesian problem’. [...] Under Jimmy Carter furtteemcrete steps were taken
to give substance to rather vague policy statementslate 1978 USAID
commissioned a number of fairly detailed studiescassing a wide range of
issues, the purpose of which being the formulattdna comprehensive and
coherent aid policy for the region as a whole.’ffBmsen, 1982, p.93)

In this perspective, Tostensen noted the coincieleriche US initiative and that of the

FLS. However, along the same line of thought, @lg worth noticing that 1980 was the

163



year the OAU announced the Lagos Plan of Actioh ¢naouraged the principle of sub-
regional economic cooperation as building blocsdarontinental economic union and
1981 was the year of the creation of the Prefeakmtiade Area for Eastern and Southern
Africa (PTA), the predecessor of COMESA. (Oosthniz2006, p.61) While a direct link
between the US project and the creation of SADC&bmewhat difficult to convincingly
establisH? it was nevertheless true that ‘the SADC idea hesnbdependent on the
blessings of imperialism in general.” (Amin et a987, p.8) The EEC notably also
encouraged the concept of economic liberation tjinowhe creation of regional
organisations. The promise of support of the Noodigntries that later signed in 1986 a
Nordic-SADCC agreement and of the European Commuthiait contributed 3,200
million Eco from 1975 until 1990 (Holland, 1995266) proved essential. ‘Without EC
and other international support SADCC would havenbstillborn.” (Holland, 1995,
p.265) As the first ten years of SADCC made cldapendence on aid was a key feature
of the organisation. While international donors Imtigave had a say in the creation of
SADCC, the structure it adopted was definitely usficed by past regional and

continental experiences.

The original structure of SADC

The actual structure that was adopted for SADCC matsinfluenced by the political
concerns of international donors, but seemed te feeen based on lessons learnt from
similar experiences within the region and withire tAfrican continent at large. The
structure of SADCC had two rather unique charasties: it had no formal agreement

and it was a functional organisation. Faithful toradominantly realist approach, member

*4 Formerly classified US documents in the Digitakibaal Security Archive, “South Africa: The Making
of US Policy, 1962-1989” do not corroborate Tosger's argument.
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states preferred low grade institutionalism witenaall and weak regional organisation,
thus preserving their sovereignty, a structure equitpical of many early regional

organisations.

SADCC cooperation would be ‘built on concrete pectgeand specific programs rather
than on grandiose schemes and massive bureaudnstitutions.” (Statement by
President Khama of Botswana as SADCC Chairman inl A®80. Thompson, 1985,
p.105) This approach came to be emblematic of SADE very fact that SADCC was
called a conference rather than an organisatican @mmunity was a clear indication of
the informal nature of the agreement and the loftser of cooperation privilege®. Just
as no formal agreement underpinned the establishaig¢he FLS, no formal treaty was

signed to create SADCC.

The not so indirect critique of other regional agaments across the continent was
obvious. (Zehender, 1983, p.8) The experience efEhst African Community (EAC)
that had ceased to exist in 1977 was brought toéigetiating table by one of its former
members, Tanzania. The free trade model adoptethdof=AC had had a polarisation
effect between its member states, with Tanzania dganda perceiving Kenya as the
only one benefiting from the trade community. Swah approach was avoided by
SADCC whose aim was not to create a large markgtromoting trade and industry but
rather to provide immediate benefits to its memtmintries by cooperation in projects

and programs.

%5 There are many examples of this in other regiaghnizations such as the CSCE (Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe) or APEC (Asaaific Economic Cooperation).
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While the EAC was probably seen as a counter-examphile the Mozambique-
Tanzania Permanent Commission is considered atdorecursor of SADCC. It was
‘referred to as the model of agreement in sevefdhe® SADCC papers.” (Thompson,
1985, p.276) Formed in 1976, the Mozambique-Tamzadommission decided to
collaborate in specific areas: education and oejtagriculture and natural resources,
trade and finance, communications and transpoct, &tcording to Thompson, there
were similar terms of cooperation between the Mdzguoe-Tanzania Commission and
SADCC:

a) ‘political experience as the basis of economic at,co

b) transformation of the colonial infrastructure amtbaial patterns of exchange;

c) reduction of competition within the area,

d) rationalisation and complementarity of industry;

e) coordination of national development plans.’ (Thamp, 1985, p.279)
Compared to the EAC, priority was given to simpderclination of national development

plans rather than supra-national projects.

Institutionally, SADCC had three major governingdles: the Summit, the Council of
Ministers, and the Standing Committee of Officiedlade up of Permanent Secretaries.
The Summit, composed of the Heads of State or Govents of all the member states,
was the supreme body of SADCC responsible for #wernl direction and control of
activities. (Memorandum of Understanding of the tBetn African Development
Coordination Conference adopted at the Summit Mgan Salisbury on 20 July 1981)

They elected every year among themselves a chairifenSummit met at least once a
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year and took its decisions by conserf§uEhe Council of Ministers, consisting of one
minister from each member state, was responsiblgn&overall policy, coordination and

supervision of the activities of SADCC. (TostensE®82, pp.105-106)

The creation of a secretariat was not envisagefirsat Botswana had volunteered to
undertake certain secretarial functions and wagdakein that by a London-based Liaison
Committee that consisted of High Commissioners/Aamibassadors of SADCC posted in
London or to the EEC in Brussels. This was agaiclear sign of the importance of
international donors for SADCC. Due to the incregsiadministrative burden, a
Permanent Secretariat was established in Gabonahdy 1982. SADCC seemed to have
learnt a historical lesson and steered clear froprasnational institutions in the spirit of
Nkrumah but also from informal regionalisation \Wpontaneous social forces such as

markets.

But the Secretariat was only the second permanstitution set up by SADCC, the first
one being the Southern African Transport and Comaations Commission (SATCC)
headquartered in Maputo. This sectoral commisssrthe first permanent institution of
SADCC, highlighted the priority given to transpartd communications. Each member
state was assigned responsibility for a specifatgeand was supposed to put together
project proposals that would then be approvedatCbuncil or Summit level. (See Table
4.1 below) The functioning of SADCC organs and @ctg was carried out by national
officials. In the words of Mr. Emang Maphanyanetloé Botswana Ministry of Finance,
‘SADCC work is national work.” (Quoted in CarterQ85, p.66) The logic behind this

decentralised approach was based on the assuntptibrtertain countries had special

“6 Consensus means both general agreement and ‘godidarity in sentiment and in belief,” and thus is
somewhat less demanding than unanimity that mebes;d of one mind.” (See Merriam Webster
Dictionary, www.m-w.con)
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gualifications to propose and manage projects iecifip sectors and on the will to
distribute equitably the burden of work. The tweibacriteria for acceptance as SADCC
projects were ‘an existing foreign exchange gapsifunding, and products that benefit

more than one member state.” (Carter, 1985, p.60)

Country Sector

Angola Energy

Botswana Crop research and animal control
Lesotho Soil conversation and land utilisation
Malawi Fisheries, wild life and forests
Mozambique Transport and communications
Swaziland Manpower development and training
Tanzania Industrial development

Zambia Mining and development funding
Zimbabwe Food security and printing of banknotes

TABLE 4.1: Sectoral responsibility of SADCC couesi

Put in the terminology of regional integration thedSADCC was decidedly a functional
organisation, starting with concrete projects ohnated scale and then developing a
denser web of functional relationships between nmesnskbates with the ultimate goal of

integration.

SADCC was created and based on two rejectiongpmigtof CONSAS and South Africa
but also of previous patterns of regional integratiSADCC, as it was conceived, was
thus at the crossroads: between rejection of ottee of regionalism while displaying
other typical characteristics of African regionaganisations, i.e. respect of sovereignty
but also dependence on foreign aid, a dire nedgdfmme prominent in the early years

of SADCC.
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First challenges and setbacks

In 1980, SADCC was but a declaration of nine Sauthfdrican states. But projects and
actions were soon put in place in the 1980s. Itédwaw had to face an arduous and
unfriendly regional and international environmemtoughout the 1980s as South Africa
stepped up its destabilisation policy and as tlemeaic international environment grew
more difficult for poor indebted countries. The lgayears of SADCC are better
understood from a realist perspective with mostntees focusing on their immediate
national interests and with South Africa presen@ngajor obstacle to the development
of the regional organisation. Its role as hegemas felt economically and militarily by
all Southern African countries. But Third World te=d literature also highlights a key
factor explaining the limited success of SADCC, eanthe fact that the weakness of the
member states were reflected in the regional osgdéion as illustrated by the

organisation’s dependency on external funding gdieak institutional capacities.

From 1980 to 1990: a first balance

In the early years, SADCC had two main activitiéscoordinated sectoral projects and
worked at attracting foreign aid and investmente Tinst significant steps of SADCC
consisted of organising annual conferences witkridtional donors — mainly from
Europe and North America. At its very creation 880, nine bilateral donors took part in
the conference, as well as several multilateraineige such as the World Bank, the
Commonwealth Secretariat, the EEC, the African Dmyeent Bank and the UN

Economic Commission for Africa, as well as other biddies. (Tostensen, 1982, p.96)
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The second summit conference (SADCC2) held in Ndoaam1980 in Maputo was
organised in order to convince international dontrsmake pledges after ‘some 97
projects were listed from rehabilitation and upgngdof the region’s railways to
development of basic industries.” (Pape et al.,02@013) This pledging conference was
not very successful as the Southern African coesitiiere only able to secure a pledge of
$600 million, far from the target of $1.5 billioneeded for the sole transport and
communications sector. (Carter, 1985, p.69) But Mwmdic countries — Denmark,
Finland, Norway and Sweden — did agree to finanue staff the Southern African
Transport and Communications Commission (SATCO)st@nsen, 1982, p.101) The US
privileged a selective country approach and muchit®fpledges were allocated to
Zimbabwe. (Tostensen, 1982, p.136) The organisatigoledging conferences continued
throughout the early 1980s. ‘As a result of projdetvelopment and negotiations, 24
percent ($678 million) of total projects were cortted with $450 million under
discussion by January 1984." (Thompson, 1985, p.B&R overall, contributions from

donor countries have steadily decreased.

The Southern African countries faced the misforttmseek international aid at a time of
world recession with monetary crises in Mexico @razil. This could be a possible
explanation for the limited pledges of support 8ADCC projects. Not only did the
pledges not correspond to SADCC expectations, aunpnt was slow and cumbersome
to obtain. SADCC had obviously to face differemtaincial bottlenecks and bureaucratic
red tapes from the donor countries. This was buotirsor problem as the more serious
reason could possibly have been a deliberate widiigpof funds due to political or other
disagreements with the recipients. ‘The EEC isefaample, known to have had qualms

about financing projects in non-signatories to tlmmé Convention, i.e. Angola and
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Mozambique.’ (Tostensen, 1982, p.99) SADCC triededuce its dependence on South
Africa but soon replaced it by increased dependamcéoreign aid. (Thompson, 1985,
p.282) Not only were funds difficult to obtain bat, the same time, SADCC witnessed a

significant increase in the number of projects.

But soon after its creation, SADCC had to chandes Tate 1980s was the time of the
continental negotiations that would lead to the119%eaty of Abuja and of Structural

Adjustment Programs (SAPs) in six SADCC member twes — Lesotho, Malawi,

Mozambique, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe. (Papé,&000, p.14) The SAPs came
after SADCC member states experienced severe dimwagd economic recession due to
‘the collapse of global primary commodity pricegclining terms of trade, and rising
debt levels.” (Bauer and Taylor, 2005, p.7) Memdtates having lost control over part of
their economy via SAP-imposed privatisations becanweeasingly unable to pursue
sectoral coordination that supposed a stronger gbline state in the economy. These
domestic changes were soon reflected at the |I6V@RABDCC by the end of the 1980s and

the African regional organisation started to sloabandon its original functional model.

As seen above, the success of SADCC was limiteditam@s forced to adapt to the
rapidly changing international environment. Not yorthad the organisation some
difficulties in raising funds and implementing peojs, but its overarching aim of
reducing dependence on South Africa was not rea@®BCC not only failed to achieve
its aim of reducing dependence on South Africadigm was plagued with other problems

rather typical of African regional organisations.
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Challenges from within and from without

SADCC failures are to a certain extent mainly aashton the structural weakness of

member states being mirrored by the regional osgdioin.

First, SADCC was heavily dependent on external ifugpdthus limiting its autonomy.

According to the Africa Institute, 90% of total s came from international donors.
(Cilliers, 1995, p.9) Due to the ebb and flow ofndo interest, the organisation was
underfunded, a condition that was in no way mad&upy the member states that often

failed to pay their membership fees. (Hughes, 2p0)

Second, these limited resources had an impact ennthnagement of SADCC that
apparently had ‘an unenviable reputation for podratsgic planning, poor
communication, slow decision making.” (Hughes, 20@330) The Secretariat was
deliberately kept small and did not have sufficimgources to perform its task. Most of
the management was fragmented into up to twenty difierent sectors resulting in
organisational inertia, especially as the task ahaging the sectoral projects fell onto
already heavily burdened national officials. (Mala898b, p.2) Management was not the
only issue as the disparity in resources betwekardnt countries meant disparate results

between sectors. (Hughes, 2003, p.30)

Third, not only was management inefficient but samgue that the structure of SADCC
itself was the source of significant problems andiles. The decision-making process by
consensus severely limited the capacity of actioBADCC. This meant in practice that

member states agreed on the lowest common denamitifihroughout its 13 years of
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existence, SADCC allowed the pace and intensitsegional cooperation to be dictated
by the speed of the laggards.’ (Tsie, 1996, p.863 Timited form of cooperation proved

also limited in its results with priority being @ to national interests.

Fourth, the economic relations between SADCC merstaes were far from seamless.

There were trade related disputes throughout tB8<4.9
‘These included the dispute between Botswana amdb@bwe over the local
content of textile manufacturing, attempts by Tamaao impose high harbour
handling tariffs on Zambian goods exported on tlaaZBm line, the failure of
Zimbabwe to renew a hydroelectricity purchasingeagrent with Zambia and the
dispute between Zimbabwe and Mozambique over theald pipeline tariffs.’
(Mills, 1995, p.4)

Furthermore, the impact of SADCC projects on thenemic development of its member

states was deemed to be only marginal. (ChimanikBez, p.6)

Above all, SADCC was unable to lessen the deperaehthe Southern African states on
South Africa as it remained the dominant econonti loo terms of size and trade flows.
(Ahwireng-Obeng and McGowan, 1998) Southern Affex@ed a unique challenge as the
regional hegemon was not trying to bring the regagether like Nigeria with ECOWAS,
but was effectively sabotaging the SADCC projeciutf Africa’s regional policy had as
its goal to ‘ensure the survival of white rule.’gM, 1987, p.178) In order to achieve this

goal, it applied both economic carrots and ‘miiitasticks.

On the incentives side, South Africa was successfuthaintaining a certain degree of

economic ties with its Southern African neighbouwlsspite the collapse of the CONSAS
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project. It first benefited from the already existiregional organisations, the Common
Monetary Area that constituted a powerful politeoenomic linkage between South
Africa, Lesotho and Swaziland. (Maasdorp and Whies1992, p.177) SACU was also
another way of influencing Botswana, Lesotho an@8land as South Africa could offer
to change the SACU revenue distribution formuldawvwour of the BLS states. Economic
cooperation within the Southern African region atsatinued through more informal and
bilateral means. (Mills, 1995, p.3) Strikingly, t&®uth African Department of Foreign
Affairs had an entire division responsible for waly affairs, an unusual characteristic
that highlights the importance of infrastructure $outh Africa’s relation with its
neighbours. (Tostensen, 1982, p.124) South Afriea apt at exploiting the tensions of
SADCC member states but also their greater or letesgree of dependence on the South
African economy: the greater the dependence, $g\&ulent the anti-apartheid stance.
The most conservative and dependent countries atawi and Swaziland while the
more radical ones like Angola and Mozambique weogenoutspoken. (Tostensen, 1982,
pp.117-118) Thus, South Africa was able to mainigsneconomic dominance of the
region, despite its own economic problems suchhaseasing international sanctions in
January 1986 with the US Congress passing the Gdmapsive Anti-Apartheid Act. The
South African economy was weakened, but was kelldominant economy of the region

with a high impact and pull for its neighbours.

On the sticks’ side, South Africa also waged afleliged ‘destabilisation policy’ against
its neighbours. During the 1980s, the South Africailitary and security establishments
exerted a significant influence on the regionaligyl ‘It was a time when our rare
dealings in foreign affairs “ranged from the unmemable to the illicit” (to paraphrase

exiled South African author, Christopher Hope).’a®édorp and Whiteside, 1992, p.179)
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The destabilisation policy was triggered by thecwlal victory of Robert Mugabe in
Zimbabwe and took different forms. The two interted conflicts of Angola and
Namibia soon dominated the regional scene. BuSthgh African military interventions
were not limited to these conflicts as it also @&l Zambia and Botswana. Throughout
the 1980s, South Africa accused SADCC states ofigirgy bases for the ANC and
financed commando raids attacking new SADCC raibvand other infrastructures
including oil pipelines and storage tanks. If naedtly sending troops as in December
1982 when it launched an air attack against théalagf Lesotho, South Africa acted by
proxy by financing Jonas Savimbi’'s UNITA (Natioriahion for the Total Independence
of Angola) in Angola and RENAMO (Mozambican NatibResistance) in Mozambique.
The attacks on Angola hampered the country’s dmmtion to SADCC energy resources
with its abundant oil. The attacks in Mozambiquaed to cut off SADCC vital transport

links to its ocean ports, Nacala, Beira and Map(@arter, 1985, p.47)

Violence subsided a little in 1984 following thegrsature of the N’Komati Non-
Aggression Pact between Mozambique and South Afeieah government pledged that
it would no longer provide sanctuary and supparthe organisations attacking the other.
But elements within the Southern African securgyablishment continued their support
to RENAMO. (Maasdorp and Whiteside, 1992, p.180)or8% after, Swaziland
announced it had entered the same type of agreemitbnouth Africa two years earlier.
(Carter, 1985, p.48) However, Lesotho and Botswegfased to enter in similar
agreements even though Lesotho’s position was cpéatly vulnerable as it was

embedded in South African territory.
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After 1988, South Africa seemed to have realiseat its earlier policy hadctually

weakened its position regionally and domesticalty.hence adopted a policy that
recognised the limits of South African power anlieckon non-violent policies, such as
diplomacy and economic cooperation. This changkeafrt of South Africa occurred at
the time of the early negotiations that would léadhe end of apartheid in South Africa,

a radical change in the region that would also ghahe face of SADCC.

From conference to community

The transformation of SADCC into the Southern AdricDevelopment Community took

place in two major stages. The first step, takerl992, led to the renaming of the
organisation and its enlargement to Namibia andiSéfrica, the last two states of the
region to overcome white minority rule. The new coamity announced at this time its
intention to tackle security and governance isstlibg section first puts the decision to
transform SADC in a wider regional and internatiocantext. It analyses what were the
key factors leading to the establishment of a ned/r@formed SADC. It was changes at
the regional level that triggered the transformatmf the Southern African regional

organisation but these changes were themselveagstranfluenced and enabled by

changes within the global structure of internatlae#ations, namely the end of the Cold
War. This illustrates the fact that the regionad amternational levels cannot be analysed
independently. While security and governance issue® first mentioned as early as
1992, the implementation of this new mandate tosdry of negotiation and the adoption
of further protocols and institutions. These depaients in the later 1990s described

below were a painstakingly slow process that rassa&ral important theoretical issues
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that will be outlined in the following section beéobeing analysed further in chapters 5

and 6.

Between end of the Cold War and end of apartheid

The end of the Cold War and of apartheid genergtedt expectations of peace, stability
and development among Southern African countrigs. Heads of State and Government
expressed confidence that recent events such asdiygendence of Namibia and the end
of apartheid in South Africa ‘will take the regioout of an era of conflict and
confrontation, to one of cooperation; in a climafepeace, security and stability. These
are prerequisites for development.’ (SADC, 17 Audi®92a, p.2) Just as the creation of
SADCC was triggered by the independence of Zimbaliwdransformation into SADC
had Namibian independence as a catalyst. But tBé itRlependence of Namibia did not
happen in isolation. 1990 also marked the end ®fGbld War and South Africa’s move

towards democracy and the end of apartheid.

The end of Cold War radically changed the inteoratl and the regional scene. Thanks
to the East-West strategic competition, Southemcah countries had been able to play
one side against the other in order to obtain adgveént assistance. As this leeway was
eliminated by the end of the Cold War, African etafound themselves increasingly
unable to resist the new political conditionalitetached to loans coming from Western
governments. Southern African countries had tojusachot only their overall economic
orientations but also, at least rhetorically, comtaigreater political liberalisation and
democracy. (Tsie, 1996, p.78) The ‘second wave'democratisation linked to the

changes in the international scene passed throagth&n Africa and partly changed the
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rules of the game. The end of the Cold War thusreéctly influenced the orientation
taken by the new SADC. More concretely and as ectliconsequence of the end of the
Cold War, Cuban and South African troops withdreanf Angola. A ceasefire was
reached in Mozambique and democratic elections Wwele for the first time in several
countries. ‘The end of the Cold War brought a pedizedend.” (Martin interview, 30

July 2007)

At the regional level, the transformation of SADGswvalso obviously shaped by the
future of South Africa after the end of aparthendl ahe emergence of democracy in this
country. In February 1990, President de Klerk reaabthe ban on the African National
Congress, the Pan-Africanist Congress and the Sautban Communist Party (SACP)
and released Mandela after twenty-seven years pfisonment. What followed was
more than three years of negotiations principayneen the ANC and the Nationalist
Party. The 1993 interim constitution came into effafter the elections on April 27,
1994. (Bauer and Taylor, 2005, p.246) These signshange in South Africa gave an
even greater impetus to the SADCC reform procdssielant that SADCC had to get
ready to incorporate the new democratic countmgsimidst. (Mills, 1995, p.6) The hope
was that the emergence of a democratic South Afvigald lead to mutually beneficial

and ‘non-hegemonic’ regional relations.

Faced with these changes on the international egidmal scene, member states signed
the Treaty of Windhoek in August 1992 replacing SFD with the Southern African
Development Community. The first obvious radicakhmpe was the transition from
‘coordination conference’ to ‘development commuhnitythe name of the organisation.

The use of the term ‘community’ was far from innocend referred to a desire to
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establish a ‘society of states’ that have commaeoerasts, values and norms binding them
together. (See Bull, 1977) The hope here was farganised community able to face the
deep-seated political, economic and military chragks of the region. (Landsberg, 2002,
p.5) The change from ‘development coordination’‘development community’ also
signalled the much broader mandate entrusted toefoemed organisation with the aim
of achieving full economic integration and tradeelalisation. (Mhlongo interview, 1

August 2007)

A new structure was put in place shortly after shgnature of the Windhoek Treaty.
SADC did not undergo radical changes, except ferdteation of a Tribunal to settle
disputes between Member States arising from tlegpretation of the Treaty. (SADC, 17
August 1992b) Just as in SADCC, the Summit wasstipreme authority of SADC and
took its decisions by consensus. The new Treatyl tio address what it considered the
most serious problem in its implementation, i.e. f#act that ‘the decentralised structures
had no clear lines of authority and accountabilitythe implementation of regional
programmes.” (Mandaza and Tostensen, 1994, p.1089)eVWhe project coordination
approach remained, external driving forces presistine reformed organisation to, at
least in theory, focus on regional integration aradie liberalisation. (Schoeman, 2002,
p.6) The international donors were also keen omrams that the region would strive to
mobilise its own resources, potential and capaityer changes could be witnessed in
the modus operandi of the new SADC. The Treaty bigtgrovided for imposing
sanctions on any of its member states which ‘peensily fails, without good reason, to
fulfil obligations under this Treaty.” (SADC, 17 Aust 1992b, Article 33) This provision
was drafted to cater to the need of achieving gregfficiency and coordination within

SADC.
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In its new form, SADC grew to reach fourteen merab@&he original ten members that
signed the 1992 Windhoek Treaty — Angola, Botswaesotho, Malawi, Mozambique,
Namibia, Swaziland, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabweere soon joined by South
Africa in 1994, Mauritius in 1995, the DRC in 19@nd Madagascar in 2005. The
presence of South Africa within SADC enhanced tlesirdbility for other states to
belong to SADC at the expense of other regionalgirgs. SADC was seen as an area of
prosperity thanks to the vigour and strength of Swaith African economy and other
smaller or weak countries such as Mauritius, Madegiaand DRC joined in a desire to
bandwagon and reap some mainly economic benefitguably, these states, minding

their national interest, followed a realist logiz foining SADC.

Despite a new security and governance agenda, SAMCnot neglect its original
economic mandate. In 1995, SADC signed for the fime a binding agreement: the
Protocol on ‘Shared Water Course Systems.” The ryesr, demands for increased
liberalisation were met in Maseru in 1996 by thet®&col on Free Trade, an agreement to
achieve a free trade area in the region withinteyglars. The implementation was much
slower than expected as it was only ratified int8eyper 2000. (Schoeman, 2002, p.6)
Progress was also slow on another major SADC emdeav he negotiations about a
protocol ensuring the free movement of people intlsern Africa started in July 1993,
but it was only in August 2005 that a Protocol be Facilitation of the Movement of

Person in SADC was finally approved. (Williams, 800.7)

The Treaty of Windhoek formalised three major cleentp SADCC: SADC includes the

regional hegemon; beyond cooperation, the aim & negional integration and the
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mandate of SADC extends to the security and govnemapheres. (Nathan, November
2004) ‘For it [SADC] to be a living organ, it neettshave two legs: an economic and a
political leg.” (Maundi interview, 19 June 2007) i$hnew interest in security and

governance issues was reflected in the state olgeadf the organisation. (See table 4.2

below)

Regional economic development and integration| Political, Defence and Security Cooperation

Achievement of development and economic growth  &iah of common political values, systems and
institutions
Promotion of collective self-reliance and Promotion and defence of peace and security

interdependence

Achievement of complementarity

Maximisation of employment and utilisation of
natural resources

Protection of environment

Consolidation of historical, social and culturalks
among the people of the Region

TABLE 4.2: Objectives of SADC (SADC, 17 August 1892rticle 5)

The change from SADCC to SADC was influenced bgehiactors: the end of the Cold
War and apartheid, but also the real transnatipradlems and challenges that needed to
be addressed at the regional level. To summahgeend of the Cold War had a three-
pronged impact on the Southern African regionedt 1o an increased marginalisation of
the region and of Sub-Saharan Africa in generallett to the second wave of
democratisation. Finally, it also led to fewer dam$ but not to the eradication of all
conflicts in the region. The USSR stepped out efriégion but this did not eliminate the
causes of conflict. The region then had to stepl've successful end of apartheid also
played a crucial role in pushing for the transfatioraof SADCC into SADC. Indeed, the
prospects would have been quite different had Séifitica collapsed into civil war, as
seemed likely at times during the transition peridde end of apartheid and the South

African membership in SADC forced its neighboursltastically reconsider their foreign
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policy towards South Africa and to re-assess thstieg regional security complex, a
change that was reflected in the SADC treaty. Alffactor that should not be forgotten
is the fact that member states shared objectivenraminterests that would be better
addressed at the regional level: exacerbated povew rates of economic growth, food

insecurity, the need for infrastructure as welgkbalisation.

All these potential factors point convincingly twa different IR theories and less
convincingly to another school of thought. The cleapact that the structural changes at
the global level had on the regional organisatiod the role great powers played, if
indirectly, are strongly supporting a neo-realistl aealist interpretation. On the other
hand, the existence of objective common interegpparts a liberal argument. Finally,
the impact of the end of apartheid entailed twoamehanges for South Africa: it became
a democracy and its hegemony within the region ibecacceptable, if not immediately
legitimate. As a consequence, theories focusinthenmportance of the internal regime
of states — ‘democracies do not behave like dicthtps in their foreign policy’ — cannot
be ignored. It is however difficult to separate #ffects of the democratisation of South
Africa from the change in threat perception by iteighbours. Overall, whether
democratic or not, the role of the regional hegestdhremains predominant in the early
1990s and later throughout the definition of theusky and governance mandate of

SADC.

Birth pains of an emerging security organisation

The institutional transformation and evolution oA3BC was initiated in 1992 and

continued in earnest throughout the 1990s and e2090s. This section focuses
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particularly on the reform of SADC institutions atite expansion of its mandate to
security and governance. It is necessary to redtenmultiple and sometimes confusing
steps taken by the regional organisation befordysing the motivations of SADC

member states in the following section.

At the birth of SADC in 1992, while a desire to aslsk security and governance issues
was clearly expressed in the founding treaty, mbitutions had been created to address
these issues. The political and security affairgshef region were still dealt with at the
level of the FLS and more specifically within thetdr-State Defence and Security
Committee (ISDSC), created in 1983 under the a&fgid.S. The FLS as such dissolved
itself on 30 July 1994 to ‘become the political aseturity wing of SADC,’ (Quoted in
Malan, 1998a, p.1) while the ISDSC persisted ansl @ganded to include South Africa,
Lesotho, Malawi and Swaziland. (Mills, 1995, p.M@anwhile, SADC was exploring its
options. (Cawthra, 1997, p.10) Between 1992 and419% role of the Secretariat in
proposing policy options was especially importanthwfor instance a July 1994
Workshop on ‘Democracy, Peace and Security’ congboske Ministers of Foreign
Affairs, Defence, Security and Police, as well adipmentarians and representatives of
political parties. (Mills, 1995, p.9) It advocatad approach that went beyond traditional
military security to include human security. (SADI®93, Nathan, 2006) Its role declined

after that.

The need to have a working and efficient institatio charge of security and governance
issues within SADC was made clear early on Aug@84iwhen Lesotho was the victim
of military coup. It soon returned to democracyldaling pressures of South Africa,

Botswana and Zimbabwe under the auspices of th&(S[PCawthra, 1997, p.32) But the
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need to be able to address these crises at treneddevel was clear. In March 1995, the
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs proposeddstablish an Association of Southern
African States (ASAS) independent from the SADCratciat and reporting directly to
SADC Heads of State. It preserved the highly infairmodus operandi of the FLS. This
proposal was however soon buried, in part becafig@eoreluctance of Zimbabwe’s

Mugabe. (Cilliers, 1995, pp.12-13)

The task was not left at that and the SADC summBlantyre in 1996 announced the
creation of the SADC Organ on Politics, Securityd ddefence (OPDS) that would
incorporate the existing ISDSC and conserve therinél nature of ASAS. The Organ
would operate at a summit level independent of o8&DC structures, as well as at
ministerial and technical levels. (Cawthra, 199e§&terman and Kornegay, 2000, Fisher
and Ngoma, 2005, Malan and Cilliers, 1997, Mala®98h, Landsberg, 2002, Nathan,
2006) The SADC Organ had three operational comastte

- the Inter-State Politics and Diplomacy Committ€gRDC);

- the Inter-State Defence and Security Committee 8Sp) and

- the Committee of Chiefs of Defence Staff. (Fisheadt Algoma, 2005, p.4)
Robert Mugabe became the first chair of the Orgafiive years, until 2001 when he was
forced to give it up. (Solomon and Ngubane, 2003) Blagued by a variety of problems,
the OPDS never became properly operational dueppmosing viewpoints about the
content and extent of the organisation’s new sgcand governance agenda. The 1996
announcement of the OPDS was just that, an annmerdelt lacked a legal instrument —
protocol — setting out its tasks, responsibilitisl the scope of its powers. (Hammerstad,

2005, p.79, Nathan, 2006, p.609)
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Soon thereafter, SADC decided to launch a reviewtled operations of SADC
institutions. (SADC Secretariat, April 2001) Membsates pursued the restructuring
process of SADC institutions. In 2001, they agreedhe following:
- Centralisation of operations at the Secretariat;
- Grouping of the 21 sectors into five main clusters,
o Politics, Defence and Security,
o Trade, Industry, Finance and Investment,
o Infrastructure and Services,
o Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources, and
o Social and Human Development;
- Development and approval of the Regional IndicaBtrategic Development Plan
(RISDP) and Strategic Indicative Plan of the Or{@aiO); and
- Establishment of SADC National Committees (SNCgdordinate the SADC
programmes and activities of individual memberestat
The restructuring of SADC also changed the fundaigthe organisation with the
adoption of a new formula based on the ability @mber states to pay their dues and
their per capita GDP. Previously, the fee was satftat rate of US$800,000 per country
per year. (Games, 2002, p.34) This reform of SADSlitutions was the achievement of

the movement first outlined in the 1992 treaty.

Despite these reforms, the SADC Secretariat remaeng weak today. Member states
deliberately entrusted limited powers to the Secrat (Malin interview, 23 July 2007)

This is quite understandable as 60% of SADC budgetes from donor¥. Garth Le

“"If one looks at the outlook budget for 2007/8,mieer states are expected to contribute 39%, wisile i
international partners are expected to put in 61IMOGAE, F. G. (17 August 2006) Remarks by the
President of the Republic of Botswana on the Oocctasf the Official opening of the SADC Summit of
Heads of State and Government Maseru, Kingdom séth®.
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Pere and Khabele Matlosa refer to the fact thaenmoexpected from SADC while at the
same time it is not given the means to do so aDGSAchizophrenia.” (Le Pere and
Matlosa interview, 19 July 2007) The SADC Secretais a technical body. (Maundi

interview, 19 June 2007) While it was able in thalye 1990s to propose different
reforms, it was later left out of several negotia§, including the crucial ones on political
and security issues. (South African official, 8yJB008) The Secretariat also suffers from
numerous managerial woes — just like the ECOWAS @msion —, thus seriously

impacting its work performance. ‘The SADC Secrethris small, bureaucratic and
politically weak. It has little power or resourcés implement or enforce regional
decisions. SADC decisions are made strictly by ensgs. This has led the annual
Summit meetings to function as a talking club falitcal leaders, and not as a
supranational decision-making organ.” (Hammersta@05, pp.72-73) The SADC

Secretariat also has a human resources problenaditdifficulties in 2007 filling high

level posts. The posts for South African citizeresrzot filled as candidates can find more
competitive salaries and a better location thanoBate. (Senior Western Diplomat to
Botswana interview, 30 July 2007) Also, just likeECOWAS, SADC suffers from ‘the

syndrome of the travelling Secretariat’ as the giem of SADC staff members is based
on UN rates, thus offering a good complementarypnme. (Martin interview, 30 July

2007, Mduller-Glodde interview, 24 July 2007) Beyotite problem of absenteeism,
SADC staff has been drastically reduced in recesdrs. In 2001, 350 people were
working on SADC issues in all the member statestmal units. With the restructuring, a
leaner structure was put in place. In 2007, frord @f to 160 positions were approved,
support staff included. The Secretariat now hasemesponsibility but only one third of
the people. (Muller-Glodde interview, 24 July 200Me lack of competent staff is

especially striking in the section in charge ofvggng the SADC Organ that consists
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only of three professionals who have to go meetimgugh meeting. (Orbon interview,
25 July 2007) The SADC Secretariat is not the ombak institution as the SADC
National Committees that were supposed to be thenof the Secretariat at the national
level (Muller-Glodde interview, 24 July 2007) pravéo be empty bureaucratic shells
with no sense of ownership. (Le Pere and Matloserview, 19 July 2007, Mdller-

Glodde interview, 24 July 2007)

It also took some time to give shape to the secarid governance mandate of SADC.
While OPDS as a structure was pretty much an estmil, SADC countries did organise
in 1997 a SADC peacekeeping exercise ‘Blue HungweZimbabwe in 1997 and a
follow-up exercise ‘Blue Crane’ in 1999 in Southrigé. In 1999 in Swaziland, the
ISDSC decided that SADC would create a brigade-pe&cekeeping force over five
years. (Fabricius, 2002, p.41) The Protocol ontiésliDefence and Security Cooperation
was adopted only in August 2001 in Maputo. It ezdlemto force after ratification in
March 2004. The SADC Organ was renamed the SADG®Oon Politics, Defence and
Security Cooperation (OPDSC) and became an intggmalof SADC. The OPDSC had
three main goals:
‘first, to address human security needs in Soutl#énca during intra- and inter-
state conflicts and general political instabilisecond, to advance a common
regional foreign policy, political cooperation, arémocracy; and third, to
respond to sub-regional conflicts through peacentpkipeacekeeping, or
peacebuilding measures.’ (Bekoe, 2002, p.5)
The protocol combines the traditional military apgeh to security and human security in
the same document. It addresses concerns aboutegmtg and ‘posits the threat of

military invasion by a foreign power as its maimcern.” (Hammerstad, 2005, p.80)
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Also, the first specific objective, beyond that mfomoting peace and security in the
region is to ‘protect the people and safeguard déeelopment of the Region against
instability arising from the breakdown of law andder, intra-state conflict, interstate
conflict and aggression,” a human security goalpodmoting long term peace and
stability within states. (SADC, 14 August 2001, i8le 2, paragraph 2(a)) In 2004, a five-
year program, the Strategic Indicative Plan for@rgan (SIPO) was adopted in order to
operationalise the OPDSC. While on paper, humanrggavas listed as the first of (too)

many objectives, some argue that ‘so far, SADC s$lemwved this balance [between
military and human security] towards traditionallitary security.” (Hammerstad, 2005,

p.81)

It is again this concern for interstate militarysgety that led to the adoption in 2003 by
the Heads of State and Government of a Mutual RefdPact in Dar Es Salaam.
Following intense debates, the Defence Pact wasredtdown. The draft version stated
that ‘an armed attack against a State Party skeatldnsidered a threat to regional peace
and security and such an attack shall be met witimadiate collective action by State
Parties.” (SADC, 23 August 2002, Quoted in Hamnaets005, p.81) The final pact
stated that ‘each State Party shall participateuich collective action in any manner it
deems appropriate,” (SADC, 26 August 2003, Art@)ehus leaving each member state
free to react — or not — to a military attack orother member state. This could be
interpreted as a way to preserve state soveremmiythe individual decision power of
member states by rejecting any automaticity inrdeetion required following a military
attack. Despite the weakness of the Pact, theyrtmless decided to announce the
creation of a SADC peacekeeping brigade in Augu$i72to contribute to the AU’s

standby capacity for peace support operations enctntinent. For now, the SADC
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Brigade only exists on paper. Just like ECOWASytheed to overcome problems of
compatibility, communications and logistics anddes not have a permanent état major

unlike ECOWAS. (Fabre interview, 2 August 2007)

Overall, it took more than ten years to provide SAith the necessary tools — both
institutional reform and protocols — to implememé tmandate that was first entrusted to
the regional organisation in 1992. The followingldast section attempts to understand

why it took so long — compared to ECOWAS - to retdui$ point.

The long road toward security and democracy

On paper, SADC has set up a strong and impressa&h&n African security
architecture that consists of the Protocol on RslitDefence and Security Cooperation of
August 2001, a Mutual Defence Pact of August 208 @ Organ on Politics, Defence
and Security Cooperation whose role is to implenteat 2001 Protocol and the 2003
Defence Pact. But, in reality, the emergence of SA&» a security organisation was
bedevilled throughout the years by acrimonious wisp between member states about
the content and extent of its new security and gaee agenda. ‘There are two key
lines of division: between pacific and militarisppoaches to regional security, and
between democratic and authoritarian orientatigidathan, 2006, p.606) These tensions
among member states are the result of differergathperceptions, differing national
interests and an ‘absence of common values,” (MatB@06, p.614) among which the
lack of a strong commitment towards democracy atrégional level. The reasons behind
the differing visions of security and democracy amonember states can refer back to

several schools of thought, among which realisnt, &80 constructivism due to the
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absence of common values. Constructivism also Wirde analysis to look inside the
black box of the state to determine whether denmbesaand autocracies act alike.
Finally, the differences between SADC member statest beyond mere vision or
opinion and led to conflicts over military intervems and to policy paralysis, notably

over Zimbabwe.

Differing visions of security and democracy

SADC throughout the 1990s was sharply divided otrex issue of security and

governance and two opposing poles soon emergedswitificantly different visions for

the regional organisation and the role it shoul/ph security and governance matters. A
word of caution is called for here as SADC memliates are highly sensitive about the
confidentiality of their internal debates, espdgiah security issues, and finding reliable
information about each country’s position can beneahat arduous. Nevertheless,
corroborating accounts can help us outline theftllowing schematic positions as ideal

types. (Hammerstad, 2005, p.70)

On the one hand, SADC was to be entrusted withdittonal collective defence mandate
against external and internal enemies focusing ditang and regime security. The

inclusion of internal enemies is especially sigrafit as leaders facing rebellions — as in
the DRC — were thus able to call on fellow SADC rbemstates to assist them in
suppressing these armed challenges to their holdoarer. (David, 1998) Seen from a
different angle, many democracy and human rightiwiats saw such a provision as a
way for dictators to help each other stay in powéis traditional military common

security approach championed by Zimbabwe’s Muga®ens to have the preference of
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the majority of Southern African states includingigbla, Namibia and the DRC.

(Fabricius, 2002, p.43)

On the other hand, a common security approach wascated by another group of
states. Common security was understood as a wayéocome mutual animosities and
fears between states and to create and strengtkeehamsms to prevent and resolve
political conflicts, within or between states, bgageful means.” (Hammerstad, 2005,
p.70) Such an approach was supported by MandetalthSAfrica along with Botswana,

Mozambique, Mauritius and Lesotho, although witsskr enthusiasm. (Fabricius, 2002,

p.43)

This normative incongruence translated in a legabkle over the SADC Organ and,
arguably in a power struggle between South Afried Zimbabwe ‘and through them a
struggle between the region’s old revolutionaryhautarianism, embodied by the FLS
and Zimbabwe, and the new spirit of democracy aualism, represented mainly by
South Africa’ (Fabricius, 2002, pp.42-43) For So#étiica, the SADC Organ was to be
part and parcel of SADC and answer to the SADC Sumambabwe rejected this

approach and saw it as ‘evidence of persistental@siSouth Africa’s foreign policy ...

to destroy the rich legacy of the FLS.” (Tapfumané&®99b, p.3) Zimbabwe wanted the
Organ to function independently from SADC under epagate and permanent
chairmanship to go to the longest serving HeadtateSi.e. Robert Mugabe himself. The
idea was to keep the flexible and informal basishef FLS. (Malan, 1998b, p.6) It was
also a way for Zimbabwe to maintain at least pathe dominance it had enjoyed before
Mandela reached power in South Africa. The 1996 OPi@ems a clear victory of

Mugabe as the OPDS was in effect separate from SaD@€tures with Mugabe as its
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chair for the first five years. Tensions came tbead the following year at the 1997
SADC Summit in Blantyre. It is reported that Marad#ireatened to resign as chairperson
of SADC. (Tapfumaneyi, 1999b) Perversely, the Ortpeat was supposed to bring SADC
countries together proved to have a divisive efféensions continued throughout the
early 2000s even though the OPDSC was brought tiatcke fold of SADC with the
2001 Protocol. Essentially, the South African viewp had prevailed. For instance, ‘the
right to use force to resolve internal conflictssignificant, according to South African
officials, who say this was not in the first draftisthe Protocol and was included largely
at the insistence of South Africa.” (Fabricius, 200pp.46-47) This shows that
intervention in the internal affairs of a state ldobe supported by states that have
opposing viewpoints — one that would use this @iovi to ensure regime security or
rather the security of a leader in power and amdtire would use it for (hopefully) more
humanitarian purposes. Later, the negotiation ef Mutual Defence Pact was another
source of dissent. Again, member states were dvly/ta agree on the smallest common
denominator and adopted a watered down defence WYé&atering down the Pact was
necessary as member states had already failedoft &donce in 2002. Member states
also disagreed about governance and democracybauod e role SADC should take in

these matters.

