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ABSTRACT

Kio Laurence Bab-Manuel

External Military Interventions and Security Prospects in Africa

Intervention, Africa, Military, Sovereignty, Destabilisation, Mercenary, Conflict

The research was an investigation into the phenomenon of external
military interventions in Africa. The broad interpretation often given to
intervention campelled both an African view on the subject and an operational
definition. External military intervention was defined as the execution of any
military plans by a state or its citizens in another state, in a manner that
radically alters the existing socio-political, economic and military conditions
in the target state, with or without its consent.

The role and effects of external powers in six conflict cases in Africa
were examined. A taxonomy on intervention identified the phenomenon in its
internal and external manifestations. Apart from the more publicised military
role of extra-African powers in the region, the increasing role of African
States as intra-continental interventionists was also considered.

The research concluded that aspects of the problems perceived as
endemically African may have their roots in events influenced by external
actions. However, some African states were seen as contributing to this
situation as well. The view was expressed that restraints by states in their
exercise of power and perceived wisdom may reduce the level of conflicts in
the contemporary world.
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INTRODUCTION

'AFRICA was the earliest habitat and yet is the last to beccme
truly habitable. AFRICANS are certainly not the most brutalised
of peoples and yet are the most humiliated in modern history.
AFRICAN societies are not the closest culturally to the Western
world and yet they are undergoing the most rapid Westernization.
AFRICA is by no means the smallest continent and yet it is almost
certainly the most fragemented politically. Africa is not the
poorest of the regions of the world but it is technically the most
retarded. And the basic paradox is that, though AFRICA is the
most centrally located continent, it is the most peripheral in
political terms.'

w

- Ali Mazruil

This thesijs is an investigation into the phenomenan of intervention in
Africa. Three main questions, therefore, appear salient: (1) Why intervention?
(2) What has been its effects on the continent?, and (3) What can be done about
it?

To answer these questions, the work has acecerdingly been divided into
three sections. In part I, we will try to find out why external military
intervention has become a common feature of the African socciety. Thus, we
will be looking into the methedological components of our subject of
investigation. To be discussed are the Definitions of Intervention in Chapter I;
Roots of Intervention in Africa in Chapter II; and Africa's Security in Chapter
II.

The secand part, which is mainly an exposition on contemporary African
conflicts, examines the main trends of intervention In these canflicts, with
illustrations from the main regions of the continent. Six conflicts in Africa in
which both intra- as well as extra-continental actors intervened, have been
chosen. They are Chad - as discussed in Chapter IV; Angola - in Chapter V;
The Horn of Africa - covered in Chapter VI; Western Sahara - In Chapter VII;

Shabas I and II - in Chapter VIII; and Nigeria - discussed in Chapter IX,



The third part will be concerned with evaluation. This is because having
identified what intervention is in the first part and with some cases of
intervention in Africa examined in the second, we are compelled to make some
prescriptions in the third on how the phenomenon could be checked. Chapter
X, therefore, looks at the position of International Law {seen by many as
mankind's last hope and States' ultimate reference) on intervention. An
attempt will be made to measure the effects of intervention in Africa in
Chapter XI, while Chapter XII will see to some recommendations and a
conclusion on the wark.

Although the cases examined in this study are all contemporary, an
effort has been made to link the present with the past in the belief that both
are inextricably linked. This view point has equelly been stressed by Glusanya,
who believes that

‘our past should be an important reference point for the present

which in itself should provide a guide for the future'.2
It follows therefore that while the 1960 period (by which time most African
states had become independent) to the present has been the main time-frame
of reference in this study, it was inevitable that occasional references to the
pre-independence era (imperial/colonial period) were also made. This is
because some of Africa's problems are seen by some African scholars? as the
legacies of imperialisr and colonialism. This is evidenced In the ethnic/tribal
factor common in all the six conflict cases examined in this work. They were
either situations where certain ethnic groups who find their values and identity
to be different from those with whom they have been compulsarily grouped to
form a state would want to secede, or conflicts bordering on territorial claims.
L ord Curzon ance described boundaries as

the razor's edge on which hang suspended the modern issues of war

or peace, of life or death to nations, adding that just as the
protection of the home is the most vital care of the private



citizen, so the integrity of her borders is the condition of existence

of thestate' 4

Most of Africa's territorial wars and border disputes have been blamed
on the Berlin Conference of 1884/1885 in which European powers partitioned
Africa. Olusanya has described the meeting thus:

... With the aid of map, rulers and compasses to guide them and

consumed by their own national! interests, they divided Africa

armongst themselves'.”
He said the partition did not take into consideration the realities of the