It is worth noting that a significant number of laoits tend to gloss over the tensions in
the region and consider SADC as an emerging sgaoihmunity. (Ngoma, 2003, Lund
and Roig, 1999, Soderbaum, 1998, Shaw, 1998, Sk200) But the tensions around the
Zimbabwean crisis seem to qualify this as a premegtidgment. There are different takes
on why such disagreements arose: one focuses goother relations within the region

and points mainly to the contestation by Zimbabw8auth Africa’s regional hegemony;
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(Adebajo and Landsberg, 2003, Cilliers and Mal&96) the other focuses on norms, be
it sovereignty or the absence of common valuesth@a 2006) The first explanation is
realist and interprets the repeated clashes betweababwe and South Africa as a
rebellion by a country that dominated the regiofoteethe end of apartheid and the now
respectable hegemon. Or, seen from the perspeatittee individual, ‘after the end of
apartheid, everybody forgot about Mugabe.’” (Melimeerview, 31 July 2007) However
pertinent, this realist approach is of limited tsexplain the current South African ‘quiet
diplomacy’ towards Zimbabwe. Furthermore, for alista the collective defence
approach within SADC failed because ‘there are ratemal incentives, in the form of
common enemies outside the alliance or a coerodgeiinon within it, to make SADC
policy makers commit to each other’'s defence anvicce the rest of the world that
their commitment is credible.” (Hammerstad, 200584p At the other end of the
spectrum, a constructivist approach highlights thratgress on security issues is very
difficult to obtain in a region that does not shamemmon values. (Le Pere and Matlosa
interview, 19 July 2007, Orbon interview, 25 Jul§0Z) Indeed, Adler and Barnett
identify the ‘existence of common values as the Ispeing for close security
cooperation.” (Adler and Barnett, 1998a, p.4) lhestwords, without common values,
‘states are unable to build trust, develop commolicies, resolve or transcend their
major disputes and act with common purpose inssguation.” (Nathan, 2006, p.606)
Nathan argues this is the case in Southern Affsyond common values and trust,
sovereignty is also a prickly issue as member state reluctant to surrender it to a
security regime that encompasses binding rulese ‘lember states have the power in
their pocket and they want to keep it there.” (Migo interview, 1 August 2007)

Arguably, both realist and constructivist logicsidae used to explain the slow progress
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within SADC. But beyond security, concerns for gseignty also restrict the

development of a democracy and governance mand&abC.

On the democratic and governance front, the roddsatsight seemed to be rather less
bumpy and eventful. The issue was to a certainngxédt aside during the 1990s as the
front stage was occupied by the security issue.SABC Parliamentary Forum (SADC-
PF) was created in June 1996. It later adopted)iil 2he SADC Parliamentary Forum
Norms and Standards to monitor elections. (MashuamgobaScott, 2005, p.32) It is worth
mentioning here that the SADC-PF is considered ARG member states as an inter-
parliamentary organisation totally separate andraarmous from SADC per se and that
the parliamentary forum does not speak in the nai®@ADC. The refusal to recognise
SADC-PF as a bona fide SADC institution can alsoabiebuted to the fact that the
parliamentary forum was substantially funded by W3AUnited States Agency for
International Development) and was thus suspecblfision with the West in order to
impose democracy on SADC countries. (Tungwarar@420.415) Following this logic,
SADC Heads of State and Government adopted, in #u@004, its own SADC
Principles and Guidelines Governing Democratic tdes inspired by the July 2002
OAU/AU Declaration on the Principles Governing Deamradic Elections in Africa. In a
nutshell, the SADC principles and guidelines have fmain components:

» Basic elements for levelling the election playimgd (full participation, freedom

of association, political tolerance, etc. Articlp&agraph 1);

» Creation of SADC Election Observer Missions (SEOKAs}icle 3);

* Guidelines for the observation of elections (Agidl);

* The code of Conduct and rights and responsibilibe SEOMs (Articles 5 and 6);

* Responsibilities of member states holding electi@uticle 7).
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These provisions were severely criticised by cisdciety that feels excluded and
marginalised from SADC proper. (SADC-CNGO (SADC-@oil of NGOs), 14-16
August 2006) SADC being a ‘state-driven institutigMaundi interview, 19 June 2007)
member states were reluctant to build upon theadyreexisting guidelines proposed by
civil society, the SADC Parliamentary Forum normsd astandards or the election
principles developed jointly by the EISA (Electohastitute of Southern Africa) and ECF
(Electoral Commissions Forum) of SADC countriesatidsa, 2005, p.5) Unwilling to be
perceived as rejecting the ‘democratic trend’ fagional organisations, especially as the
AU adopted its principles in 2002, SADC member esatlecided to draw their own
principles. What is striking however is that thaedes outlined in the Protocol are subject
to domestic law and only require observation byuest, i.e. it is necessary for a country
to invite SADC to observe its elections. (HendricR806, pp.53-60) This means that in
the case of a conflict between the SADC princigled domestic law, the latter prevails.
(Matlosa, 2005, p.6) This was clearly expressedhbyZimbabwean Minister of Justice,
Legal and Parliamentary Affairs, Patrick Chinamashp referred to the principles as

merely a political roadmap without a legal fofé¢See chapter 5)

The reason behind the toothless Protocols can dgafound in the absence of common
democratic values among SADC member states. Indbedstate of democracy in the
region is varied. (Tungwarara, 2004) ‘While most[BA states have embraced liberal
democracy, in practice, they are implementing elattpractices that are essentially a
narrower form of liberal democracy.” (Matlosa, 20@51) Angola, Swaziland, the DRC

and Zimbabwe are not democratic and most of therattember states can be described

8 Seehttp://allafrica.com/stories/200411180530
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as democracies in transition with all the limitagothat this entails: limited political
tolerance, especially towards the opposition, agrw executive that parliaments have a
hard time to stand up to and often a limited resfirchuman rights, due process and the
rule of law. According to Freedom House, only M&us and South Africa can be
considered as full-fledged democracies (highestesob 1 for political representation).
Considering these differences, it is hardly sumpgshat SADC member states have some
difficulty agreeing on a common path for the promotof democracy in the region.
Promotion of democracy by SADC can be describedaabridge too far.” (Senior
Western Diplomat to Botswana interview, 30 July 200And even then, their
understanding of good governance is limited totedlas and neglects other areas such as
corruption or civil society relations. (Kaunda intew, 27 July 2007) But disagreement
on norms and treaties did not stop there, memlagesstalso implemented treaties and

protocols based on their own national interests.

Lack of agreement, lack of implementation

The conflicts between member states did not reratitme level of clashing visions or
ideas. They also failed to adopt common positiomgh® different security challenges
arising throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. $hidion analyses SADC reaction or
lack thereof to the main conflicts in the regiommely the Angolan civil war (1992-
2002), the region-wide conflict in the DemocratiegRblic of Congo (DRC) (1996 and
ongoing), the election disputes and mutiny in Likeaoh 1998 and the continued violence
and political and economic crisis in Zimbabwe (2G0@ ongoing), the main bone of
contention or thorn in the side of SADC. There atfeer cases where SADC could have

intervened. Whether a regional organisation inteegeor not is an interesting and valid
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guestion that will be explored further in chapterA® this point, the analysis of SADC
responses to these key conflicts illustrates thek bf consensus does lead, depending on
the case at hand, to lack of implementation ondialy reactions. This seems to vindicate
both a constructivist approach — ‘no trust, no camnsecurity policy’ — and a realist
approach as SADC member states have repeatedlgventd in their neighbours’

internal affairs based on their own national indese

The military interventions in Lesotho and DRC, heeedifferent in nature, size and
intensity, should be seen through the same pristhegsare both ‘SADC interventions.’
The intervention of SADC in Lesotho was triggeregl dontested elections and civil
unrest, albeit not civil war. In the fall of 199Besotho experienced massive unrest in
response to controversial elections in May. Thetelas had been pronounced free and
fair by local and international observers. Nevddbg, the opposition political parties
rejected the results. Opposition protests in thenty intensified, culminating in a
peaceful demonstration outside the royal palacAugust 1998. The unrest generated
over the May election was also followed by a mutivithin the Lesotho Defence Force
(LDF). After a number of violent public demonstoats and open threats of a coup
against Prime Minister Mosisili, South Africa andtBwana decided in September on a
military intervention to bring calm to Lesotho amdeserve the democratic regime.
Tensions with South African National Defence Fotosops were high, resulting in
fighting. The initiative was described as a SAD@maention — ‘SADC fig leaf’ (Southall
and Melber interview, 31 July 2007) — based oncthramunity’s established democratic
principles. By May 1999, the troops had been reggday an advisory team mandated to
help retrain and restructure the LDF. An Interinliti@al Authority (IPA), charged with

reviewing the electoral structure in the countrytedpfor a system of proportional
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representation. Elections were held under this system in May 2002. For the first time,
opposition political parties won significant numbeof seats, and despite some

irregularities and threats of violence, Lesothoezignced its first peaceful election.

The reasons behind the intervention can be questidBouth Africa possessed strategic
as well as normative goals in the Lesotho inteieentHaving a civil war in a
neighbouring state would do nothing to help theneoaic or political climate in South
Africa. Furthermore, with the Lesotho Highlands WfaProject, Lesotho controlled a
crucial source of water for South Africa. South iédr and Botswana were both the
guarantors of Lesotho’s democracy according to% E¥yyreement. They chose to enact it

under the auspices of SADC in order to increaséetffitmacy of this intervention.

The intervention in Lesotho was relatively consa@hstompared to that in the DRC.
There the emergence of two camps within SADC becealea. (Tapfumaneyi, 1999a,
p.23) In May 1997, Laurent Désiré Kabila topplediMtu Sese Seko and seized power.
The new regime was however soon challenged by Kabibrmer allies, Rwanda and
Uganda, in August 1998 with the Rassemblement Qaigypour la Démocratie (RCD -
Congolese Rally for Democracy) launching a rebelimovement. DRC, a recent SADC
member turned to the regional organisation forsé@sce.
‘In his capacity as Chair of the Organ, Mugabe irdrately convened a meeting
in Victoria Falls of heads of state from Angolag tBDRC, Namibia, Rwanda,
Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia. He excluded Soutltafwhich held the Chair
of SADC at the time, because of the tension witktd?ra over the Organ. Mugabe
subsequently referred the matter to an ISDSC nmgetiklarare, at the conclusion

of which he declared that SADC had decided unanstyoto meet Kabila's
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appeal. The following day Zimbabwe, Angola and Namiannounced that they
would deploy troops in the DRC on behalf of SADCheTintervening states
justified the deployment as an act of collectivéfedee against the alleged
invasion of the DRC by Rwanda and Uganda.’ (NatRaog, p.613)
On the other hand, the other SADC countries, Séiftica, Botswana, Mozambique and
Tanzania, were promoting and pursuing a diplomattution. The ‘SADC’ military
intervention was efficient in maintaining Kabila power — before his assassination in
January 2001 — and short-lived at the same tim&nagsla, the DRC, Namibia, Rwanda,
Uganda, Zimbabwe and two rebel movements signetdubkaka agreement in July 1999.
It called for a ceasefire, the withdrawal of foreigrces and an Inter-Congolese Dialogue
among all (Congolese) warring parties. Strikinghdaguite understandably as SADC
member states were part of the conflict, the natjoiis were led by the AU and not
SADC. In February 2000, the UN deployed a peaceakgemission in the DRC that is
still in place today. As a clear indication of tklevision in two camps, before the
signature of the Lusaka agreement, Angola, DRC, ilianand Zimbabwe signed in July
1999 a defence treaty stating that an armed atigaiknst one of the signatories was an
attack against all. (Nathan, 2004, p.17) Nevergglthe SADC Summit rubber-stamped

the two interventions in Lesotho and the DRC givingm regional legitimacy post facto.

The reasons behind the interventions were multifblat protection or promotion of
democracy cannot be one of them and collective ndefeseems a doubtful reason.
Congo’s rich natural (water) and mining resources an obvious attraction for its
neighbours, be it Zimbabwe, its main backer or Naai(Osei-Hwedie interview, 24
July 2007) ‘The intervention was based on gredtaupda interview, 27 July 2007) This

was one possible explanation as Eastern Congo ialagnr mineral resources and there
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had been reports of contracts between Mugabe abdak&imbabwe also most likely
intervened to prop up a friendly regime (regimepsup and to create a diversion from
the internal difficulties faced by President MugaBegola probably intervened to deny
bases to UNITA on the other side of its bordenstefhational Crisis Group, 1998) Just
like the intervention of South Africa and Botswand_esotho, it seems that the military
intervention in the DRC was primarily motivated Itye material interests of the
intervening parties. In both cases, states havavaehas realists and ignored the existing
norm of sovereignty as non-interference and SAD@eneral, except as a rubber stamp

for their actions.

On the contrary, there was and is no interventioBADC in Zimbabwe and very limited
diplomatic pressure on the country. In certainanses, SADC even defends Zimbabwe
from foreign/Western interference. ‘In Luanda dgrisugust 2002, the ISDSC expressed
“serious concern” — not about the Zimbabwean gawemt’'s abuses, but about the
“continued foreign interference in the internala@f of some Member States, especially
Zimbabwe which has embarked on an agrarian refawoess aimed at addressing the
problem of poverty.” (ISDSC (Interstate Defencedeecurity Committee), 7-9 August
2002, Quoted in Fabricius, 2002, p.52) In gen@ADC offers a common front rejecting

international sanctions against Zimbabwe, with B@ftica taking the lead.

The origins of the current Zimbabwean crisis carfdaend in the land issues that have
plagued the country since independence: the whifeulption constituting a small
minority in the country owned a disproportionatarghof the arable lands — exact figures
are disputed. In 2000, Mugabe started compulsorg fadistribution. Land was mainly

used to reward his loyal followers and veterans amé way to distract the population
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from the already unfavourable economic situation tae time. The chaotic
implementation of the land reform led to a sharppdin agricultural exports, the
country’s main source of revenue. This is in tued to a severe currency shortage and
hyperinflation and thus to severe economic hargship 2005, Mugabe launched
‘Operation Murambatsvina,” essentially the wipingt @f slums in different cities with
the idea to promote decent housing for the pomrafihe problem was that new housing
was not ready for the now homeless urban poor. Zbwmle’s current economic and food
crisis has worsened every year and Mugabe ha® aatime time been cracking down on
the opposition. The Zimbabwean crisis is thus twbfd concerns both the economy and

the governance of the country and entails sevdfersg for its population.

A military intervention of SADC in Zimbabwe wouldebvery difficult to justify as
Zimbabwe is not the victim of an aggression by atemal power or in the midst of a
civil war. It is however in the midst of a humanmisn crisis. This could indeed be a legal
anchor to justify an intervention, based on arickeand 11 of the 2001 Protocol on
Politics, Defence and Security Cooperation. Howewgervention on this basegainst
the will of the country is not a well-established norm. réhés also probably no
intervention because no country in the region aw®rsiit is in its national interest to
intervene in Zimbabwe. As had been made clear l3oth® and DRC, sovereignty is

wilfully set aside when countries have a real ies¢iat stake.

Intervention does not seem a viable option and SAD&nber states are unwilling to

break rank4? SADC as an institution of Heads of State and Guwent has repeatedly

9 Indeed, when the Southern African states meefimBADC and despite the existing protocols allowing
intervention, the consensus that emerges is thabwfinterference. SADC as an institution allows thost
conservative opinion to prevail. The Lesotho and@Rterventions, for instance, occurred outside EAD
without prior consultation and under the leaderstiip ‘coalition of the willing.’
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refused to condemn the 2002 and 2005 elections imbawe. ‘In contrast to
international and non-African delegation such as@ommonwealth, Norway and Japan,
all of which pronounced the [2002] election neitlfie nor fair, most of the African
delegations concluded that the election was free fair, with the exceptions of the
Parliamentary Forum and Ghana.” (Tungwarara, 2@419) Similarly, the Election
Observer Mission, mainly supported financially bgug Africa and Mauritius — two
democracies —, found that Zimbabwe’s March 2008teles could be considered free
and fair. Arguably, SADC member states are probablgiding to criticise a fellow
member state and thus set an uncomfortable precagenost of them are themselves not
full-fledged democracies and could be one day am réceiving end of that stick.
(Henwood interview, 2 August 2007) This reactiom @édso be explained by the culture
of solidarity that prevails in the region. (Maundterview, 19 June 2007) Furthermore,
SADC member states have no vital national intei@sto so, the consequences in terms
of refugees and of the reduced SADC budget as datmnot want any of the aid given

being spent in Zimbabwe are still manageable.

Constructivists and realists both bring valid expl#ons to the slow progress of SADC.
Even though in nature, both theories focus on edigiclifferent issues, it seems that both
are needed to have a good understanding of whyrgesghas been so slow in the
development and elaboration of a security and gmarere mandate for SADC. Indeed,
lack of consensus and lack of leadership meanypphecalysis. But SADC member states
are not the only players in town, the analysisuratd now focused solely on the regional

level and it is now time to assess the role ofRBen the Southern African region.
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The disillusionment of the P3

The overall direction of the foreign policies ofakce, the United Kingdom and the
United States described at length in chapter 3ss walid for Southern Africa. This
section focuses on the specific P3-SADC relatio@serall, their role is not as
predominant as in ECOWAS, a fact that can be empthby the greater clout of South
Africa, but also by the lack of political will pegtved by the P3 in SADC. (Chaveas

interview, 23 July 2008)

Limited interest

The overall description of the foreign policy ofet®3 — the United States, the United
Kingdom and France — as ‘constructive disengagem@drman and Sams, 1998)
remains valid for the Southern African region. Titiea of ‘constructive disengagement’
can be understood as the desire of the P3 to asoiduch as possible the involvement of
their own troops in African conflicts while traimgnAfrican forces for peacekeeping. But
the circumstances being rather different, this alWetrend translated into a slightly
different policy. In short, because SADC has a Jamnyted experience in peacekeeping
and has made very little progress in recent ye¢hese is far less involvement by the P3,
with the notable exception of the UK. This is espkg the case with France as it has
historically very little links with countries of Sithern Africa. Southern Africa is not part
of its area of influence in Africa (‘pré carré’}. would be a waste of money to try and
become the leader in the region. (Fabre intervie&ugust 2007) As a case in point, the

French embassy in Gaborone, where the headquaft&&DC are based, has only been
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opened recently. But France is not completely abeérthe region and has extended
RECAMP to Southern African countries. France newverked directly with SADC but
has trained the military personnel of different SADountries and declared itself willing
to assist in the set-up of a SADC Standby Forcee awme progress is made. (Fabre
interview, 2 August 2007) The United States, comsnd) the limited results of SADC in
the security area and the crisis in Zimbabwe, Héeyeml limited assistance to SADC.
Only Botswana and Mozambique, out of the fourteADS countries, have benefited of
the training offered by ACRI or ACOTA. In 2001, Zirabwe stopped paying its debt to
the US and this led to funding restrictions in 2G84t were dictated by the Brooke
Amendment. The Brooke Amendment prohibits assistam@ny country that has been in
default for more than one year on loans funded wtide annual Foreign Operations,
Export Financing and Related Programs Appropriatidnts. (Senior Western Diplomat
to Botswana interview, 30 July 2007) This led tmeky relationship between SADC and
the United States. The US insisting on not progdassistance to Zimbabwe led to the
SADC Secretariat refusing to sign agreements whih rtegional mission of USAID.
Furthermore, the US policy of focusing on pivotéhtes such as South Africa has
backfired in this region. In 2002, the American\B& Members Protection Act (ASPA)
cut off military assistance to state parties of fiernational Criminal Court (ICC) that
have not signed Article 98 agreements with the O%giment exempting US nationals
on their soil from prosecution by the ICC. (Bah aAding, 2008, p.122) As a
consequence, military training in South Africa ve&verely curtailed thus defeating the
purpose of using pivotal states. Overall, the USraach towards SADC is to focus on
Angola as it is a petroleum-exporting country amddemocracy promotion by funding
the SADC Parliamentary Forum. US involvement irusig and peacekeeping training is

therefore minimal within SADC.
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The predominance of the UK

The United Kingdom is the only P3 member that remdieavily involved in the region.
The UK used to be close to Zimbabwe and was aske#i9B0O to help Zimbabwe
restructure its military after a decade of civil rwdJntil the deterioration of Anglo-
Zimbabwean relations in the late 1990s, Zimbabwe Btain’s major Southern African
defence partner and home to the region’s BritishcBe&Support Team (BPST).” (Jackson,
2006, p.355) The SADC Regional Peacekeeping Trgi@ientre (RPTC) was also based
in Harare, Zimbabwe and was supported at its aeati 1996 by Denmark and the UK.
Things changed significantly in the late 1990slye2000s. Britain turned to South Africa
and signed a defence agreement in August 2004tbeided for the training of SANDF
in the field of peacekeeping. It was destined tisteo a country that was already involved
in peacekeeping operations in Burundi and the D®B@tain is [also] supporting the
establishment of the region’s African Standby ForBeigade, contributing to
infrastructure, early warning, and command androbetiements.’ (Jackson, 2006, p.366)
The UK also has other country-specific programshim region. ‘In 2003, for example,
Britain conducted a training needs analysis for Malawian Armed Forces, and
undertook joint field training with the Botswanaf®ece Force.’ (Jackson, 2006, p.366)

This approach remains characteristic of the biddtareference of the UK.

Overall, SADC member states have benefited fronersgyoint training exercises: Blue
Hungwe (1997), Blue Crane (1998), Tulipe (1999) @aadzanite with RECAMP (2000).
(Ramsbotham et al., 2005, p.333) However, as Briteed to unsuccessfully put pressure

on Zimbabwe through the Commonwealth and SADC,tiorla became tense. It is
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significant that Blair regretted that military inéention in Zimbabwe was not politically
feasible. (Stothard, 2003, p.42) With the Zimbalmwisis still unfolding and paralysing
the Regional Peacekeeping Training Centre and gwifisiant progress on the SADC
Standby Force, no serious commitment by the P3aoailur. This is also the reason why
no P3 military advisors have been detached to SAD®@. EU remains closely involved

with SADC but on issues of ‘human security’ sucldasmining and small arms control.

Southern African regionalism, like in West Afridead deep roots and was nourished by
its tumultuous past characterised by its uniquenfaf colonialism. Geography and
infrastructure also played an important role inpsh@ the region and bringing it together
under the ‘hegemony’ of South Africa. While Southéfrica formed an interdependent
economic whole, its political evolution with theagdion of white minority rule in South
Africa and Namibia led to its polarisation in th@7D0s. This tension was consumed by the
split of the FLS and later SADCC countries on thee diand and South Africa and
Namibia on the other. But the decade of the 198@sthe first steps of SADCC as the
economic arm of the anti-apartheid struggle cam@summarised as a simplistic split.
SADCC did not evolve in a vacuum and numerous ewandnks to South Africa could
not be severed. Furthermore, South Africa was eaidy to give up its economic
hegemony without a fight — literally. Leery of thmast experience of other African
regional organisations, Southern African statee@gor a functional organisation that
kept cooperation at the project level. Overall, SXDhad but a very limited success in
its project as the economic dependency of its merstadges on South Africa remained.

Faced with an adverse international economic enmient and the radical political
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changes of the end of the Cold War and of apartf@AdDCC was pushed to transform
itself into a regional organisation with a new emmic integration agenda, but also a
security and governance mandate in order to incatpalemocratic South Africa. As the

timeline above clearly showed, the change was me&iaay or obvious one in any way.

If one wants to make a first assessment as to @rhahg factors shaped the evolution of
SADC, just like in West Africa, the regional hegemplays a pivotal role. However,
contrary to West Africa which was politically andomomically divided but had a
regional hegemon which attempted to bring it togetander its leadership, Southern
Africa was politically united against South Africatil the end of apartheid, while at the
same time economically dependent on it. The wea§lStouth Africa, while significant, is
being resisted by several SADC member states, dgeZimbabwe. South Africa is
thus a contested and a reluctant hegemon. (Le iReeneiew, 19 July 2007) The shift
from apartheid big brother to black big brothermainconceal the fact that South Africa
remains big brother in its region. The other twopariant factors outlined in the
introduction appear less prevalent in the Southédnican region. More than
marginalization or state weakness, the absenceust and common values between
member states has been a real impediment to tredagenent of SADC's ability to face
the real security challenges of the region. Thiaptér thus puts to the fore a
constructivist concern for norms and values thas wat obvious in the West African

case.

The intention of these two chapters has been taiggaa comprehensive overview of the
history and transformation of ECOWAS and SADC. Bmalysis now proceeds with a

more systematic comparison of both regional orgaitiss with a specific focus on the
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exact nature of their security and democracy mandahapter 5) and on their

implementation record (chapter 6).

208



CHAPTER 5

THE SECURITY AND DEMOCRACY ROLES OF ECOWAS AND SADC

COMPARED

Have ECOWAS and SADC member states truly creatateva gendarmesworn to
defending law, order and democracy in their regid/és it in fact their intention? This
study has until now analysed change within ECOWA& SADCin abstractoby merely
pointing out the main stages of the transformatprocess. The previous historical
chapters were both important and necessary aspilesgnted the different actors, their
stakes in their region and point to different fastthat were relevant throughout the
history of both organisations. To have a true ustdeding of the transformation of both
organisations, the next step is to analyse in dethe content of the new mandates
entrusted to the two organisations. This detailealysis is important on two counts: it
describes in details and compares the new seamiydemocracy roles adopted by the
regional organisations and shows that the change pmafound as it entailed both a

normative and an institutional transformation of@®®AS and SADC.

According to their member states, what kind of oegl security organisations were
ECOWAS and SADC supposed to be? In order to ansiesrquestion, this chapter
proceeds with a comparative analysis of the legalstof ECOWAS and SADC. For
ECOWAS, the key texts are the 1991 DeclarationaditiPal Principles of ECOWAS, the

1993 Revised Treaty of ECOWAS, the 1999 Protocdhfite to the Mechanism for
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Conflict Prevention, Management, Resolution, Peaeping and Security and the 2001
Protocol on Democracy and Good Governance. For SAIDEse texts are the 1992
Treaty of SADC, the 2001 Protocol on Politics, Defe and Security Cooperation and
the 2004 SADC Principles and Guidelines GovernirgmbDcratic Elections. The 1978
Protocol on Non-Aggression and the 1981 ProtocolMartual Assistance Defence of
ECOWAS and the 2004 SADC Mutual Defence Pact wedfteakide on the ground that a
defence pact does not necessarily substantiallggeha regional organisation and can be
signed between countries without necessarily leathnthe creation of an international
organisation. On the other hand, the security paltohave the potential of leading to
intervention and to the establishment of standbgef® while the democracy protocols
can lead to the establishment of electoral observahissions. Furthermore, the 1978
and 1981 ECOWAS Protocols have remained dead lalteost from the time of their

signature.

A textual analysis of the legal instruments adopigdECOWAS and SADC is useful on
several counts. First, it is a way to track whauga member states hold as important.
Second, through the evolution of different draftajncovers the hurdles member states
had to overcome, hurdles that might appear againglan implementation phase. Third,
it clearly outlines the mandate entrusted to tlggoreal organisation, thus facilitating the
later part of this study in its attempt to pregyseleasure the implementation of the peace,
security and democracy mandate against the stateds gand objectives of the
organisation. This textual analysis is also comjparan nature and illustrates that the
words in each treaty and protocol matter and thatdifferences in implementation can

be traced back to the legal instruments that weopted.
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In order to highlight the similarities and the diénces between the legal instruments of
ECOWAS and SADC, this chapter first focuses onphgaciples and objectives of the
two regional organisations with a specific focustiom touchy issue of sovereignty. It also
highlights the fact that ECOWAS and SADC shareramon vision of security. The next
section outlines which norms each regional orgdimisavas designed to defend, be it
democracy or basic human rights. The defence ahaas limited to intervention in case
of gross violation of human rights. The defenceaofy norm beyond this minimal
understanding stands on shaky ground. Finallyldeesection of this chapter analyses
the tools, both institutional and financial givey the member states to the regional
organisation to enforce its new mandate. The arsabfsthe ratification rate of protocols
by member states and of the budget is a first tak¢he political commitment of each

region’s member states.

The principles and objectives of ECOWAS and SADC

The first key comparative point is the principleslabjectives of the institutions. The
precise formulation of the principles notably paes some insights into the values and
norms considered as important by each institut®milarly, the precise terms used for
the objectives and their evolution are also impurts they give some indication as to
members’ understanding of the security and demgcraandate. The analysis also
provides a clear picture of the areas covered bydifierent protocols and illustrate the
understanding of security by each regional orgéimisawhether it includes small arms,

human and drug trafficking, police cooperation,. at¢ithout going into an in-depth
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analysis, it will also be useful to mention otheotpcols and legal instruments that relate

to the notion of security.

Different answers to similar challenges

The shift towards security started with the rewgtiof the founding treaty of both
institutions. In the case of ECOWAS, the analysisnformed by the ‘Review of the
ECOWAS Treaty. Final Report of the Committee of Bemt Persons.” A similar

document or an earlier draft of the 1992 treaty matsfound for SADC.

Before going into the details of the principles angjectives outlined by ECOWAS and
SADC, a quick look at the preamble of the two réten founding treaties offers some
worthwhile insights. First and not surprisinglytbh@reambles refer to the Lagos Plan of
Action and to the Treaty establishing the AfricarcoBomic Community thus
acknowledging that their regional organisationast pf a broader continental framework.
Second, both are aware that these reformed regaygahisations are now acting ‘in an
increasingly interdependent world’ (SADC Preambil@gh ECOWAS laying out this fact
in much stronger language: ‘Aware that the reviéwhe treaty arises, inter alia, from the
need for the Community to adapt to the changeshenrtternational scene in order to
derive greater benefits from those changes.” (EC@MAreamble) ECOWAS thus
admits, in a straightforward manner, that changeb as the end of the Cold War and the
1992 creation of a single market within the EEChwilte signature of the Maastricht
treaty played a significant role in their decisitinm reform the West African regional
organisation. Finally, ECOWAS comes to terms, g pteamble, with the fact that a

certain degree of supranationality might be nesgdsaenhance the effectiveness of the
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institution, an idea that is nowhere mentionedha SADC treaty and a difference in
approach that is crucial between the two orgamsati‘Convinced that the integration of
the Member States into a viable regional Communigy demand thepartial and
gradual pooling of national sovereignties to then@ounity within the context of a
collective political will.” (Emphasis added) Out tife comparison of the preambles of the
revised treaties of ECOWAS and SADC, the followr@nclusions can be drawn: the
decision to rewrite the founding Charters shouldpbé in a broader perspective that
includes the renewed interest in regionalism in 1880s at the continental level in
Africa, but also at the global level and in Europkese concerns about evolving trends at
the global level focused specifically on the sigmatof the Maastricht treaty that
prompted the need for African states to strengttieir regional organization as they
were facing ‘fortress Europe’. But the EU did notyoact as a perceived external threat,
but also wanted to act as a role model pressuirich eegional organization into further
integration. While difficult to trace at the timihis European policy orientation came to
the fore in Article 156 of the Lomé IV Conventioigrsed in December 1988.0ne could
also mention that the end of the Cold War and itpessof the end of apartheid in South
Africa could lead to flows of aid being redirectiedvards East European states and post-
apartheid South Africa, the revitalized regionayasizations thus acting as a kind of
incentive in order to keep the aid flows runnfigilo come back to the preambles,

ECOWAS, unlike SADC, declares itself ready to residar the notion of sovereignty, an

%0 Article 156 reads as follows: “1. The Communityaktsupport the ACP States' efforts through regiona
cooperation and integration to promote long-tertective and self-reliant, self-sustained and inatgd
social, cultural and economic development and greatregional self-sufficiency.
2. Community support shall be given within the feamork of the major regional cooperation and
integration objectives which the ACP States haveosawill set for themselves at regional, intericegl
and international level.” ACP-EEC (15 December J)988urth ACP-EEC Convention. Lomé.

*1 |n the case of aid flows being redirected to thew’ South Africa, concerns must have been somewhat
limited as the right to approve agreement withdlountries was given by the 1996 Single Europeein A
to the European Parliament that had a strong patitiaeid record. In fact, South Africa officiallgquested
the opening of negotiations with the EEC only incBeber 1994. HOLLAND, M. (1995) South Africa,
SADC, and the European Union: Matching BilaterahviRegional PoliciesThe Journal of Modern African
Studies 33, 263-283.
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element that cannot be found within SADC.

The same differences are also present within timeiptes as outlined in the articles 4 of

the treaties of ECOWAS and SADC.

ECOWAS: Article 4 SADC: Article 4
The high contracting parties, in pursuit of theemives sta|SADC and its Member States shall act in accordgnce
with the following principles
a) equality and inter-dependence of Member States; ) sovereign equality of all Member States;
b) solidarity and collective self-reliance; b) salitty, peace and security;

¢) inter-State cooperation, harmonization of pekicand |c) human rights, democracy, and the rule of law;
integration of program
d) non-aggression between Member States; d) edpsitgnce and mutual benefit;
€) maintenance of regional peace, stability andrigc e) peaceful settlement of disputes.
through the promotion and strengthening of good
neighborlines:

f) peaceful settlement of disputes among MembeeSta
active Cooperation between neighboring countries an
promotion of a peaceful environment as a preretguier

economic developmel

g) recognition, promotion and protection of humad a
peoples’ rights in accordance with the provisionhaf
African Charter on Human Peoples’ Rig

h) accountability, economic and social justice pogdular
participation in developmel

i) recognition and observance of the rules andciplas of
the Community

j) promotion and consolidation of a democratic eysbf
governance in each Member State as envisaged by the
Declaration of Political Principles adopted in Alwjn 6

July, 1991; an
k) equitable and just distribution of the costs hedefits of

economic cooperation and integrat

TABLE 5.1: Principles as stated in the 1993 ECOWaRE 1992 SADC treaties

The same principles can be found in both artiddiseit in a slightly different order and
in a much more succinct form in SADC. They both tieen‘peace and security’ in their
principles. Both sets of principles start with thquality of member states; but the
omission of the term ‘sovereign’ in the ECOWAS fatlation is significant. ECOWAS

member states even added ‘inter-dependence.’ $histi a different way of expressing

the same idea. Indeed, the most common expressitimeaime was that chosen by
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SADC: ‘sovereign equality of states.” The formubatichosen by ECOWAS refers back
to their acceptance of supranationality being assary option. Again, ECOWAS seems

open to the idea of rethinking the notion of soigity, while SADC is not.

Now coming to the core of the question, it is s$tigkto discover that SADC has a peace
and security goal in its list of objectives, whE©COWAS does not mention it. This is
particularly surprising as ECOWAS offers a much enexhaustive list of objectives than
SADC and as ECOWAS troops were in Liberia at theetiSADC states quite simply that
‘The objectives of SADC shall be to: [...] promotedadefend peace and security.’
(Article 5 paragraph c) It is mentioned early onthe list of objectives: after achieving
growth and ‘evolving’ common political values. Thecabulary chosen, namely the
choice of the verb ‘defend,” is rather strong as tisual formulation is ‘promote and
maintain peace and security.” This peace and dgcorandate is again referred to in
Article 21, paragraph g: ‘In accordance with thevisions of this Treaty, Member States
agree to cooperate in the areas of: [...] politigslodnacy, international relations, peace
and security.” The absence of the terms ‘peace saodrity’ within the objectives of
ECOWAS is significant but is counterbalanced by trécle 58 entitled ‘Regional
Security’: ‘Member states undertake to work to gaBed and consolidate relations
conducive to the maintenance of peace, stability security within the region.” The
article on regional peace could not have been asgtelgtowards the end of the treaty by
mistake and this probably shows that the inclusainthis article was either an
afterthought or a deliberate decision to focus ba economic integration role of
ECOWAS. Nevertheless, however late it might behmtreaty, article 58 goes into much
more detail as to what maintaining peace and dgauarthe region means. The inclusion

of ‘stability’ in the objective is significant anid probably due to the ongoing crisis in
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Liberia destabilising its neighbours. The detaileechanisms described in article 58 are
not groundbreaking and focus on enhancing coopera#éind consultation between
member states. It has two new provisions thatlatiéir prove important: one establishing
an early warning system and authorising peacekgefurces: ‘f) establish a regional
peace and security observation system and peadegdepces;’ and another establishing
electoral observation missions: ‘g) provide, wherecessary and at the request of
Member States, assistance to Member States falibervation of democratic elections.’
(Article 58 paragraphs 2f and 2g) It also annournted the details of the peace and
security mandate of ECOWAS should be laid out later protocol. (Laloupo interview,
21, 22, 23 and 30 August 2007) These provisions/grm be far-sighted as they
correspond to mechanisms — early-warning and peapakg — that will be key parts of
the security and democracy mandates of regionaanmsgtions. In both cases for
ECOWAS and SADC, the mandate of peace, securitydantbcracy is mentioned almost

incidentally with the idea that this prickly issweuld be dealt with later on, on its own.

While it is obvious that the 1999 ECOWAS Protocodahe 2001 SADC Protocol
address the same issue, the difference in titlalrsady a first indication that SADC
focuses on cooperation and ECOWAS on implementatitih a mechanism set in place
to achieve specific goals. The title of the 1999 BZAS Mechanism is rather
cumbersome but gives a precise idea of what thebeestates want to achieve in a way
as thorough as possible. Again, before delving itite specific objectives of the
protocols, it is worth reviewing the preambles ks tifferences in principles already
mentioned between ECOWAS and SADC seem to have rieggfiorced at the end of the
1990s. Article 2 outlines the principles within B€OWAS Protocol, while these can be

found in the Preamble in the SADC Protocol.
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ECOWAS (article 2) SADC (Preamble)

Member States reaffiirm their commitment to tBearing in mind that Chapter MVl of the UN Chan

principles contained in the Charters of the Unitedognizes the role of regional arrangements in de.

Nations Organization (UNO) and the Organizationvath such matters relating to the maintenance

African Unity (OAU) and to the Universal Declarationternational peace and security as are appropriat

of Human Rights, as well as to the African Charteregional action;

Human and People’s Rights, particularly the following

fundamental principles:

a) that economic and social development and Reeognizing and reaffirming the principles of st

security of peoples and States are inextricabkelih respect for sovereignty, sovereign equality, territc
integrity, political independence, good neighborline
interdependence, non-aggression and non-interfe
in internal affairs of other States

b) promotion and reinforcement of the free movem®etalling the 1964 Resolution of the Assembly

of persons, the right of residence and establishnhdgads of State and Government of the Organizatic

which contribute to the reinforcement of goddrican Unity, declaring that all Member States plec

neighborliness; to respect the borders existing on their achieveme
national independence;

c) promotion and consolidation of a democrdfarther reaffirming the primary responsibility of t

Member States; international peace and security, and the role of
Central Organ of the Organization of African Un
Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management .
Resolution;

d) protection of fundamental human rights a@dnvinced that peace, security and strong political
freedoms and the rules of international humaniteralations are critical factors in creating a condac
laws; environment for regional cooperation and integratio

e) equality of sovereign States;
f) territorial integrity and political independenoé

er
hling
of
e for

ct
rial
ss,
ence

of
n of
ge
Nt of

government as well as democratic institutions in e&aktited Nations Security Council in the maintenancg of

the

hnd

Member States.

TABLE 5.2: Principles as stated in the 1999 ECOWakE 2001 SADC protocols

Sovereignty is again prominent for SADC, or to berenprecise, ‘strict respect for
sovereignty’ is prominent. It is the first prinagland is repeated throughout under
different formulations such as ‘non-interferenceinternal affairs of other States.” A
slight modification from the November 2000 draftie final protocol points in the same
direction. The preamble of the November 2000 dmedid ‘Convinced further that such
SADC Organ constitutes an appropriate institutidnenework by which SADC States

would coordinate their policies and activities in theaof politics, defence and security.’
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(Emphasis added) In the final version, ‘could’ em@d ‘would’ in such a way that
countries did not necessarily have to cooperatecdperation was an option they could
choose. This weak formulation can again be attedvtio respect for state sovereignty and
to the reluctance to impose anything on membeest&n the contrary, in the ECOWAS
protocol, equal sovereignty and political indeperae— substantially different from non-
interference — are mentioned last and after thenptimn of democracy and human rights.
The divide between the two on this issue seemsate lgrown. (Laloupo interview, 21,

22, 23 and 30 August 2007)

A broad understanding of security

The peace and security mandates were then finatlyfly laid out in the 1999 Protocol
Relating to the Mechanism for Conflict PreventioManagement, Resolution,
Peacekeeping and Security for ECOWAS and in thel Zi@tocol on Politics, Defence
and Security Cooperation for SADC. In the case GDRVAS, the analysis is informed
by the ‘Proposed Mechanism for Conflict ResolutidManagement and Peacekeeping’
done in Banjul on July 2% 1998. For SADC, there were numerous attemptshef t
member states trying to develop the issues that yust mentioned in 1992. The first one
was the organisation by the SADC Secretariat of R&twop on Democracy, Peace and
Security from 11 to 16 July 1994 (SADC, 26-27 Augli894, pp.777-785) which was
then followed by the ‘Terms of Reference for theDEASector on Political Cooperation,
Democracy, Peace and Security’. (SADC, 31 Janu@8b1pp.179-192) In 1996, the
SADC Organ on Politics, Defence and Security wasited but no records were found as
to which specific mandate was entrusted to itslomly in 2001 that the stalemate was

broken with a draft of the 2001 Protocol on PdditiDefence and Security Cooperation
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being found in SADC records and dating back to Nalver 28, 2000. (SADC, 9 March

2001, pp.81-93)

An analysis of the stated objectives in the pro®ahows that, though couched in a
different language, both institutions share the esdmoad goals that include conflict
prevention, management and resolution, among otk®ee article 3 of the ECOWAS

treaty and article 2 of the SADC treaf¥)

*2 The close formulation in the legal texts sugg#sis the regional organizations influence eachrotihés
however difficult to substantiate this intuition BEOWAS insists it provided the first draft thaetbthers
took inspiration from. (Laloupo interview, 21, 223 and 30 August 2007)
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ECOWAS (article 3)

SADC (article 2)

The objectives of the Mechanism shall be as follows

The specific objectives of the Organ shall be to:

a) prevent, manage and resolve internal and irttge S
conflicts under the conditions provided in Parabrdp of
the Framework of the Mechanism ratified as per Sleni
A/DEC.11/10/98 of 31 October 1998;

a) protect the people and safeguard the develogment
of the Region against instability arising from the

breakdown of law and order, intra-state conflioter|
state conflict and aggression;

b) implement the relevant provisions of Article &the
Revised Treaty;

b) promote political cooperation among State P

ties
and the evolution of common political values 1nd
institutions

¢) implement the relevant provisions of the Proteom
Non-Aggression, Mutual Assistance in Defense, Free
Movement of Persons, the Right of Residence and
Establishmen

¢) develop common foreign policy approacheg
issues of mutual concern and advance such p
collectively in international for a;

on
blicy

allow for the organization and coordination of huniterian
relief missions

d) strengthen cooperation in the areas of corglievention|d) promote regional coordination and cooperatiofi on

early-warning, peacekeeping operations, the confrotoss matters related to security and defense and estdblish
border crime, international terrorism and prolitera of appropriate mechanisms to this end;

small arms and anti-personnel mines;

e) maintain and consolidate peace, security atulisfa e) prevent, contain and resolve inter- and intra-gtate
within the Community conflict by peaceful mear

f) establish institutions and formulate policieattiwvould |f) consider enforcement action in accordance yvith

international law and as a matter of last resort wjere
peaceful means have fail

g) promote close cooperation between Member Sitathe
areas of preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping;

g) promote the development of democrftic
institutions and practices within the territories| of
State Parties and encourage the observande of
universal human rights as provided for in the Chafters
and Conventions of the Organization of Afrigan
Unity and United Nations respectively;

h) constitute and deploy a civilian and militaryde to
maintain or restore peace within the sub-regiorenelver
the need arises;

h) consider the development of a collective seclrity
capacity and conclude a Mutual Defense Padgt to
respond to external military threats;

i) set up an appropriate framework for the raticarad
equitable management of natural resources shared by
neighboring Member States which may be causes of
frequent inter-State conflic

and
r to

i) develop close cooperation between the police
state security services of State Parties in ordd
address:

j) protect the environment and take steps to redtoe
degraded environment to its natural state;

j) observe, and encourage State Parties to implejment
United Nations, African Union and other
international conventions and treaties on grms
control, disarmament and peaceful relations betyieen
states

k) safeguard the cultural heritage of Member States

k) develop peacekeeping capacity of national def
forces and coordinate the participation of S
Parties in international and regional peacekee
operations; ar

PNse
ate
ping

) formulate and implement policies on anti-coriapf
money laundering and illegal circulation of smatha.

I) enhance regional capacity in respect of disaste
management and coordination of international
humanitarian assistan

TABLE 5.3: Objectives of the ECOWAS and SADC setyuprotocols
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In the case of ECOWAS, quoting the titles of difietr chapters within the Protocol would
clarify its objectives:

- Sub-regional peace and security observation sy&arny warning) (Chapter 1V);

- Conflict management (Chapter VI);

- Humanitarian assistance (Chapter VIII);

- Peace-building (Chapter IX);

- Sub-regional security (Chapter XI).
Chapter XI on ‘Sub-regional Security’ includes aohtof transborder crime, anti-
corruption measures, measures against money langdeontrol of the proliferation of

small arms, preventive measures against the ill@gallation of small arms.

Both organisations contemplate the possibilityraéivening militarily and both have a
very broad understanding of security, close to whahy scholars call human security.
(United Nations Development Programme, 1994) ForOB@S, security includes
internal conflicts, inter-state conflicts, controf cross-border crimes, international
terrorism, the proliferation of small arms and gwsrsonnel mines, anti-corruption and
money laundering. It also the protection of theuwmal heritage of Member States and of
the environment and the equitable management afradatesources, a concern easily
understandable considering the role diamonds plapedhe conflict afflicting the
countries of the Mano River Union. All this was rtiened in the 1999 Protocol and was
later completed with the 2001 Protocol on the Figgainst Corruption and the 2006
Convention on Small Arms and Light Weapons. On fthiker hand, SADC's
understanding of security includes the breakdowthefrule of law, intra-state conflict,

inter-state conflict, aggression, the developmérdemocratic institutions and practices,
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cross-border crimes, proliferation of arms and stessamanagement. Different aspects of
this notion of security were emphasised by the @dopf the following protocols: the
1996 Protocol on Combating of lllicit Drugs, theO20Protocol on Corruption and the
2001 Protocol on the Control of Firearms, Ammumtand other Related Materials. One
might add that SADC has also worked on the prdiien of anti-personnel mines,
notably in Mozambique and Angola, with the Europé&hmon. A noticeable difference,
SADC includes the development of democratic ingtihs and practices, a concern that
cannot be found within ECOWAS. However, the linkvibeen security and democracy
will be clearly exposed by ECOWAS later on with 2@)1 Protocol on Democracy and

Good Governance.

Which norm to defend: democracy or basic human rigks?

The broad vision of security by ECOWAS and SADCsthiso encompassed concern for
democracy, basically subscribing to the democrpéiace theory. But how much of a
threat was lack of democracy in the eyes of eaglomal organisation’s member states?
Did it justify interference in the internal affaiod its member states? What tools did each
regional organisation have to promote democracgedtns that military intervention was
limited to cases of gross violation of human rightsuch as war crimes or genocide — that
can more easily be linked to a threat to regionabibty. This section explains what
ECOWAS and SADC understand by democracy and whandompasses. It also
examines the exact formulation of a right of hurteman intervention and how it has

evolved throughout the successive drafts.
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A democracy mandate?

The democracy mandate of both institutions wasceably addressed in separate
protocols: the 1991 Declaration of Political Prples and the 2001 Protocol on
Democracy and Good Governance for ECOWAS, and @t ZADC Principles and

Guidelines Governing Democratic Elections, altho&fDC did mention democracy as

an objective in the security protocol of 2001.

The first obvious difference between ECOWAS and AR the fact that ECOWAS
started tackling this issue as early as 1991, taha when the wave of democratisation
that swept through the African continent had batsdgun. The decision to write this
Declaration of Political Principles was triggered the intervention of ECOMOG in
Liberia and the desire to clarify their position aswhole, considering the wave of
democratization that swept through the region attithhe. (Laloupo interview, 21, 22, 23
and 30 August 2007) Despite being signed by foumegads and one lieutenant-colonel,
the declaration reaffirmed the commitment of ECOWSromote democracy, respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms: ‘wedweliin the liberty of the individual
and in his inalienable right to participate by meahfree and democratic processes in the
framing of the society in which he lives. We willerefore strive to encourage and
promote in each our countries, political pluraliamd these representative institutions and
guarantees for personal safety and freedom unddaththat are our common heritage.’
(Paragraph 6) The commitment of ECOWAS member stzda be seriously put in doubt
due to the nature of the states that signed thiarddion at the time. The main rationale
behind this declaration is most clearly found ia greamble: ‘Reaffirming the objectives

of promoting better relations among ourselves bsueng a stable and secure political
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environment, in which our peoples can live in fre®dunder the law and in true and
lasting peace, free from any threat to or atterhptrtsecurity.” While not necessarily
outlining a democracy mandate for ECOWAS, this aetlon represents a first attempt
to outline common values between member statesmbia divided, at the time, over the

issue of Liberia.

The most relevant legal instruments to be comp#éwednderstand what a democracy
mandate is are the 2001 ECOWAS Protocol and thd 8XDC Protocol. The aim of
both protocols is radically different. ECOWAS tri@sbe all-encompassing and covers a
wide range of topics including: constitutional cenyence principles, elections, election
monitoring and ECOWAS assistance, the role of tineed forces and the police and the
security forces in a democracy, poverty alleviataomd promotion of social dialogue,
education, culture and religion, rule of law, hunmaghts and good governance, and
women, children and the youth. These issues areaddtessed by SADC. The main
rationale behind this difference is that ECOWASabbshes a direct link between
democratic principles and its peace and securitydai®, an approach illustrated by the
fact that the Protocol on Democracy and Good Gamee is Supplementary to the
Protocol Relating to the Mechanism for Conflict \Rretion, Management, Resolution,
Peacekeeping and Security. Democracy and good wmves are part of a broader
reflection on what needs to be done in the longter avoid conflicts. ECOWAS, just
like SADC and specifically post-apartheid Southiédy subscribes to the democratic
peace theory. Quite clearly, ECOWAS states in rsamble that it is ‘concerned also
about the increasing incidence of conflicts caubgdreligious intolerance, political
marginalisation and non-transparent elections.tHa case of SADC, while the link

between democracy and security was made in prevagea instruments, this link is
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nowhere to be found in the 2004 Protocol. This guok is limited in scope and again
strives to uphold the respect for the sovereigrftyt© member states by making the
creation of electoral observer missions continggran an invitation by the member state
that holds the election and by stating clearly tivatcase of contestation, national law
prevails. Zimbabwean Minister of Justice, Legal dPdrliamentary Affairs, Patrick
Chinamasa, referred to the SADC principles as mexrgolitical roadmap without a legal
force>® On the contrary, in the section on ‘Election moriitg and ECOWAS
assistance,” while an ECOWAS Member State can askagsistance, the Executive-
Secretary can also decide to dispatch a monitaeag. (Article 12) Again, the same
core disparity between ECOWAS and SADC remains astamt throughout the
protocols. SADC is more protective about the sdgetg of its member states and
refuses to address issues that could be considsrederference in the internal affairs of
a state, such as the role of the armed forceslanacracy. On the other hand, ECOWAS

is willing to address these issues, within limits.

A right of humanitarian intervention

Democracy is not the only norm that is defendedEROWAS and SADC. One of the
most groundbreaking measures is the adoption afrd of humanitarian intervention.
Humanitarian intervention is understood here awmiltary intervention in a state without
the approval of its authorities, and with the pwgof preventing widespread suffering or
death among its inhabitants.” (Roberts, 1996, p.IB¢re is a significant difference
between ECOWAS and SADC. For ECOWAS, no signifiacdrgnges in formulation can

be found between the 1998 draft and the 1999 pobtothe language of SADC

53 Seehttp://allafrica.com/stories/200411180530
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documents has evolved from 1994 to 2001 towardh thié SADC Secretariat having

less and less say in the matter.

Article 25 of the 1999 ECOWAS protocol reads atofo:
‘The Mechanism shall be applied in any of the failog circumstances:
a) In cases of aggression or conflict in any Mengtate or threat thereof;
b) In case of conflict between two or several Mentiates;
c) In case of internal conflict:
that threatens to trigger a humanitarian disaste
that poses a serious threat to peace and serutite region;
d) In event of serious and massive violation of hamghts and the rule of
law;
e) In the event of an overthrow or attempted overthof a democratically
elected government;
f) Any other situation as may be decided by the isligoh and Security
Council.’
ECOWAS thus claims a right of intervention for lfséhat is much broader than
humanitarian intervention — see Article 25 parafraphat gives great discretion to the
Mediation and Security Council. State consent,caltfin desirable, is not considered as

being a necessary pre-requisite.

For SADC, the final formulation chosen for its righf humanitarian intervention is the
following:
‘The Organ may seek to resolve any significantistiate conflict within the territory of a

State Party and a ‘significant intra-state corifsttall include:
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(i) large-scale violence between sections of thpufaiion or between the state and
sections of the population, including genocide nettcleansing and gross violation of
human rights;

(i) a military coup or other threat to the legitite authority of a State;

(iif) a condition of civil war or insurgency; and

(iv) a conflict that threatens peace and secunitthe Region or in the territory of another
State Party.’ (Article 11, paragraph 2b)

This could then trigger an ‘enforcement action'tthauld be authorised by the Summit.

Summit decisions are taken by consensus.

In both cases, intervention can be warranted inxag

- massive violation of human rights, including genlecand ethnic cleansing;

- military coup;

- conflict that threatens peace and security in ¢ggon.
The difference in formulation with regards the cadethe coup d'état is interesting.
ECOWAS distinctly refers to ‘democratically electgovernment,” while SADC uses the
term ‘legitimate authority of a State.” The defiait of legitimate authority can be
significantly more expansive than that of democadly elected government and poses
the risk of being applied as a way to help a leadewho was not necessarily
democratically elected — stay in power becauseclagn to power is recognised as
legitimate by its fellow Heads of State and Goveenmi* The SADC Protocol does not

address the question of who decides when a goverisi&he legitimate authority of a

** Independent confirmation of this insight has neem provided by SADC member states’ officials.
However, this argument is often made in the secgndterature. See CHIMANIKIRE, D. P. (2002)
Southern African Development Community: the rolhefOrgan on Politics, Defense and Security (OPDS)
Harare, Hivos. See also SOLOMON, H. & NGUBANE, 20@3) One step forward, two steps back:
reflections on the SADC organ on politics, defeacd security co-operatioBraamfontein South African
Institute of International Affairs.
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State.” Also potentially far-reaching is the rathmoad provision that both regional
organisations adopt with regards to conflict thahstitute a threat to the peace and
security of the region. However, a strong precedantbe found with the practice by the
United Nations Security Council to declare a sitwatas constituting a threat to
international peace and security as a way to trigtjeapter VII operations. ECOWAS

and SADC are simply following the steps of the Uét&ity Council.

Both organisations have been contemplating theooptf adopting a right of
humanitarian intervention for themselves sinceaady 1990s. This rethinking of norms
should be put in the broader context of the int&llal debates that took place within the
African continent during the early 1990s, notablithwthe Africa Leadership Forum
(ALF) and the Conference on Security, StabilityyBlepment and Cooperation in Africa
(CSSDCA). (Zartman and Deng, 2002, Obasanjo andh#o%993) Furthermore, the
OAU adopted in 1993 the OAU Mechanism for Conflrevention, Management and
Resolution. While not outlining a right of humamiga intervention per se, it could be
considered as a stepping stone towards a re-caradigation of sovereignty and
intervention. Coming back to ECOWAS and SADC, ECO8VAlaimed that its 1990
intervention in Liberia should be considered asumanitarian intervention. SADC, on
the other hand, has records that clearly showthi®atssue was touched upon as early as
1994 with the Workshop on Democracy, Peace andrigthat took place in Windhoek,
Namibia from 11 to 16 July 1994. Under the pointitlad ‘The Evolution of Protocols on
Peace, Security and Conflict Resolution for South&drica,” the end of paragraph 5.5.4
reads ‘In exceptional circumstances such as winere thas been a breakdown of law and
order, the Committee may decide, on the basis fiit®nt consensus, to intervene in an

internal crisis of a member country.” (SADC, 26-RlUgust 1994, p.780) The same issue
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was taken up again in 1995 within the draft terrhgeference of a SADC Sector on
Political Cooperation, Democracy, Peace and Segcurit
‘Intra-state conflict, which could prompt a regibnesponse, includes:
- large scale violence between sections of the ptipalar between the state and
sections of the population;
- systematic and forcible suppression of the popadator a section of the
population;
- systematic abuse of human rights;
- a threat to legitimate authority (such as a mpitaoup or threat of a coup by
armed forces);
- any crisis that could threaten the peace and sgafrother member states in the
region.’” (Paragraph 5.5.3 (a) (i)) (SADC, 31 Jagu95, pp.186-187)
This document, written by the SADC Secretariat eweentioned the possibility of
allowing decision-making by a two-thirds majoritgte (SADC, 31 January 1995, p.187)
As seen above, SADC member states backtracked isnissue so that in the 2001
Protocol adopted by member states, decisions veele ttaken by consensus, not two-

thirds majority voting.

The thorny issue that took several years in bothores to solve was not the idea of
intervention in case of gross violation of humaghts per se as there was an overall
consensus that a new Rwanda should not be allowdthppen again on the African
continent. The thorny issue was state consent. 8\ok differing dramatically in their
formulation of a right of humanitarian interventjoBCOWAS and SADC interpret it
differently and thus do not draw the line betweeweseignty and intervention in exactly

the same place. In the case of ECOWAS, interventitimout state consent is more likely
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in part because of the decision-mechanism and becad the precedent of the
intervention in Liberia. In contrast, SADC insisten on the ‘strict’ respect for
sovereignty and non-interference in the internédied of a state in the preamble of the
2001 protocol and the rejection of the proposathey SADC Secretariat of a two-thirds
majority vote denote a stricter interpretation lod provisions of their 2001 protocol that
would lean towards requesting state consent befoyeintervention: ‘The Organ shall
respond to a request by a State Party to mediageconflict within the territory of that
State and the Organ shall endeavour by diplomagians to obtain such a request where

it is not forthcoming.’” (Article 11, paragraph 4d)

Finally, ECOWAS’ desire to ‘police’ its own regicend to claim for itself a right of
humanitarian intervention is evident in its chadlerto the hierarchy of norms. According
to public international law, the United Nations hhe primary responsibility for peace
and security. This is nowhere explicitly recognissdECOWAS. It is in fact indirectly
challenged in the 1999 protocol. ECOWAS will ‘ctltaate with’ (Article 23), ‘submit
reports to’ (Article 27) and ‘cooperate with’ (Actes 41 and 52) the United Nations. ‘In
accordance with Chapters VII and VIII of the Unithdtions Charter, ECOWAS shall
inform the United Nations of any military intervesrt undertaken in pursuit of the
objectives of this Mechanism.” (Article 52 paradnap) With the OAU Mechanism for
Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution, B will ‘fully cooperate.’
(Article 52 paragraph b) In plain terms, ECOWASIwibt wait for authorisation by the
United Nations Security Council to intervene. (Lgdo interview, 21, 22, 23 and 30
August 2007) In contrast, SADC clearly stipulatesttit would need an authorisation by
the United Nations Security Council prior to anyhremisation. ‘The Summit shall resort

to enforcement action only as a matter of lastrtesad, in accordance with Article 53 of
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the United Nations Charter, only with the authdita of the United Nations Security
Council.” (Article 11, paragraph 3d) This almostctttnal dichotomy with regards the
hierarchy of nhorms and the relationship to the UNbpbly has its roots in the unique
experience of conflict within each region throughthe 1990s as we shall see in the next
section. This, of course, has been a major issugNbauthority as regards relations with
regional institutions. ECOWAS, faced with the dismest of the UN and of the major
powers, decided to intervene in the countries & Kano River Union, while, in
Southern Africa, the UN was heavily engaged in Molzmue and Angola. ECOWAS
decided not to depend on a UN authorisation thahtnbe slow to come. (Laloupo

interview, 21, 22, 23 and 30 August 2007, Vogtmitw, 25 June 2008)

The tools to enforce their mandate

Another comparison focuses on the implementatiochaeism that would trigger the

involvement of the regional organisation and seeetiwr decisions are made by
consensus or not. What tools are at the dispoghleofegional organisation to enforce its
mandate? How much power was entrusted to the ralgiorganisation and more

specifically to its Secretariat to implement itsndate? Finally, in order to offer a first

take on the commitment of member states, this aectisks whether these legal
instruments entered into force at their signature/ttether they had to be ratified. This is
complemented by an update of the status of ratiificaof the protocols relating to peace,
security and democracy. Going beyond the legalrunstnts, this section also takes a
closer look at the budget of both institutions ey to measure the commitment of
member states vis-a-vis the institution and sedorakssess which mandate is privileged

in the budget: the economic one or the one focusimgeace and security?
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An institutional reform to enhance implementation

The issue of enforcement power given to the rediom@anisation is key to
understanding the reach of the security and derogareandate entrusted to it. Clearly,
the scope encompasses a plethora of issues rafigimginter-state conflicts to cross-
border crime. What tools can the regional orgameatise to address these issues and
how are decisions made? The first indication cariobed in the founding treaties that
provide some insight on the differing positionsEsEOWAS and SADC with regards to
supra-nationality. The acknowledgment by ECOWAS ienstates in the preamble of
the 1993 revised treaty of the possible need fpardial and gradual pooling of national
sovereignties was followed through in the bodyhef treaty itself. As stated in Article 9
paragraph 2, ‘unless otherwise provided in thisafiyer in a Protocol, decisions of the
Authority shall be adopted, depending on the subpeatter under consideration by
unanimity, consensus, or by a two-thirds majorityfhe Member States.” This choice to
adopt different modes of decisions according to sbhbject matter refers back to the
decision by the European Union to divide its domafitompetence in several ‘pillars.’
Most importantly, this denotes openness towardgasnationality and the refusal to
consider sovereignty as a notion that is rigidrdality, it is unclear which subject matter
can lead to a decision with a two-thirds majoritypractice, just as in SADC, decision-
making by consensus prevails. Within SADC, ‘unletserwise provided in this Treaty,
the decisions of the Summit shall be by consensasshall be binding.” (Article 10,
paragraph 8) This provides the overall frameworkvimch decisions are taken within

ECOWAS and SADC.
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With regards their security provisions, the 1999 &001 protocols of ECOWAS and
SADC stipulate their own decision-making processé€se Mechanism set up by
ECOWAS comprises three institutions: the Authori(pf Heads of State and
Government), the Mediation and Security Council BJSand the Executive Secretariat.
(Article 4) The Authority is the Mechanism’s highedecision-making body, but
‘mandates the Mediation and Security Council teetadn its behalf, appropriate decisions
for the implementation of the provisions of this dlanism.” (Article 7) The MSC,
composed of nine member states, takes its deciddgna two-thirds majority vote.
(Article 9) In short, among other things, the MS&haecide to intervene militarily in an
ongoing conflict with a two-thirds majority voteh& MSC shall

‘a) decide on all matters relating to peace andrsyc

b) decide and implement all policies for confliatepention, management and

resolution, peacekeeping and security;

c) authorise all forms of intervention and decia@etigularly on the deployment of

political and military missions;

d) approve mandates and terms of reference for sigsions;

e) review the mandates and terms of reference geally, on the basis of

evolving situations;

f) on the recommendation of the Executive Secretappoint the Special

Representative of the Executive Secretary and tireeFCommander.” (Article

10)
For its peace and security mandate, ECOWAS acceptddbuilt in a certain degree of
supra-nationality in its protocol with the decisitnintervene in the affairs of a member
state being made with a majority vote. This eveerds to the Executive Secretary: ‘The

Executive Secretary shall have the power to imtiattions for conflict prevention,
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management, resolution, peace-keeping and secdnribe sub-region. Such actions may
include fact-finding, mediation, facilitation, neégdion and reconciliation of parties in

conflict.” (Article 15) In practice, the Executiv&ecretary, now President of the
Commission, can indeed send fact-finding missiemen though doing so against the will
of a member state would be politically very difficurhis would however be true of any
international organisation, be it the United Nasiar the African Union. Regarding the
MSC, its composition has been extended in practeceall the member states of
ECOWAS. But overall, however tentative and clumsyts attempts, ECOWAS tries to

overcome ‘strict’ sovereignty to gain in efficiengythe implementation of its mandate,

at least with regards to its legal instruments.

On the other hand, SADC remains very respectfihefsovereignty of its member states
and decisions are taken at summit level by consenBoere is no real delegation of
powers. The SADC Organ is composed of the Chaiopecs the Organ, the Troika, a
Ministerial Committee, an Inter-State Politics dliglomacy Committee (ISPDC) and an
Inter-State Defence and Security Committee (ISDSBJticle 3, paragraph 2) The
Chairperson of the Organ reports to the Summit e/ldecisions are taken by consensus.
The Chairperson of the Organ has a certain degreeitonomy as he or she ‘shall be
responsible for the overall policy direction an@ tichievement of the objectives of the
Organ.’ (Article 4, paragraph 4) Yet, the Chairperef the Organ cannot as such decide
on a military intervention as this decision shooddtaken at summit level. The Secretariat
has no real power of initiative, unlike ECOWAS: &ISADC Secretariat shall provide
secretariat services to the Organ.’ (Article 9) Bhicture of the Organ proved to be the
most divisive issue within SADC and was resolvedHhry establishment of a Troika as a

type of checks and balances on the ChairpersoheoDrgan who ultimately reports to
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the Summit. The dominating feature of the SADC @rgathe insistence on consensus
and thus respect for the sovereignty of its mensitates. The differences first outlined

between ECOWAS and SADC are also present in tlegiistbn-making processes.

A first take on commitment: ratification and budget

Until now, the analysis of the legal instruments lsuggested two institutions with
different values, albeit with, at first sight, slaxi goals. Before looking at their
implementation record in the following chapter,iaf step in the analysis looks at the
political will of the member states of each regioneganisation as seen through the
ratification rate of their security and democracgtpcols and through the tools put at the

disposal of the regional organisation, namely utddet.

Although important, giving meaning to the ratificet of specific protocols, or lack
thereof, is not an obvious task as there could lnmenous reasons explaining why a
country can take more or less time to ratify in&ional legal instruments: among others,
a slow ratification process in front of parliameat,full domestic agenda making the
ratification of protocols a low priority, a cumberse bureaucratic process, etc. A caveat
is also necessary here as no records were foun8ADIC after 2005, thus preventing a

real comparison between ECOWAS and SADC.

Notwithstanding the above, two observations cambee on the ratification process in
ECOWAS and SADC. First, ratification is very slowECOWAS with only six countries
out of fifteen having ratified the 1999 Protocol security as of June 1, 2007, and only

eight countries for the 2001 protocol on democré8ge table below) However, the 1999
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protocol had a provision that allowed it to ‘enteto force provisionally upon signature
by Heads of State and Government.” (Article 57) &tension, the 2001 Protocol,
supplementary to the Protocol relating to the Maedrma for Conflict Prevention,

Management, Resolution, Peacekeeping and Secudtyp entered into force
provisionally upon signature. Ratification was sldwt implementation started upon
signature. On the ratification itself, it can bateguwsurprising that more countries would
have ratified the more controversial protocol omderacy. A possible explanation could
be that ratifying the Protocol would be for thessurmries a way to signal to the

international community their commitment towardsnderacy>>

% The question of ratification did not seem to bgreat concern among ECOWAS officials who argued
that they had the authorisation needed to implerttezit mandate. (Laloupo interview, 21, 22, 23 &0d
August 2007, Toure interview, 27 August 2007)
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YEAR OF RATIFICATION

BENIN

[BURKINA|
FASO

CAPE
VERDE

COTE
D’ TVOIRE

THE
GAMBIA

GHANA

GUINEA

GUINEA-
BISSAU

LIBERIA

MALL

NIGER

INIGERIA

SENEGAL

SIERRA
LEONE

TOGO

Protocol on
Non-
[Aggression
signed in
1978

1979

1982

Ratified

1933

1934

1979

1932

1979

1992

1980

1990

1979

1979

1932

1980

Protocol on
Mutual
Assistance
in Defense
signed in
1981

2006

1982

Not
signatory

1983

1997

1989

1932

1991

1933

1998

1997

1983

1933

1986

1982

Protocol
relating to
the
MCPMRPS
signed in
1999

2001

Not
signatory

2005

2000

2004

2000

2004

Protocol on
[Democracy
and Good
(Governance
signed in
2001

2005

2004

2002

2003

2003

2005

2004

2004

Protocol on
the Fight
Against
Corruption
signed in
2001

2005

2004

2002

2003

2003

2002

2004

Convention
on Small
Arms and
Lights
‘Weapons
signed in
2006

2007

Source: Commission de la CEDEAOQ, Etat de Ratification du Traité révisé de la CEDEAO, des Protocoles et Conventions au 17 juin 2007, Abuja,
Nigeria : CEDEAO.

TABLE 5.4: Ratification of key protocols by ECOWASember states

237



Second, for SADC, ratification was faster, but wesessary. As of August 24, 2003,
Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambiqueamihbia, South Africa and
Tanzania had ratified the 2001 protocol. (SADC 223August 2003, p.119) No data was
available on the ratification of the 2004 SADC Eioles and Guidelines Governing
Democratic Elections. The 2001 protocol on secuaitiered into force on March 2, 2004.
(See table below) What this 2004 ratification ded@cretely means is that SADC was
only able to implement its security mandate stgrim2004, while ECOWAS was able to
do so five years earlier. Overall, less than tlyese's to ratify the 2001 SADC protocol on
security seems reasonable and the slow ratificaid@COWAS should not be surprising
or seen as a lack of political will from the paftits member states as the protocol had
provisionally entered into force. Thus, there i@ no obvious difference between the

two regional organisations, except maybe in theneadvf power relationships in the two

institutions.

Name of Instrument Date of Signature Date of Entry ito Force
Protocol on Poltics, Defence 14 August 2001 2 March 2004

and Security Cooperation

Protocol on the Control of 14 August 2001 8 November 2004

Firearms, Ammunition & Other

Related Materials in SADC

Protocol Against Corruption 14 August 2001 6 July200
Mutual Defence Pact 26 August 2003 Not yet in force

Source:SADC, Major Achievements and Challenges: 25 Ye&Regional Cooperation and Integration,
Gaborone: SADC, 2005, p.34. (SADC, 2005, p.34)

TABLE 5.5: Status of SADC Signature and Entry iRtrce of certain SADC legal
instruments as at 18 August 2005

More can be learned from the budget of both insbing. Analysing the budget of any
institution is always illuminating. In this caségtanalysis compares the 2005 budgets of

ECOWAS and SADC, 2005 being the only year with l8@OWAS and SADC budgets
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being available and when both institutions hadaalyestarted implementing their peace
and security mandate. Each institution follows efigiht accounting rules. SADC fiscal
year begins in 2004 and ends in 2005, probablyugust, in time for the annual summit

of Heads of State and Government.

2004/2005

Projected Outturn*
INCOME:
Member contributions 9,888,8D5
Donors & Grants 6,310,618
Other Income 100,0(0
TOTAL 16,399,423
EXPENDITURES
Personnel 5,423,496
Administration costs 3,840,328
Capital 201,97D
SUB-TOTAL 9,686,172
Programmes 6,933,699
TOTAL 16,619,801

*In US dollars.
Source:SADC, Major Achievements and Challenges: 25 Ye&Regional Cooperation and Integration,
Gaborone: SADC, 2005, p.20. (SADC, 2005, p.20)

TABLE 5.6: Budget for SADC Secretariat
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2005
INCOME UA*
Own resources
Community Levy Receipts 49,619,767
Contribution Arrears 1,221,441
Other Income 124,6€¢1
Total Own resources 50,965,8¢€(9
External resources
Japanese Government 99,423
World Bank 75,15p
USAID 116,862
European Union / Commission 616,219
Canadian Government / CIDA 81,494
ACBF / SIDA 620,90%
Algerian Government 331,410
French Government 40,8p9
Sights Savers International 38,¢36
Others 363,95P
Total Extermnal resources 2,385,163
TOTAL INCOME 53,351,032
EXPENDITURE
Administrative expenditure
Executive Secretariat 9,616,€/93
Community Parliament 3,606,3B4
Community Court of Justice 2,439,777
West African Health Organisation 1,039,381
Total administrative expe nditure 16,702,18p
Programme expenditure
Health programmes 1,186,2/16
Policy harmonisation programmes 1,643,p29
Integration programmes 1,607,€22
Peace & Security Programmes 2,377,098
Institutional Capacity Building 278,540
Others 1,335,065
Total programme expe nditure 8,428,47D
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 25,130,655
Surplus 28,220,37F

* 1 UA = US$1,43 (average throughout 2005). UA dwafor Unit of Account.
Source ECOWAS Executive Secretari@COWAS Annual Report 2008buja, Nigeria: ECOWAS, 2005,
p. 165. (ECOWAS Executive Secretariat, 2005, p.165)

TABLE 5.7: Budget for ECOWAS for the period danuary — 30 September 2005
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Four points are worth highlighting. First, althoutjiis cannot be derived from the two
budgets above, ECOWAS and SADC share a commonasiag trend as both plan to
significantly increase their income — to US$ 36,834 for SADC and UA 66,803,626
for ECOWAS - and their expenditure — to US$ 36,834, for SADC and UA
29,666,360 for ECOWAS - in the following year. Thienotes that both institutions
intend to expand and intensify their activitiesc@sl, ECOWAS has a much bigger
budget than SADC, the difference in income — UA353,032 for ECOWAS vs. US$
16,399,422 for SADC — being especially strikingisTbould be interpreted as a sign of
greater commitment on the part of ECOWAS membetestaowards the regional
organisation. But it is also the result of the adwpof a 0.5% community levy (cf.
Article 72 of the 1993 Revised Treaty) that, althloslow and cumbersome to implement
due to the reluctance of member states to relihghsir hold on this income, proved to
be pivotal in bringing increased resources to #ganal organisation. Third, on paper,
SADC is more dependent on donors and grants thaDVELRS with approximately 40%
of its income coming from external resources. Mags confirmed during the fieldwork
with different foreign officials quoting the perdage of 60%. In ECOWAS, only 5% of
its income comes from external resources. Howehies result has to be mitigated by the
fact that ECOWAS continues to actively search fatemal funding and that the
resources coming from the community levy are disbdiby member states at a very slow
and trickling pace. Finally, peace and securitynse® be more of a priority for
ECOWAS than for SADC with about 30% of its totabgram. For SADC, the budget
itself does not provide an indication of the amogpegnt on peace and security programs.
However, according to the operational budget fod322007, US$ 350,000 was to be
allocated to the Organ on Politics, Defence anduftigc (SADC, 23-24 August 2003,

p.294) Even though this does not correspond ex&atthhe year 2005, a rough estimate
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would assess that between 5 and 10% of total progrgpenditures is allocated to peace
and security within SADC, a proportion significantlelow that of ECOWAS. While this
is of course a rather cursory analysis, it provisesie insight on the apparently greater
commitment to the regional organisation and itscpeand security mandate by
ECOWAS. SADC is clearly not so generous or all emgassing when it comes to good
governance. The main logic behind adopting suclhotoBol is probably to signal to the
international community that SADC is committed tentbcracy, while the control
mechanisms are de facto very restrained. (Le Rateviatlosa interview, 19 July 2007)
In West Africa, behind the adoption of the 2001tBcol, there is probably a real concern
that a military coup can be very disruptive to tieole region. (Boko interview, 6 May
2008) But again, West Africa has had more coups thast, if not all, other African sub-

regions.

Overall, the analysis and comparison of the legatruments of ECOWAS and SADC

lead to the six following insights. First, ECOWAS8M&SADC do not share the same
values or the same understanding of sovereignty 8&DC interpreting sovereignty as a
strict adherence to the principle of non-interfeeem the internal affairs of another state.
That being said, they do share a broad understgqradisecurity that can include, among
others, the proliferation of small arms, cross-eorcrime, etc. They probably share the
same perception of security threat. Third, ECOWAS8 S8ADC member states also have
differing expectations towards their democracy na@dSADC again having a restrictive

approach by focusing only on what rules should godemocratic elections in its region.

ECOWAS has a much broader mandate but it remaif® teeen whether its acts on it.
Fourth, the difference in values has led to a tiffiee in the implementation mechanisms

of the respective regional organisation. ECOWASrust$ far greater power to its
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Secretariat and now the Commission as part ofeitsstbn-making process and allows for
a two-thirds majority, while SADC takes its decissoat Summit level by consensus and
the Secretariat performs secretariat functionsthFiboth regional organisations have
adopted a right of humanitarian intervention buthwsADC probably putting a greater
onus on state consent. A humanitarian interventioBCOWAS would be more likely

due to its values and its decision-making proceésslly, based on the analysis of the
budget more than on the ratification, ECOWAS appe@aore committed than SADC to

its peace and security mandate.

Both institutions acknowledge in their own textsittithe need for a new treaty can be
traced back to changes in the international andomef) scene in the early 1990s.
ECOWAS even mentions the emergence of the Singlkéflan Europe. The answer to
these changing circumstances proved to be slightfgrent. They do share a common
and broad understanding of security issues andrised¢hreats. This understanding of
security as human security establishes a link whihir democracy mandate with a
minimal respect for democracy and basic human siglting as a guarantee of stability
and security in their respective region. The maffeénce that has had an impact at
different levels throughout the legal texts consethe issue of sovereignty. SADC’s
insistence on a ‘strict’ respect for sovereignty aon-interference can explain the more
restrictive interpretation of its right of humamitan intervention, the limited powers
entrusted to its Secretariat, its smaller budgegieineral and for security issues, compared
to ECOWAS, and its insistence on consensus durkigG Summits, while ECOWAS

has agreed on a two-thirds majority voting. Thsoalas had an impact on the democracy
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mandate of the regional organisation as it prowss intrusive than that of ECOWAS.
This of course does not mean that ECOWAS has embracfull-fledged democracy
promotion agenda, far from it. A regional secuntganisation, according to ECOWAS
and SADC, is thus an organisation in charge of tammg stability in their region

irrespective of the type of threat they are facigxternal aggression, circulation of small

arms, or genocide. They are supposed to respontdtever crisis that arises.

What does this comparative analysis teaches ust dbeuhree factors outlined in the
introduction: marginalisation, the role of the @ml hegemon and of state weakness?
First, marginalisation, or to use the words of tegional organisations, the changes on
the international scene did play a significant toddind their adoption of a new mandate.
Second, their broad understanding of security asamusecurity can be traced back to
concerns about the state weakness of ECOWAS andCSABmbers. This chapter does
not tell us much about the regional hegemon exitepais closely involved in all the
negotiations, something that should not come ag@ise. The most important outcome
of this comparative analysis of the legal textEGIOWAS or SADC is the importance of
the pivotal norm of sovereignty and how it is vielwdifferently in each regional
organisation. This reinforces a constructivist takethe issue. In the following chapter,
we will see whether the conclusions drawn from tietual and budget analysis are

confirmed by an analysis of the implementation réad both institutions.
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CHAPTER 6

COSMETIC CHANGE OR CHANGE OF HEART?

We now have a good understanding of the history ahdhe precise security and

democracy roles of ECOWAS and SADC, it is time $sess whether the transformation
of these two regional organisations correspondreabcommitment of its member states
or whether it had only signalling purposes. A r&alieading the preceding chapter
analysing the legal texts of ECOWAS and SADC waarglue that the existence of these
protocols has not changed in any way the regiomddnze of power and does not
constrain the foreign policy choices of its membtates. Realists would be especially
dismissive of the democracy protocols and wouldsm®er their adoption as a way to
signal to Western countries their changed demacraaiure to obtain aid. In order to

counter these claims, it is crucial to analysepgedormance of ECOWAS and SADC in

the implementation of their new security and deraogroles.

Are ECOWAS and SADC mere paper tigers? Are thel lesgds analysed in the previous
chapter the result of international pressure wB(@OWAS and SADC member states
still expect the United Nations or the African Unito intervene whenever a crisis arises?
A close analysis of the treaties and protocols GOBVAS and SADC has shown that,
while their overall security and democracy mandgtguite similar, their differences over
the importance of the norm of sovereignty allowspusdict possible different levels of

commitment between ECOWAS and SADC. The aim of thigpter is to evaluate the
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commitment of the member states of ECOWAS and SAD@eir new mandates. The
objective here is to go beyond mere rhetoric aneffeectively measure change. This step
is crucial in order to answer the research questiorunderstand why ECOWAS and
SADC adopted a new security and democracy role.wkmp whether ECOWAS and
SADC member states are truly committed to their seaurity and democracy mandate
or not will shed some light as to why they adopti®id mandate in the first place. To
uncover their true motivations, we need to know tivbethe change was skin-deep or a

change of heart.

Did the institutional transformation of ECOWAS aBADC lead to changes in reality
and in the prevention, management and resolutiaroofiicts in their respective region?
To discover whether the member states of ECOWAS SABC demonstrated a real
commitment to maintain security and promote denmcrwathin their region, an analysis
of the implementation record of both institutiossnecessary. When a crisis arises or
when democratic governance is being challengea tylitary coup for instance, did the
regional organisation react in their respectivaaes? Did it take leadership to solve the
crisis or was the crisis being predominantly hadaie managed by another organisation?
How exactly did the regional organisation reactadgaon all the possible cases that
could potentially have represented a threat ts#uoeirity, stability or good governance of
the region, this section evaluates the performafid@COWAS and SADC as a regional
organisation with a security and democracy mandgtes cannot be don@& abstracto
and a comparison with the United Nations and thecan Union will bring a valuable
perspective to the work done by both regional oggions. The rationale behind this
comparison is explained in detail below. Sufficenisay that these are three international

organisations that could intervene in West and [8autAfrica, the regional organisation,
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the continental organisation, the African Uniond d@ime global one, the UN. To assess the
performance of ECOWAS and SADC, the relevant coaipge units are organisations

that have intervened, are intervening and willnvé@e in African regional crises.

The sections below assess the performance of ECO®WWSSADC as regional security
organisations by first outlining which criteria at® be used to evaluate their
implementation record and then by applying thed#era to their work on security and

democracy issues, namely on peacekeeping operatimhslection monitoring.

Methodology

This section addresses the challenge of elaborainget of criteria to assess the
performance of ECOWAS and SADC as regional secudtganisations with a

democracy and good governance mandate. This @measy task as there are not widely
agreed upon way of measuring their performancee@mase criteria have been outlined,

it then presents the data gathered, its sourcegsalahitations.