African situation nor was this of any importance to those gathered there -

hence the drawing of boundaries which have neither the force of history or

reality to support them and which therefore cut across ethnic and cultural
groups, thereby creating the present intractable beoundary problems in the
continent. He was of the view that,
'The problems have so far provided fertile grounds for conflict
amongst African nations as well as opportunity for unlimited
interference in the affairs of the continent. And such an
opportunity is used to manipulate African countries to serve the
economic, political and strategic interests of the developed world
and to dictate in what direction Africa is to move - direction which
is antithetical to African interests'.8
In another forcefully presented case, Adekunle Ajala asserted that,
'... all present day African boundaries, without any exception, are
products of the colonial era'.’
But William Roger Louis holds a contrary view,8 although he conceded that
'the Berlin Act did have a relevance to the course of the partition’ of
Africa,?
This work, however, sets out to identify other factors beyond the

border/ethnic element which precipitate external interventions carried out by

African and extra-African powers.



Remarkably, intra-continental military intervention is itself only a very
recent phenomenon, originating mainly in the mid- to late-1970s.

'Prior to that time, major powers had intervened in the region, but
African leaders had been very reluctant to violate a norm of non-
intervention established in the early 1960s to safeguard had-waon
sovereignty. Even in the 1980s, the non-intervention norm persists,
although in an evidently weakened form. Changes in African
political and economic subsystems across the twa decades may
account for this pattern of slowly increasing intervention'.10

At the extra-continental level, however, Wingen and Tillerna reveal that

the United Kingdom

'used force more extensively than any other major country despite
her reduced status in the post-war era',l

resulting in 34 foreign military interventions in more than 20 countries
between 1949 and 1970, and of which 12 occcured in 9 African territories.
Overt French military interventions in Black Africa between 1959 and 1984
numbered seventeen. This figure does not include subtle French military
support such as sudden increases of military aid or local troop
reinforcement, 12

However, with the present Soviet policy of 'glasnost' (openness) which
has greatly reduced previously existing levels of tension between the
superpowers, we may also be experiencing changes in the posture of foreign
powers in Africa. But the permanence of this can only be verified in

retraspect,
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CHAPTERI

DEFINITION OF INTERVENTION

"If anything, definitions are legion, creating a confusing bramble of
terminological disputation. What we need, instead, is a set of
generalizations which belong to what Merton (1957) has called
"theories of the middle range, lagically interconnected conceptions
. limited and modest in scope, 'which have the virtue of quality,
utility, and logical soundness, rather than grandness or the all
embracing structure of a major synthesis."

- Wesley C. Clarkl

WHAT DO WE UNDERSTAND BY 'INTERVENTION'?

The problem of definition abounds in Palitical Science as in most of the
social sciences. According to Robertsan:

'‘Political Science as such has no collective corpus of knowledge, ar

even commonly agreed methodology, but is somewhat of a 'holding

company' for a series of sub-disciplines, the workers in which do

not necessarily accept others as really sharing a common discipline

except in terms of subject matter. Thus 'Political Theory',

'‘Comparative  Palitics', 'Political Sociology', ‘'International

Relations', and perhaps 'Political History' are rather separated sub-

disciplines (and indeed contain further often incompatible

subdivisions within thernselves),>
Qur subject of investigation ("intervention") falls under international relations,
which as a descriptive term for the various kinds and processes of interaction
that takes place among States, was first applied by A.J. Grant in 1916, The
term "international" was coined by Jeremy Bentham in 1770, International
Relations is itself riddled with semantics and definitional problems. It will,
however, be self-defeatist if because of the inherent difficulties of arriving at
a clear and concise definition, we abandon the definitional question. But this

may not be acceptable to some international relations practitioners, who

because of their perceived difficulty of arriving at a universal definition of the



subject matter, may choose not to make any efforts at a definition in their
writings,

Thomas, for instance, pointed out that 'a basic observation which has to
be faced head-on at the outset is that there can be no universally acceptable
definition of intervention if we try, as Rosenau suggests, to "operationalise™
the concept.? Her main arqument was that 'whereas the European State
system was able to function with a definition of intervention that was
similarly understood (if not adhered to), by most actors, the present
ideclogical cleavages in the world in terms of the East/West and North/South
confrontations make such an aspiration impossible of achievement.? While
the above submission may remain valid, if only partially, the real task for
international relations practitioners should be to find out the common,
factor(s) between the East/West and North/South interventionary experiences.
In the meantime, however, each ideological/palitical bloc has defined
intervention in accordance with its politico-cultural and economic aspirations.
While there are still many issues to resolve in our search for a general
definition of intervention from the plethora of national/ideclogical-biased
definitions currently available, we could see that they, at least, provide the
basis for a working definition. But even so, the hegemonic influence of the
longer established States is still manifest in the south. as what constitutes
intervention in this region appears to be either the eastern or the western
representation of the phenomenon. Consequently, there has not been an
African defipition of intervention (i.e. the meaning given to intervention by
OAU Africa), even if Africa is one of the most prone reqgions to external
military intervention.