How to measure performance

This section puts forth its own set of criteriadx®n the comparison of the performance
of ECOWAS and SADC to that of the AU and of the UThe rationale behind this
comparative analysis is simple. Criteria to measin® performance of SADC and

ECOWAS are highlighted by the introduction of relat comparative elements. The AU
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and the UN have been chosen for the following feasons. First, as one cannot compare
apples and oranges, the relevant comparative etesmaem international organisations, as
opposed to states or a coalition of the willingalidOs face the same challenges in their
decision-making processes. Second, the AU, the UM ¢the regional security
organisation share the same broad security man@&ai the AU and the UN are
claiming responsibility for the maintenance of peand security in West and Southern
Africa as included in its global mandate for theitdd Nations, especially that of the
Security Council with its mandate of maintaining restoring international peace and
security, and in its continental mandate for theid&h Union with all SADC and
ECOWAS member states also belonging to the AU.dlhiney all have intervened,
militarily or diplomatically, in the West and Soetim African regions in the past. Finally,
the stark difference in financial and logisticalane between the United Nations and the
regional security organisation allows us to railseduestion of whether this difference in
means truly has a significant impact on the degistosend peacekeeping operations and
on the unfolding of the operation itself. It is @lsvith the aim of finding relevant
comparative elements that the performance of ECOWsRE SADC on election
monitoring will be compared to that of the Africaimion, the European Union and of the
Carter Centre as these are the organisations eferefe when it comes to monitoring

elections in Africa.

The analysis in this chapter offers some insightis the following questions:
- What triggers the involvement of the internatioo@mmunity, be it the regional,
the continental or the global organisation? Inportant here to also look at the
dogs that do not bark. The Conflict Barometer ipcsite to the task as it

separates the conflicts between interstate andsiiatie conflicts. It also classifies
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them according to their intensity. This thus hights two factors, the nature of
the conflict as interstate or intrastate and itensity to explain the involvement
of the international community.

Who reacts when a crisis erupts? The regional asgaon, ECOWAS or SADC,
the AU or the UN? What organisation takes the i@achanaging the crisis? Is it
systematically the regional organisation, the cwental organisation, or the UN,
or does it vary according to the region or to thenfict? Is the regional
organisation the default forum for crisis managemienthe region? Which
channel is privileged?

How does the organisation dealing with the crisect? What type of action does
it put in place? Is there a difference in approaetween the regional organisation,
the UN or the AU? Based on the data gathered irotfieial records of all four
organisations (ECOWAS, SADC, AU and the UN), thesteon proposes a scale
of possible reactions that simplifies the data gttt and makes it more easily
readable. An organisation can decide not to remet ¢risis, described in Tables
6.1 and 6.2 as a white or empty square. (see bdtaan also keep itself briefed
on the developments and offer its mediation anddgifices: this is denoted by a
yellow square. As a step up, it can condemn ceréations, impose some
sanctions or an embargo and can send some preddiyic&vilian or unarmed
staff to monitor the situation on the ground: tisislenoted by an orange square.
Finally, the organisation can decide to intervenétamly: this can be a more
traditional peacekeeping operation that entailsimnitoring of a ceasefire for
instance, or a more robust mission that includes@enforcement. In both cases,
this means having boots on the ground, i.e. senditigary personnel. This is

described by a red square. From white to yellowremge to red, the table below

249



aims to visually describe the degree of involvemeheach organisation in a
specific conflict. The measures and steps takenebgh organisation are
summarized. Their reactions are also colour-codedlérity.

- Overall, this section explores what type of comnetnECOWAS and SADC
member states have vis-a-vis their peace and $gdudndate. Is the regional
organisation usually involved when tensions aride® much are ECOWAS and
SADC member states ready to sacrifice (money anu) neeimplement the peace

and security mandate of their regional organis&tion

As regards the democracy mandate of ECOWAS and SAlDE s still a relatively new
phenomenon even though both protocols were adabtedly after those on peace and
security. The mandate of both regional organisatimmmuch more restrictive and is
limited to the monitoring of elections. This is &w trend that pervaded the whole
continent as the AU Executive Council decided tatdgsh an Election Monitoring Unit
in 2002 at its meeting in Durban, South Africa (CMc€.687). ECOWAS decided to
establish its Electoral Assistance Unit in 2005C(BNVAS Executive Secretariat, 2005,
8273) Nevertheless, the same logic is applied hbeetables below make a list of all the
parliamentary, legislative and presidential elewtithat took place from 1998 until 2007
in West and Southern African countries. The soussl here is the Election Guide of the
International Foundation for Electoral Systems @FEhat compiles all presidential,
parliamentary and legislative elections aroundwioeld and their result® The dataset
only starts in 1998 and there is no data availéet®re that. This does not represent a
problem for the analysis as both ECOWAS and SAD&rteti implementing their

democracy mandate in the early 2000s. The tabBar@ 6.4 below show whether these

* For more information, setp://www.electionguide.org/index.php
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elections were monitored by the regional orgaresatind what its assessment was. To
provide a point of comparison, the table also tsatle reports issued by the AU, the EU
and the Carter Centre on these same electionsandélgsis offers some insight on the
same issues as the peace and security mandateomomitted are ECOWAS and SADC
member states to the implementation of their deamycmandate? More specifically,
how often does the regional organisation monitecwns? How does its assessment
compare to that of other institutions? Are ECOWASI &SADC ready to sanction

instances of bad governance within their midst?

The data and its limitations

Concretely, the analysis will focus on a time pérfoom 1992 until 2007. While both
organisations changed their mandate in 1999 and,2BCOWAS and SADC started
getting involved in the area of peace and secastgoon as the end of the Cold War with
1992 being the year SADCC was transformed in SADG & new mandate of peace and
security. By 1992, ECOWAS was already militarilywaived in the Liberian civil war
and by 1994 SADC had started its reflection on ¢betent of its peace and security
mandate with the organisation by the SADC Seciatai Workshop on Democracy,

Peace and Security from 11 to 16 July 1994.

To analyse their performance and their effectivenesnanaging emerging crises in their
regions, a list of all the conflicts in the regimassembled. This list goes beyond wars
and conflicts and also includes tensions — not seardy resulting in outright conflict —
that would warrant the intervention and involvementhe regional organisation to fulfil

its conflict prevention mandate. The selectiontef different instances that could have
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incurred a reaction from the regional organisatisnbased on their disruptive potential
for the peace and security of the region and iredudstances of bad governance such as
the rigging of elections. The source used to coenhils data is the Conflict Barometer of

the Heidelberg Institute for International ConflRésearch’

The first step in the analysis was the gatheringstinces of unrest and tensions in West
and Southern Africa. The choice of the Conflict @aeter of the Heidelberg Institute for
International Conflict Research is based on theftMlowing reasons. It is not limited to
inter-state conflicts and includes intra-state totsf Second, it includes instances of
unrest and measures the intensity of conflict. Twnflict Barometer only started
measuring the intensity of conflicts in 1996. Frdra96 until 2003, 1 meant latent
conflict, 2 meant mostly non-violent conflict, 3 am violent crisis and 4 meant watr. In
2003, the typology changed with 1 meaning latemiflozt: ‘A positional difference on
definable values of national meaning is considdcethe a latent conflict if respective
demands are articulated by one of the parties antefwed by the other as such.” 2 meant
manifest conflict: ‘A manifest conflict includeseluse of measures that are located in the
forefield of violent force. This concerns for exdmperbal pressure, threatening publicly
with violence, or the imposition of economic saonf.” 3 meant crisis: ‘A crisis is a
tense situations in which at least one of the pantises violent force in single incidents.’
4 meant severe crisis: ‘A conflict is consideredo® a severe crisis if violent force is
repeatedly used in an organised way.” 5 meant Wdars are a type of violent conflicts
in which violent force is used with a certain conity in an organised and systematic
way. The conflict parties apply extensive measusexording to the situation. The

amount of destruction is vast and of long durati@ideidelberg Institute on International

5" For more information, se®tp://www.hiik.de/en/konfliktbarometer/index.html
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Conflict Research (HIIK), 2003, p.2) Whatever thpdlogy privileged, a conflict ranked

as 1 is particularly interesting as it can inclugktances of bad governance.

While useful, the data from the Conflict Baromagenot without its limitations and some
caveats should be mentioned here. First, differasés of unrest were addressed either by
ECOWAS or SADC and were not mentioned by the ConBiarometer. For instance, it
does mention the assassination of the PresideNtgefr in 1999, but does not include it
in its charts. This assassination was strongly eomted by ECOWAS. Also mentioned
in ECOWAS records and not to be found in the Cohfiarometer are a 2002 mutiny in
Niger, border tensions between Benin and Burkireofa 2006 and an attempted coup in
The Gambia also in 2006. In the case of SADC, thefiZt Barometer does not mention
the tensions and constitutional crisis in 1994 @sdtho. Second, the quality of the data
improved over time. It became more precise, a pestevelopment, but this also means
that it only treated major instances of conflictled beginning of the dataset in the 1990s.
This does not necessarily mean that the regione were peaceful but rather that the
Conflict Barometer did not take note of certain fiots. There was not necessarily an
increase in conflict, but rather an increase indatils, accuracy and a broader scope of

inclusion of the Conflict Barometer.

The data used to assess the reaction of ECOWASCS#i2 AU and the UN is also not
without its problems. For ECOWAS, the press relsase the regional organisation’s
website were only available starting in 1999. Hoerewderived from the secondary
literature, we are still able to track when and ehECOWAS intervened militarily. It is

somewhat more difficult to track down ‘softer’ tygef reaction during the period 1990-

1999. From the fieldwork, only the Annual reports2000, 2002, 2005 and 2006 were
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brought back as the others could not be locateérdly the analysis is based on a rather
patchy record for ECOWAS. For SADC, the recordshef Council of Ministers and of
the Summits of the Heads of State and Governmeng wknost fully available from
1994 until 2006. The records of a few Extraordin&ymmits, quite often focusing on
peace and security issues, were not included  plhickage provided by the SADC
Secretariat. Also, the records of the ISDSC (Ii8&te Defence and Security Committee)
that would have been particularly pertinent for tesue at hand were also not to be
located. For the OAU, the analysis is based onrélelutions and the decisions taken by
the OAU and later by the AU at the level of the #eaf State and Government, but also
at the level of the Council of Ministers as, appdse the follow-up of different conflicts
was mainly done at the Council of Ministers leviHe records were available from 1992
onwards. Most of the documents (press releasesnooimués and meeting record) were
available online on the AU website. However, a fegre missing. At the level of Heads
of State and Government, the records of the summltemé, Togo, on July 10-12, 2000,
in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, on July 6-8, 2004, andAlouja, Nigeria, on January 30-31,
2005 were not available. At the level of the Coumdi Ministers, the records of the
meetings taking place in Addis Ababa, EthiopiaFabruary 19-24, 1990 and in Algiers,
Algeria on July 8-10, 1999 were also not availabla. the United Nations, the analysis is
centred on the resolutions taken by the SecuritynCib from 1992 until 2007. These

were fully available online.

As a final caveat, the colour-coding used belovorder to simplify the reading of the
tables also has its inherent limitations. Quiteewftthe institutional involvement should
be seen as a continuum and colour-coding is ratietrary. For instance, in the case of

rehatting of ECOWAS troops with the UN blue helm&&€OWAS remains very much
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involved with boots on the ground and is still ilwexl in the negotiations. Nevertheless,
the UN becomes the leading organisation and thiglldhbe expressed in the colour-
coding, hence the downgrading to orange. The anm isdo discover overall patterns and

trends.

The performance of ECOWAS and SADC as security orgasations

As outlined above, this section provides a list s-exhaustive as possible — of all
instances of unrest within West and Southern Aftiwt could have triggered a reaction
by ECOWAS, SADC, the African Union or the Unitedtdas. The analysis starts with
ECOWAS, then continues on SADC before outlining gatern of reaction of each

regional security organisation and thus its pertoroe compared to the AU and the UN.

ECOWAS as a reqgional leader
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TABLE 6.1: The performance of ECOWAS as a securityorganisation from 1992 to 2007: A comparison withite UN and the AU

Conflict Year | Reaction of ECOWAS Reaction of the OAU
Name Type Intensity
Liberia (civil war) Intrastate NA (1992 CoM resolution
NA 1993
NA 1994 CoM resolution
NA 1995 CoM resolution
3 1996 CoM resolution
2 1997 CoM resolution
2 1998
3 1999
4 2000 Assessment tour of secur
situation
4 2001 Establishment of CoM decision
Mediation Committee
4 2002 Creation of International CoM decision
Contact Group for
Mediation
5 2003 CoM decision
4 2004 Mediation by General Statement of the
Abubakar Chairperson of the AU
2 2005 Mediation by General
Abubakar
2 2006
Liberia (vs. Guinea) Interstate 2 1999

Raction of the UN

Arms embargo

Leadership

ECOWAS

Establishment of UNOMILECOWAS

composed of military

observers
UNOMIL
UNOMIL
UNOMIL
UNOMIL

UNOL
UNOL
UNOL

ECOWAS

ECOWAS

ECOWAS

ECOWAS

UN

UN

UN

End of sanctions but still UN

arms embargo

SC sends a panel of expasts

ECOWAS

UN

UN

UN
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Conflict Year | Reaction of ECOWAS Reaction of the OAU
Name Type Intensity
Sierra Leone (disorder) |Intrastate NA 1994
NA  [1995
(civil war) 3 1996 CoM resolution
(aftermath of civil war) 2 1997 CoM resolution
3 1998 CoM resolution
(civil war) 4 1999 ECOMOG intervention
rehatted
4 2000 ECOWAS secures release CoM resolution
139 UN peacekeepers
3 2001 Establishment of MediationCoM resolution
Committee
(struggle for power) 2 /2002 Election observation team
sent
2 2003
2 2004
2 2005 ECOWAS monitors
situation
2 |2006 |
2 2007 Fact-finding mission to SL

Reaction of the UN Leadership

Exploratory mission

Appointment of special envoy

Support for ECOWAS and ECOWAS
arms embargo

ECOWAS

UN

UN
UNAMSIL helps with UN
elections
Drawdown of UNAMSIL UN
UNAMSIL UN

Establishment of UNIOSIL UN

UNIOSIL UN

UNIOSIL UN
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Conflict Year | Reaction of ECOWAS Reaction of the OAU Raction of the UN Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Guinea-Bissau (civil war) |Intrastate 4 11998 Welcomes role of ECOMO&COWAS
4 1999 Establishment of Post-Confli ECOWAS
Peace Building Support Offic
in GB (UNOGBIS)
2 2000 ECOWAS monitors UNOGBIS ECOWAS
situation
(struggle for power) 2 2001 ECOWAS monitors UNOGBIS ECOWAS
situation
2 2002 ECOWAS monitors ECOWAS
situation
3 2003 | Condemnation of coup  UNOGBIS ECOWAS
2 2004 Election monitoring Extension of UNOGBIS ECOWAS
3 2005 Election monitoring UNOGBIS
2 2006 Fact-finding mission UNOGBIS
3 2007 High level contact group ECOWAS
mission for GB
(vs. Casamance secession) 412006 ECOWAS condemns viole
clashes
Guinea-Bissau (vs. The |Interstate 2 2002
Gambia)
1 2005
1 2006
Guinea-Bissau (vs. Interstate 1 2007

Casamance secessic
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Conflict Year | Reaction of ECOWAS Reaction of the OAU Raction of the UN Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Guinea (struggle for Intrastate 4 2000 Assessment tour and ECOWAS
power) condemnation of General
Man's actions as
undemocratic
4 2001 CoM decision ECOWAS
1 2002
1 2003
2004
3 2005 Election monitoring
1 [2006 |
3 2007 ECOWAS mission Peace and Security ECOWAS

Council decision
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Conflict Year | Reaction of ECOWAS Reaction of the OAU Raction of the UN Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Céote d'lvoire (struggle for |Intrastate 2 2000 ECOWAS condemns ECOWAS and
power) December 1999 coup France
2 2001 | |
4 2002 Extraordinary summit, Appointment of Special Support for ECOWAS. ECOWAS and
decision to deploy a Envoy. Support for France
monitoring group ECOWAS. (deployment of
French troops to
maintain cease-
fire boundaries)
5 2003 CoM decision Establishment ofNUCI ECOWAS and
France
4 2004 ECOMICI rehatted under Report of the Chairpers ECOWAS and
UNOCI France
3 2005 Joint ECOWAS/AU AU mediation led by Pdt ECOWAS/AU
initiative Mbeki
3 2006 Regional delegation sent tcAU Peace and Security AU/ECOWAS
Cl Council decides of step
for election and transitio
in Cl.
3 2007 Ouagadougou agreement AU hails role of AU/ECOWAS
ECOWAS
Togo (disorder) Intrastate NA 1993
(struggle for power) 2 2003
1 2004
3 2005 Sanctions and election ECOWAS
monitoring
2 2006 ECOWAs sponsored
agreement
1 2007 | |
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Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of ECOWAS

Reaction of the OAU

Raction of the UN

Leadership

Niger (Tuaregs)

Intrastate

NA

1993

NA

1994

NA

1995

1996

1997

1998

2004

2005

2006

Wk NWR[R P

2007

Niger (vs. Benin, border)

Interstate

2001

2002

2003

2004

R RR R

2005

Nigeria (minorities)

Intrastate

1993

NA

1994

NA

1995

1996

1997

1998

2000

W WN PP

2001

Nigeria (ethnic tensions)

Intrastate

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

NWwhr~w

2007

261



Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of ECOWAS

Reaction of the OAU

Raction of the UN

Leadership

Nigeria (autonomy,
resources

Intrastate

3

1999

Nigeria (vs. Cameroon
Bakassi peninsula

Interstate

N

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

NNWRRRRRRRN

2007

Nigeria (vs. Equatorial
Guinea, resources

Interstate

1999

2000

[EEN

2001

=

2002

Nigeria (Niger Delta, oil)

Intrastate

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

AW hrbH

2007
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Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of ECOWAS

Reaction of the OAU

Raction of the UN

Leadership

Senegal (Casamance Intrastate

secessior

NA

1993

NA

1994

2
>

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

Extraordinary Summit

2003

2004

2005

2006

WIBARNWWWWNINWININ

2007

Mali (Tuaregs)

Intrastate

=z
>

1994

e
>

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2006

WWRrRRRRRRPR

2007
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Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of ECOWAS

Reaction of the OAU

Raction of the UN

Leadership

Ghana (ethnic tensions) |Intrastate

NA

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2002

RINRPRRINN

2003

Mauritania (vs. Senegal, |Interstate

resources

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

RRRRRRP P

2007

(coup d'état)

Intrastate

2003

The Gambia (vs. Senegal,|Interstate

resources

2005

2006

2007
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As seen from the previous table, out of the nineteenflicts or instances of tension and
unrest that shook West Africa from 1992 until 206COWAS was involved, in one way or
another, in seven of them, namely the conflict ibekia, Sierra Leone, Céte d’lvoire, the
unrest and struggle for power in Guinea, Guinead&isand Togo and in 2001 during a flare-
up of the Casamance secession movement in Serfeagakpilled over in neighbouring
countries. ECOWAS did not get involved in any istate conflict or tension and in any
internal tensions that did not reach the leveliofent conflict. As can be seen clearly from
the table above, ECOWAS has been active in thdutso of the most violent intrastate
conflicts in its region. This result should of ceaitbe qualified by the fact that many of these
conflicts had spill-over effects and repercussionsther countries. This partially explains
why the arc of conflict including, from West to EaGuinea-Bissau, Guinea, Sierra Leone,
Liberia and Cote d’lvoire, is often thought of &e tonflict of the Mano River region, as one
conflict cannot be solved independently from thieeat. ECOWAS intervened militarily in
Liberia, Sierra Leone, Guinea-Bissau and Coéte d'évand deployed troops along the
Guinea/Liberia/Sierra Leone border. Its involvemseadled up and down according to the
intensity of the conflict and to the increasing alwement of the United Nations in the
conflicts of the region. ECOWAS did not only reaaterupting crises by sending boots on
the ground: its reaction ranged from assessments,tomediation efforts with the
establishment of Mediation Committees, the orgdimsaof emergency meetings to
condemnation of military coups, election monitoriagd the deployment of troops. In the
case of Guinea and Guinea-Bissau, with both ofetleemflicts staying clear from extreme
instances of violence, ECOWAS privileged a ‘softpeoach that focused on mediation and

conflict prevention, or at least preventing the fionfrom escalating. A similar approach
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was used in Togo following the death of Presideygdema that was followed by bloodless
coup by his son, Faure Gnassingbé Eyadema, whoetdbpower for himself. The Heads of
State of the region gathered together and askeddistep down and to organise elections
that Faure Gnassingbé Eyadema won. Beyond mediagond offices and election
monitoring, ECOWAS rarely resorted to sanctiona agy of putting pressure on conflicting

parties.

SADC inability to unite
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TABLE 6.2: The performance of SADC as a security aganisation from 1992 until 2007: A comparison witithe AU and the UN.

Conflict Year| Reaction of SADC Reaction of the OAU | Reactiorof the UN | Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Angola (civil war) Intrastate NA 1992 UNAVEM lI UN
NA 1993 Condemnation of UNITA UNAVEM Il and UN
Sanctions against
UNITA
NA 1994 Humanitarian aid UNAVEM lI UN
NA 1995 On agenda of Summit UNAVEM lli UN
2 1996 Troops sent to Angola UNAVEM llI UN
within framework of
UNAVEM llI
3 1997 Supports UN sanctions Withdrawal of military UN
units
3 1998 Savimbi called a war MONUA UN
criminal
4 1999 Chaiperson of Organ  Support for SADC UNOA UN
monitors situation
4 2000 Solidarity with UNOA UN
governemnt of Angola
4 2001 Sanctions against UNITA Monitoring UN
mechanism
4 2002 Sanctions against UNITA Need to maintain UNMA UN
sanctions
(struggle for power) 1 2003 Satisfaction with
progress made
1 2004
3 2005
3 2006
2 2007
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Conflict Year | Reaction of SADC Reaction of the OAU | Reaiion of the UN | Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Angola (Cabinda Intrastate 2 1996
secessior
2 1997
2 1998
2 1999
1 2000
2 2001
3 2002
4 2003
3 2004
3 2005
3 2006
3 2007
Angola (Caprivi strip) Intrastate 1 1998
Angola (vs. Zambia) Interstate 2 19991SDSC defuses tenions
over UNITA
2 20001SDSC defuses tenions
over UNITA
2 2001
1 2002
Mozambique (civil war) |Intrastate NA 1992 ONUMOZ UN
NA 1993 ONUMOZ UN
NA 1994 Support peace process ONUMOZ UN
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* The Democratic Republic of Congo joined SADC B0Y.
** The intervention in the DRC was decided by sepamember states and endorsed post facto by SADC.

Conflict Year | Reaction of SADC Reaction of the OAU | Redton of the UN | Leadership
Name Type Intensity
DRC (civil war) * Intrastate 4 1997 Follows developments
4 199 SADC
member
states **
t
4 1999 Peace initiative under Support for regional UN
leadership of President mediation. Creation of
Chiluba of Zambia MONUC.
4 2000 UN
4 2001 Masire (Botswana) UN
facilitator in Inter-
Congolese Dialogue
4 2002 Summit receives report Supports SADC as MONUC deployed UN
from President Kabila facilitator
5 2003 Satisfied of
developments
5 2004 Evaluation mission sent Urges UN to increas
size of MONUC
4 2005
4 2006 Congratulations for
elections
4 2007
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Conflict Year | Reaction of SADC Reaction of the OAU | Reaton of the UN | Leadership
Name Type Intensity
Lesotho (intervention of |Intrastate 3 199 SADC
South Africa) member
states **
1 1999 Calls on Lesotho to SADC
pursue democratic member
process states **
1 2000
1 2001
1 2002‘ Election observation ‘ SADC
Zimbabwe (struggle for |Intrastate 2 2000Elections deemed free SADC
power) and fair
2 2001 Supports Zimbabwe's SADC
efforts to redress coloni
injustice and inequitable
land redistribution
2 2002 Opposes sanctions SADC
3 2003 Solidarity with SADC
Zimbabwe
3 2004
3 2005
3 2006
3 2007 Mbeki (Sout Africa) as SADC
facilitator

** The intervention in Lesotho was decided by sepamember states and endorsed post facto by SADC.
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Conflict Year | Reaction of SADC Reaction of the OAU | Reaiion of the UN | Leadership
Name Type Intensity
South Africa (transition  |Intrastate NA 1992 UN Special
from apartheid) representative
NA | 1993 |
NA 1994 Creation of Regional UNOMSA, end of
Resident Mission arms embargo
NA | 1995
(aftermath of apartheid) 2 1996 Review of regional
situation
2 1997
1 1998
(KwaZulu Natal) Intrastate 2 1999
1 2000
1 2001
1 2003
1 2004
1 2005
3 2006
2 2007
(vs. Namibia) Interstate 1 2001
1 2002
1 2003
1 2004
1 2005
1 2006
1 2007
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Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of SADC

Reaction of
the OAU

Reaction of the
UN

Leadership

Tanzania (Zanzibar secession)

Intrastate

NA

1993

NA

1994 Review of regional situation

2
>

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2004

NWINPFPFRPEFEPDNNRFRRFRPEFPDN

2007

Namibia (Caprivi strip)

Intrastate

1999 Condemnation of secessionist attack

2001

SADC

2002

2003

2004

2005

2004

NN R R RRP e

2007

Namibia (vs. Botswana)

Interstate

1999

2000

2001

2002

i

2003
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Conflict

Name

Type

Intensity

Year

Reaction of SADC

Reaction of the OAU

Reatton of the UN

Leadership

Swaziland (struggle for
power)

Intrastate

1

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

WINW W W

2007

Swaziland (vs. South
Africa)

Interstate

2003

2004

2005

2006

Rk k|~

2007

Botswana (resources)

Intrastate

2004

N

2005

N

2006

2007
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Out of the sixteen conflicts in the Southern Afnaagion from 1992 until 2007, SADC
was involved in nine, namely in Angola, Mozambiqtlee transition from apartheid in
South Africa, the DRC, Lesotho, the tensions olier@aprivi strip, the tensions between
Angola and Zambia and in Zimbabwe. All these werteastate conflicts except for the
tensions between Angola and Zambia over UNITA thate defused by the ISDSC.
(Fabricius, 2002, p.41) Just as in ECOWAS, SADddk=cto react to a conflict based on
the intensity of it and scales down its involvemastthe UN steps in. However, contrary
to ECOWAS, SADC intervened militarily only twice lresotho and the DRC and as was
explained in the historical chapter (chapter 4gsthinterventions were only labelled
SADC interventions post facto. As a constant, SApileged a ‘soft’ approach and
rarely intervenes in a forcible manner. This campéasially attributed to a political culture
based on ‘quiet diplomacy,” a term often used tecdbed South African diplomacy, and
meetings behind closed doors and thus dominatesetnecy that makes the reporting of
SADC efforts in conflict management quite arduowsits official documents, SADC
remains seized of the question and is regularlgféd on the situation. SADC quite
systematically begins its statements with positoansiderations and does not only
address the problems in its own region. It alstoved quite closely what is happening in
the Great Lakes region, albeit without the mandatkegitimacy to intervene there. For
instance, SADC can congratulate Rwanda for itstieles, express deep regrets at the
death of Sergio Vieira de Mello, etc. In 2002, 8wammit focused on the changes taking
place at the AU level. SADC also held several talkh the European Union about the
political and security situation in the region. E@@S limits its comments to its own
region. In general, SADC uses very mild languagésofficial documents and most of
its negotiation and mediation attempts are not rii@set in details in its records. It

resorted to sanctions only in the case of Angold anthat case, followed the sanctions
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imposed by the UN. It also strongly condemned UNIaAd its leader, Jonas Savimbi,
who was called a ‘war criminal’ in 1998. The onlyper condemnation came in 1999 with
the condemnation of the secessionist attack onntéatiulilo in the Caprivi region in

Namibia. The difference in the tools used by ECOW&RE SADC are thus striking.

These tables also track the reactions of the OAdUlater the African Union and of the
United Nations Security Council. In both regionse tOAU/AU is not very present. It
does follow the developments of the biggest crisébe region and can be part in certain
cases of mediation efforts, as was the case in B0@®te d’lvoire but it rarely takes the
lead in crisis management in each region. In egsdhe AU gets briefed on the issues
and follows the developments but rarely takes dmuss It has only started recently
contributing financially to sub-regional actiongtably thanks to the funds provided by
the European Union. In contrast, the role of theis/uch more prominent as it has sent
troops on the ground in most of the conflicts instv&frica and in Southern Africa. This
strong involvement of the UN can be partially expdal of course by its mandate but also
by the means it has at its disposal that do notpesenwith the very limited means, be it
financial means or logistical capabilities, of ECA®/ and SADC. The UN Security
Council is also the institution through which sames are levied. Sanctions are by
definition more effective if taken at the leveltbke global institution, especially for arms

and diamonds embargoes.
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Assessing ECOWAS and SADC leadership

Beyond this quick description of the results foundthe tables above, the following
insights can be deduced in order to assess therkad of ECOWAS and SADC in their

Own region on security issues.

What triggers the involvement of the internatiocammunity in West and Southern
Africa? Counter-intuitively, the international coranity, be it the regional, continental or
global organisation, gets predominantly involvedntrastate conflicts. This means that
interference in a country’s internal affairs, a m@gainst any definition of sovereignty,
is the norm in these regions. This result has tpdmdered alongside the other factor
these tables include, i.e. the intensity of thefledn A more reliable way of predicting
intervention is the intensity of the conflict. Redj@ss of the interstate or intrastate nature
of the conflict, the international community getsalved when conflicts become violent
(intensity 3, 4 and 5 in the tables). It appearsifastervention is needs driven. In
ECOWAS, of the 19 conflicts, there are only 5 istate conflicts. In SADC, out of the
16 conflicts, only 4 are interstate conflicts. Theedominant type of conflict in both
regions is intrastate and this tends to be the mmdéent. According to the tables,
ECOWAS and SADC almost never interfere in intetesteonflicts, even though such
conflicts do spill over borders. The only instanmfeinterstate conflict that led to a
regional organisation getting involved — Angola ¥sambia over UNITA in 1999 and
2000 — was not even mentioned in the records peovity SADC as they did not include
ISDSC records. This information was found in theoselary literature. (Fabricius, 2002)
Overall, interstate conflicts, that quite often ahxe border issues, rarely lead to

significant outbursts of violence. The internatibgammunity thus gets involved in
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violent intrastate conflicts in both regions. Buttervention by the international
community is not automatic. This is where lookitdlhe dogs that do not bark can prove
useful. Neither ECOWAS, nor the AU, nor the UN hawven mentioned the tensions that
routinely erupt in Nigeria and that can prove quitdent (often intensity 4 in the tables).
When a violent intrastate conflict occurs withire tlegional hegemonic state like Nigeria,
it does not trigger any involvement by the intelor@l community. Nobody can
intervene in Nigeria unless the country collap3é® final answer is that the international
community intervenes in violent intrastate confliethen such a conflict can lead to state

collapse or when the afflicted country is unabladadress the violence.

Now that we know under what circumstances the matisonal community gets involved
in West and Southern Africa, the next questionmiso reacts to the emerging crisis? The
answer to this question reveals a big differencevéen West and Southern Africa.
ECOWAS is quite often the leading institution whegrea crisis emerges in its region. At
the minimum, ECOWAS is always present in one cdpaor another. However,
leadership in West Africa varies. From the tablee @ould assume that there is an
emerging pattern of the regional organisation gc#s a first responder during a regional
emergency with the UN taking over later on andistayn the long run. ECOWAS s the
organisation that has to respond by default becthes&)N does not respond quickly to
problems in West Africa. The emergence of ECOWAGS #sst responder has its roots in
the West African disappointment in the United NasioThis disillusionment is notably
expressed in the ECOWAS security protocol in whintbrvention by ECOWAS does not
require prior UN authorisation. This is not theead SADC where most interventions
and leadership comes from the United Nations, beAingola, Mozambique or the DRC.

When there is intervention by SADC, it seems thasté interventions were triggered by
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the interests of key member states. Usually, fismanagement in Southern Africa, the
UN takes the lead. While ECOWAS is a pivotal orgation in the region towards which
member states, the AU and the UN turn when thera isis; SADC is not the

gatekeeper in Southern Africa. In West Africa, fhdditical tensions are systematically
addressed and discussed at the regional level alexaxtusively through ECOWAS.

ECOWAS is the forum of choice. In Southern Afrit@e hard work is done by the United
Nations. The role of the regional hegemon can g&rtaccount for this difference as
South Africa is often accused of privileging the Alith the intervention in Burundi as a

case in point® This is a striking difference between the two oegil organisations.

When the international community gets involved icrigis, how does it react? What tools
do the regional organisations use to implement fiece and security mandate? Beyond
this major difference in terms of leadership wittheir respective region, ECOWAS and
SADC do share a common concern for early warnind eonflict prevention. This
corresponds again to the ‘quiet’ diplomacy approtet consists of sending prominent
and respected leaders to a country that shows sifgmsrest to unruffle feathers. This is
true for both ECOWAS and SADC and can be sometidiéisult to track. However, in
the case of SADC, since the crisis in Zimbabwerglae clear signs of the limitations of
this approach, at least within Southern Africa. fllon prevention is not always
successful but is usually performed at the regidenal with the AU getting involved
from time to time and the UN very rarely, at leist¥West and Southern Africa. The main
difference between both organisations is that, reclieally, ECOWAS picks a mediator,

quite often a current or former Head of State, seratls him or her to the country in crisis,

8 South Africa sent some troops in Burundi in 20@llofving the ceasefire agreement brokered by
President Mandela. (Setp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/1627807 .kttt was then the lead nation of
AMIB (African Union Mission in Burundi) in 2003 thavas followed in 2004 by ONUB (United Nations
Operation in Burundi) with a South African commangil at the head of the United Nations’ forces.
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while, in SADC, a president often decides to ofitsr good offices and is then later
endorsed by the regional organisation. The invobkmtnof regional leaders exists but they
act a lot more like individuals who find common gnols depending on the crisis. They
do not exactly act as representatives of the rafigrouping. Beyond conflict prevention,
when a crisis erupts, both SADC and ECOWAS havé tise whole range of diplomatic
and military tools at their disposal: from simplelléw-up to military intervention.
However, ECOWAS is much more prone to intervendtanily and in a much more
forceful manner. This difference in methods carlifleed to the difference in leadership
between the two regional organisations. Again, SAefers ‘quiet’ diplomacy, while
ECOWAS is ready to escalate to military interventi®hen military intervention is
warranted due to the intensity of the conflict, SAWelcomes the UN stepping in and
sending troops while ECOWAS tends to act as a ffasponder and later have its troops
re-hatted by the United Nations, whether by choicby default due to the slow response
of the UN, it is difficult to tell. The differencan approach cannot be attributed to the
lesser intensity of the conflicts in the Southerfnican region, with the conflict of the
DRC having remained violent throughout the perindlied. However, the relative lack
of interest in investing heavily in peacekeepinghe DRC can maybe be attributed to the
fact that the DRC, being such a giant within African belong to different regions of the
continent. It arguably could be another regiongkoisation’s responsibility to intervene.
In fact, its identity as a Southern African natioan easily be called into question.
Overall, as of 2007, SADC is reluctant and does heote the capacity, as a regional
organisation, to intervene militarily in its owngren. South Africa does have the
capacity, but the work, planning and training teate a regional force has not been
achieved. This stands in sharp contrast to the EBOWillingness to send soldiers and

to its efforts to build its Standby Force.
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The final question to be addressed is: how comthiiie ECOWAS and SADC to their
peace and security mandate. When they have irdegresbmmon, countries can always
find a way to cooperate in order to achieve themmon goals. What difference can a
regional organisation then make? It may be the dlisar ‘default’” way countries
collaborate. It can be the default venue or insenithey use. This is arguably the main
difference between ECOWAS and SADC. As seen ab@iest African countries see
ECOWAS as the forum of choice to address the dgcerises in their region and seem
ready to make greater sacrifices, in terms of pesey@ng operations and peace
enforcement, than SADT. However, the reality of their limited capacitieancot be
ignored and their commitment in this domain careafude that of the United Nations as
they need the financial and logistical help of ¢ghabal institution. The P3 — the United
States, the United Kingdom and France — also remaoived, especially France in Cote
d’lvoire. On the other hand, SADC does not takel#tael in matters relating to the peace
and security of its region. While individual HeaofsState and Government are indeed
involved when crises erupt, SADC does not seenctas a regional organisation, but
much more as a coalition of different interestse T¥low development of a SADC
common voice can also probably be attributed toctigs in Zimbabwe that has brought
SADC to a stalemate. There is of course also aalyirof voices and interests within
West Africa but ECOWAS seems somehow to hammera@pommon position on

different crises, an achievement SADC seems urtabdehieve for now. As the crisis in

*9 Nigeria, under the leadership of newly electedsidlent Obasanjo, decided to withdraw its troopsnfro
Sierra Leone in 1999. Such a decision puts in gueshe commitment of Nigeria to ECOWAS and of
ECOWAS as a whole, under the leadership of theoredihegemon, to its peacekeeping mandate. It is
worth highlighting here that Nigeria's decisionviithdraw was based on predominantly domestic regson
with Obasanjo running on this platform for the jlescy. Nevertheless, Nigerian foreign policy still
pushed forward for the adoption of the 1999 Prdtaustitutionalizing the peacekeeping mandate of
ECOWAS and thus allowing a better burden-sharinthiwithe regional organisation. Nigeria had also
established contacts with the United Nations touemghat there would be no power vacuum as they
withdrew. See UNITED NATIONS (1999) Letter dated RP&cember 1999 from the Secretary-General
addressed to the President of the Security CousdiP99/1285New York, United Nations.
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the DRC clearly shows, the peace and securityefSbuthern African region, whenever

a conflict becomes violent, is still very much rethands of the United Nations.

The performance of ECOWAS and SADC in democracy prmotion and election

monitoring

The peace and security mandate of ECOWAS and SADR@Iy one of the elements that
this research considers. The aim of this sectialsis to evaluate the commitment of the
two regional organisations with regard to their @@overnance and democracy mandate.
Following the same logic as above, the two tabkdsvib compare the judgment by the
regional organisation on different elections thaokt place in their region to the
assessment of other institutions, namely the OAU/thd EU, the Carter Centre and the
APRM (African Peer Review Mechanism) repdftsin the table on ECOWAS, the
election statements of the National Democraticitunst for International Affairs (NDI)
will be used, when available. None, with the exweptof pre-election surveys in
Zimbabwe, are available in SADC countries. In tladlé on SADC, the election
assessment reports of the SADC Parliamentary Fq@ADC-PF) will also be used,
when available. The same sources for ECOWAS, SADA tae African Union were
used. For the European Union, the Carter CenteeNttional Democratic Institute, the
APRM reports and the SADC-PF, the assessment séthkections was taken from their

website®® In many instances, neither the Carter Centre, ther European Union has

® The APRM reports are used a mere complements tasfdbe 29 countries that are part of the APRM
process, only six have gone through the whole mc®nly three countries from ECOWAS and SADC
have issue reports: Benin, Ghana and South Africa.

®1 For the European Union:
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rightselection_ass_observ/index.htm

For the Carter Centréttp://www.cartercenter.org/news/publications/atattreports.html

For the National Democratic Institutettp://www.ndi.org/resourcecontent/Statement

For the SADC Parliamentary Foruittp://www.sadcpf.org/index.php?disp=keydocumenesi

For the APRM reportshttp://www.aprm-international.org/
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issued statements on the elections happening caAand these spaces remain blank in
the tables below. After looking at the reports &$by the International Crisis Group and
Human Rights Watch, they were not included in edgdds below as neither organisation
actually had electoral observers on the groundhattime of the elections, even though
they did have staff in the countries. Furtherma@i@ce these organisations focus on
conflicts or human rights issues, elections andtiele observation proved to be only a

secondary issue in these reports.

A summary of ECOWAS and SADC election monitoringads
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TABLE 6.3: Elections within ECOWAS countries from 1998 until 2007. An assessment by ECOWAS, the AU.alEU, the Carter Center and the

National Democratic Institute and based on the APRMeports

Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National | the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center
1998 |Cote d'lvoire | Parliamentary
1998 |Senegal Parliamentary
1998 | Togo Presidential
1998 |Burkina Faso | Presidential
1998 |Guinea Presidential
1999 |Nigeria Presidential andention"democratically-elected Serious Positive one
Parliamentary |regime in Guinea-Bissau, Niger irregularities |with evidence
and Nigeria" in ECOWAS 2000 of serious flaw
report.
1999 |Togo Parliamentary
1999 |Benin Legislative
1999 |Niger Presidential ECOWAS monitored the elections
(PR29/2002).
Mention"democratically-elected
regime in Guinea-Bissau, Niger
and Nigeria" in ECOWAS 2000
report.
1999 |Guinea-Bissau| Presidential Mention"democraticallyctdd
regime in Guinea-Bissau, Niger
and Nigeria" in ECOWAS 2000
report.
2000 |Guinea-Bissau| Presidential ECOWAS election obsermdtio
elections deemed "fair, peaceful
and transparent” (ECOWAS 2000
report, 8363)
2000 |Senegal Presidential ECOWAS election observation for
elections deemed "fair, peaceful
and transparent” (ECOWAS 2000
report, 8363)
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Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National | the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center

2000 |Cote d’'lvoire | Presidential "Announcement of elections

results [...] is completely

incomprehensible and in total

violation of democratic principles

and ideals. ECOWAS [.. gtrongly

condemns this coup d'etat which| is

merely a re-enactment of the first."

(PR83/2000)
2000 |Ghana Presidential Successful, fre

and fair
2001 |Senegal Referendum
2001 |Cape Verde Presidential and
Parliamentary

2001 |Benin Presidential
2001 |Senegal Parliamentary
2001 |Gambia Presidential Four-man ECOWAS delegation to

monitor the elections at the

invitation of The Gambian

government (PR78/2001)
2001 |Guinea Legislative
2002 |Gambia Legislative
2002 |Mali Presidential Widespread

procedural
irregularities

2002 |Burkina Faso | Parliamentary
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Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National | the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center
2002 |Sierra Leone | Presidential ar@D-member ECOWAS delegation Transparent andBmoothly an(Peaceful and
Legislative to monitor elections in Sierra reasonably wellrather transparent
Leone. (PR29/2002) administered |transparent
voting process,
considering the
circumstances.
2002 |Guinea Legislative
2002 [Togo Parliamentary
2003 |Benin Legislative
2003 |Nigeria Presidential ancECOWAS 15-member Election Marred by Unfolded more
Parliamentary |Monitoring Mission satisfied ovel serious positively than
conduct of elections: generally irregularities expected but
free, fair and transparent with and fraud - in a with
insignificant hiccups. (PR25/2003 certain number fundamental
and PR33/2003) of States, flaws and
minimum serious
standards for irregularities
democratic
elections were
not met
2003 [Togo Presidential
2003 |Guinea Presidential
2004 |Guinea-Bissau| Parliamentaryy Four-member ECOWAS fact-

finding mission sent in the wake
the elections to help all parties
agree on a Commission to evalu
the Parliament elections.
(PR31/2004, PR33/2004,
PR34/2004)

ate
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Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National | the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center
2004 |Niger Presidential angdElders sent on fact-finding and
Parliamentary |observation missions in Niger.
(ECOWAS 2005 report, 8273)
2004 |Ghana Presidential anilders sent on fact-finding and Successful, fre
Legislative observation missions in Ghana. and fair
(ECOWAS 2005 report, §273)
2005 [Togo Presidential "Faure Gnassingbe steps down.