An African definition of the concept will, therefore, be worthwhile since
most of the existing definitions on intervention (fraught with ambiguity, grey-

areas and ethnocentric-biases) have come from intervenor-States. That is not



to say that an African definition will enjoy the much sought precision which all
the rest lack. It will nevertheless project the African thinking on intervention,
énd perhaps even help provide the missing middle-way concept between
Eastern and Western thoughts on the phenomenan. But first, let us take a look
at some major western views on the subject.

At the general level, K.J. Holsti notes that 'one reason so little research
has been done on the processes leading to intervention is that scholars do not
agree on definitions.6 On the nature of intervention, however, two popular
observations have frequently been made. According to Richard Little, 'The
first is that intervention is a ubiquitous and endemic feature of the
international arena'.’ One of such proponents was Guelke who argues that
intervention is 'inherent in the nature of international society!,8 and mare
recently, Bull conveys the view-point of a group of authors on the nature of
intervention, as a 'built-in feature of our present international arrangements'.?
The view was expressed that apart from Big-Power intervention, small States
also conducted activities that bordered on interference in the territories of
their neighbours.

The second observation about intervention salmost dismisses the
relevance of the first, which states that ‘'intervention has always been and
remains an imprecise and extremely ambiguous concept!,10 Accarding to
Quitter, 'the concept of intervention has become as misunderstood now as the
"balance of power" ar "splendid isolation" were decades ago’.ll Some analysts
even consider non-intervention as a metaphysical and political concept that is
synonymous with intervention. Wight cites Dulles as saying: 'The slogan of
noen-intervention can plausibly be invoked and twisted to give immunity to
what s in reality flagrant intervention.12

Put together, these observations about intervention, clearly demonstrate

its wider connotation. And perhaps, that explains the observation of Schwarz
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that 'some analysts are inclined to term any foreign policy behaviour as
interventionary when @ power tries to change the bshaviour of another
power'.15 Alsp, commenting on 'The Problem of Intervention', Stanley
Hoffrman remarks: 'The subject is practically the same as that of international
politics in general from the beginning af time to the present!, 14

In his review of existing literature on Iintervention, Richard Little
identifies two general headings: 'behaviouralist' and ‘traditionalist',15 but is
quick to point out the absence of an agreed definition for the terms.
According to his report: 'At one extreme, the labels are used to distinguish
statistical from non-statistical analysis; at the other extreme, the distinction

is used to divide those who believe that facts and values can be separated from

those who do not'.16 His own distinction separates those who wish to adopt an
empirical approach from those who wish to conduct their analysis from a
normative and legalistic perspective. James Rosenau belongs to the former
school.

According to Little, what Rosenau sought to achieve was 'to establish a
concept of intervention which was sufficiently precise to exclude all the
marginal or peripheral meanings often attached to the concept and yet also
distil the essential elements normally associated with it'.17 Nearly twenty
years ago, Rosenau had frowned at his colleagues over what he had described
as their 'licence for undiéc:iplined thought'2B in their discussion of intervention.

Rosenau sees intervention as having two attributes which distinguish it
fram other forms of State action. 't must, first, provide a sharp break with
the established pattern of behaviour between the intervening and target
States; and, second, it must be consciously designed to change or preserve the
structure of political authority in the target Statel.1l9 Although Rosenau's
definition has been widely relied upon by other writers, its somewhat
restricted scope has made urgent recent challenges and modifications to the

original definition,
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On the essentially military aspect of intervention, behaviouralists, in
turn, fall inta two camps. In the first are those like J. Van Wingen and H.K,
Tillema who discuss intervention in terms of 'blatant use of military force in
another country',20 where the resistance is not such as to result in war. From
this perspective, the hallmark of intervention is that it risks war. Tillema and
Van Wingen, looking at intervention within this context, reveals that the four
major intervening States - Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union, and
France - have intervened more than 70 times between 1946-80. Britain, it
transpires, has made over half of these interventions.21

Frederic Pearsen who fits well into the second group, is of the opinion
that 'it is important to_ distinguish between interventions inta domestic
disputes within a target State and interventions which are designed to affect
the policy of a target State.22 There are others in this camp, but with a
slightly different focus.