ECOWAS lifts sanctions."
(PR15/2005 and PR17/2005)120
member ECOWAS observer
mission sent. (PR28/2007) Elect
deemed fair and
credible.(ECOWAS 2005 report,
§259). "ECOWAS expresses
satisfaction with the signing of th
comprehensive political agreeme
in Togo. [...] ECOWAS views thi
agreement as a reflection of the
Togolese people's desire to turn
over a new leaf in their recent
history." (PR86/2006)

2Nt

1’
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Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center
2005 |Guinea-Bissau| Presidential Election deemed fair and Generall well
transparent and "facilitated the organized, in a
return of political normalcy." transparent and
(ECOWAS 2005 report, §243) inclusive
manner, and m¢
essential
international
principles for
democratic
election:
2005 |Liberia Presidential antElders sent on fact-finding and Well- Positive with |Positive with
Legislative observation missions in Liberia. administered in|{few problemsfew
(ECOWAS 2005 report, §273) a peaceful, irregularities
transparent ang
orderly manner
2005 |Burkina Faso | Presidential Elders sent to observeietecin
Burkina Faso (ECOWAS 2006
report, 8304)
2006 |Cape Verde Presidential and
Parliamentary
2006 |Benin Presidential Elders sent to observe elections i Model for
Benin (ECOWAS 2006 report, democracy in
§304) Africa but
concerns abou
reliability of
voters' list

t
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Year

Country

Election

Evaluation of ECOWAS

Evaluation
of the AU

Evaluation of
the EU

Evaluation
of the Carter
Center

Evaluation of

the National

Democratic
Center

Evaluation in
the APRM
reports

2006

Gambia

Presidential

"ECOWAS fact-finding mission
The Gambia advises opposition
against boycotting election."
(PR89/2006) 40-member
ECOWAS observer mission
endorses the election as genera
peaceful, free, fair and transpare
(PR95/2006)

ly
nt.

2007

Gambia

Legislative

2007

Senegal

Presidential

sent to Senegal and endorse

free and transparent. (PR11/200
and PR13/2007)

presidential election as sufficiently

60 ECOWAS electoral observers

7

2007

Benin

Legislative

2007

Nigeria

Presidential an
Parliamentary

ECOWAS fact-finding mission
sent before elections. (PR4/2007
and 12/2007) 200-member
ECOWAS observer mission sent
for elections (PR17/2007 and
PR28/2007). Elections are deem
relatively free and peaceful with
serious logistic problems and
sporadic violence and thuggery.
(PR33/2007) "ECOWAS observe
mission calls for major electoral
reforms to secure democracy in
Nigeria. (PR39/2007)

ed

=

Elections fell fa
short of basic
international
and regional
standards

The electoral
process failed
the Nigerian
people
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tension during
the campaign
period

Year Country Election Evaluation of ECOWAS Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation of | Evaluation in
of the AU the EU of the Carter| the National | the APRM
Center Democratic reports
Center
2007 |Mali Presidential 60 ECOWAS observers deployed.
(PR38/2007)
2007 |Burkina Faso | Parliamentary
2007 |Sierra Leone | Presidential arECOWAS lauds elections in Siefra Largely calm Transparent,
Legislative Leone as adequately free, peaceful and orderly credible and
and credible. (PR74/2007, election day largely peaceful
PR76/2007, PR77/2007 and despite
PR82/2007) increased

2007

Togo

Parliamentary

Les Togolais or|
participé
massivement
aux élections
|égislatives du
14 Octobre,
démontrant une
volonté de
construire une
démocratie
pluraliste.*

* Translation from the French provided by the autho
Original in French: ‘Les Togolais ont participé rsi@ement aux élections Iégislatives du 14 Octotbéerontrant une volonté de construire une démogpatraliste.’
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TABLE 6.4: Elections within SADC countries from 1938 until 2007. An assessment by SADC, the AU, thdJ=the Carter Center, the SADC-PF and

based on the APRM reports.

Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF |the APRM
Carter reports
Center
1998 Lesotho ParliamentaryCommittee of Experts set | Although minor
"to investigate the validity problems
or otherwise of allegations affected every
that the eIe"ctlons wercnT region of the
fraudulent. (Communlqug country, none
of the 1998 SADC Summit) SO
was significant
or widespread
enough to
hamper a free
and fair election
1998 Swaziland Parliamentary
1999 South Africa | Parliamentary
1999 Malawi Presidential
and
Parliamentary
1999 Botswana Parliamentary Congratulations by SADC
Summit to President Mogae
for his victory at the polls.
(2000 SADC Summit final
communique)
1999 Namibia Presidential | Congratulations by SADC
Summit to President
Nujoma for his victory at
the polls. (2000 SADC
Summit final communique
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Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of |Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF |the APRM
Carter reports
Center
1999 Mozambique| Presidential [Congratulations by SADC Very
and LegislativeSummit to President positive
Chissano for his victory at
the polls. (2000 SADC
Summit final communique
2000Zimbabwe | Referendum |Congratulations by SADC "The scale of

and LegislativeSummit to President

Mugabe for his victory at
the polls. (2000 SADC
Summit final communique
"We [...] express
satisfaction that the
elections were held in a
transparent, peaceful, free
and fair environment, in
accordance with our shareg
democratic principles and
values." (Statement by
SADC Heads of State and
Government on Zimbabwe
in 2000)

violence and
intimidation in
the run-up to
the campaign
and during the
election period
marred the fina
result. [...] The
Office of the
Registrar-
General did not
operate in an
open and
transparent
manner."
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Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of |Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF |the APRM
Carter reports
Center
2000 Mauritius Parliamentary "Summit congratulated [..]
Prime Minister Anerood
Jugnauth of the Republic of
Mauritius for [his] victory a
the polls." (2001 SADC
Summit final communique
2000 Tanzania Presidential |"Summit congratulated
and President Benjamin Mkapa
Parliamentary|of the United Republic of
Tanzania for [his] victory at
the polls." (2001 SADC
Summit final communique
2001 Zambia Presidential "We are not |Electoral |We are confident

and Legislative

D

confident that
the declared
results represe
the wishes of
the Zambian
electors on
polling day."

irregularities

that in spite of th
problems
experienced
particularly on
voting day, the
just-ended
tripartite
elections afforde
the people of
Zambia an
opportunity to
exercise their
constitutional
right.
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Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of |Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF |the APRM
Carter reports
Center

2002 Zimbabwe Presidential "free, fair and democratic The electoral
Presidential elections” process could not
(Final communique of the be said to
Extraordinary Summit helg adequately
in Dar-Es-Salaam, United comply with the
Republic of Tanzania, 28- Norms and
March 2007) Standards for

Elections in the
SADC region.

2002 Lesotho Parliamentary "The Extended Troika of The election was
SADC undertook a mission peaceful, free,
to observe elections in that fair, and
country. [...] The Troika transparent, and
declared the elections free thus a true
and fair." (Record of the reflection of the
Review Committee on the will of the people
Implementation of the of Lesotho.
Restructuring of SADC
Institutions held in Blantyre
Malawi, 30 May 2002,
SADC/CM/2/2002/4)

2003 Swaziland Parliamentary
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Year |Country |Election Evaluation of SADC |Evaluation ofthe AU |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation |Evaluation in the
the EU of the of the APRM reports
Carter SADC-PF
Center
2004 South  |Presidential |"Summit congratulates Elections "were All elections
Africa |and Malawi and South organized and conducted subsequent to 199
Parliamentary |Africa for holding fairly and in a conducted
peac?ful_electlons this| professional and ) peacefully with
year. (F!nal transparent manner. high levels of
communique of the |(Report of the AU participation [...]
Summit held in Grand |Observer Team on the
Baie, Mauritius, 16-17|National and provincial and accepted ,bY a
August 2004) elections in the Republic as free and fair in
of South Africa, held on their conduct and
14 April 2004) results
2004 Malawi |Presidential |"Summit congratulates"The conduct of the "Elections were
and Malawi and South elections was free and |conducted in a

Parliamentary

Africa for holding
peaceful elections this
year." (Final
communique of the
Summit held in Grand
Baie, Mauiritius, 16-17
August 2004)

peaceful. [...] The
counting of the ballots
was transparent and
peaceful.” (Report of th
AU Observer Team on
the Presidential and
Parliamentary Elections
in the Republic of
Malawi held on 20th
May 2004)

provided a wide

generally
peaceful
environment ang

choice of
political
contestants."

)
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Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of |Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF the APRM
Carter reports
Center
2004 Botswana Presidential
and
Parliamentary
2004 Namibia Presidential
and
Parliamentary
2004 Mozambique| Presidential "Elections met |Recognize |The electoral
and most overall process had been
Parliamentary international |results conducted in a
and regional free, fair and
standards." transparent
manner and in
compliance with
most of the
regional norms
and guidelines.
2005Zimbabwe | Parliamentary
2005Mauritius Parliamentary
2005 Tanzania Presidential
and Legislative
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the peaceful and
orderly manner in

to express itself in gre
numbers in a generally

Htaws

transparent and well-
orderly atmosphere. In

Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC |Evaluation |Evaluation of the EU | Evaluation |Evaluation of the Evaluation in
of the AU of the SADC-PF the APRM
Carter reports
2005DRC Referendum "Overall, the vote took
place calmly and
allowed the Congolese
voters that came in
great numbers to freely
make their choice."*
2006DRC Presidential |"The Summit "The elections of July | OK but The election was a gre
and congratulated the 30, 2006, enabled the|some success and took place
Legislative |people of the DRC for| Congolese population |procedural |in a peaceful,

accordance with SADC
regional electoral
norms.***

calm environment
despite some tensiong
and imbalances
observed throughout tl
campaign."**

which they exercised
their democratic right
to vote." (Final
communique of the
Summit held in
Maseru, Lesotho, 17-.
August 2006)

* Translation from the French provided by the autho

Original in French: ‘Le vote s'est généralemenbdlr dans le calme et a permis aux électeurs caisgekenus en nombre d'exprimer librement leurxchoi

** Translation from the French provided by the arth

Original in French: ‘Les scrutins du 30 juillet 200nt permis a la population congolaise de s'exgriem nombre dans un climat généralement apais#pmndes tensions et déséquilibres
observés lors de la campagne.’

*** Translation from the French provided by the laot.

Original in French: ‘Une élection qui a connu uamt succes et qui a eu lieu dans une atmosphéiblpatransparente et bien ordonnée. [...] Confoamenormes électorales régionales
de la SADC.’
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Year |Country Election Evaluation of SADC Evaluation of |Evaluation of |Evaluation |Evaluation of Evaluation in
the AU the EU of the the SADC-PF [the APRM
Carter reports
Center
2006 Zambia Presidential "Generally wellt
and Legislative administered
elections
demonstrate
significant
progress."
2007DRC Legislative
2007 Lesotho Parliamentary "The Extraordinary Summit

recalled that the Kingdom
of Lesotho recently held
successful, peaceful and
democratic elections."
(Final communique of the
Extraordinary Summit held
in Dar-Es-Salaam, United
Republic of Tanzania, 28-:
March 2007)
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Assessing ECOWAS and SADC commitment to democraasmption

Consistently from 1998 until 2007, ECOWAS has cedemore elections than SADC.
Out of the forty-eight elections that took place \iest Africa during this period,
ECOWAS covered in one way or another twenty-twotledm. In at least nineteen
instances, ECOWAS physically sent some staff ores&hders to monitor the elections.
Out of the twenty-seven elections that took platesouthern Africa during the same
period, thirteen are mentioned in SADC records. elav, this did not mean that SADC
had sent election observation missions. In mosaites, SADC congratulates the winner
of the elections even though no SADC records iriditi@at observation missions were set
up. What can account for the decision to monitotate elections and not others?
Overall, there seems to be a trend in both regionsddress the most contentious
elections, thus explaining why the AU, the EU ahd Carter Centre are also sending
their own observers. Election observation in SA@rdries that are deemed stable and
democratic such as Mauritius or South Africa is catsidered necessary neither by the
regional organisation nor by the other election noosimg bodies. An initial conclusion of
the comparison of these tables is that ECOWAS seeane committed to its democracy
mandate than SADC, mainly because it seems moeby lth send some staff to observe
elections within its region. This first result slhduie mitigated by the fact that election
monitoring is relatively new in both regional orgsations with an Electoral Assistance
Unit established in 2005 in ECOWAS and none exgsim SADC. Nevertheless, both
organisations started monitoring elections inadnhocmanner with the trend becoming
stronger within ECOWAS after 2001. There seemseamb real increased commitment

within SADC throughout the years studied.
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If ECOWAS monitors more elections, this does natessarily mean that its reports on
these elections are as critical as those of théeC&entre or the European Union.
Overall, both ECOWAS and SADC are not ready toasé head on and publicly their
fellow member states. This tendency is very cleaSADC notably with its staunch

defence of successive elections in Zimbabwe thake ve®nsidered by most foreign
observers as neither free nor fair and the elestidid not operate in an open and
transparent manner.” (EU Election Observation Missi2000) SADC considered the
Presidential elections of 2002 as ‘free, fair aedhdcratic’ while the EU was not invited
by Zimbabwe to observe the elections. (SADC, 28v8ch 2007) On the other hand,
ECOWAS is slightly more critical than SADC. It islishowever much more lenient on

its member states than the EU or the Carter Cehler case of the elections in Nigeria in
2007 is of particular interest. The elections tquéce within the regional hegemonic
state, i.e. the most significant contributor to B&AS and where the headquarters of
ECOWAS are based. Most outside observers agreethtbatlections ‘fell far short of

basic international and regional standards.” (Eecbn Observation Mission, 23 August
2007) ECOWAS deemed that the elections were relgtivee and peaceful with serious
logistic problems and sporadic violence and thuggéECOWAS Observer Mission to

Nigeria, 17 April 2007) It did also call for majetectoral reforms. (ECOWAS Observer
Mission to Nigeria, 24 April 2007) ECOWAS is wallgra tight rope as it cannot criticise
head on the Nigerian elections but it is also umvgl to give up completely its

democratic mandate and does put forth some lingtéatisms. In SADC, criticism of

elections, in Zimbabwe for instance, is highly kaly. In the latest developments in
Zimbabwe, SADC has remained involved in the negotia between the challenger

Morgan Tsvangirai and President Mugabe, but witloaliing for Mugabe to step down
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or even sharply criticising his handling of thesj with the notable exception of

Botswana?

Overall, ECOWAS is more committed, within reasam,its democratic mandate. This
conclusion can be reached based on its commitmensend numerous electoral
observers: 200 observers were sent in Nigeria @7 2€bmpared to the 66 long-term
observers sent by the European Union. In the cBSADC, democracy has not trumped
sovereignty and while election observation is paits new mandate, criticising elections
of a fellow member state still constitutes unacabla interference. Since 1993 and its
revised Treaty, ECOWAS seems more willing to comsid new understanding of
sovereignty and this is again illustrated heretbyapproach vis-a-vis election monitoring.
According to the fieldwork done here, many withiC@WAS are convinced that

elections that go awry represent a security thi@uko interview, 6 May 2008, Thom

interview, 10 June 2008, Musah interview, 30 Aud@@17) According to the President of
the ECOWAS Commission, Dr. Chambas, the monitorrfigelections is necessary
because ‘when poorly or fraudulently managed, [thefyen lead to crisis.” (United

Nations Security Council, 2003a, p.33) By sendirgcteon observation missions,

ECOWAS hopes to bring stability and legitimacy tw telected Head of State. The
presence of ECOWAS can be interpreted as a signabtild-be rebels that, if they are
tempted to contest the elections by force, they ldvgurobably not find a base in a
neighbouring country as ECOWAS as a whole givesnigrimatur to the new leader.

Just as for their peace and security mandate, téespmewhat similar legal instruments,
ECOWAS’ commitment towards its good governance dachocracy mandate appears

more serious and believable than that of SADC.

52 Seehttp://allafrica.com/stories/200808170035.html
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The reach and the scope of the change within ECOWWRESADC differ. They more or
less have the same reach to the extent that thity db@im a security mandate that is
almost all-encompassing and not limited to militadfairs. The definition of their
democracy mandate differs with SADC offering a muabre restrictive interpretation of
the notion. But the main difference lies in theeof the change: change is much deeper
within ECOWAS. For both regional organisations,ititecord as security organisations
shows that implementation never goes as far alegat instruments’ provision, which is
not a surprising result. Beyond this commonalitg¢@VAS has apparently had a partial
change of heart while change, in SADC, has beerlgneosmetic so far. There is a real
desire to exercise leadership in its region witk tdaveat that, in order to do so,
ECOWAS member states have to reconcile sometimesachctory national interests
and to address the recurring problem of capalslitieEhey are however working on
becoming the leading security organisation in thegion with the help of the P3 and the
United Nations. This is also a partial change oérhéecause of the prudent way
ECOWAS enforces its democracy mandate. The keyhigr partial success is that no
ECOWAS member state holds on to a strict visiosadMereignty. The change is cosmetic
in SADC because of its focus on sovereignty and dbeence of common values.
(Nathan, July 2004) This lack of consensus cam#héofore most notably during the
intervention in the DRC that split the regional @mgsation into two camps, a division
they are still attempting to mend. Zimbabwe esplciasists on the strict respect of
sovereignty and, with Mugabe in power, there wdlro breaking of the stalemate. With

no consensus arising at the regional level, thetakes the lead in the implementation

301



phase for Southern Africa. Overall, the differengesviously noted throughout the
history of both organisations persist in the adop&nd the implementation of their new

security and democracy mandate.

Now that these patterns of responses to confliate tbeen established, this study will
move on to assess which factor(s) can explain thesats. First, marginalisation was
relative as the United Nations did remain partlgaayed in both regions. The main bone
of contention, especially for West Africans, is #lew decision-making process within
the UN that expresses its reluctance to intervEmen when an intervention was ordered,
it was often limited to Chapter VI operations ahdg did not prevent massive losses of
human life. This (justified) disillusionment withé UN and thus the marginalisation of
West Africa can explain the creation of a regiosedurity mechanism within ECOWAS.
The UN was more involved in Southern Africa andsttiie SADC mechanism played a
lesser role. Second, the role of the regional hegemas pivotal in the decision to
implement the security and democracy mandates tigufollowership differed in each
region with the South African leadership being &aed by Zimbabwe. Finally, state
weakness proved to have an indirect impact onrtieimentation record of ECOWAS
and SADC as a cause of state collapse and of r@igiomflict and as a constraint on the
regional organisation’s capabilities. Beyond thiscl conclusion, the following chapter
gathers all the explanatory variables outlined lzar@ in the previous chapter to provide
an explanation as to why regional security orgdamea emerged within ECOWAS and

SADC.
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CHAPTER 7

WHY DO REGIONAL SECURITY ORGANISATIONS EMERGE?

THE ROLE OF THE CONSTRAINED HEGEMON

The previous chapters have focused on the histbrigGOWAS and SADC, on the
precise form the institutional change towards aiggcand democracy mandate took and
on their implementation record in these areas. lmapkt and comparing past trends and
the current evolution of both organisations prosidefull overview of the issue at hand.
The aim of this chapter is to extract out of thagada parsimonious explanation as to why
ECOWAS and SADC emerged as security organisatiotisanxdemocracy mandate. This
broad theoretical enquiry was outlined in a seoequestions: Why entrust a politically
sensitive mandate to a failing organisation? Whahe history of these organisations and
of these regions can explain this shift? What drthees creation of these institutions in
their specific form? How can we explain their gfiadl failure as economic communities?
How significant is such a change in the life ofsth@rganisations? What type of security
provisions have these regional organisations adoatel why? Are member states truly
committed to these new functions of the regionglaarsation? To what extent has that
change had an impact in practice? Are ECOWAS andGAregional security
organisations only on paper or are their membé¢est@ady and willing to commit troops
and money to manage conflicts and to monitor elastiin their region? Are there any
new hypotheses generated from the study of theseAfvican cases? In order to answer

these questions, this chapter brings together ribights provided in the previous four
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chapters to propose a parsimonious and convincipigeation to the puzzle studied

here.

As this chapter is meant to reach the core of ¢bhimparative study of ECOWAS and
SADC, a quick reminder of the methodology used Ierecessary. First, ECOWAS and
SADC are comparable units of analysis as they atk Bfrican regional organisations
and security institutions as outlined in the introbry chapter. Second, the privileged
methodological approach is Mill's method of agreamerhis method allows us to
evaluate which independent variable(s) is or amamon to both case studies despite
different geopolitical environments. An independematriable constant over time and
common to the two case studies despite differingpghtical circumstances would be a

good candidate to explain the transformation ofitlsétutions in the 1990s.

Based on the list of potential factors that hast fireen outlined in the theoretical chapter
(see chapter 2, table 2.2), this first part of tomcluding chapter extracts from the
analysis in chapters 3 and 4 a set of factorsghated dominant throughout the history
of both institutions. We look to past trends to laxp the present transformation. The
historical comparative approach highlights the dwant factors (independent variables)
that shaped the creation of SADC and ECOWAS under specific institutional form

and their rather dismal performance as economiarssgtions. Taking a long hard look
at the creation of both institutions is importast a parallel can potentially be traced
between the moment of creation and the momenaatformation that concretely meant
the re-writing of the founding document of the igton. Factors that shaped the creation
of ECOWAS and SADC can also play a role in thengformation. These factors should

also be put in perspective by taking into consiti@nathe international environment at
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the time. It helps answer the question of whethese institutions have their own internal
or regional logic or whether they change and flattuwith Cold War politics or other
external factors. This chronological approach a#dlows us to do a within case
comparison at different periods of time and thugppint where change comes from: from
an exogenous shock such as the end of the Coldowfiom an internal — regional —

institutional logic?

The second step is to look at the present, beeitcthrrent legal texts that regulate the
regional organisation or their implementation tplax the organisations’ decision in the
1990s to take on a new, broader mandate encompgssate, security, and democracy.
This section extracts the independent variables ghape the implementation record of
both regional organisations and thus relies heanlyhe data presented in chapters 5 and
6. This section takes the analysis a step furthidrighlighting which causal factor or set
of causal factors can explain the content of thgallearsenal put in place and the
performance of both regional organisations in trdm of security and democracy in the
1990s and early 2000s. Out of these comparisormighout their history and their
transformation, the third section brings togetther tesults of the two previous sections to
discover which factor or combination of factors tbegplain the transformation of

ECOWAS and SADC in security organisations with garada of democratic governance.

A final concluding section elaborates on the insghf this study on regional hegemony
in Africa. First, to solve the puzzle studied hetgroposes two hypotheses focusing on
the role of the constrained regional hegemon. Astioeed earlier, this study is not only

problem-driven but also aims at generating hyp@ahde be tested in other cases. This

concluding section also re-evaluates the relevaricmternational relations theory to
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African politics and examines whether the critiésttee Third World focused literature
are indeed justified and useful in helping our usthnding of the reality of African

politics.

Finally, this chapter looks into the future andeo$f some insights on the prospects of
ECOWAS and SADC as regional security organisatwite a democracy and security
mandate, on the future of peace in Africa considethe weakness of several African

states, and proposes different possible areasurefuesearch.

Looking at the past to explain the present

This first section considers the question of whtdee institution comes from in order to

explain where it is today. It thus raises the isstipath dependency. How much of the
evolution towards security and democracy has bewhedded and locked in at the
creation of both institutions? Is the transformatigithin ECOWAS and SADC due to

the internal institutional logic of each institut® This argument implicitly draws on the
neofunctionalist approach of Haas and Schmitterdbasiders political integration as the
ultimate aim of regionalism. (Haas, 1961, Schmiti&69) Or, to what extent is this a
‘natural’ institutional evolution or the result shocks, be it regional or international
shocks, that forced the institution to adapt itselhew external circumstances? It is in
part to address these questions that a summahedindings of the historical chapters 3
and 4 is presented here. Recapping why ECOWAS amCSvere created and why they

failed as economic organisations will help hightighe driving forces behind each
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institution, thus allowing us to formulate an ialtihypothesis as to which factors

influenced their transformation.

The reqgional organisation as support for or balawnst the regional hegemon

ECOWAS was created in 1975 for two reasons: becéligeria wanted to create a
region-wide organisation and because the Francaphkouontries found some economic
as well as political interest justifying their altice with Nigeria. These were the two
necessary and sufficient conditions behind theticneaof the regional organisation: a
leader, in this case, the regional hegemon andt @afseommon interests binding the
countries together. Two determining factors canlarphe decision of Nigeria to push
and campaign for the creation of ECOWAS. The bloodi war in Biafra from 1967 to

1970 which threatened to break the country apars wa part sustained by its
Francophone neighbours, especially Cote d’lvoirgeNa, composed of a multiplicity of

ethnic groups more or less tempted by secessiomnamays at risk of having one of its
neighbours helping rebels or secessionist movenveth its territory. To avoid future

‘Biafras,” Nigeria had to mend its relations witls neighbours, i.e. to put right behind
might. The idea behind ECOWAS was thus one ofileging the position of Nigeria in

the region and making it less threatening to itgmaours. (Hurrell, 1995b) The other
determining factor for Nigeria was the Adedeji/Gowdeam. The role of these
individuals and the leadership they provided wag ikemoving the project forward and
in bringing all member states to sign the 1975 thog treaty. Of course, Nigeria was not
alone in this venture as Eyadema’s Togo playedvatali role. (Boko interview, 6 May

2008) The other states decided to join in mainkyti@o reasons. It was economically

interesting for them as Nigeria was a significalhtpooducer and the biggest market in
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the region. An alliance with Nigeria was also a waycounterbalance the influence of
France in the region. Finally, the attempt to &eat region-wide organisation was
facilitated by the emerging consciousness of thistemce of a common pan-African
identity following the fight for independence amdthe footprints of some major African
intellectuals such as Kwame N’Krumah of Ghana, Jd&teayatta of Kenya and Cheick

Anta Diop of Senegal.

In short, while a liberal approach focusing on vetgtes cooperate can partly explain the
creation of ECOWAS, the onus should be put on #ggonal hegemon and the role it
played because Nigeria was the country that lauhdhe idea of ECOWAS and
convinced its neighbours to sign on. Realism isnfaw, the most parsimonious theory to
make sense of the issue at stake. Without the mabjisegemon taking the lead, there
would have been no ECOWAS. However, this does neanmthat concerns such as
legitimacy or identity were overlooked at the timEhey did facilitate the Nigerian
project, but were not a sufficient condition foetastablishment of ECOWAS. We find
here the limits to a constructivist approach: thisralways the need for an agent to tap
into the existing values or common identities tduaise them into an institution.
Constructivism overall neglects the issue of agemmyvided here by the regional

hegemon.

For its part, SADCC was created mainly for one psg to counter apartheid South
Africa. The threat of a common enemy brought that&ern African countries together,
first under the aegis of the FLS and then under GEDThis corresponds to another
possible understanding of the regional hegemom anamy for its neighbours to balance

against. (Walt, 1987, Hurrell, 1995b) However, imgtagainst South Africa was not the
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only thing that brought the SADCC countries togetAdey also had genuine economic
interests in common and projects that could only dohieved through economic
cooperation. The idea here was to put economic thghind their rightful combat
against apartheid and against their economic deggeedon South Africa — might behind
right. As mentioned earlier in chapter 4 on SADGmMe authors have proposed an
alternative explanation to the creation of SADCogfEnsen, 1982) Tostensen argued that
the United States played a pivotal role in bringithg Southern African countries
together. However, it is difficult to independentlgorroborate this alternative
explanatiorf® Even if it were true, this would only support alist approach to the issue,
albeit centred on the international level insteddtiee regional level. Beyond this
guestion, the international level did play a roke fanancial support from the Nordic
countries and the European Community proved torbeia to an organisation that can
be considered as a ‘forum essentially geared taw#rd capture and coordination of
international aid to infrastructural projects.” @a 2005, p.141) Finally, just as in
ECOWAS, concerns about the role of individuals afehtity should not be excluded.
Indeed, the FLS, the ‘mother’ organisation of SAD®ES clearly based and relied on the
personal relationship established between thegeets and leaders of the FLS countries.
Furthermore, their common experience of settleordalism and the solidarity ties they
developed during their fight for independence stesi throughout the years as a strong
background condition that facilitated the estalheht of SADCC. Finally, it is also
worth noting that a significant political developmiein the region triggered the
establishment of SADCC as was the case in Westa#fnith the Biafran war. Albeit not
of the same proportion as the Nigerian civil wae tndependence of Zimbabwe did act

as a catalyst in the region resulting in the eshbient of SADCC. Zimbabwe proved to

% Formerly classified US documents in the Digitakibiaal Security Archive, “South Africa: The Making
of US Policy, 1962-1989” do not corroborate Tosger's argument.
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be a strong supporter of SADCC.

Just as in ECOWAS, classical realism seems togstht the most convincing scenario for
the creation of SADCC. In both cases, the regidregemon played a pivotal role.
Whereas in the case of ECOWAS, the hegemon créateckgional organisation in order
to bolster and strengthen its position in the regio the Southern African case, the
regional organisation was created to balance ag#iagegional hegemon. Similarly, the
liberal argument that SADCC states shared someoaacninterests can be put forth as a
complement to the realist explanation. The constnst approach focusing on the
existence of a common identity forged in the stteigggainst colonialism and apartheid,
while not negligible, cannot be considered as dicseiht condition in the case of

SADCC.

What comes out of the comparison of the creatiobodi regional organisations is that a
classical realist explanation centred on the rélde regional hegemon is best to explain
both cases. For both ECOWAS and SADC, identity lbarconsidered as a background
condition but it was not sufficient in itself toalé to the establishment of the regional
organisations. ldentity did help however in theategions and smoothed the process. It
is also based on their rejection of apartheid amdheir identity as independent black
governments that Southern African leaders rejedted South African proposal of

CONSAS (Constellation of Southern African Statem)en though joining CONSAS

might have brought some economic gains. Finallyh b@gional organisations were

established as a response to dramatic politicaiteyéhe Biafran war in the case of West

Africa and the independence of Zimbabwe in the cASouthern Africa.
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Back to business as usual

At the time of the creation of both regional orgations, regional crises, whether the
Biafran war or the independence of Zimbabwe hadestithe countries of West and
Southern Africa into action. But once the foundirgaties of the AROs were signed, in
both cases, implementation was slow and countrest Wwack to business as usual. The
track record of both regional organisations forirtleeonomic projects was poor. In fact,
business as usual meant that structural issueprabtems that member states faced were
also mirrored at the regional level and pervadedwiork of the regional organisation.
Priority was given to state-building and membetestdhad little money left to spend on

the regional organisation.

The core reason why ECOWAS was unable to take fgignt steps forward towards
reaching its economic goals can be traced backh¢ofact that its member states
privileged their own national economic interestshet expense of the regional project, a
common feature in explaining slow growth of coopiera This national or domestic
priority was expressed in four different ways. fimember states were reluctant to cede
their sovereignty to the regional organisation.eked, several states saw the signing of the
treaty as a sign of goodwill and as a way to sidgimair position towards their neighbours.
But implementation proved to be more demanding amoke controversial. This
reluctance to admit and embrace what the existeficECOWAS implied for their
sovereignty can be linked to the second way ofe&sging their priority towards domestic
issues: as newly independent countries, the mestatrs of ECOWAS focused on state
building. Most of the countries of the region hadda the transition from colony to

independent state a mere fifteen years prior tocthation of ECOWAS. Governments’
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control over their territory, administrative andgdal reach and economic independence
were limited at the time of the founding treatidstloe AROs. Most of the regional
leaders’ efforts were spent on these issues ariceeping their hold on power. Regional
economic projects that could prove costly in therskerm were not favoured by West
African leaders. In fact, a third point is that thgority given to national issues and
national interest led to a problem of relative gailess developed states in the AROs
considered that they were not getting enough imgeof redistribution, while the more
developed states considered that they were payogntuch. By deciding not to
contribute fully to the Compensation Fund, the moeseloped states left the regional
organisation with little resources to achieve isnaate. The relative gains problem was
compounded by the lack of trust that predominatedhie region. While the 1975
signature of the Lagos treaty was indeed a stamarmis mending bridges, the

Francophone/Anglophone divide still remained vencmalive.

Overall, a broader realist narrative focusing o@ ithhportance of national over regional
interests can explain the poor economic performafd&COWAS. However, this has to
be mitigated by constructivist concerns and inplutsn the Third World focused
literature. Concerns for norms such as sovereigrse not pure rhetoric, but real and
crucial for West African leaders for two reasonscduse of their sometimes shaky hold
on power and because of their dependence on fongagrons, whether France or
countries on different sides of the Cold War. Fenthore, priority given to state building
over regional projects is a factor strongly hightegd by the Third World focused

literature. (Ayoob, 1995) These inputs just fineduhe overall realist explanation.

SADCC also faced a rather dismal economic perfoomamhis poor track record can be
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attributed to three factors that are quite simitathe ones just outlined for ECOWAS. In
Southern Africa as in West Africa, following theeation of the regional organisation,
member states decided to focus on their immediatiemal interests. Domestic priorities
were deliberately put forth as a justification the states’ limited engagement in the
regional projects. Second, the poor economic perdoce of SADCC can also be directly
attributed to the destabilisation policy of Soutlfridga that cost millions to Southern

African countries. Just like in West Africa, SADQ@ember states had also recently
achieved independence and many of them had jusé aarhof bloody liberation wars.

This was notably the case for the former Portuguesenies, Angola and Mozambique.
Sustaining such devastating losses at the han8swth Africa proved very difficult for

these already weak countries, and thus their aterwas devoted to defending and
strengthening their own countries. This is of ceuisked to the third factor explaining

the ‘failure’ of SADCC: the weak institutional arfthancial capacities of its member
states carried over to the regional organisatiars tmaking it dependent on external

funding from the West.

Overall, realism supplemented by the insights ofrd’tWorld focused literature can
explain the first years of SADCC. The physical desion of SADCC states by South
Africa and the concomitant importance of materrgkrest dealt a severe blow to the
regional project. In other words, the SADCC caseifies the realist insistence on
material factors and national interest as explagaiactors. However, the weakness of
Southern African states also had an impact on tloe performance of SADCC. Just like
ECOWAS, member states prioritised building andngjtieening their own states over the
regional project. Interestingly, lack of trust, @ama constructivist concern even though the

issue is also present in the classical realig@litee (Walt, 1987), did not seem to play in
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SADCC the role that it did in ECOWAS.

Realism, as was the case for the creation of bghnisations, seems to offer the most
parsimonious guidelines to understand the firstrgyeaf ECOWAS and SADCC.
However, the regional hegemon’s role changed insegient years. In the case of
ECOWAS, Nigeria faded in the background. But in theun Africa, South Africa
remained the pivotal state in region as its debsation policy had a significantly
negative impact on the performance of the regi@mnghnisation. The realist argument
focusing on the importance of national interestt glains the early years of both
regional organisations. However, the analysis wawgitlbe complete without the input of
the Third World focused literature that underlitb® more structural problems both
Southern and West African states have to facehdntsthe weakness of states cannot but
carry over to the regional organisations themselees! this helps explain their poor

implementation record.

What lessons can we draw from the past to shetldighhe 1990s transformation?

What the historical comparison of ECOWAS and SAaches us is that particular
attention should be paid to 1) the role of theaagl hegemon; 2) the pervasive impact of
state weakness on the regional organisation; 3)jntip@rtance of national interest; but
also 4) the importance of norms and values suctruss$, solidarity (pan-Africanism),
legitimacy and sovereignfif. It is interesting to note that the internationavel,
especially the Cold War, had a limited impact othb@gional organisations throughout

their history. But the international level does \pde a background that cannot be

% Lessons learned about the benefits from coopexatither from pre- or post-colonial experiencejlevh
important, have been discarded at this stage ofatfadysis as this factor is more relevant to thesiWe
African experience and not so much to the SoutAdtican one.
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ignored. This does not necessarily disprove a strakrealist approach, but shows that

greater leeway and autonomy came with lack of @steof great powers. A final point

worth noting is that the creation of both instituts seems to have been triggered by

shocks, at the regional level and less becauself War politics. Path dependency can

for now be set aside, but should not be completetyuded altogether as it did play a role

at the minimum because there was not any othedeviggion-wide organisation that

could take on a new mandate of security and dermapc(gawcett, 2008a)

A summary of past findings can be tabulated asvaif®

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (IV)

International Factors

Regional Factors

Domestic Faors

transformation

Cold WarRole of |Role of Regional [Common [Common |Role of |Democratic [State

politics |great continental |hegemon (interest |identity |individual |nature of theweakness
powers |players leaders  |state

) ECOWAS LOW |[MEDIUM LOW HIGH HIGH MEDIUM HIGH LOW LOW
Creation SADC LOW LOW LOW HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
Poor economic| ECOWAS [MEDIUM LOW LOW HIGH HIGH LOW LOW LOW HIGH
performance | SADC MEDIUM| LOW LOW HIGH HIGH LOW LOW LOW HIGH
Hypothesis for MEDIUM| LOW LOW HIGH HIGH MEDIUM | MEDIUM LOW HIGH

TABLE 7.1: Hypothesis as to which factor was predwnt in the transformation of
ECOWAS and SADC based on a comparative historicalyais

Looking at the present to explain the past

Were these factors predominant in the transformatib ECOWAS and SADC? This

section focuses on the transition years and onntipiementation record of the two new

security organisations roughly defining the pressmat from 1990 until 2007 in order to

% The great number of independent variables is igalsby the fact that this study is testing hypeéseof
different schools of thought of international redas. Of course, the HIGH/LOW measurement is

subjective but is based on the data provided ivipus chapters.
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understand why SADC and ECOWAS decided to takeheir security and democracy
mandate in the early 1990s. It thus looks at thesgmt to explain the past. This
chronological approach provides another steppingesfor the within case comparison
performed here. At first sight, the quick overviefmhe transformation of ECOWAS and
SADC presented in chapters 3 and 4 seems to coatebthe emphasis on the regional
hegemon, the importance of common interest andttinetural impact of state weakness.
By bringing together the results outlined in chagg this section helps highlight the
driving forces behind each institution in recenang thus allowing us to make a second
attempt at identifying which factors influenced itheeansformation. The early years of
ECOWAS and SADC as security and democracy orgaomsatdemonstrate that two
other sets of factors should not be neglectedt and common values, a constructivist
argument and the persisting relevance of the iatemal level, a structural realist

argument.

The need for a common response

The transformation of ECOWAS was not the story ofslaw spillover, as per
neofunctionalism, but that of a sudden change Voitlg the Liberian civil war. Just like
the Biafran war, change was triggered by an extesinack, a war to be more precise,
thus following a realist logic. (Gilpin, 1983) Howar, this realist logic also has to take
into account what the Third World focused literatinas to bring to the analysis with its
emphasis on state weakness. Third World focusectiire points out that state weakness
can lead to state collapse and civil war. This bigtaxplains the fact that it was an intra-
state war in Liberia and not an interstate war thggered change within ECOWAS. The

development of the Liberian civil war called foremction and we can account for the fact
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that it was ECOWAS — and not the African Union loe tJnited Nations — that responded
to this security crisis based on the following thfactors: the regional hegemon, Nigeria,
was ready to foot the bill and field soldiers, m&mBtates had a common interest in
avoiding a spillover of the conflit and, due to the end of the Cold War, West Africa
was marginalised from the international communitgése concerns and the UN was not
ready to intervene. Finally, the precise unfoldioigthe events and the decision to
intervene highlights the role of specific individsissuch as Salim Ahmed Salim, the

Secretary-General of the OAU and Yakubu Gowon, ajather West African elders.

Within SADC, the catalyst that led to change at thgional level was the end of
apartheid, a turning point that was itself linkedthe end of the Cold War. Two other
regional shocks later led to the adoption and féisa@on of a new security and
democracy mandate, namely the interventions in thesand in the DRC in 1998 and
1999. While the global scene with the end of thddC&/ar did play a role in the
transformation of SADC, the regional level remapredominant. An important trigger
was civil wars in the region that illustrated theed for a mechanism to manage regional
security crises. This need was met under the Ishgeof the regional hegemon that also
played a key role in the reform of the regionalammgation. Beyond these commonalities
that correspond to the independent variables theae wleducted from the comparative
historical analysis, a unique feature of the trarmmeftion of SADC is the role played by
identity, solidarity and the need for ‘big broth&obuth Africa to legitimise its claim to

hegemony. The tense relations between South Afich Zimbabwe are only the most

% It is sometimes problematic to explain outcomesetyeby citing the existence of a common interest.
Interest-based explanations are often incompletefaih to explain the specific design of an agreetne
Other variables, such as the ability to build daaalis and the need for mediators, intervene to nake
agreement possible. Interests are broad paraméigrsnot imperatives that inevitably produce an
agreement. IKENBERRY, J. G. (1993) Creating Yestgisl New World Order: Keynesian "New
Thinking" and the Anglo American Postwar SettleméNt GOLDSTEIN, J. & KEOHANE, R. O. (Eds.)
Ideas and foreign policy: beliefs, institutions dagpolitical changdthaca, Cornell University Press.
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obvious expression of the general lack of trusstexy between most Southern African
countries and South Africa. This lack of trust isykin understanding the difficult

emergence of a common security agenda. This ‘absgincommon values’ (Nathan, July
2004) should be read in correlation with an analyscusing on the role of individual

leaders. Indeed, the tense relations between Mandeld later Mbeki, and Robert
Mugabe are also another reinforcing factor for éihgument that lack of trust played a
key role in the slow development of the SADC sdgunandate. The difference in speed
of the development of the regional mandate is aication of the degree of cohesion
within the region. While cohesion was lesser intBetn Africa, the regional organisation
remained important in managing relations. The thbt norms and identity play in the
Southern African region should remain prominent aar mind to gain a fuller

understanding of prevailing regional dynamics.

Three potential factors are most apposite to eapldny ECOWAS and SADC evolved to
have the security roles that they did: the enchef@old War that indirectly led to state
collapse, a combination of a structural realist afidThird World focused literature

argument, the leadership of the regional hegemariassical realist argument and the
contributing role of trust and common values, astarctivist argument. This latter factor

is the one that stands out from the analysis ofabal texts.

In both cases, the end of the Cold War, a majarctiral change in the neorealist
Waltzian sense of the term, led to the marginabsadf Africa. Disengagement of the
USSR and of the P3 concretely meant that thesesstatre highly unlikely to intervene
financially or militarily to prop up a client regen Indirectly, this contributed to the state

collapse in Liberia and the DRC. Within SADC, isalindirectly facilitated the end of
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apartheid. The realist argument that war is bebhrahge within international relations is
justified here. However, the Third World focusetkrdature amends this statement by
conveying the idea that transformational power af wvan also be associated to intra-state
conflict, as was the case in Liberia and the DR@er@ll, the international level and the
end of the Cold War had an indirect impact on tlamgformation of ECOWAS and
SADC and represent a necessary but not sufficemdidon for their institutional change.
In both cases, instances of state collapse semwedcaatalyst for the adoption of a new
security mandate. The other two factors that bages have in common are the role of
the regional hegemon and that of trust and comnadueg. This suggests that a security
agenda cannot be put in place without the involveroéthe regional hegemon. But what
the regional hegemon can do is constrained by tlicepgance of its leadership by its
neighbours. This accounts for the differing evauatwithin ECOWAS and SADC. In
both instances throughout the 1990s, most WestSmdhern African countries were
suspicious of their respective regional hegemorte Key here is how each country
addressed this latent hostility. Nigeria provedtloa ground that it was ready to sustain
severe financial loss and casualties to achievemabpeace and stability. It proved to
other West African leaders that they could trust #ngagement of Nigeria within
ECOWAS. This was not demonstrated by South Afrlwaughout the 1990s. On the
contrary, South Africa mainly sent troops for pdamping missions through the
OAUY/African Union and the United Nations, outsidACEC. The lack of trust and the
absence of common values inherited from the apdrém@ persisted. South Africa was
notably unpopular because it appeared inconsiateittsent troops to Lesotho or Burundi
but not to the DRC, for instance. Its neighbours also suspicious of South Africa
putting the AU and the NEPAD agenda before SADOs Hgain had an impact on the

speed of transformation within SADC.
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While it is difficult to discern the ultimate motg of the member states in signing a
treaty or a protocol, what the analysis of the llagats can indicate is which values
members consider important. The answer in one wsogbvereignty. Throughout their
legal texts, SADC and ECOWAS exhibit two differenéws of sovereignty. SADC’s
concern for a strict respect of sovereignty carséxen throughout its legal texts, notably
in the preamble of the 2001 Protocol on Politicefdhce and Security Cooperation
mentioning the ‘strict respect for sovereignty.’éavthe SADC Protocol on democracy
was drafted in such a way that it reduced the fietence potential of election monitoring
with national law prevailing in the case of congeltelections. This respect for the
sovereignty of member states is also reflectethenlimited tools of enforcement granted
to the SADC Secretariat. The contrast with ECOWASI@ not be starker. While equal
sovereignty of states and non-interference areeithdmentioned in its legal texts,
ECOWAS member states declared in their 1993 rewigady that they would be open to
supranationality, introducing a two-thirds majonitgte and entrusting greater powers to
the Secretariat. Member states most notably agieeesat aside a community levy that
would directly finance the work of ECOWAS. ECOWA®daSADC had to choose
between two values: respect for sovereignty andarnthimtenance of security in the case of

intrastate conflict. Their answer differed in s@mste, if not radically in form.

As an aside here, one might ask why ECOWAS and SAB@ such diverging points of
view on sovereignty. While this would warrant al fuidividual study by itself, we can

propose three potential explanations. First, Waest &outhern Africa did not share the
same colonial history. That statement is parti¢ylaalid for the Francophone countries

that were gathered into a federation in West AfriEaen after independence, some of
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them kept their currency pegged on the French frBecause of this experience, they
might not have such a rigid definition of soverdygand might see it more as layers that
could be shed and shared. Second, Southern Afrécd thirough a longer, more violent
and gruesome struggle for independence than WegtaAfindependence cost Southern
African states dearly and they are less ready topéa with their newly acquired
sovereignty. Finally, and returning to a commonnibke the acceptance of (partial)
supranationality by ECOWAS member states suggegteater amount of trust between
member states than exists within SADC. While themight not necessarily be more
commonalities  between ECOWAS  states, notably  becausof the
Francophone/Anglophone divide, there are at lezst bbvious hostilities as no West

African conflict has reached the intensity of thikéedent wars in Southern Africa.

In short, the different steps of the transformatmmECOWAS and SADC and the
analysis of their new mandate point to the sigaifime of the following factors: the end of
the Cold War and the increasing marginalisatioi\fvica as a background condition, a
neo-realist argument; instances of state collabat rhade the need to adopt a security
mandate even more urgent — at this point, the lmsigf neo-liberal institutionalism with
the need for a common institutional approach td dé& common problems and of the
Third World focused literature prove useful (Davi®98, Herbst, 1997, Zartman, 1995);
the importance of trust and norms in the shapinghef new mandate and finally, the
pivotal role of the regional hegemon, sometimespédl sometimes constrained by

charismatic individual leaders.
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Implementation: revealing states’ ulterior motives

The analysis of the implementation records of ECC3\&hd SADC in chapter 6 allowed
us to discover the greater commitment of ECOWA®dth its security and democracy
mandate compared to SADC by looking at how mucaniaal means, diplomatic efforts
and military personnel ECOWAS member states weadyr¢o commit compared to their
SADC counterparts. ECOWAS as a whole proved mucheniixely to intervene
militarily and remain involved at length than SAD@hich preferred ‘quiet diplomacy’
and a soft approach to issues. ECOWAS has establligbelf as the default forum for
peace and security issues in the region with a wgr&ollaboration with the UN, but also
with the P3, most notably France and the Unitedgom. For SADC, the UN has taken
the leadership in crisis management for the rediorterms of the democracy and good
governance mandate, while ECOWAS seems at first sigpre involved, the difference
between the two regional organisations is not sastdr. During the 2007 Nigerian
presidential elections, the ECOWAS assessmentstandiway between the very critical
stance adopted by the EU and the absolving assessnagle by SADC in the case of
Zimbabwe during the 2002 elections. But this appiyegreater commitment of
ECOWAS towards democracy should be mitigated bydbethat elections are perceived
as dangerous periods that could bring further wraed violence to a country. Election
monitoring, more than being about promoting demmgraneans ensuring that the
conduct of the elections and the results are camgnenough to be accepted by the
population. (Boko interview, 6 May 2008) From thessults, we can then surmise a
factor or set of factors can explain the track rdadf both organisations in the domain of
peace and security and democracy. The independerdbles that appear to matter

include: the involvement of the international cormityy namely the UN or the P3, the
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role of the regional hegemon and how it overcorhescbnstraints it is facing, be it the
lack of trust or state weakness that negativelyaictg the capabilities of the regional

organisation, and finally, the role of individuablders.

The most significant result from the analysis @& timplementation record — compared to
the previous historical analyses — is that therna®onal level is not just a background
against which the crises in West and Southern Afuicfold. International actors, namely
the UN and the P3, play a crucial role in both oagiin explaining the success or the
failure of the implementation of the democracy ardurity mandate. The United Nations
has had long peacekeeping operations that inv@veatye number of troops in both West
and Southern Africa. France, the UK and the USrateed reluctant to send troops with
the notable exception of the UK in Sierra Leon2®@0 and in France in Cote d’'lvoire in
2002. Nevertheless, France still has up to 12,0668ps prepositioned in Africa and the
US now has close to 2,000 troops in Djib&Utrar from abandoning the continent, the P3
prefer to remain involved at the multilateral leaslmembers of the UN Security Council
which decides to send peacekeeping operations saedpoorters and trainers for African
peacekeeping efforts and initiatives. But the glabgional relationship differs between
these two different sub-regions of Africa. Withinegt Africa, ECOWAS and the UN
have established a partnership that entails bustlanng between the two institutions
and ECOWAS acting as a first responder. Anotheradyn prevails within Southern
Africa with the UN bearing the brunt of the milyarinterventions and of the
peacekeeping, most notably in Mozambique, Angold e DRC. SADC, in other
words, plays a lesser role in its sub-region th&@ORB/AS does in its region. Regional

intervention occurs more often in a region whererahis less of a UN presence. This

®7 See the website of the French Ministry of Defefveew.defense.gouv.fr) and of the US Department of
Defense (www.defenselink.mil).
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dynamic is also self-reinforcing. Once a sub-regide®e ECOWAS, starts to implement
its own mechanism, outside bodies are usually sidveespond as they know there are

local fire-fighters.

Another key factor explaining the implementational of ECOWAS and SADC is the
role of the regional hegemon and how it addredsesconstraints to its action. In both
cases, due to the very nature of their relationstith their neighbours, the actions of
Nigeria and South Africa have always been consilesgh suspicion. The key in
explaining the implementation record of ECOWAS &&DC is not whether the regional
hegemon wanted to intervene but rather whethemag ready to make the sacrifice that
would convince its neighbours of the seriousnesgsotommitment. These sacrifices
were made, both in cash and in casualties, by Nigkiring the Liberian war. On the
other hand, South Africa is perceived as havingleged the continental and global level
at the expense of the regional one with its Africanaissance agenda, its insistence on
NEPAD and the APRM. Economically, the negotiatidrad-ree Trade Agreement (FTA)
with the European Union in 2000 also worried itsghbours and was interpreted as
South Africa turning to the West at the expens#soSouthern African neighbours. This
did not help South Africa in gaining the trust tsf neighbours. While Nigeria has at least
partially been able to do this, it is facing anotlset of constraints linked to state
weakness, as its own limited capabilities and tiiats neighbours negatively impact the
capabilities of ECOWAS itself. Overall, the real@sggument that the most parsimonious
explanation should focus on the power of the regjidregemon remains true for the
implementation of the security mandate. But thigdmeony is constrained by different
factors such as lack of trust, an argument puhfbyt constructivists and state weakness,

an input from the Third World focused literature.
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A final third potential factor that plays an impamt role if one wants to understand the
implementation record of ECOWAS and SADC in terrh¢heir democracy and security
mandates is the leadership that key individualselgamonstrated in times of crisis. This
is especially true of the leaders of the regiomadmonic states who, if they demonstrate
strong leadership, can win over other leadersdwo gosition. Quantifying such a factor is
of course very difficult, but the role of individuéeaders and the personal relations
between leaders, whether amicable or not, has begmeatedly mentioned as crucial
throughout the fieldwork interviews. Much of thei@nal decision-making takes place at
closed summits between Heads of States and Govataraed personality and charisma
can definitely be a tipping factor. This is notytriue for Southern Africa, but is also the
case for West Africa with, for instance, Generahita, the first Deputy Executive
Secretary for Politics, Defence and Security, hgvia decisive impact on the
establishment of the ECOWAS Standby Force. (Thderwew, 10 June 2008, Casanova
interview, 28 May 2008) International Relationggeneral shows a bias towards studying
institutions as they are deemed to be the mostgpens actors on the international scene.
However, the low and recent levels of institutiasation in African regional
organisations point to the fact that individualayph bigger role than in other settings.
This is also one of the reasons behind the diffexdretween ECOWAS and SADC, as no

charismatic leader has stood out within the SADEr&ariat.

What lessons can we draw from the most recent yd&#EOWAS and SADC?

What we learn from the comparison of the implemgotarecord of ECOWAS and

SADC is that key factors explaining their recordnfr 1992 and 2007 include 1) the role
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of the regional hegemon; 2) the importance of titernational level, more specifically

the UN and the P3; 3) the importance of norms aldes such as sovereignty and trust;

and 4) the impact of state weakness on the regiorgdnisations. The most striking

lesson learnt from these implementation years @&t the international level, as

demonstrated by the arguments of structural reaéisth realism, cannot be written off.

Despite the end of the Cold War and the marginadisaof Africa, a closer look at the

role of great powers, by themselves or as parh®fUN, shows that their impact on the

security of West and Southern Africa is still siggant as the presence of tens of

thousands of UN peacekeepers demonstrates. Theaoastant factor, however, is the

role of the regional hegemon. However, this reapgtroach has to be tempered by other

concerns such as state weakness and the impodateest to successfully implement a

security mandate.

A summary of the most recent findings can be tabdlas follows:

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (IV)

International Factors

Regional Factors

Domestic Faors

Cold War [Role of [Role of Regional [Common |[Common|Role of Democrati¢State
politics great continental |hegemon (interest identity findividual |nature of |weakness
powers |players leaders the state
1990s and [ECOWAS | MEDIUM |MEDIUM LOW HIGH MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
mandate [SADC MEDIUM LOW LOW HIGH LOW HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
ImplementationECOWAS LOW MEDIUM LOW HIGH MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
record SADC LOW HIGH MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
Hypothesis for LOW |MEDIUM LOW HIGH MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM LOW HIGH
transformation

TABLE 7.2: Hypothesis as to which factor was predwnt in the transformation of
ECOWAS and SADC based on a comparative analystseaf mandate and
implementation record
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Re-evaluating the explanatory factors

The approach adopted here argues that decisiontalkea neither in a geographical
vacuum — i.e. developments occurring in other mnegjior in the rest of the world have an
impact on the regions examined — nor in a histbrveeuum as past and continuing
institutional developments and regional dynamice @i shed some light on why
ECOWAS and SADC transformed themselves into sgcarganisations with an agenda
of democratic governance. The past sections havaated those factors that were key in
explaining first the early years of both institutsy roughly from their creation until 1990,
and the later years of the regional organisatioemwthey started tackling security and
democracy issues, with or without the legal mantiato so, from 1990 until 2007. It is
worth repeating here again that Mill's method ofesgnent is privileged as the study
focuses on the factors common to both ECOWAS an®GAlespite their differing
historical paths. Before articulating a parsimosiotnypothesis explaining the
phenomenon at hand, this section walks throughyepetential factor and attempts to
weigh its respective role and importance in thengea we have described throughout

this study.

The international level as backdrop

Are realists and neorealists correct when they arthiat the most parsimonious
explanation can be found in an analysis of thectaire of global politics and of the role

of major powers, be it at the global level or & tontinental level?

The first specific argument outlined in chapter &what change in ECOWAS and SADC
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was caused by the end of the Cold War. This is palyially and indirectly true. The end
of the Cold War very concretely meant two things.chse of flare-ups of violence,
neither bipolar power would intervene. But, at #ane time, it was also an opportunity
for other actors, be it the UN or African states,gb to the roots of the conflict and
address the belligerents’ grievances and ambitibhs.end of the Cold War also had an
indirect impact on the West and Southern Africagioes. The disengagement of Cold
War powers meant it stopped propping up weak armtenoften than not, brutal and
dictatorial leaders of African countries. The erfdle Cold War led eventually to the
collapse of Mobutu and contributed to the Liber@mflict as the US withdrew its
support to the Doe regime. It exposed the weakokesamerous African states where the
lack of legitimacy of the regime was previously igated by the financial and military
support of external powers. Take away the Swisk l@mtounts and the weapons, the
dictator falls, often leading its country to ciwldar in the process. The end of the Cold
War thus indirectly contributed to the eruptioncoes that none of the external powers
were ready to quell. It left the field wide opem @dhers to step in. Overall, the end of the
Cold War provided the background to the changeesiged in ECOWAS and SADC. It
did not cause the change as proven by the factothatr regions in Africa experienced
similar background conditions but did not evolve time same way as SADC or
ECOWAS. It presented a window of opportunity foffelient actors, but did not choose
these actors or dictate in any way how they wodldress the problems arising. The end
of the Cold War was therefore a necessary but matffecient condition to explain the

transformation of ECOWAS and SADC.

The argument that Africa has been marginalisedesihe end of the Cold War has to be

mitigated by an analysis of the foreign policy bé tP3 and by an analysis of the role of
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the United Nations. A structural realist approaatuld argue that ECOWAS and SADC
took on a peace, security and democracy mandaubedhe P3 exerted pressure on
them to do so. This was not the case. In the poki-Gvar era, the expression
‘constructive disengagement’ summarises best tipeoaph of the P3: they have been
unwilling to send troops — France being somewhat bfstorical exception —, but have
proved willing to remain partly engaged via the#apekeeping training programs and the
United Nations. The UN'’s involvement in African dlicts has had some highs and lows
throughout the 1990s and 2000s, both in termssgirésence on the ground and in terms
of performance. But the constant presence andetldelship of the UN in the Southern

African region prove that it is a factor to be cdesed.

What can we learn of the relationship between théed Nations and the two regional
organisations? Did the UN push for ECOWAS and SAD{ake on part of its burden?
Overall, the UN has been more reactive than preacnd has been trying to come to
terms with the new peacekeeping reality that alos® developed in Africa with, for
instance, retroactive approvals of interventionghsy Security Council such as the ones
in Liberia and Sierra Leone. With the first intemtien in Iraq and later on the Somali
debacle, the UN was throughout the early 1990sliksly to send peacekeeping troops
in Africa, most notably because of the reluctanicthe P5. The cooperation phase started
in 1993 with the invitation by the Security Countil regional organisations to study
ways of strengthening their functions of peace saclrity. (Graham and Felicio, 2006,
p.64) This was then followed by a series of sixhHigvel meetings from 1994 to 2005

with the first four meetings focusing on conflictepentiori® and the last two held in

% See UNITED NATIONS (1996) Secretary-General'sest@nt at opening of second meeting between
United Nations and regional organizations. SG/SMEBEINITED NATIONS (1998) Summary statement
of the Secretary-General at the concluding sessiaihe third meeting between the United Nations and
regional organizations, held on 28 and 29 July 19982/1021 and S/1998/785. UNITED NATIONS
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2003 and 2005 (United Nations, 2005) taking intcoamnt the changed security
environment and introducing some procedural innouat even though implementation
of these decisions have lagged beffth(Graham and Felicio, 2006, p.65) It was only in
2005 that the first concrete steps were taken tabksh a ‘regional-global security
mechanism.” The OAU, and later the AU, participateall the meetings, ECOWAS in
four of them and SADC in only two. (Graham and &ieli 2006, p.69) Following these
high-level meetings devoted to developing a fram&vwad cooperation between the UN
and the regional organisations, the Security Cowatsd started convening meetings with
regional organisations: a closed counter-terrorisraeting in March 2003 (United
Nations Security Council, 2003b), one open meetmcApril 2003 (United Nations
Security Council, 2003a), and a thematic debatéulg 2004. (United Nations Security
Council, 2004) Overall, this quick overview of tregional-global relationship shows that
some joint peacekeeping missions were slowly bpuigtogether, for instance in Sierra
Leone in 1997 (ECOWAS/UNOMSIL), in Co6te d'lvoire in 2002
(ECOFORCE/Licorne/MINUCI) or in Darfur with the Aéan Union more recently.
However, there is still no clear framework of co@tin and most joint-interventions are
organised on an ad-hoc basis. Furthermore, the afi\stronger ties with the AU and its
predecessor the OAU, which was a General Assemehergl observer from 1965
onwards (S/RES/199, 30 December 1964), while ECOWARE SADC were only
granted observer status in 2004. (Graham and &e#006, p.135) It is worth noting that
‘ECOWAS has one of the closest relationships whita N of all sub-regional agencies,
in or outside Africa, having regularly briefed tB®uncil in its own right.” (Graham and

Felicio, 2006, pp.159-160) Ties between the UN, BOS and SADC do exist but are

(2001) Chairman’s summary of the proposals preseatehe Fourth High-level United Nations-Regional
Organizations Meeting, New York, 6 and 7 Februdl92 S/2001/138.

% The United Nations has recently had some diffieslin filling the position of Chief of the Unit fo
Cooperation with Regional Organisations.
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recent. In other words, these ties followed but dat lead the transformation of
ECOWAS and SADC. However, any subsequent analyisthese two institutions as
security organisations will have to take into aadotheir budding relationship with the

AU and the UN.

This now leaves us to investigate the role of tBe\While direct pressure from the US,
the UK or France is difficult to trace, all threeuntries, and most clearly France and the
US, had been signalling that 1) they were not re@dgend troops during an African
crisis, and 2) they were ready to provide trainifigancial and logistical support to
African peacekeepers. This was notably made exfdicithe 1997 launch of RECAMP
and ACRI, but also by the unfolding of the crisasWest Africa with financial and
logistical support being sporadically provided bg £3. The involvement of the P3 in the
Southern African region is less obvious but peaephkey training, notably via the UK,
was also offered to Southern African states. The abthe P3 and the ‘friendly nudge’ or
inducement pushing ECOWAS and SADC to find ‘Africaolutions to African
problems,” while important, was not the determinfagtor in the transformation of the
regional organisations as a counterfactual analgiarly shows. The ‘constructive
disengagement’ policy of the P3 and their advocawy support of ‘African solutions to
African problems’ did not lead to a proliferatiohsecurity organisations throughout the
African continent in the 1990s. Strikingly, ECCABdalGAD only started thinking about

security issues in the early 2000s after the tansdtion of the OAU in the AU.

If neither the P3 nor the UN were the main cauaatdrs behind the transformation of
ECOWAS and SADC, what about the continental ple&3/®@g&l they cause the change in

these two regional organisations? The first difficthat we run into for this argument is
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the problem of identifying the continental playe¥¥e can do so by considering the
debates within the African Union and the role oé@fc countries in its transformation
and in the launch of NEPAD. (Haggis, forthcomingd2p Most analysts agree on the
following five major continental powers: Libya, Hgfy Kenya, South Africa and Nigeria.
(Murithi, 2005, Hagagis, forthcoming 2009) Howevdris list illustrates the limits of a
level of analysis approach as the key contineritalgos are also the key regional players.
Nigeria and South Africa, major powers at both Isyean decide to pursue their foreign
policy in both arenas. They even have ambition®iofing the UN Security Council. We
will explore later on in details the role of Nigerand South Africa in their respective
regions. It is worth noting here, however, thatréhis a difference in approach between
the two powers as Nigeria seems to privilege ECOW&ASts forum of choice, while
South Africa prefers playing at the continentalelewithin the AU, NEPAD and the
APRM. South Africa notably participated in the firAU peacekeeping mission in
Burundi as the lead nation. (Adebajo, 2000, Nat@@05) Overall, the historical analysis
has not been able to provide any substance todgee that the other major continental
powers, namely Libya, Egypt and Kenya, had anyuarite on the developments of
ECOWAS and SADC. What about the African Union? Agdhere seems to be a
common trend between all organisations towardscargg and democracy mandate. But
a common trend does not establish causality. Onctidrary, the AU could have
perceived the emergence of other security mechandtimng the 1990s as a threat and
competition to its own attempts with the 1993 OAl@dWanism for Conflict Prevention,
Management and Resolution and could have attenptedscourage it before, later on,
co-opting it and using it as blocks for its Afric&tandby Force. (Obasanjo and Mosha,
1993) Or, it could have perceived the emergenceotbér security mechanisms as

potential grounds for collaboration. On balance,caanot establish a direct causal link
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between developments within the AU and the tramsédion of ECOWAS and SADC.
Nevertheless, debates on security issues withinAldedid inform and influence the
debates within West and Southern Africa. For instathe OAU invited the International
Peace Academy (IPA) in 1994 to study and deviseomeacendations for the
transformation of the continent’s security architiee. IPA presented its findings to both
ECOWAS and the OAU. Based on this evidence, the O&id IPA might have
influenced the changes in ECOWAS notably by presgrtolicy proposals that shaped
the language of cooperation. (Vogt interview, 26eJ@008) However, Nigeria and South

Africa, as both continental and regional players,aamuch more likely cause of change.

The reqgional level

This study quite logically highlights the import@&ncf the regional level since the object
of the research is regional organisations. But just at the international level, different

factors can be privileged, be they the role of tbgional hegemon, which denotes an
interest in material factors, the existence of camrsecurity interests that bring together

member states or the existence of common valuesisand identity.

The main insight from the three previous chapterhat,at every single step of the way
the role of the regional hegemon has been pivatla¢reas an obstacle or as the engine
behind the regional process. A closer look at thetenmal capabilities of Nigeria and
South Africa with respect to their neighbours ist@ng demonstration of their status as
(potential) regional hegemons. A realist approachdgemony highlights the importance
of material factors, whether neorealism (Layne,3199earsheimer, 2001), theories of

hegemonic stability (Gilpin, 1983, Keohane, 198@oKane, 1984, Kindleberger, 1981,
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Kindleberger, 1986) or long-cycle theories. (Mo#gl4987, Modelski and Thompson,

1996, Rasler and Thompson, 1994)

Nigeria |Rest of ECOWAS | South Africa| Rest of SADC

Superficy (km2) 923,768 4,189,135 1,219,912 8,663,047
Population (in millions) 138 132\7 43.8 206.5
GDP (in billions USD 2006 117 69.09 255 112455
Human Development Index 0.47 0.458 0.674 0.535
(average in 2005)

Military Capabilities (active| 80,000 117,370 62,334 362,784
personnel in 2008)

Defence budget (in millions 768 915.7 3510 3,148
USD 2008)

TABLE 7.3: Nigeria and South Africa as regional Begn: comparing their weight with
that of the rest of ECOWAS and SADC

(Source: Central Intelligence Agency, 2007, Tramspey International, 2006,
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2008

From the table above, the asymmetry in power betwdmeria and its ECOWAS
neighbours and between South African and its SAREhbours is clear, in terms of
population, GDP — the Human Development Index bengther way to measure a
country’s prosperity, and in terms of military capiies. They are thus without a doubt
regional powers. But, as mentioned earlier in Cérapt regional hegemony is defined by
the type of relationship between the regional poavet its neighbours. Indeed, one of the
main problems with the realist approaches is thadtrof them assume a certain degree of
automaticity between unequal distribution of powed hegemony. What is often lacking
is an explanation as to when a potential hegemoptach hegemonic role. (Prys, 2007)
This is where a liberal understanding of hegemorghtprove useful as the core feature
of the liberal literature on hegemony is its foausthe followership of secondary states.

For a country to lead, it needs other countrig®ltiow its lead. (Ruggie, 1992, Ikenberry,

2001, Triepel, 1938) The argument advanced hetteaiswhile it is true that there would
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be no security or democracy mandate within ECOWASSADC without the active
participation and leadership of Nigeria and SouthcA, for the mandate to be efficient,

other states must follow the hegemon’s lead.

An analysis of the other regional and domesticoiacts thus warranted in order to
understand under what circumstances and how NigeraSouth Africa exercise their
hegemonic leadership. Indeed, while no transfonatif ECOWAS and SADC would
have been possible without Nigeria or South Afri@asimple convergence of national
interests is also a possibly convincing explanatidrat is, all states perceive the creation
of a regional security organisation as being inrthational interests. The necessity for all
member states to approve of the new security agraegt is key as the whole purpose of
the regional security organisation would be def¢ateone country withholds consent.
Common security interests rest on a common pexepfi threats and the analysis of the
legal texts agreed on within ECOWAS and SADC dertrates that member states have
indeed subscribed to a common definition of segutiat is broad and encompasses
several aspects, including the control of light paas for instance. The fact that member
states face the same type of threats has playaghiéicant role in the adoption of the
security protocol. But sharing a common interestasguarantee that an agreement will
be reached. (lkenberry, 1993) Here the concepgehey is crucial as individual Heads
of State, policy experts or even norm entreprenawvesneeded to create momentum to
hammer out an agreement. In fact, neoliberal utsdmalists would argue that the
existence of the regional organisation allows foway to overcome problems of
collective action, incomplete or asymmetrical imf@tion, high transaction costs,
enforcement problems, and other barriers to Paf#iciency and welfare improvement

for their members, thus making the outcome of acessful agreement more likely.
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(Barnett and Finnemore, 1999) ECOWAS was indeed fthem around which all
gathered, be it President Obasanjo of Nigeria,itfeas Eyadema of Togo, the ECOWAS
Secretariat and policy experts. The analysis ofrtiementation of the protocols proved
that this was not the case for SADC due to the iehs to security issues, the
intervention in the DRC being a case in point asplit the regional organisation in two.
Furthermore, reciprocity was possible within ECOWA®e major regional actors de
facto agreed that if an intervention is possibléilveria then it should also be possible in
Cote d’lvoire — with the sometimes violent unrastNigeria and the insurrection in the
Casamance region of Senegal being the only comfliit were out of bound$Overall,
the liberal argument is of rather limited use asxplains better one case than the other.
ECOWAS has been able to actualize its shared sttenile SADC was barely able to
move beyond the paper phase. This leads to thel&romestion of how national interests

are constituted.

Maybe ECOWAS and SADC perceived the establishmért gecurity organisation as
being in their common interest because they shameron values, norms and identity.
There were widespread debates throughout the 189@drica about issues such as
security, stability or humanitarian interventionh€Be issues were discussed over and
over in venues such as the CSSDCA (Conference ouriBg Stability, Development,
and Co-operation in Africa) (Obasanjo and Mosh&3)9the Kampala Forum, the Africa
Leadership Forum (Zartman and Deng, 2002) or witlitA that was acting as a
consultant to the OAU, (Vogt interview, 25 June 06tc. The ideas and the different
norm entrepreneurs found in these fora did infleetiee perception of their interest by

ECOWAS and SADC member states. This constructigigfument is however also

" These exceptional cases can be explained by ¢héehtat these two strongest states in the regidimod
welcome interference in their internal affairs.
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limited because, while it is successful in explagnthe differing implementation records
of ECOWAS and SADC, it does not successfully explahy ECOWAS and SADC
were transformed in the first place. The lack ohomon values within SADC, the strict
respect for sovereignty and the respect earned umyabk from the liberation struggle are
serious impediments to the implementation of th®&Asecurity mandate in general, and
in Zimbabwe in particular. On the contrary, thelgsia of the legal texts of ECOWAS
proved that agreement on certain norms and valasswade among West African states.
But again, the constructivist logic is limited whah comes to explaining the
transformation within both regional organisatiorss it fails to offer a convincing

alternative to materialist accounts.

Digging deeper: the domestic level

This leaves us with the domestic factors as otb&rial explanations to be assessed: the
role of individuals, the democratic nature of membt&ates and the question of state

weakness.

Recurrently throughout the history of both instdas, prominent individuals came to the
fore and their actions were absolutely pivotalhat tritical junctures of each institution.
(Ikenberry, 1994) For ECOWAS, one can mention Yak@mwon, the Nigerian leader at
the origin of the institution in 1975 along with @&ldayo Adedeji. Another Nigerian,
President Obasanjo was also key. The name of Rredityadema of Togo should also be
mentioned here as he kept pushing for an expansiadine mandate of the regional
organisation towards security issues. (Boko inewyi6 May 2008) Several interviewees

also insisted that the role that certain Execu8exretaries or other ECOWAS staff
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played or failed to play throughout the years aedrs at least partially explaining the
evolution of the institution. (Fernandes intervie2@, August 2007, Musah interview, 30
August 2007, Thom interview, 10 June 2008) WithihD&, individual leadership did
not come from the Secretariat as very limited peweere entrusted to it, but from
individual Heads of State or Government such asdfeMandela and later Thabo Mbeki,
but also Robert Mugabe that all took the lead dutive negotiations of key protocols. If
leadership is provided by key Heads of States ftiby agree on a common approach as
was the case for Lesotho, then SADC can move fawiirnot, SADC stalls. While
insisting on the role of individuals is overall alid argument, weighing its importance
compared to other potential factors is difficultoMd the transformation of ECOWAS
and SADC as security organisations have taken pegardless of the leaders in power at
the time? The answer is probably affirmative ashe@gional organisation was faced
with a set of crises that called for a decisiortlair part. Would the timing of change and
the content of the mandate have differed if themd been other leaders at the time?
Probably. On balance, while important, the roléndividuals is neither a necessary nor a
sufficient factor to explain the change within SAREd ECOWAS. Individuals explain

how and whemrhanges are made, but not whether they are made.

Another potential domestic factor derived from ttemocratic peace theory focuses on
the democracy mandate of the regional organisatiot argues that member states
decided to take on this mandate because a sulagtanthber of them were themselves
democracies. At a minimum, most of them were phth third wave of democratization
that occurred in the 1990s. A closer look at theplementation of this democracy
mandate has provided some insight on how fragild skin-deep this democratic

commitment is in many of these African states. @halysis of the legal texts has also
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proven that, at the time of the signature of tdeimocracy protocols, eleven out of fifteen
ECOWAS countries and ten out of fourteen SADC statere considered as partly free
or not free by Freedom House. The democracy arguisert a factor that counts in the
issue at hand. ECOWAS and SADC member states psobaopted these democracy
provisions as a sign of goodwill towards the in&lonal community, with ECOWAS

interpreting its democracy mandate as a way to taiaiistability in its own region.

Finally, state weakness is a pervasive factor jinout the history of both institutions. It
is however doubtful it had a direct causal impactlee transformation of ECOWAS and
SADC, because of its lack of agency. State weakisethe problem that both SADC and
ECOWAS are trying to solve. As a quick remindeatestwveakness was defined earlier in

chapter 2 as lack of capabilities.

State weakness has an impact on the regional sagems at different levels. State
weakness and, in its extreme form, state collapsefacourse a major causal factor of the
conflicts that arise, be it in the DRC, Liberiag®a Leone or Co6te d’lvoire, and their
violent intrastate nature. State weakness and cb#legse are at the source of the security
problems that ECOWAS and SADC, as security org#ioiss, were established to solve.
Furthermore, state weakness, besides being a ogseflict, also explains the common
threat perception shared by member states and tremd definition of security.
However, state weakness is too indeterminate ablari All regions in Africa, albeit to
varying degrees, are plagued by state weaknessn@uall have developed peace and
security mandates as part of their regional orgdioiss. State weakness is a general
factor that is not specific enough to provide thxplanation for the particular sort of

institution which emerged. For change to take plagency is needed. The regional
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hegemon, within each region, proved to be the kenta

So why did ECOWAS and SADC adopt a security andateacy mandate in the early
1990s?A parsimonious answer focuses on the regional hegemon as the agent of
change with the end of the Cold War and state weakness as contributing factors, i.e. as
necessary but not sufficient conditions to explain the change. The end of the Cold War
and state weakness were background conditionsgvthé regional hegemon was the
agent of change. All three levels of analysis atesthecessary to explain the institutional
transformation of these two African regional orgations. The end of the Cold War
represented a window of opportunity for Africantetato take hold of their own destiny.
At the same time, it contributed to the multiplioat of violent intrastate conflicts quite
often caused by state collapse. With the end o€Cibld war, ‘regions were “set free,” and
regional logics came to predominate both ingh@duction of insecurity- both traditional
and, especially, non-traditional — and in timanagement of insecurjtyith increased
incentive for states within a region to deal witteit own problems and a decreased
incentive for outside powers to intervene or becanmwlved.” (Hurrell, 2007, p.131,
emphasis in the origindf) Change within ECOWAS and SADC was thus reactive to
these wars and these shocks to the region. Thefetig Cold War did indirectly force
change on these regions, but it did not providedihection or the form of this change.
The nature of the institutional transformation &@@WAS and SADC was also heavily
influenced by the nature of the conflicts plagueagh region. ECOWAS and SADC did
not face the same challenges on the ground. Ryid©990, West Africa was relatively

peaceful, notwithstanding the military coups. Vidléntrastate conflicts multiplied after

"™ The concept of freedom here is interesting: regjimare set free, but only because they were neglést

a way that they had not been before. It is probahbyther kind of more negative freedom. See BERLIN,
(1961) Two concepts of liberty, an inaugural lecture deted before the University of Oxford on 31
October 19580xford, Clarendon Press.
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the end of the Cold War. The conflicts in which tbl intervened in Southern Africa
had started before the 1990s and were a prolomgafithe liberation struggle in which
the UN got involved before the 1990s, including IRC. The direction and form of
change was provided by the regional hegemon, the agent of change. But in both
cases, its hegemonic leadership was constrainég bgllowers’ that did not necessarily
trust the hegemon (SADC) or whose weakness meattthie brunt of the security
mandate had to be borne by the hegemon (ECOWAShdrt, change within ECOWAS
and SADC occurred because the regional hegemoadsthe opportunity represented by

the end of the Cold War and the presence of violdrdstate crises.

Regional hegemony, African styl&

The aim of this last section is to highlight thentdution to the literature offered by this

study by outlining the two hypotheses generatethisyresearch focusing on the role of
the constrained hegemon. It also argues that cllggialism proved to be the most useful

international relations theory to explain the pezatiudied here.

Two hypotheses

The core of the puzzle examined in this study ga#®s around the idea of regional
hegemony in Africa or hegemony, African style. Rarsimoniously, ECOWAS and
SADC emerged as regional security organisationls avilemocracy mandate because the
regional hegemon decided to use the existing redjimmanisation to establish a security

mechanism addressing the challenges spurred bgntieof the Cold War and by state

2| would like to thank my supervisor Louise Fawdettsuggesting this title.
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weakness. This explains why regional security asgdions capable of intervening in
violent conflicts emerged, but it cannot explaireithsuccess in implementing their
agenda or lack thereof. Instead, implementatioaxjslained by thenature of regional

hegemony.

In sum, this study has generated two hypotheses.

1) A security agenda cannot emerge without the involvement of the regional hegemon.

This statement has been illustrated throughouthistery of both regional organisations.

Nigeria was at the origins of ECOWAS in 1975 andoaproved instrumental to its

transformation in the 1990s. South Africa was fttet regional bully against which the

FLS states balanced and later engineered the aneaftthe SADC Organ by transitioning

FLS mechanisms to SADC. This hypothesis also arsveelquestion raised in the

introduction about state weakness. This researpbthgsised at first that the greater the
number of weak states in a region, the greaterddwmlution of security matters to a

regional organisation. This proved not to be theeaas the devolution of security matters
to the regional organisation depends on the lehgeds the regional hegemon in creating

a regional security mechanisth.

2) What the regional hegemon can do, including affecting the speed the
transformation, is constrained by the acceptance of its leadership by its neighbours
(legitimacy) and by state weakness (capability).

While the transformation was overall rather smowafithin ECOWAS, the road was

bumpier within SADC. Its emergence as a regionalisty organisation suffered from

3 It would be interesting to explore the implicasoof this hypothesis in the case of the EU and ASEA
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severe delays from 1994, when the idea of includingecurity mandate was first
seriously considered by the SADC Secretariat, @11 with the adoption of the SADC
security protocol. Throughout those years, Zimbabn&, to a lesser extent, Angola tried

to highjack the South African project, in the etalno avail.

At the heart of these hypotheses lies the questidhe regional hegemonic style. With

the regional organisation being a way to consadidatstitutionalise and legitimise its

hegemony.

Different hegemonic styles

Regional hegemony is based on two fundamentalsexistence of a significant power
asymmetry within a region — this is obvious in btite Nigerian and South African case —
and the way this power is used. It can either deread — even though this is a costly
solution both militarily and financially and a stan that does not seem viable in the
long term — or it can be a form of consensual (Blyr2007) or cooperative (Pedersen,
2002) hegemony? In the latter cases, the regional hegemon needmitd trusf> and

enhance its legitimacy among its neighbours to mensioey follow its lead. There are

three ways the regional hegemon can build thist:itrbg proving its long term

" A good explanation of the concept of hegemony banfound in PRYS, M. (2007) What makes a
Regional Hegemon? A Comparison of Indian and Sédititan Foreign PolicyAnnual Convention of the
International Studies Associatio@hicago. See also the idea of hegemonic securityran FRAZIER, D.

V. & STEWART-INGERSOLL, R. (26-29 March 2008) Rega Powers and Security: A Framework for
Understanding Order within Regional Security CompteAnnual Convention of the International Studies
Association.San Francisco, CA. According to Pedersen, cooperditegemony can be achieved thanks to
1) power sharing which includes acceptance of camgs by the regional hegemon; 2) power aggregatio
by the regional hegemon which involves psycholdd@etors and leadership; and 3) commitment tong lo
term regionalist policy strategy. PEDERSEN, T. (20@Cooperative hegemony: power, ideas and
institutions in regional integratioReview of International Studie®3, 677-696.

S ‘At root, trust refers to an actor's willingness place something valued under another actor’srebnt
HOFFMAN, A. M. (2006)Building trust: overcoming suspicion in internatanconflict, Albany, State
University of New York Press., p.4.
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commitment to the region, by accepting some comggrathrough the regional

organisation and by sharing some key values watheighbours.

On all three counts, South Africa has been foundting compared to Nigeria. Proof of
long term commitment is key in creating a senspretlictability within the region. The
issue of long term commitment is especially triglsya long term trusting relationship is
especially difficult to establish with a leaderttigoften insecure domestically and could
be deposed any time by a military coup. This ngtablains the very personal nature of
relationships between Heads of State in Africa agg to establish trust on a personal
rather than an institutionalised level. Many woaldjue that the democratic nature of a
state should ensure a certain amount of predidiabésed on shared values, such as the
protection of human rights, etc. But, strong, westablished democracies are rare in
Africa. At the opposite end of the political speetr, one can find predictability in the
long hold on power of old dictators. With the dematisation process still underway in
Africa and with the transition in many countriesrfr old dictators to new democracies,
predictability and trust are a rare phenomenonehighas however been able to send a
clear message to its neighbours. It has proved mithey and boots on the ground its
commitment to the security agenda of ECOWAS and dilmsved ECOWAS to send
observers during its latest presidential electidiss commitment to ECOWAS has been
constant despite changes in government. During nibgotiations of the ECOWAS
security protocol, roughly from December 1998 ub#cember 1999, Nigeria underwent
two changes of government: from Abacha who diedune 1998, to General Abubakar
who ruled for a year, to President Obasanjo who elasted in May 1999. But its
commitment to the security protocol remained stastdMWhile South Africa has not seen

such dramatic changes after its transition fromrtapal, its commitment to SADC has
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proved flaky. While Nigeria has made clear thatomsiders its ‘manifest destiny’ to be a
leader within the African continent and within Wédtica in particular, South Africa has
always denied hegemonic aspirations, though oftehedd by its foreign policy.
Furthermore, South Africa seems to privilege thetioental scene with its NEPAD and
APRM agenda at the expense of its region. ‘The mMd@o Mbeki plays on the larger

AU stage, the stronger will anti-South African ser@nt grow.” (Herbert, 2002, p.67)

According to Hoffman, ‘trusting relationships demelin response to institutions (i.e.
norms, principles, and rules) that effectively efhiate the two threats that states fear
most: the threat of domination to outside partied the threat of political loss to internal
parties.’” (Hoffman, 2006, p.136) This concretelyame that the regional hegemon should
allay fears of domination and its neighbours willyofollow the regional hegemon if
doing so does not threaten their hold on poweartter to allay fears of domination, the
regional hegemon should be ready to accept somieairds within the regional
organisation. Nigeria has done so by the adoptfam tavo-thirds majority voting and by
its acquiescence of the launch of military inteti@ms under the leadership of other
countries such as the one in Guinea-Bissau in 198@r the leadership of Senegal. From
the point of view of weaker states in the regidre tegional organisation is a way to
control the unilateralism of Nigeria (and of Serggdournier interview, 23 July 2008)
Similar constraints on South Africa cannot be founthin SADC. Furthermore, the cost
of non-cooperation of South Africa within SADC igmmal: it has not taken the steps
necessary to increase the cost if the regionalregeloes not comply. Overall, Nigeria
seems to need its neighbours more than South Afnb&ch is able to play a significant
role at both the continental and international lgewen its own. It remains to be seen

whether this will change over time.
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Finally, the Southern African region does not sdenshare the same values as South
Africa — the little it has in common, its ‘cultudd solidarity,” being historically directed
against the regional hegemon. Without shared vatuest is even more difficult to build.
SADC member states — even the democratic ones -deeply suspicious of South
African hegemony. The perception is that South g&frmight have a black government
but it is still following colonial-style policiefHenwood interview, 2 August 2007) ‘If
Big Brother transforms itself from racist to “conmpan,” it is still Big Brother.” (Melber
interview, 31 July 2007) This often leads to resise that takes the form of more
consultation, delays and ‘other forms of quiet sloation.” (Herbert, 2002, p.67) This
approach is reinforced by the culture of solidathgt prevails in the region. (Maundi
interview, 19 June 2007) The need to maintain atfod unity and solidarity is inherited
by the history of the liberation struggles and f@iced by Western powers’ interference.
(Butler interview, 26 July 2007, Malin interview3 July 2007, Orbon interview, 25 July
2007, Muller-Glodde, 24 July 2007) ‘They are broghm arms.’ (Kaunda interview, 27
July 2007) Mugabe, still considered a hero of iredefence, has been especially skilful at

blowing on the still glowing charcoals of anti-im@ism and anti-neo-colonialism.

Nigeria, a recent and still uncertain democracyhvaithistory of military rule, has been
able to assert its leadership in its own regionjlavBouth Africa, a well-established
democracy — compared to Nigeria — has not. Thigaigly due to the fact that South
Africa’s neighbours perceive SADC as ranking low South Africa’s list of priorities,
but more than anything it is due to the shadowheffast that has not yet dissipated and

that clouds the attempt of South Africa to estdbliself as a legitimate leader for
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Southern Africa. In West Africa, the leader hasnfdits followers, in Southern Africa, it

is still looking for them.

A manifesto for classical realism?

The previous sections have highlighted the pivoiéd played by the regional hegemon
both in ECOWAS and SADC. To go back to the core dtlyesis outlined in the
introduction of this study, in the African casagtstweakness, the presence of the regional
hegemon and marginalisation from the internatiataine were deemed to be important
explanatory factors to explain the emergence oifore security organisations within
ECOWAS and SADC. While not unique to Africa, theseee explanatory factors were
considered of special importance in the casesedudihis proved to be the case albeit
with a different weight assigned to each factore Tegional hegemon proved to be
pivotal agent of change, while marginalisation estdte weakness were background
conditions. However, these three factors have todmeplemented by the addition of the
role of common values and of individuals. The latkcommon values mostly explains
the limited performance of SADC as a regional ségurganisation with a democracy
mandate. Similarly, individual Heads of State mglin opposite directions, some would
also call it a clash of personalities, can alsooant for the slow development within
SADC. In West Africa, a common flexibility towardise concept of sovereignty and the
key role played by specific individuals can explthe relative success of ECOWAS as a

regional security organisation.

Based on these factors, which school of thoughhtefrnational relations best accounts

for the emergence of regional security organisatianth a democracy and security
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mandate? Surprisingly, the most comprehensive kxibfe answer is classical realism.
Classical realism encompasses of course a variethemries and approaches, all of
which share a belief that states are primarily watéd by the desire for military and
economic power or security, rather than ideals thice. One can argue that classical
realism best explains the emergence of regionalrggmrganisations within ECOWAS

and SADC based on the five following arguments.

First and obviously, classical realism focuses ower relations among states. While
structural neorealism would show little interestllganda’ (Waltz, 1979, p.95) or other
insignificant and weak states, classical realismp$y focuses on relations between states

and thus on regional relations.

Second, the emphasis on states, as opposed tdaterastors, is justified by this study.
The exact shape, content and nature of the statendeed open to discussion and to
sometimes dramatic variations or interpretationg\inca. But states remain the main
actors of international relations and are the comgnaccepted medium through which
African political leaders interact on the interoatl scene. There are no other valid

alternatives. (Biersteker and Weber, 1996)

Third, classical realism traces back its rootsh® Wwritings of Sun Tzu, Thucydides or
Machiavelli, thus demonstrating that its principéee valid whether the Westphalian state
exists or not. The Third World focused literatucgrectly argues that the concept of state
is problematic when applied to many African stafst this does not eclipse the reality
of power relations between states or ‘would-betestalndeed, contrary to the neoliberal

institutionalist argument that requires either @org (or persistent) international
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institution or at a minimum a strong (or persistestate so that the benefits of
international cooperation can be made evident Ipgtigve interactions through time,
classical realism is adaptable to political criaad coups that shorten the shadow of the

future.

Fourth, while focusing on power relations — justelithis study that has come to the
conclusion that the regional hegemon was the agewrhange within ECOWAS and
SADC -, classical realists do not neglect the wdléegitimacy, trust and socialisation,
usually by the hegemon. Gilpin raises the issu&udstige,” (Gilpin, 1983, pp.29-34)
while Ikenberry and Kupchan describe ‘the socisilisaof leaders in secondary nations.’
(Ikenberry and Kupchan, 1990, p.286) Ruggie alsesuke term ‘social texture’ to
distinguish between classical and neo-realism. ¢dl998, p.7) Establishing trust and
using the regional organisation as a way for tlggoreal hegemon to institutionalise in the

long term its dominance in its region are two isstit stood out from this study.

Fifth, classical realism focuses on agency andviddals. It asks the question ‘who did
what?’ This highlights the limitations of constriwedm: norms and values only matter if
they have agents that carry them and often, giteeally, fight for them. The most
efficient norm entrepreneur could be the strongese. Finally, due to the very limited
institutionalisation of both ECOWAS and SADC, indival leaders advocating the
creation of regional security mechanisms in thespective regions were important to the
process. There is no school of thought of inteamati relations theory that specifically
focuses on individuals, but classical realism wiith focus on agency does suggest

recognition of the importance of individuals. Aatk such as Morgenthau and Carr do
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insist on the role of individuals in their discu®ss of foreign policy. (Morgenthau, 1985,

Carr, 1939)

While the study was not intended from the outsdida manifesto for classical realism,
the case studies brought strong arguments in faebtinis school of thought, the most
crucial being that it has the flexibility to addptthe nature of African politics. While the
Third World focused literature is correct on pangtito the limitations of realism, this
study has uncovered its persistent use in deciphdahe puzzle it was attempting to

solve.

For the broader study of international relationsl af regionalism, this study has
illustrated the claim that African cases shouldit@uded in the mainstream study of
international relations for the following reasomstst, new developments arise in this
continent. Africa is developing its own unique itgtons without necessarily having to
go through the Westphalian stage. Second, if theysof international relations is about
war, then Africa and Asia should be consideredhgsortant case studies. Finally, Africa
is also a continent where the challenges and oppitigs of globalization are played out.
Since the beginning of the 2tentury, all the emerging global players havetstato
become involved, be it China, but also Brazil, bbtahrough its link with Lusophone
states. This conclusion about the usefulness atd#ircases to the development of IR
theory can be broadened to area studies that sheybdirsued with the idea of making a

contribution to the study of international relasass a whole.
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Conclusion: Looking towards the future

As this study comes to a close and now that thenriaoretical claims have been
outlined, it is now time to look at the future o€EBWAS and SADC and the prospects
for peace in Africa. Finally, since looking for avexs always leads to more questions,

this chapter finishes on a possible future reseagemda.

The future of ECOWAS and SADC as regional secuityanisations

The question was raised early in the introductidmetiher ECOWAS or SADC were

security communities. A security community was worally defined by Deutsch as ‘a

group of people which has become integrated,” whgegration means having a sense of
community and ‘dependable expectations of peactfahge.’ (Deutsch, 1957, p.5) Adler
and Barnett developed the idea, but the core ofcthrecept remained the same: the
abandonment of war as a means of change withirs¢harity community. (Adler and

Barnett, 1998b) The historical chapters describiing creation and development of
ECOWAS and SADC have proven that neither regiongamisation has ever been, or is
today, a security community. While it is indeedrect to assume that the outbreak of
conflict between member states is unlikely, it évertheless a possibility. Paradoxically,
there is a greater likelihood of a conflict erugtimithin a member state rather than
between them. This state of affairs neverthelesss dwt justify the qualification of

ECOWAS or SADC as security communities as war deesain a means of change
within states. The focus of both regional orgamet has been first and foremost to limit
conflict between their own member states, but & aBso extended to the prevention of

civil war. In order for ECOWAS and SADC to beconecugrity communities, the first
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step is to establish security communities withietest and to replace war as a means of
political change by elections. This is one of taganales behind the democracy mandate
of these institutions as election monitoring isayvior the regional organisation to ensure
that the elections and their aftermaths remain gfeacOverall, it would be difficult to
describe either ECOWAS or SADC as a security comiyuvhen war (or a coup d’état

or violence) remains a means to achieve changenitie state.

Even though ECOWAS and SADC are not security comti@sn how likely are they to
succeed in the implementation of their security dathocracy mandate? ECOWAS and
its regional hegemon, Nigeria, have proven theimmament to the security and
democracy agenda. The main obstacle here is thedpbility. While not described at
length in this study, this issue remains cruciaha eyes of most observers, be it among
the P3 or the UN. During most ECOWAS interventiotie boots on the ground were
provided by ECOWAS member states while the logssiiere provided by Western
states. The priority for the High Command of theé~B® 2008 was the organisation of a
logistics exercise. Logistics and training of treogre two obstacles ECOWAS has to
overcome in order for the regional organisatiorn&we the appropriate capabilities to
enforce its mandate. This is an uphill battle cdesng the financial limitations they
have. By comparison, NATO with a budget far gredbamn that of ECOWAS is still
struggling with this issue. However, because ECOWsE its member states have
demonstrated their commitment to the security aggetie P3 have decided to step in and
to support as much as possible the West Africaartstf (Chaveas interview, 23 July
2008) The short term answer to the capability pwbbf ECOWAS is the P3. The long
term answer would entail a strengthening of its ibenstates, notably with a security

sector reform that would enhance the professicatadis and the accountability of

352



ECOWAS armies. But the jury is still out about wimt ECOWAS will be able to
strengthen the capabilities of its member stategjgestion raised at the beginning of this
study. Overall, the future of ECOWAS lies with tHeepening of its integration at all
levels. In the short term, one can argue that shauhew crisis arise, it will not be
ignored and will be met by ECOWAS within its lingkeneans and with the help of the

P3.

A similar assessment cannot be made for SADC wghsame level of confidence. The
main obstacle SADC is facing is that of legitimadye recent history of SADC has
repeatedly shown that its member states have osdn lable to agree on the lowest
common denominator and that each country tendsttoess itself behind its sovereignty.
The question of leadership by the regional hegeneomains unresolved and until now
SADC interventions have been the product of agre¢rietween a few SADC member
states that were then later on rubber-stamped S&C intervention (Lesotho and the
DRC), to preserve the facade of unity. The leadprshSouth Africa has been repeatedly
challenged by Zimbabwe and to a lesser extent lyyokn There is no short term fix for
this problem. Throughout the fieldwork, numerougeimiewees have pointed that the
only way for SADC to move forward would be afteclaange of guard which lessens
suspicions against South Africa. The leadershifgeyf Southern African states are still
the leaders of the liberation struggles. In Ang8leesident Dos Santos has been in power
since 1979 and is likely to be re-elected in 2008 d&nother term. Mozambique’s
president, Armando Guebeza, recently elected i 280the current head of FRELIMO
(Frente de Libertacdo de Mocambique — Mozambiqueeration Front). Zimbabwe’s
Mugabe is another obvious example, while Presi@eamtamba of Namibia is a founding

member of SWAPO. Despite recent transitions of poimeseveral Southern African
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states, most of the leaders currently in power hgpent their formative years in
liberation movements and their regional outlooktif§ strongly influenced by these first
experiences and can explain their persistent sespiowards South Africa. The future of
SADC as a regional security organisation remainqseddent on its member states and on
their ability to foster a working relationship witheir regional hegemon. Some argue that
this will only be possible when a change of guaaggens and when the leaders in power
will come from the post liberation generation. (&goulos interview, 3 August 2007)
Until then, it is unlikely that SADC will make siditant progress on its security and

democracy agenda.

Peace in Africa?

What does this tell us about conflict managememfiica in general? This study started
with the opening question: how do you avoid a nemaRda? Are African states now
ready to avoid a new genocide? It is worth highligdn the fact that, beyond ECOWAS
and SADC, the AU and ECCAS have also adopted @ aghumanitarian intervention.
Following the 1994 Rwandan genocide, African stateg indeed tried to come together
to make sure that there would be no more Rwandtsydis, forthcoming 2009) While
the 1994 genocide represented a real wake up aalffican leaders, concerns about
foreign intervention remained. The adoption of thght of humanitarian intervention
within African organisations is symptomatic of tifect that African intervention is
preferable to non-intervention. (Bellamy, 2005, Hiag forthcoming 2009) However, a
close analysis of the texts adopted within ECOWAfE &ADC has shown that the
adoption of a right of humanitarian intervention peted against concerns about

sovereignty. Legally, this right does exist. Bug &frican states ready to act on it?
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Concerns for peace in Africa remain powerful. Basedhis study, one might argue that
a full-blown genocide is less likely to occur in 8Y@r Southern Africa. In these regions,
conflicts or civil wars should hopefully never rbagenocide proportions as the regional
hegemon would have to deal with the opprobriumettiig genocide occur in its own
backyard. One might argue that this concern wasnprent in the decision by South
Africa to intervene in the conflict in Burundi evénough the country was not part of
SADC. Genocide is less likely in West or Southefrica not because local conditions or
ethnic tensions differ radically from the rest dfiéa, but because, thanks to the presence
of a regional hegemon, it is likely that any viateror massacre will be stopped before it

becomes genocide.

Beyond West and Southern Africa, the prospectsplce in Central and East Africa
look rather bleak. It should not come as a surpttisé¢ conflicts in Sudan or the DRC
have reached a point where they could be descrsedenocide. In both cases, the
conflicts are taking place in countries that coatd as hegemons within their region due
to their sheer size and their resources — oil tata®, mineral resources and water for the
DRC - but have been unable to hold their countogsther. The comparison stops here
as the DRC is a collapsed state, while Sudan resvaistrong state despite the fact that
the central government is at war with several ®fpitovinces. Due to the military power
of Sudan, as well as the political shrewdnesssokgdership and diplomacy, intervention
in Sudan has proved very difficult to organise. fEhis no other strong regional power
that has a strong interest in promoting interventamd that has enough influence to
impose it on Sudan. The scenario is different s@DRC as it is not in a position to resist

any intervention. However, there is no regional dmgn that has a strong stake in

355



propping up the DRC as a viable state. South AfHea been involved in the DRC

conflict, but its impact has not been enough to enaklifference in the country.

Overall, the prospects for peace are not very goddentral and East Africa due to the
absence of a regional hegemon. The only othernaltiee is the AU stepping in. But
agreement between fifty-three member states camwliffieult to reach. Sub-Saharan
Africa stands at the crossroads today. The roadamdapted at the AU level describes five
regional economic communities (RECs) as pillarshi African security infrastructure.
But progress within those RECs differed dramatycealith, for instance, the AMU (Arab
Maghreb Union) being dormant. The AU can eitharksto the original plan or accept the
existing diversity within the RECs, letting ECOWASd SADC take the lead in their
respective regions with the AU and concentratisgeiforts on Central and East Africa.
East Africa could potentially also have a strongjaeal security organisation in IGAD, if
Ethiopia is able to overcome hostility in the regiand consolidates itself internally.
Today, some clarity needs to be achieved withincAfbetween all the different security
actors on the continental scene if a coordinatetediicient security architecture is to be

put in place.

Future research

As outlined in the introduction, based on the higpses generated here, future research
would of course broaden the field of study to IGABd ECCAS, but also other regions
of the world, to explore whether the hypothesesl ltale in these cases. But beyond this

obvious point, this study has raised three questibat call for future research.
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The first area of research would consider how marclexternal agent can help a state
consolidate itself. Most of the literature on ttapic has focused on the role of aid and
international financial institutions at the expew$eegional organisations. In the African
case, research would obviously focus on Africanomg organisations, but also cover a
variety of topics ranging from public finances leation monitoring and security sector
reform. Do African regional organisations have anparative advantage compared to
other international organisations? Are they limiteg their capabilities? The broader

guestion here is of course: can a state be ‘duilth the outside?

A second and related area of research would foeughe legitimacy of regional
organisations, compared to international orgarasatibut also compared to states. Does
the authority of the regional organisation only eifnom the consent of its member
states? Do regional organisations have moral aityRRowhat is the basis of this moral
authority? If it is only based on the norms it efehding, how is a regional organisation
different from a non-state actor such a civil rgglssociation or an NGO? How does a
regional organisation gain or lose legitimacy? Windges the legitimacy of a regional
organisation? Are legitimate regional organisaticossistently more efficient than other
organisations? The issue of legitimacy is often tmoeed en passant in many studies, but

has never been the object of a full-fledged contperatudy.

Finally, this study has proved that concerns algamocide and other gross violation of
human rights do matter in African politics. Thisnctusion begs the further question of
how these norms have emerged within the Africartiocent. Are African states merely

‘norm-takers’ or are they also ‘norm-setters’? Tdwea of research would focus on how a

right of humanitarian intervention has emerged witAfrican regional organisations.
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Was it carried by norm entrepreneurs or was it isgplofrom outside? How can one
measure normative change? Has this normative changdrica truly made a new

Rwanda impossible?

358



List of interviews

Dr. Ademola Abass, Professor of Law, University\Bofinel. Personal interview
conducted in London, England, 24 October 2007.

Colonel Festus Aboagye, Programme Head, Trainin@éace, Institute for Security
Studies. Personal interview conducted at ISS, RegtSouth Africa, 19 July 2007.

Dr. Cyriaque P. Agnekethom, Head of Division, Smatihs, ECOWAS. Personal
interview conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, AlMigeria, 24 August 2007.

Lieutenant Colonel Simon Bacon, UK military advis@ECOWAS. Personal interview
conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, Abuja, NigeAakgust 2007.

Mr. Timothy Baines, Regional Cooperation, Confieevention / Good Governance,
Delegation of the European Commission in NigergexsBnal interview conducted at the
delegation in Abuja, Nigeria, 31 August 2007.

Dr Dorina Bekoe, Senior Research Associate, CéateéZonflict Analysis and
Prevention, United States Institute of Peace. Emtalview conducted on 23 May 2008.

Mr. Francois Boko, Lawyer, Former Minister of Interand of Decentralization of Togo.
Personal interview conducted in Paris, France, § R098.

Prof. Christian Bouquet, Professor of Political Gegphy, University of Bordeaux.
Telephone interview conducted on 11 June 2008.

Colonel Davis Lee Butler, Defense attaché, US esyptsBotswana. Personal interview
conducted in Botswana, Gaborone, 26 July 2007.

Colonel Nicolas Casanova, Former French militanyisal to ECOWAS. Telephone
interview conducted on 28 May 2008.

Ambassador Peter Chaveas, Director, Africa CewnteBfrategic Studies. Personal
interview conducted at ACSS, Washington DC, USAJaly 2008.

Dr. Francis Deng, Special Advisor for the Prevemtsd Genocide, United Nations.
Personal interview conducted at the United Natidlesy York, USA, 28 April 2008.

Captain Ibrahim Siratigui Diarra, Executive AssigtaCommission of Political Affairs,

Peace and Security, ECOWAS. Personal interview ucted at ECOWAS headquarters,
Abuja, Nigeria, 27 August 2007.

359



Dr. Mamadou Diouf, Head of the Institute of Afric&tudies, Columbia University.
Personal interview conducted at Columbia Univerditgw York, USA, 5 September
2007.

Captain (Navy) Denis Fabre, Defence Attaché, Fréfrobassy to South Africa. Personal
interview conducted at the French Embassy, PretSoath Africa, 2 August 2007.

Colonel Jose Fernandes, Defence Attaché, Frenclagswlbo Nigeria. Personal interview
conducted at the French Embassy, Abuja, Nigerigfust 2007.

Colonel Eric Fournier, Senior French Representatiibe Africa Center for Strategic
Studies. Telephone interview conducted on 21 A808 and personal interview
conducted at ACSS, Washington DC, USA, 23 July 2008

Lieutenant Colonel Calvin Hardy, USAF, US EUCOM ik@n to ECOWAS. Personal
interview conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, AlMigeria, 23 August 2007.

Dr. Cheryl Hendricks, Head, Southern African HunSacurity Program, Institute for
Security Studies. Personal interview conducte®&&t Pretoria, South Africa, 19 July
2007.

Dr. Roland Henwood, Professor of Political Sciendeiversity of Pretoria. Personal
interview conducted at the University of PretoRaetoria, South Africa, 2 August 2007.

Prof. Herbert Howe, Assistant Professor of Afri&tndies, Georgetown University.
Personal interview conducted at ACSS, Washington &A, 23 July 2008.

Dr. J. Mayuyuka Kaunda, Senior Research FellowsBaha Institute for Development
Policy Analysis. Personal interview conducted ddBA, Gaborone, Botswana, 27 July
2007.

Colonel Yoro Kone, Director, Early Warning / Obsatien Monitoring Centre,
ECOWAS. Personal interview conducted at ECOWAS beaders, Abuja, Nigeria, 24
August 2007.

Colonel Klaus-Peter Koschny, German Military Adviso ECOWAS. Personal
interview conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, Aluigeria, 21 August 2007.

Brigadier General Hassan Lai, Chief of Staff, ECO8V8tandby Force. Personal
interview conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, Aluigeria, 29 August 2007.

Mr. Roger Laloupo, Director of Legal Affairs, ECOVBAPersonal interviews conducted
at ECOWAS headquarters, Abuja, Nigeria, 21, 22223 30 August 2007.

360



Mr. Vincent Larrouzé, Deputy Head of Cooperatiorgerieh Embassy to Nigeria.
Personal conducted at the French Embassy, Abujgridi 21 August 2007.

Dr. Garth Le Pere, Executive Director, Institute @&obal Dialogue. Personal interview
conducted at IGD, Midrand, South Africa, 19 Julyp20

Ambassador Paul Malin, Ambassador, Head of Delegabelegation of the European
Commission to Botswana. Personal interview condlatehe European delegation,
Gaborone, Botswana, 23 July 2007.

Ambassdor Frank Martin, UK High Commissioner to ®edna. Personal interview
conducted at the UK Embassy, Gaborone, Botswanauly®007.

Dr. Khabele Matlosa, Senior Adviser, Research, tBtat Institute of Southern Africa.
Personal interview conducted at IGD, Midrand, SdAifiica, 19 July 2007.

Dr. Mohammed Omar Maundi, Minister Counsellor, Panent Mission of the United
Republic of Tanzania to the United Nations, forl8&DC political officer. Personal
interview conducted at the Tanzanian mission, NeskYUSA, 19 June 2007.

Dr. Henning Melber, Research Director, Nordic Adriostitute, Uppsala, Sweden.
Personal interview conducted in Johannesburg, Safuita, 31 July 2007.

Dr. Themba Mhlongo, Researcher, Southern Africaillielephone interview conducted
on 1 August 2007.

Dr. Helmut Miller-Glodde, advisor to Executive Setary of SADC, Gesellschaft fur
Technische Zusammenarbeit (GTZ). Personal intercewducted at GTZ offices,
Gaborone, Botswana, 24 July 2007.

Dr. Abdel-Fatauh Musah, Conflict Prevention AdviFe€EOWAS. Personal interview
conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, Abuja, Nigefladigust 2007.

General Charles Agyei Okae, Director, Defence axuBty, ECOWAS. Personal
interview conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, AlMigeria, 27 August 2007.

Dr. Gabriel Oosthuizen, Executive Director, Intarmaal Criminal Law Services
Foundation. Telephone interview conducted on 1& 2007.

Dr. Helmut Orbon, Gesellschaft fir Technische Zusemarbeit (GTZ) coordinator,

SADC Peace & Security Programme. Personal interec@wducted at GTZ offices,
Gaborone, Botswana, 25 July 2007.

361



Dr. Bertha Osei-Hwedie, Dean, Faculty of Sociak8ces, University of Botswana.
Personal interview conducted at the University ofsddvana, Gaborone, Botswana, 24
July 2007.

Mr. Michael Roberts, Political/Economic Adviser, Esbassy to Botswana. Personal
interview conducted at the US Embassy, Gaboronswema, 26 July 2007.

Ms. Cecilia Romson Ornberg, Counsellor, Swedish &ai to Botswana. Personal
interview conducted at the Swedish Embassy, Galeo®otswana, 27 July 2007.

Dr. Martin Rupiya, Senior Researcher, Defence Sebitstitute for Security Studies.
Personal interview conducted at ISS, Pretoria, ISéfitica, 19 July 2007.

Senior Western diplomat to Botswana. Personalui@erconducted at the US Embassy,
Botswana, Gaborone, 30 July 2007.

Senior Western diplomat who was in post in Westcafduring the Liberian crisis.
Telephone interview conducted on 3 June 2008.

Lieutenant Colonel Mark Shrives, US Advisor to EC88/ Personal interview
conducted at ECOWAS headquarters, Abuja, NigeAakgust 2007.

Dr. Elizabeth Sidiropoulos, Director, South Africhustitute of International Affairs.
Personal interview conducted at the University ofWwétersrand, Johannesburg, South
Africa, 3 August 2007.

South African official involved in the formulatiasf the SADC Protocol on Politics,
Defence and Security Cooperation. Email interviewducted by Carolyn Haggis, 8 July
2008.

Prof. Roger Southall, Distinguished Research FelDemocracy and Governance
Research Program, Human Sciences Research CotiSalth Africa. Personal
interview conducted in Johannesburg, South Afisdajuly 2007.

Mr. Jérébme Spinoza, Chargé d’affaires for ECOWABe&ion of Strategic Affairs,
French Ministry of Defence. Telephone interview @octed on 28 April 2008.

Mr. Andre Stemmet, Senior State Law Adviser (In&ional Law), Department of
Foreign Affairs, Republic of South Africa. Emaik@nview conducted on 8 September
2008.

Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Thom, Former UK militatyaché to ECOWAS. Telephone
interview conducted on10 June 2008.

362



Colonel Mahamane Touré, Commissioner, PoliticabAf, Peace & Security,
ECOWAS. Personal interview conducted at ECOWAS bpeaders, Abuja, Nigeria, 27
August 2007.

Professor Margaret Vogt, Director, Africa | DivisioDepartment of Political Affairs,
United Nations. Telephone interview conducted byo§a Haggis on 25 June 2008.
Western consultant to ECOWAS, Personal interviemdoated at ECOWAS
headquarters, Abuja, Nigeria, 30 August 2007.

Mr. Detlef Wilke, Office-in-Charge, Cooperation WiRegional Organizations,
Department of Political Affairs, United Nations.rBenal interview conducted in New

York, United States, 8 October 2008.

Mr. Charles Zorgbibe, Editorial Director, Africare@politics. Personal interview
conducted in Paris, France, 23 October 2007.

363



BIBLIOGRAPHY:

(1980)Africa Research Bulletir,9, 6440.

ABOAGYE, F. B. (1999ECOMOG : a sub-regional experience in conflict feson,
management, and peacekeeping in Libekiegra, SEDCO.

ABOAGYE, F. B. & BAH, A. M. S. (Eds.) (2009 tortuous road to peace: the
dynamics of regional, UN and international humanéa interventions in
Liberia, Pretoria, Institute for Security Studies.

ACHARYA, A. (2004) How Ideas Spread: Whose Normstigi? Norm Localization and
Institutional Change in Asian Regionalismternational Organization58, 239-
275.

ACHARYA, A. & BUZAN, B. (2007) Why is there no noWestern international
relations theory? An introductionternational Relations of the Asia-Pacifit,
287-312.

ACP-EEC (15 December 1989) Fourth ACP-EEC Convantiomé.

ADEBAJO, A. (2000) Nigeria: Africa's New Gendarnt®€curity Dialogue3l, 185-199.

ADEBAJO, A. (2002)Building peace in West Africa: Liberia, Sierra Legmand Guinea-
Bissau,Boulder, CO, Lynne Rienner.

ADEBAJO, A. & LANDSBERG, C. (2003) South Africa amtigeria as Regional
Hegemons. IN BAREGU, M. L. & LANDSBERG, C. (Ed&)om Cape to
Congo: Southern Africa's evolving security challes@oulder, Colo. ; London,
Lynne Rienner Publishers.

ADEBAJO, A. & RASHID, I. (Eds.) (2004)Vest Africa's security challenges : building
peace in a troubled regio®Boulder, Colo. ; London, Lynne Rienner.

ADEDEJI, A. (1970) Prospects of Regional Economic@peration in West Africal he
Journal of Modern African Studie8, 213-231.

ADEDEJI, A. (1985) Inter-African Economic Coopematiin Light of the Final Act of
Lagos. IN ADEDEJI, A. & SHAW, T. M. (EdsBconomic crisis in Africa:
African perspectives on development problems atehpials.Boulder, CO,
Lynne Rienner.

ADEDEJI, A. (2004) ECOWAS: A retrospective journéy. ADEBAJO, A. & RASHID,
l. (Eds.)West Africa's security challenges : building pesrca troubled region.
Boulder, Colo. ; London, Lynne Rienner.

ADELEKE, A. (1995) The Politics and Diplomacy of&ekeeping in West Africa: The
ECOWAS Operation in Liberia’he Journal of Modern African Studi&s3, 569-
593.

ADIBE, C. E. (1997) The Liberian conflict and th€BWAS-UN partnershiprlhird
World Quarterly,18, 471-488.

ADLER, E. & BARNETT, M. N. (1998a) A framework fahe study of security IN
ADLER, E. & BARNETT, M. N. (Eds.Becurity communitie€ambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

ADLER, E. & BARNETT, M. N. (Eds.) (1998I8ecurity communitie§ambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

AFOLAYAN, A. A. (1988) Immigration and Expulsion @COWAS Aliens in Nigeria.
International Migration Reviewg2, 4-27.

AFRICAN CONFLICT PREVENTION POOL SECRETARIAT (2004he Africa
Conflict Prevention Pool: A Joint UK Government Apach to Preventing and
Reducing Conflict in Sub-Saharan Africa. LondonpBrement for International
Development.

364



AHWIRENG-OBENG, F. & MCGOWAN, P. J. (1998) PartrmrHegemon? South
Africa in Africa. Part One. Journal of Contemporary African Studids.

AKABOGU, C. (1992) ECOWAS Takes The Initiative. WOGT, M. A. (Ed.)The
Liberian crisis and ECOMOG: a bold attempt at reggb peace keepind.agos,
Nigeria, Gabumo Pub. .

ALAGAPPA, M. (1995) Regionalism and Conflict Managent: A Framework for
Analysis.Review of International Studie®], 359-387.

ALLAIN, J. (2004) The true challenge to the Unitddtions system of the use of force:
The failures of Kosovo and Iraq and the emergefitieecAfrican UnionMax
Planck Yearbook of United Nations La8y238-289.

AMBASSADOR LAFAYETTE DIGGS OF LIBERIA (1973Bulletin on Foreign Affairs
(Nigeria), 3.

AMIN, S., CHITALA, D. & MANDAZA, I. (Eds.) (1987)SADCC: problems and
prospects for disengagement and development ih&awuAfrica, Tokyo, United
Nations University Press.

ANING, E. K. (2004) Investing in peace and secuintyAfrica: the case of ECOWAS.
Conflict, Security & Development, 533-542.

ARONSSON, P. (1995) The Desire for Regions. Thaeliction of Space in Sweden's
History and Historiography.

ASANTE, S. K. B. (1985) ECOWAS/CEAO: Conflict ana@peration in West Africa.
IN ONWUKA, R. |. & SESAY, A. (Eds.)lThe Future of Regionalism in Africa.
London, Macmillan.

ASANTE, S. K. B. (1990) Regional Economic Cooperatand Integration: the
Experience of ECOWAS. IN NYONG'O, P. A. (E®Rggional integration in
Africa: unfinished agendaairobi, Kenya, African Academy of Sciences.

ASANTE, S. K. B. (1991 African development: Adebayo Adedeji's alternasivategies,
London, Zell.

ASANTE, S. K. B. (1997Regionalism and Africa's development: expectaticesity,
and challengesBasingstoke, Macmillan.

AYOOB, M. (1991) The Security Problematic of theifdhwWorld. World Politics: A
Quarterly Journal of International Relationd3, 257-283.

AYOOB, M. (1992) The Security Predicament of ther@tWorld State: Reflections on
State Making in a Comparative Perspective. IN JBREd.) The insecurity
dilemma: national security of Third World stat@mulder, Colo., Lynne Rienner
Publishers.

AYOOB, M. (1995)The Third World security predicament: state maknegjonal
conflict, and the international systeBoulder ; London, Lynne Rienner.
AYOOB, M. (2002) Inequality and Theorizing in Intextional Relations: The Case for

Subaltern Realismnternational Studies Review, 27-48.

BACH, D. (1983) The Politics of West African econiorintegration in the 1970s: a
comparison of CEAO and ECOWA3ournal of Modern African Studie2],
605-623.

BACH, D. (2004) The dilemmas of regionalization. ADEBAJO, A. & RASHID, I.
(Eds.)West Africa's security challenges : building pesrca troubled region.
Boulder, Colo. ; London, Lynne Rienner.

BACH, D. C. (Ed.) (1999Regionalization in Africa. Integration and disintagon,
Bloomington, IN, Indiana University Press.

BACH, D. C. (2005) Integration through hystereS&CU in comparative and contextual
perspective. IN HANSOHM, D., BREYTENBACH, W., HAREABERG, T. &

365



MCCARTHY, C. (Eds.Monitoring Regional Integration in Southern Africa
YearbookWindhoek, NEPRU (Namibian Economic Policy ResedJsait).
BAGAYOKO-PENONE, N. (2003Afrique: les stratégies francaise et américaiRaris,

L'Harmattan.

BAH, A. S. & ANING, E. K. (2008) US Peace OperasdPolicy in Africa: From ACRI
to AFRICOM. International Peacekeepin@b, 118-132.

BANEGAS, R., MARCHAL, R. & MEIMON, J. (March 2007)a fin du pacte colonial?
La politique africaine de la France sous J. ChataaprésPolitique africaine,

105 7-26.

BARNETT, M. N. & FINNEMORE, M. (1999) The Politic®ower, and Pathologies of
International Organizationfnternational Organizatiorb3, 699-732.

BARNETT, M. N. & FINNEMORE, M. (2004Rules for the world : international
organizations in global politicdthaca, N.Y. ; London, Cornell University Press.

BAUER, G. & TAYLOR, S. D. (2005politics in Southern Africa : state and society in
transitionBoulder, CO, Lynne Rienner Publishers.

BAYART, J.-F. (Ed.) (1996).a greffe de I'EtatParis, Karthala.

BAYART, J.-F., ELLIS, S. & HIBOU, B. (1997)a criminalisation de I'Etat en Afrique,
Bruxelles, Editions Complexe.

BECK, N. (2006) Is causal-process observation gmmxon?Political Analysis,14,
347-352.

BEKOE, D. A. (2002) Peacemaking in Southern Afrithe Role and Potential of the
Southern African Development Community (SADC). Jotesburg, International
Peace Academy.

BELLAMY, A. J. (2005) Responsibility to protect @rojan horse? The crisis in Darfur
and humanitarian intervention after Ir&ghics & International Affairs]19, 31-53.

BENNETT, A. & ELMAN, C. (2006) Complex causal ratats and case study methods:
The example of path dependenielitical Analysis,14, 250-267.

BERLIN, I. (1961)Two concepts of liberty, an inaugural lecture deted before the
University of Oxford on 31 October 1988xford, Clarendon Press.

BERMAN, E. G. (2004) Recent Development in US Pkaeping Policy and Assistance
to Africa. African Security Reviewl,3.

BERMAN, E. G. & SAMS, K. (1998) Constructive disexggment: Western efforts to
develop African peacekeepin&S Monograph33.

BERSCHINSKI, R. G. (2007) Africom's dilemma: Thddlgal war on terrorism,"
"capacity building," humanitarianism, and the fetof U.S. security policy in
Africa. Carlisle, PA, Strategic Studies Institute.

BIERSTEKER, T. J. & WEBER, C. (199&tate sovereignty as social construct,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

BGAS, M. (2000) Security Communities: Whose Seg@i@ooperation & Conflict35,
309-3109.

BOGDANOR, V. (1999) Comparative politics. IN HAYWAR J., BARRY, B. &
BROWN, A. (Eds.)The British study of politics in the twentieth aemt Oxford,
Oxford University Press.

BOONE, C. (1998) "Empirical statehood" and recomfagion of political order. IN
VILLALON, L. A. & HUXTABLE, P. A. (Eds.) The African state at a critical
juncture: Between disintegration and reconfiguratiBoulder, CO, Lynne
Rienner.

BOUQUET, C. (2007) Le mauvais usage de la démaceatiCote d'lvoire.'Espace
Politique, 3, 90-106.

366



BROWN, M. L. (1989) Nigeria and the ECOWAS Protooal Free Movement and
ResidenceJournal of Modern African Studiegy, 251-273.

BROWN, W. (2006) Africa and International RelatioAsComment on International
Relations Theory, Anarchy and StatehoRdview of International Studie32,
119-143.

BULL, H. (1977)The anarchical society: a study of order in worlalifics New York,
Columbia University Press.

BUNDU, A. (July 19-25, 1993) ECOWAS Comes of Agjdest Africa1253-1255.

BUZAN, B. (1991)People, states and fear: an agenda for internatiGegurity studies
in the post-cold war erd\ew York ; London, Harvester Wheatsheaf.

BUZAN, B. & WAVER, O. (2003Regions and powers: the structure of international
security,Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

BUZAN, B., WAEVER, O. & WILDE, J. D. (1998ecurity: a new framework for
analysis,Boulder, Colo. ; London, Lynne Rienner.

BYERS, M. & CHESTERMAN, S. (2003) Changing the sibbout rules? Unilateral
humanitarian intervention and the future of intéioraal law. IN HOLZGREFE, J.
L. & KEOHANE, R. O. (Eds.Humanitarian intervention: Ethical, Legal, and
Political DilemmasCambridge, Cambridge University Press.

CALLAGHY, T. (1987) The state as lame LeviathaneTgatrimonial administrative
state in Africa. IN ERGAS, Z. (EdT)he African state in transitioMNew York, St
Martin's Press.

CANTORI, L. J. & SPIEGEL, S. L. (1970)he international politics of regions,
Englewood Cliffs, N.J, Prentice-Hall.

CARR, E. H. (1939Yhe Twenty Years Crisis, 1919-1939: an Introductmthe Study of
International Relationd,.ondon, Macmillan.

CARTER, G. M. (1985 ontinuity and change in Southern Afritas Angeles, CA.,
Crossroads Press.

CAWTHRA, G. (1997)Sub-regional security co-operation: the Southemcah
Development Community in comparative perspeddedlyille, South Africa
Centre for Southern African Studies.

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY (2007)The CIA World Factbook 2008ew
York, Skyhorse Publishing

CHASE, R. S., HILL, E. B. & KENNEDY, P. (1996) Pital states and U.S. strategy.
Foreign Affairs,75, 33-51.

CHECKEL, J. T. (2001) Why comply? Social learnimgld&uropean identity change.
International Organization55, 553-588.

CHESTERMAN, S. & KORNEGAY, F. (2000) Southern Afais Evolving Security
Architecture: Problems and Prospects. Gaboronerrational Peace Academy.

CHIMANIKIRE, D. P. (2002)Southern African Development Community: the roléhef
Organ on Politics, Defense and Security (OPBi&)are, Hivos.

CILLIERS, J. (1995) The evolving security architgetin southern AfricaAfrican
Security Reviews.

CILLIERS, J. & MALAN, M. (1996) A regional peacekga@g role for South Africa:
Pressures, problems and progno&fsican Security Reviev,

CLAPHAM, C. (1999) Boundaries and States in the Mdvican Order. IN BACH, D.
(Ed.) Regionalisation in Africa : integration & disintegtion. Oxford, James
Currey.

CLAPHAM, C. S. (1996 Africa and the international system : the politafsstate
survival,Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

367



CLARK, J. F. (1998) The extractive state in Zalt¢ VILLALON, L. A. &

HUXTABLE, P. A. (Eds.)The African state at a critical juncture: Between
disintegration and reconfiguratiofBoulder, CO, Lynne Rienner.

CLARK, J. F. (2000) Realism, Neo-Realism and Afgdaternational Relations in the
Post-Cold War Era. IN DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, T. M. (Ed Africa's challenge to
international relations theoryNew York, Palgrave.

COLLIER, D. & MAHONEY, J. (1996) Insights and pitlsx Selection bias in qualitative
researchWorld Politics,49, 56-91.

COOPER, A. F., HIGGOTT, R. A. & NOSSAL, K. R. (19%Relocating middle powers.
Australia and Canada in a changing world ord&€gncouver, UBC Press.
COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION (15 May 2001) Coun€ibmmon Position of
14 May 2001 concerning conflict prevention, manageinand resolution in

Africa. Official Journal of the European Communiti€4,32/3.

COX, R. W. (1987Production, power and world order : social forcesthe making of
history,New York ; Guildford, Columbia University Press.

DAVID, S. R. (1991) Explaining Third World Alignménworld Politics: A Quarterly
Journal of International Relationg3, 233-256.

DAVID, S. R. (1998) The Primacy of Internal War. \EUMAN, S. G. (Ed.)
International relations theory and the Third Workasingstoke, Macmillan.

DAVIDSON, B. (1992)The black man's burden: Africa and the curse ofnidwgon-state,
New York, Times Books.

DE COSTA, P. (1991) A New Role for ECOWAAfrica Report,36, 37-40.

DENG, F. M. (199650vereignty as responsibility: conflict managememtfrica,
Washington, DC, Brookings Institution.

DEUTSCH, K. W. (1957political community and the North Atlantic areatemational
organization in the light of historical experiené&jnceton, Princeton University
Press.

DEUTSCH, K. W. (1988 he analysis of international relatiofsglewood Cliffs, N.J.,
Prentice Hall.

DIAMOND, L. (1987) Class formation in the swollerirsan stateJournal of Modern
African Studies25.

DIOP, C. A. (1960)es fondements culturels, techniques et industdiels futur état
fédéral d'Afrique noireParis, Présence africaine.

DOYLE, M. (1986) Liberalism and World PoliticAmerican Political Science Review,
80, 1151-1169.

DUFFIELD, J. S. (2006) International Security Ihgtions: Rules, Tools, Schools, or
Fools? IN RHODES, R. A. W., BINDER, S. A. & ROCKMAM. A. (Eds.)The
Oxford handbook of political institution®xford, Oxford University Press.

DUNN, K. C. (2000a) The (Blank) African State: Rietting the Sovereign State in
International Relations. IN DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, M. (Eds.)Africa's
challenge to international relations theoBasingstoke, Palgrave.

DUNN, K. C. (2000b) Introduction: African and Intettional relations Theory. IN
DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, T. M. (Eds.Africa's challenge to international relations
theory.Basingstoke, Palgrave.

DUNN, K. C. (2000c) Tales from the Dark Side: A&is Challenge to International
Relations TheoryJournal of Third World Studie4,7.

DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, T. M. (Eds.) (200@)\frica's challenge to international relations
theory,Basingstoke, Palgrave.

ECONOMIC COMMUNITY OF WEST AFRICAN STATES (29 May981) Protocol
Relating Mutual Assistance on DefenééSP3/5/81.

368



ECOWAS (1 February 2007) Gen. (rtd.) Ibrahim BadanBabangida on ECOWAS
Mission to Guinedress release 5/200Abuja.

ECOWAS (24 April 2007) ECOWAS Observer Mission Gdtir Major Electoral
Reforms to Secure Democracy in NigeRaess release 39/200&buja.

ECOWAS (1990) ECOWAS: Achievements, ChallengesFfaundre Prospects. Lagos,
Nigeria, ECOWAS Executive Secretariat.

ECOWAS (1993) Report of the Committee of EminentsBes

ECOWAS EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT (2005) ECOWAS Annuagport 2005. Abuja,
Nigeria, ECOWAS.

ECOWAS OBSERVER MISSION TO NIGERIA (17 April 200Pyess Release:
ECOWAS Mission Describes Governorship and Statebdy Elections As
"Relatively Free and Peaceful”

ECOWAS OBSERVER MISSION TO NIGERIA (24 April 200Pyess release:
ECOWAS Observer Mission Calls for Major Electoraf®&ms to Secure
Democracy in Nigeria

ECOWAS STANDING MEDIATION COMMITTEE (August 6-7, B®) First session.
Banjul, The Gambia.

EU ELECTION OBSERVATION MISSION (23 August 2007)d3s release: EU
observers conclude elections fell far short of basternational and regional
standards and urge swift and comprehensive elécedcam.

EU ELECTION OBSERVATION MISSION (2000) Report ofetliU Election
Observation Mission on the Parliamentary Electionsimbabwe on 24-25 June
2000.
http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rigggiert _zimbabwe/index.htm

EVANS, T. & WILSON, P. (1992) Regime Theory and theglish School of
International Relations: A Comparisdvlillennium, 21.

EZENWE, U. (Dec. 12-16, 1983) The Degree of Comraitrof Members to the
ECOWAS Goals and Its ImplicationrSCOWAS and the Lagos Plan of Action.
Ibadan, Nigerian Institute of Social and Economés&arch.

FABRICIUS, P. (2002) Recent developments in peacksacurity in the SADC region.
IN SOUTH AFRICAN INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRSEd.)
SADC-EU relations. Looking back and moving ah&zmpenhagen, Denmark,
Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

FARRELL, M. (2005) Introduction. IN FARRELL, M., HETNE, B. &
LANGENHOVE, L. V. (Eds.)Global politics of regionalism: theory and practice
London ; Ann Arbor, Ml, Pluto Press.

FAWCETT, L. (2004) Exploring Regional Domains: Ai@parative History of
Regionalisminternational Affairs, 80, 429-446.

FAWCETT, L. (2007) Regional Institutions.

FAWCETT, L. (2008a) Regional institutions. IN WILAMS, P. D. (Ed.)Security
studies: an introductiorLondon, Routledge.

FAWCETT, L. (2008b) Regionalism in World Politid3ast and Preser@ixth GARNET
PhD School "Global Governance, Regionalism & THe af the EU: The
Institutional Dimension"Brussels.

FAWCETT, L. L. E. & HURRELL, A. (Eds.) (199Fegionalism in world politics:
regional organization and international ordegdxford, Oxford University Press.

FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF NIGERIA (1965) National Develoent Plan: Progress
Report Lagos, Ministry of Economic Development.

FINNEMORE, M. & SIKKINK, K. (1998) International Non Dynamics and Political
Changelnternational Organizatiorb2, 887-917.

369



FISHER, L. G. L. M. & NGOMA, L. C. N. (2005) The $XC Organ: Challenges in the
new millenniumInstitute for Security Studie®ccasional Paper 114.

FOLTZ, W. J. (1965From French West Africa to the Mali Federatidvew Haven,

Yale University Press.

FRANCK, T. M. (1970) Who Killed Article 2(4)? or:l&&anging Norms Governing the
Use of Force by StateAmerican Journal of International Lawg4, 809-837.

FRAZIER, D. V. & STEWART-INGERSOLL, R. (26-29 Mar@008) Regional Powers
and Security: A Framework for Understanding Ordghiv Regional Security
ComplexesAnnual Convention of the International Studies Aggmn. San
Francisco, CA.

GAMBARYI, I. A. (1991)Political and comparative dimensions of regiondkegration:
the case of ECOWAS&ilantic Highlands, N.J. ; London, Humanities Press
International.

GAMBLE, A. & PAYNE, A. (1996)Regionalism and world ordeBasingstoke,
Macmillan.

GAMES, D. (2002) Recent development in SADC architee. IN SOUTH AFRICAN
INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS (Ed.)SADC-EU relations.
Looking back and moving ahedlopenhagen, Denmark, Royal Danish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs.

GEERTZ, C. (1993Thick description: toward an interpretive theoryonfiture,London,
Fontana Press.

GERRING, J. (2004) What is a case study and whagmsod for?American Political
Science Reviev@8, 341-354.

GILPIN, R. (1983)War and change in world politic€ambridge, Cambridge University
Press.

GOUTTEBRUNE, F. (2002) La France et I'Afrique: lépguscule d'une ambition
stratégiquePolitique étrangere67, 1033-1047.

GOWA, J. (1986) Cooperation and International Rettett. International Organization,
40, 167-186.

GRAHAM, K. & FELICIO, T. (2006)Regional Security and Global Governance. A study
of interaction between regional agencies and theS#durity Council with a
proposal for a regional-globa security mechani8mnjssels, VUBPRESS
Brussels University Press.

GRANT, J. A. & SODERBAUM, F. (2003)he new regionalism in Afric&ldershot,
Hants, England ; Burlington, VT, Ashgate.

GRUNDY, K. W. (1985) The Impact of Region on Conparary African Politics. IN
CARTER, G. M. & O'MEARA, P. (EdsAfrican independence : the first twenty-
five yearsBloomington, Ind., Indiana University Press.

HAAS, E. B. (1958)T'he uniting of Europe: political, social, and ecomical forces,
1950-1957] ondon, Stevens.

HAAS, E. B. (1961) International Integration: TharBpean and the Universal Process.
International Organizationl5, 366-392.

HAAS, P. M. (1990Saving the Mediterranean: the politics of interoatal
environmental cooperatiofNew York, Columbia University Press.

HAGGARD, S. & SIMMONS, B. A. (1987) Theories of erhational regimes.
International Organization4l, 491-517.

HAGGIS, C. (forthcoming 2009) The African Union andmanitarian intervention: The
origins and implications of article 4(h) of the Gtitutive Act.Unpublished
D.Phil. ThesisUniversity of Oxford.

370



HALL, P. & TAYLOR, R. (1996) Political Science artde Three New Institutionalisms.
Political studies44, 936-957.

HAMMERSTAD, A. (2005) Domestic threats, regionaligmns? The challenge of
security integration in Southern AfricBeview of International Studie3], 69-87.

HAZLEWOOD, A. (Ed.) (1967African integration and disintegration: case stuslia
economic and political unio,ondon, Oxford University Press.

HEIDELBERG INSTITUTE ON INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT RESERCH (HIIK)
(2003) Conflict Barometer 2003 Heidelberg, HIIK.

HENDRICKS, C. (Ed.) (2006From state security to human security in Southdric&
Policy research and capacity building challengesgtoria, South Africa, ISS
Monograph Series no.122.

HERBERT, R. (2002) Implications of the African Uniand NEPAD for SADC. IN
AFFAIRS, S. A. I. O. I. (Ed.pADC-EU relations. Looking back and moving
ahead.Copenhagen, Denmark, Royal Danish Ministry of Fgneffairs.

HERBST, J. (1997) Responding to state failure ino&f International security21, 120-
144.

HERBST, J. (2007) Crafting regional cooperatiolfrica. IN ACHARYA, A. &
JOHNSTON, A. I. (Eds.Trafting cooperation: regional international insttions
in comparative perspectiveambridge, Cambridge University Press.

HERBST, J. I. (2000%tates and power in Africa: comparative lessorsuthority and
control, Princeton, N.J. ; Chichester, Princeton UniverBitgss.

HETTNE, B. (1990Development theory and the three worldaslow, Longman
Scientific & Technical.

HETTNE, B. & INOTAI, A. (1994)The new regionalism : implications for global
development and international securidelsinki, UNU World Institute for
Development Economics Research.

HIGGOTT, R. (1998) The international political ecomy of regionalism: the Asia-
Pacific and Europe compared. IN COLEMAN, W. D. & DNRHILL, G. R. D.
(Eds.)Regionalism and global economic integration: Eurofsia and the
AmericasLondon, Routledge.

HOFFMAN, A. M. (2006)Building trust: overcoming suspicion in internatarconflict,
Albany, State University of New York Press.

HOFFMANN, S. (1987)anus and Minerva : essays in the theory and pcaaf
international politics Boulder, Colo ; London, Westview.

HOLLAND, M. (1995) South Africa, SADC, and the Epeman Union: Matching
Bilateral with Regional PolicieS.he Journal of Modern African Studi&3, 263-
283.

HOLSTI, K. J. (1967)nternational politics : a framework for analysisnglewood
Cliffs, Prentice-Hall.

HOWE, H. (1996-1997) Lessons of Liberia: ECOMOG asgional peacekeeping.
International security21, 145-176.

HUGHES, T. (20035outhern African scenarios 2015: renaissance, astnynor
decline and decayBraamfontein, Johannesburg, South African Institdte
International Affairs.

HURRELL, A. (1995a) Explaining the resurgence afiomalism in world politics.
Review of International Studie®], 331-358.

HURRELL, A. (1995b) Regionalism in Theoretical Rezstive. IN FAWCETT, L. &
HURRELL, A. (Eds.)Regionalism in world politics: regional organizati@and
international order Oxford, Oxford University Press.

371



HURRELL, A. (2005) The regional dimension in intational relations theory. IN
FARRELL, M., HETTNE, B. & LANGENHOVE, L. V. (Eds.§lobal politics of
regionalism: theory and practiceondon ; Ann Arbor, MI, Pluto Press.

HURRELL, A. (2007) One world? Many worlds? The @axf regions in the study of
international societyinternational Affairs, 83, 127-146.

IKENBERRY, J. G. (1993) Creating Yesterday's Newrl@rder: Keynesian "New
Thinking" and the Anglo American Postwar Settlem@&dtGOLDSTEIN, J. &
KEOHANE, R. O. (Eds.)deas and foreign policy: beliefs, institutionsdan
political changedthaca, Cornell University Press.

IKENBERRY, J. G. (1994) History's heavy hand: ingions and the politics of the state.
Conference on the New Institutionaliddniversity of Maryland.

IKENBERRY, J. G. (2001fter victory: institutions, strategic restraintnd the
rebuilding of order after major war®rinceton, N.J., Princeton University Press.

IKENBERRY, J. G. & KUPCHAN, C. A. (1990) Socializah and hegemonic power.
International Organization44, 283-315.

IMMERGUT, E. (1998) The Theoretical Core of the Nistitutionalism Politics and
Society 26, 5-34.

IMOBIGHE, T. (1980) An African High Command: The&eh for a Feasible Strategy
of Continental Defencéfrican Affairs,79, 241-254.

IMOBIGHE, T. (1985) ECOWAS Defence Pact and Regiisnain Africa. IN
ONWUKA, R. I. & SESAY, A. (Eds.J'he Future of Regionalism in Africa.
London, Macmillan.

INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP (1998) Congo at war: Aidfing on the internal and
external players in the Central African Conflict.
http://www.crisisgroup.org/library/documents/rep@tchive/A400222 17111998
.pdf.

INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR STRATEGIC STUDIES (2008&/ilitary Balance,
London, Routledge.

ISDSC (INTERSTATE DEFENCE AND SECURITY COMMITTEEJ{9 August 2002)
Final Communiqué of the 23rd session. Luanda.

JACKSON, A. (2006) British-African Defence and SeguConnectionsDefence
Studiesg, 351-376.

JACKSON, R. H. (1990Quasi-states: sovereignty, international relatioasd the Third
World, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

JALLOH, A. A. (1973)Paolitical integration in French-speaking AfricBerkeley,

Institute of International Studies University ofl@@nia.

JAYE, T. (2003)issues of sovereignty, strategy, and security@Bbonomic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS) intervention irLiberian Civil War
Lewiston, NY, Edwin Mellen Press.

JERVIS, R. (1983) Security Regimes. IN KRASNERDS(Ed.)International regimes.
Ithaca, Cornell University Press.

JERVIS, R. (1999) Realism, Neoliberalism and Coafien: Understanding the Debate.
International Security24, 42-63.

JOB, B. (Ed.) (1992T he insecurity dilemma: national security of Thiktbrld states,
Boulder, Colo., Lynne Rienner Publishers.

KEOHANE, R. O. (1980)he theory of hegemonic stability and changesteriational
economic regimes, 1967-19@s Angeles, Center for International and Strategic
Affairs, University of California.

KEOHANE, R. O. (1984After hegemony: cooperation and discord in the dadlitical
economyPrinceton, N.J. ; Chichester, Princeton UniverBitgss.

372



KEOHANE, R. O. (1988) International institutionsnv® approachednternational
studies quarterly32, 379-396.

KEOHANE, R. O. (1989)nternational institutions and state power: essays
international relations theoryBoulder, Westview Press.

KEOHANE, R. O. & MARTIN, L. L. (1995) The Promisd tstitutionalist Theory.
International Security20, 39-51.

KHADIAGALA, G. M. (1994) Allies in adversity. The Frontline States in Southe
African Security 1975-1993\thens, Ohio University Press.

KINDLEBERGER, C. P. (1981) Dominance and leaderghifhe international economy:
Exploitation, public goods, and free ridelrsternational studies quarteriy2s.

KINDLEBERGER, C. P. (1986) Hierarchy versus Indr@aoperationinternational
organization,40.

KING, G., KEOHANE, R. O. & VERBA, S. (1994)esigning social inquiry : scientific
inference in qualitative researcRyinceton ; Chichester, Princeton University
Press.

KOELBLE, T. (1995) The New Institutionalism in Ptal Science and Sociology.
Comparative Politics27, 231-243.

KRATOCHWIL, F. (1995) Sovereignty ddominium Is there a right of humanitarian
intervention? IN LYONS, G. M. & MASTANDUNO, M. (EdsBeyond
Westphalia? State sovereignty and internationarivention Baltimore, MD, The
Johns Hopkins University Press.

KRAXBERGER, B. M. (2005) The United States and &dri Shifting geopolitics in an
'‘Age of Terror'Africa Today,52, 47-68.

LAKE, D. A. & MORGAN, P. M. (1997)Regional orders : building security in a new
world, University Park, Pa., Pennsylvania State UniveiBigss.

LANDSBERG, C. (2002Building a regional society in southern Africa: timstitutional
governance dimensialohannesburg Centre for Policy Studies.

LAVERGNE, R. P. (Ed.) (199®egional integration and cooperation in West Africa
multidimensional perspectivérenton, NJ; Ottawa, Africa World Press;
International Development Research Centre.

LAYNE, C. (1993) The Unipolar lllusion. Why New GxePowers Will Rise.
International security17.

LEGUM, C. (1982) The African dimension. IN CARTER, M. & O'MEARA, P. (Eds.)
International Politics in Southern Afric&loomington, Ind., Indiana University
Press.

LEMKE, D. (2003) African lessons for internatiomalations researciwWorld Politics,
56, 114-138.

LEVITT, J. (1998) Humanitarian intervention by regal actors in internal conflicts: The
cases in Liberia and Sierra Leofiemple International and Comparative Law
Journal, 12, 333-375.

LEYS, C. (1976)Jnderdevelopment in Kenya: the political economgesf-colonialism
1964-71London, Heinemann.

LIEBERSON, S. (1991) Small N's and Bog Conclusighis Examination of the
Reasoning in Comparative Studies Based on a Sroatidér of Casesocial
Forces, 70, 307-320.

LIEBERSON, S. (1994) More on the uneasy case fimgudlill-type methods in small-N
comparative studie§ocial Forcesy2 1225-1237.

LIEBOWITZ, S. J. & MARGOLIS, S. E. (1995) Path deyence, Lock-in, and History.
Journal of Law, Economics & Organizatioh], 205-226.

373



LIJPHART, A. (1971) Comparative politics and therggarative methodl'he American
Political Science Revieveb, 682-693.

LINDBERG, L. N. (1963)The political dynamics of European economic intégra
London, Oxford University Press.

LUND, M. S. & ROIG, E. (1999) Southern Africa: Amerging security community. IN
MEKENKAMP, M., VAN TONGEREN, P. & VAN DE VEEN, H.Kds.)
Searching for Peace in Africa: An Overview of CanfPrevention and
Management Activitie®Jtrecht, European Centre for Conflict Prevetion.

MAASDORP, G. G. & WHITESIDE, A. (Eds.) (1992pwards a post-apartheid future:
political and economic relations in Southern AfriBasingstoke, Macmillan.

MAGYAR, K. P. & CONTEH-MORGAN, E. (1998Peacekeeping in Africa : ECOMOG
in Liberia, Basingstoke; New York, Macmillan; St. Martin's Pres

MALAN, M. (1998a) Regional power politics under @\wof SADC: Running amok with
a mythical organinstitute for Security Studie§ccasional paper no, 35.

MALAN, M. (1998b) SADC and sub-regional securityndle venis et quo vadi$3S
Monograph,19.

MALAN, M. & CILLIERS, J. (1997) SADC Organ on Palis, Defence and Security:
Future Developmentnstitute for Security Studie§ccasional paper no. 19.

MALAQUIAS, A. (2000) Reformulating International Retions Theory: African Insights
and Challenges. IN DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, T. M. (Edalrica's challenge to
international relations theoryNew York, Palgrave.

MANDAZA, I. & TOSTENSEN, A. (1994)Southern Africa in search of a common
future: from the Conference to a Commun@gborone, Southern African
Development Community.

MANSFIELD, E. D. & MILNER, H. V. (1997)The political economy of regionalism,
New York ; Chichester, Columbia University Press.

MANSFIELD, E. D. & MILNER, H. V. (1999) The New Wavof Regionalism.
International Organization53, 589-627.

MARCH, J. & OLSEN, J. (1984) Rediscovering Instibuis: The Organizational Basis of
Politics. American Political Science Reviewg, 734-749.

MARCHAL, R. (1995) La France en quéte d'une palitfricainePolitique étrangere,
60, 903-916.

MARTIN, L. L. & SIMMONS, B. A. (1998) Theories animpirical Studies of
International Institutiondnternational Organizatiorb2.

MASHUMBA, N. & SCOTT, C. (2005) Whither SADC? Soetim Africa's post-
apartheid security agenda. Cape Town, Centre fofli€bResolution.

MATLOSA, K. (2005) Democratisation at the crossrmadhallenges for the SADC
Principles and Guidelines Governing Democratic &es.|SS Paper118.

MATTISON, S. & OHLUND, S. (1988The Norsad Fund. Report by the Joint Nordic-
SADCC Team set up to Review the Nordic Prop&ahorone.

MATTLI, W. (1999) The logic of regional integration : Europe and bagipCambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

MCMASTER, C. (1974Malawi: Foreign Policy and DevelopmeBasingstoke,
Palgrave MacMillan

MEARSHEIMER, J. (1995) The False Promise of Intéoral Institutionsinternational
Securityl9, 5-49.

MEARSHEIMER, J. (2001 he tragedy of great power politiadew York, W.W.
Norton & Company.

MIGDAL, J. S. (1988)Strong societies and weak states: state-societyiogls and state
capabilities in the Third WorldRrinceton, Princeton University Press.

374



MILL, J. S. (1867)A System of Logic: Ratiocinative and InductiNew York, Harper &
Brothers.

MILLS, G. (1995) South Africa and Africa: Regionategration and security
cooperationAfrican Security Review.

MILNER, H. V. (1992) International Theories of Cayption Among Nations/orld
Politics, 44, 466-496.

MITTERRAND, F. (20 June 1990) Allocution pronongesr M. Francois Mitterrand,
Président de la République, a I'occasion de lacgésolennelle d'ouverture de la
16éme Conférence des Chefs d'Etat de France feiqdiéd La Baule,
http://www.rfi.fr/actufr/articles/037/article_201G&p

MODELSKI, G. (1987)Long cycles in world politicBasingstoke, Macmillan.

MODELSKI, G. & THOMPSON, W. R. (1998)eading sectors and world powers,
Columbia, University of South Carolina Press.

MOGAE, F. G. (17 August 2006) Remarks by the Pegstidf the Republic of Botswana
on the Occasion of the Official opening of the SAB@mmit of Heads of State
and Government Maseru, Kingdom of Lesotho.

MOON, C.-I. & AZAR, E. A. (1988National security in the third world: the
management of internal and external thredtislershot, Elgar.

MORAVCSIK, A. (1998)The choice for Europe: social purpose and stategydvom
Messina to Maastricht,ondon, UCL Press.

MORAVCSIK, A. (2000) The origins of human rightgmes: Democratic delegation in
postwar Europenternational organizations4, 217-252.

MORGENTHAU, H. J. (1985olitics among nations: The struggle for power and
peaceNew York, Knopf.

MPYISI, K. (2007) US involvement in African Peacek@g.Conflict Trends4/2007
35-40.

MURITHI, T. (2005)The African Union. Pan-Africanism, Peacebuildingda
DevelopmentBurlington, VT, Ashgate.

MYERS, D. J. (Ed.) (1991Regional Hegemons: Threat Perception and Strategic
Responsea3oulder, CO, Westview Press.

NATHAN, L. (2004) The absence of common values faildre of common security in
Southern Africa, 1992-2008&:risis States Programme, Development Research
Centre,Working Paper no.50.

NATHAN, L. (2005) Consistency and inconsistencre$outh African foreign policy.
International Affairs, 81, 361-372.

NATHAN, L. (2006) SADC's uncommon approach to comnsecurity, 1992-2003.
Journal of Southern African Studie2, 605-622.

NATHAN, L. (July 2004) The absence of common valaed failure of common security
in Southern Africa, 1992-2008&:risis States Programme, Development Research
Centre,Working Paper no.50.

NATHAN, L. (November 2004) Security communities ghé problem of domestic
instability. Crisis States Programme, Development Research €a&Norking
Paper no.55.

NEUMAN, S. G. (Ed.) (1998dnternational relations theory and the Third World,
Basingstoke, Macmillan.

NEUMAN, S. G. (1998b) International Relations Theand the Third World: An
Oxymoron? IN NEUMAN, S. G. (EdIpternational relations theory and the
Third World.Basingstoke, Macmillan.

NGOMA, L. C. N. (2003) SADC: Towards a security aoomity?African Security
Review,12 17-28.

375



NWOLISE, O. B. C. (1992) The Internationalisatidrtize Liberian Crisis and its Effects
on West Africa. IN VOGT, M. A. (Ed.The Liberian crisis and ECOMOG: a bold
attempt at regional peace keepihggos, Nigeria, Gabumo Pub.

NYE, J. S. (1966pan-Africanism and East African integratidbambridge, Mass,
Harvard University Press.

NYE, J. S. (Ed.) (1968nternational regionalism: reading&oston, Little Brown.

NYE, J. S. (1970) Comparing Common Markets: A Redibleo-Functionalist Model.
International Organization24, 796-835.

NYE, J. S. (1971Peace in parts: integration and conflict in regidrmganization,
Boston,, Little.

O'BRIEN, C. C. (1991) The show of state in neocwbtwilight: Francophone Africa.
IN MANOR, P. (Ed.)Rethinking Third World politicd.ondon, Longman.

OBASANJO, O. & MOSHA, F. G. N. (199&frica, rise to challenge: towards a
Conference on Security, Stability, Development@adperation in Africa
(CSSDCA)New York, Africa Leadership Forum.

0JO, 0. J. B. (1980) Nigeria and the Formation GORVAS. International organization,
34, 571-604.

0JO, 0. J. B. (1984) Nigeria. IN ALUKO, O. & SHAW, M. (Eds.)The Political
economy of African foreign policy: comparative aysas.Aldershot, Gower.

OLYMPIO, S. (1961) Reflections on Togolese and édri Problems. IN DUFFY, J. &
MANNERS, R. A. (Eds.Africa SpeaksPrinceton, D. Van Nostrand.

ONWUKA, R. I. (1982) The ECOWAS Protocol on the &Movement of Persons: A
Threat to Nigerian Security®frican Affairs,81, 193-206.

ONYEMELUKWE, J. O. C. & FILANI, M. O. (1983conomic geography of West
Africa, London, Longman.

OOSTHUIZEN, G. H. (2006The Southern African Development Community. The
organisation, its policies and prospectglidrand, Institute for Global Dialogue.

PAPE, J., PRETORIUS, L. & NEWMAN, N. (2008n alternative view of SADCape
Town, ILRIG.

PEDERSEN, T. (2002) Cooperative hegemony: powegsdnd institutions in regional
integration.Review of International Studie?8, 677-696.

PERLEZ, J. (9 August 2000) Gls to be sent to thdnicans for Sierra LeonéNew York
Times.

PEVEHOUSE, J. C. (200®)emocracy from above: regional organizations and
democratizatiorCambridge, Cambridge University Press.

PHILPOTT, D. (2001Revolutions in sovereignty: how ideas shaped modern
international relationsPrinceton ; Oxford, Princeton University Press.

PORTEOQOUS, T. (2005) British government policy itbstaharan Africa under New
Labour.International Affairs, 81, 281-297.

PRENDERGAST, J. & THOMAS-JENSEN, C. (2007) Blowitingt Horn.Foreign
Affairs, 86.

PRYS, M. (2007) What makes a Regional Hegemon? #gaoison of Indian and South
African Foreign PolicyAnnual Convention of the International Studies
AssociationChicago.

PRYS, M. (2009) Power, Regions and Hegemony: IaddSouth Africa Compared.
Unpublished D.Phil. Thesi&lniversity of Oxford.

PUGH, M. & SIDHU, W. P. S. (Eds.) (2003he United Nations & regional security :
Europe and beyonBoulder, Colo., Lynne Rienner Publishers.

RAGIN, C. C. (1987)'he comparative method : moving beyond qualitadive:
guantitative strategie®Berkeley ; London, University of California Press.

376



RAMSBOTHAM, A., BAH, A. M. S. & CALDER, F. (2005) ghancing African peace
and security capacity: a useful role for the UK #mel G8Anternational Affairs,
81, 325-339.

RASLER, K. A. & THOMPSON, W. R. (1994)he great powers and global struggle
1490-1990] exington, University Press of Kentucky.

RENO, W. (1998Warlord politics and African stateBoulder, Lynne Rienner.

RENO, W. (2000) Shadow states and the politicaheooy of civil wars. IN BERDAL,
M. & MALONE, D. M. (Eds.)Greed and grievance: economic agendas in civil
warsBoulder, CO, Lynne Rienner.

ROBERTS, A. (1996) Humanitarian Action in Wadelphi paper305.

ROBSON, P. (1983ntegration, development and equity: economic irgggn in West
Africa, London, Allen & Unwin.

ROSENAU, J. N. (1997Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier: Exploring Gorance in
a Turbulent WorldCambridge, Cambridge University Press.

ROTHCHILD, D. (1987) Hegemony and state softndSsSERGAS, Z. (Ed.)lThe African
state in transitionNew York, St Martin's Press.

ROTHSTEIN, R. L. (1977The weak in the world of the strong : the develgmountries
in the international systemew York ; Guildford, Columbia University Press.

RUGGIE, J. G. (1992) Multilateralism. The Anatonmfyam Institution.International
organization46.

RUGGIE, J. G. (1998Fonstructing the world polity: essays on internatib
institutionalization,London; New York, Routledge.

RUSSETT, B. M. (1967)nternational Regions and the International Syst€mgcago.

RUSSETT, B. M. & ONEAL, J. (200I)riangulating peace: democracy,
interdependence, and international organizatiddsy York, Norton.

SADA, H. (2003) Le conflit ivoirien: enjeux régioma et maintien de la paix en Afrique.
Politique étrangere68, 321-334.

SADC-CNGO (SADC-COUNCIL OF NGOS) (14-16 August 2d@mmuniqué of
SADC Civil Society Forum on "Democratic Governaacel Regional Economic
Integration” Khotsong Lodge, Thaba, Bosui, Lesotho.

SADC (9 March 2001) Report of the Chairman of tAd®E Organ, H.E. President R.G.
Mugabe to the Meeting of the SADC Heads of Statt@avernment on the
SADC Organ on Politics, Defence and Secufggcord of the Extraordinary
SummitWindhoek, Republic of Namibia.

SADC (14 August 2001) Protocol on Politics, Deferaned Security Cooperation.
Blantyre, Republic of Malawi.

SADC (17 August 1992a) Towards the Southern Afribawelopment Community.
Declaration Treaty and Protocol of SADC. Windhadlmibia.

SADC (17 August 1992b) Treaty of the Southern Afmdevelopment Community.
Windhoek, Namibia.

SADC (23-24 August 2003) Record of the Meetinghef EADC Council of Ministers.
Dar Es Salaam, United Republic of Tanzania.

SADC (23 August 2002) Draft SADC Mutual Defence P8daputo, Mozambique.

SADC (26-27 August 1994) Community Building. Noterh the Secretariat
(SADC/CM/2/94/11) Record of the Council of Ministers. Volumé&skhborone,
Republic of Botswana.

SADC (26 August 2003) SADC Mutual Defence Pact. BsuSalaam, Tanzania.

SADC (28-29 March 2007) Final Communique of ther&atdinary Summit. Dar-Es-
Salaam, United Republic of Tanzania.

377



SADC (31 January 1995) Community Building. Notenfrthe Secretariat.
(SADC/CM/1/95/8.1.2)Record of the Council of Ministersilongwe, Republic
of Malawi.

SADC (1993) Southern Africa: A Framework and Siggtéor Building the Community.
Harare, SADC.

SADC (2005) Major Achievements and Challenges: 2ars of Regional Cooperation
and Integration. Gaborone, SADC.

SADC SECRETARIAT (April 2001) Report on the RevieivOperations of SADC
Institutions. Gaborone, Botswana.

SADCC (1980)Southern Africa, toward economic liberation: a deetion by the
governments of independent states of SouthernaAfmade at Lusaka on the 1st
April, 1980,London Southern African Development Coordinatiomfecence.

SADCC (1988)SADCC: Southern African Development Coordinatiomi€gence: a
handbookGaborone, Southern African Development Coordina@ionference.

SADCC SECRETARIAT (1985) SADCC's First Five YedBaborone.

SANDBROOK, R. (1985 he politics of Africa's economic stagnati@ambridge,
Cambridge University Press.

SAVOLAINEN, J. (1994) The rationality of drawinggpconclusions based on small
samples: In defense of Mill's metho&ncial Forcesy2 1217-1224.

SCHMITTER, P. C. (1969) Three Neo-Functional Hymstis about International
Integration.International Organization23, 161-166.

SCHOEMAN, M. (2002) From SADCC to SADC and beyomte politics of economic
integration Xl Congress of the International Economic Hist@gsociation.
Buenos Aires.

SCHRAEDER, P. (1993)nited States foreign policy towards Africa: Incremmalism,
crisis and change€;ambridge, Cambridge University Press.

SCHWELLER, R. L. & PRIESS, D. (1997) A tale of twealisms: Expanding the
institutions debateMershon International Studies Revieit, 1-32.

SEILER, J. (Ed.) (1980%outhern Africa since the Portuguese Cddmlder, Westview
Press.

SENGHOR, J. C. (1990) Theoretical foundations émional integration in Africa: An
overview. IN NYONG'O, P. A. (EdRRegional integration in Africa : unfinished
agendaNairobi, Kenya, African Academy of Sciences.

SERAFINO, N. M. (11 June 2007) The Global Peacer@ipms Initiative: Background
and Issues for Congressongressional Research Service Report for Congress,
RL32773.

SHAW, T. M. (1998) African Renaissance/African Alice: Towards New Regionalisms
and New Realism in the Great Lakes at the Stahewenty-First Century.
Politeia, 17, 60-74.

SHAW, T. M. (2000) African Foreign Policy in the iNeéMillennium: From Coming
Anarchies to Security Communities? From New Redisms to New Realisms?
IN DUNN, K. C. & SHAW, T. M. (Eds.Africa's challenge to international
relations theoryBasingstoke, Palgrave.

SHAW, T. M. & FASEHUN, O. (1980) Nigeria in the WdrSystem: alternative
approaches, explanations and projectidosrnal of Modern African Studie$8,
551-573.

SIMMONS, B. A. & MARTIN, L. L. (2003) InternationaDrganizations and Institutions.
IN CARLSNAES, W., RISSE, T. & SIMMONS, B. A. (Ed¢)landbook of
International Relationd_ondon, Sage.

378



SINGER, J. D. (1961) The Level-of-Analysis Problemnternational Relations. IN
KNORR, K. & VERBA, S. (Eds.Yhe international system. Theoretical essays.
Princeton Princeton University Press.

SIRLEAF, A. M. (2003)The role of ECOWAS in the Liberian civil confli&8D-2007: a
case study in conflict managemamashington DC, A.M. Sirleaf.

SNYDER, G. H. & DIESING, P. (197Tonflict among nations : bargaining, decision
making, and system structure in international gjgs&inceton, Princeton
University Press.

SODERBAUM, F. (1998) The New Regionalism in SouthAfrica. Politeia, 17, 75-94.

SODERBAUM, F. (2004) Modes of Regional Governamcéfrica: Neoliberalism,
Sovereignty Boosting, and Shadow Networtkibal Governancel0, 419.

SODERBAUM, F. & SHAW, T. M. (Eds.) (2003)heories of new regionalism : a
Palgrave readerBasingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan.

SOLOMON, H. & NGUBANE, S. (2003pne step forward, two steps back: reflections
on the SADC organ on politics, defence and secuatgperatiorBraamfontein
South African Institute of International Affairs.

STEINMO, S. (forthcoming December 2008) Historitadtitutionalism. IN DELLA
PORTA, D. & KEATING, M. (Eds.Approaches and Methodologies in the Social
SciencesCambridge, Cambridge University Press.

STOTHARD, P. (200380 days: a month at the heart of Blair's waondon,
HarperCollins.

TAPFUMANEYI, W. (1999a) Regional security coopeoatin Southern Africa: A view
from Zimbabwe Global Dialogue 4.

TAPFUMANEYI, W. (1999b) The SADC Organ on Politiddefence and Security:
Interpreting the decision of the Maputo 1997 SADEn#&it. ACCORD
Occasional Papen.

TAYLOR, I. (2004) Blind Spots in Analyzing AfricaRlace in World PoliticsGlobal
Governancel0, 411.

THELEN, K. (1999) Historical Institutionalism in @gparative PoliticsAmerican
Review of Political Sciencg, 369-404.

THOMPSON, C. B. (1985Fhallenge to imperialism: the frontline states e t
liberation of ZimbabweBoulder, CO, Westview Press.

THOMPSON, W. S. (1969Fhana’s foreign policy, 1957-1966: diplomacy, idap/,
and the new stat®rinceton, Princeton University Press.

THOMSON, J. E. (1994Mercenaries, Pirates, and Sovereigns: State-Bujdind
Extraterritorial Violence in Early Modern Europ®rinceton, N.J., Princeton
University Press.

TICKNER, A. B. (2003) Thinking IR Differently: Notefrom the Third World.
Millennium, 32, 295-324.

TOSTENSEN, A. (1982pependence and collective self-reliance in SoutlAdrita: the
case of the Southern African Development Coordinafionference (SADCC),
Uppsala, Scandinavian Institute of African Studies.

TRANSPARENCY INTERNATIONAL (2006)Corruption Perceptions Index
www.transparency.org

TRIEPEL, H. (1938Die Hegemonie: Ein Buch von fihrenden Sta&ertgart, Verlag
von W. Kohlhammer.

TSIE, B. (1996) States and Markets in the Soutidrncan Development Community
(SADC): Beyond the Neo-Liberal Paradigdournal of Southern African Studies,
22, 75-98.

379



TUNGWARARA, 0. (2004) Regional democratic normseT®ADC Parliamentary
Forum's role in developing electoral standardsaatBern Africa. IN
ESTEVADEORDAL, A., FRANTZ, B. & NGUYEN, T. R. (EdsRegional
Public Goods. From theory to practidéashington, DC, InterAmerican
Development Bank.

UNION OF INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATIONS. (2005Y earbook of international
organizationsBrussels, Union of International Associations.

UNITED NATIONS (1996) Secretary-General's statensripening of second meeting
between United Nations and regional organizati®&&/SM/5895.

UNITED NATIONS (1998) Summary statement of the &&ary-General at the
concluding session of the third meeting betweerlthiged Nations and regional
organizations, held on 28 and 29 July 1998. A/5211énd S/1998/785.

UNITED NATIONS (1999) Letter dated 23 December 1%@®n the Secretary-General
addressed to the President of the Security Cous/di®99/1285New York,
United Nations.

UNITED NATIONS (2001) Chairman’s summary of the posals presented at the
Fourth High-level United Nations-Regional Organiaas Meeting, New York, 6
and 7 February 2001. S/2001/138.

UNITED NATIONS (2005) Conclusions of the Chairmdrtlee sixth high-level meeting
between the United Nations and regional and otitergovernmental
organizations. A/60/341 and S/2005/567.

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME (1994) Humaredelopment
report. New York, Oxford University Press.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL (22 January 1991pi¢ by the President of
the Security Councils/22133.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL (2003a) Official Rerds of the Security
Council. Agenda "The Security Council and regicorglanizations: facing the
new challenges to international peace and secuBt{fV.4739.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL (2003b) Outcome douent of the special
meeting of the Counter-Terrorism Committee witlernational, regional and
subregional organizations. S/AC.40/2003/SM.1/4.

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL (2004) Statement bye President of the
Security Council at the 5007th meeting of the Ség@ouncil, held on 20 July
2004. S/IPRST/2004/27.

VALE, P. (1987) Regional policy: The compulsionincorporate. IN BLUMENFELD, J.
(Ed.) South Africa in crisisLondon, Croom Helm.

VAN NIEUWKERK, A. (2001) Regionalism into globalism/ar into peace? SADC and
ECOWAS comparedifrican Security Reviewl0.

VOGT, M. A. (1992)The Liberian crisis and ECOMOG: a bold attempt @gjional
peace keepind,agos, Nigeria, Gabumo Pub.

WALT, S. M. (1987)The origins of alliancedthaca, NY, Cornell University Press.

WALTZ, K. (2001)Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysisyw York,
Columbia University Press.

WALTZ, K. N. (1979)Theory of international politicdew York ; London, McGraw-
Hill.

WEBER, M., GERTH, H. H. & MILLS, C. W. (1998 rom Max Weber: essays in
sociology,London, Routledge.

WEBER, M., SHILS, E. & FINCH, H. A. (1949)he methodology of the social sciences,
New York, Free Press.

WENDT, A. (1995) Constructing International Polgiénternational Security20, 71-81.

380



WENDT, A. (1999)Social Theory of International PoliticSambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

WHITE HOUSE (2002) National Security Strategy of tnited States of America.
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss/2002/nss.pdf

WHITE HOUSE (May 1994) Clinton Administration Polion Reforming Multilateral
Peace Operationgww.fas.org/irp/offdocs/pdd25.htm

WILLIAMS, V. (2006) In pursuit of regional citizehg and identity: The free movement
of persons in the Southern African Development Comity. Policy, Issues &
Actors,19.

WIND, M. (2001)Sovereignty and European integration: towards at{ptsbbesian
order,New York, Palgrave.

YANSANE, A. (1977) The State of Economic Integratia North West Africa South of
the Sahara: The Emergence of the Economic Commahiyest African States.
African Studies Reviei0, 63-87.

YOROMS, G. J. & ANING, E. K. (1997) West Africangienal security in the post
Liberian conflict era: issues and perspectives. Gdtking Paper.

YOUNG, O. (1989)nternational cooperation: Building regimes for na&l resources
and the environmenlkthaca, NY, Cornell University Press.

YOUNG, O. R. (1969) Professor Russett: Industridasor to a Naked Emperoworld
Politics: A Quarterly Journal of International Reians,21.

ZARTMAN, I. W. (Ed.) (1995)Collapsed states: the disintegration and restonatod
legitimate authorityBoulder, Colo ; London, Lynne Rienner.

ZARTMAN, I. W. & DENG, F. M. (2002)A strategic vision for Africa: the Kampala
movementVashington, D.C., Brookings Institution Press.

ZEHENDER, W. (1983 o0peration versus integration: the prospects ef $louthern
African Development Coordination Conference (SAD®e)lin, German
Development Institute.

381