Small and Singer, for instance, identify civil wars as a distinctive feature
of military intervention; but first, had to define a civil war. They ‘'identify a
civil war when three conditions are satisfied, (1) there are at least, 1,000
deaths per year; (2} the national government is a central actor in the conflict;
and (3) there Is effective resistance to the :_:jmrernrmant'.z3 With this
formulation, they then identify intervention 'when either, 1,000 troops are
committed by another State or 100 deaths are sustained. On the basis of this
formulation, Small and Singer are able to observe 21 cases of serious
intervention into the 106 civil wars which are identified as occurring between
1816-19801,24

Behavioural literature, as noted by F.S. Pearson, tends to approach the
definitional question with the emphasis that the researcher should ‘observe
some .furm of overt relatively easily detected behaviour, and identify the

action as an intervention'.2” According to Little, 'He, like the other
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researchers, concludes that the least ambiguous indicator of intervention is
the movement of troops by one independent country across the border of
another independent country'. This desire for an unambiguous indicator has,
however, been seen as producing a limited, even a distorted conception of
intervention, B. Duner has argued that the use of troops only represents one
segment of a spectrum of military responses which can be used to influence
events within a target State and there is no a priori reason to suppose that the
use of troops necessarily represents the most effective response'.26 Duner
then defines intervention 'in terms of five levels which range from the direct
involvement of troops at one extreme, to the provision of support facilities,
such as transport and informatlon, at the other. There is, here, therefore, an
obvious attempt to unpack the cancept of intervention', 27

On the whole, behaviouralists tend to ignore Rosenau's analytical
definition of intervention, since it could equally represent activities in the
economic realm. They find his definition rather broad, as they would want to
contend only with the military aspect. [ronically, however, Rosenau's
definition is also seen by other behaviouralists as being too restrictive in the
sense that he identifies a case of intervention when the authority structure in
a target State is affected.

Summing up the empiricist approach to answering what we mean by
intervention, Little notes:

‘hehaviouralists have, in practice, preferred to deal with the

apparent imprecision associated with the way practitioners use the

coneept by thinking about it in differential terms. First, the target

is differentiated: a distinction is drawn between integrated and

fragmented States. Second, the intervener's abjective is

differentiated: a distinction is drawn between the desire to change

the policy and the authority structure of the target State. Third,

the instruments of the intervener are differentiated. By employing
a differentiated conception of intervention, behaviouralists have
managed to retain much of the complexity traditionally associated
with the concept of intervention. The full complexity of
intervention, however, has still not yet been encompassed by the
behaviouralists and this is unsurprising given the ad hoc fashion in
which the differentiated view of intervention has emerged',28
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Traditionalists, like their behavioural counterparts, have yet to
disentangle what is practical from what is absurd in their quest for definition.
To begin with, they lack unanimity. There is the group amongst traditionalists
that tend to depend heavily on the international lawyer's definition of
intervention, whilst yet another group, because of their belief in intervention
as an evolving process, tend to be more cautious in their search for a
definition, and at times, even make allowances for the anticipated
development of the phenomena when they make attempts at definitions. Bull,
Luttwak, Moisi and Windsor, depend on the classical definition of intervention
which borders on the 'dictatorial or coercive interference by an outside party
in the internal affiars of other States'.2? Falk and Akehurst made their recent
contributions to the subject without defining intervention,”?  However,
Hoffman holds the view that 'every act of State constitutes interventian',31
while Luard's definition of intervention is limited to his main theme of
'‘collective intervention'. He defines callective intervention as 'Intervention
that has been authorized by some international community'. But since this
definition is yet to give meaning to 'intervention'y lLuard supplies a broader
interpretation by citing rather hypothetically, the UN as an example:

'If the UN discusses the affairs of a particular State - say in a

colony, on the system of apartheid in South Africa - this would nat,

on most interpretations, constitute intervention. Even if it were to

pass a resolution on the subject, it is scarcely intervening in any

meaningful sense. But if it passes a long succession of resolutions,

if it brings pressure to bear by every available means, if it sets up

a committee with the express purpose of mobilizing such pressures,

then it can reasonably be said that a form of intervention takes

place’. 32

Bull himself is constrained by the need for clarity in his definition. He
starts his essay on 'Intervention in The Third World' rather cautiously, with the

proposition that:

'if intervention is dictatorial interference by outside powaers in the
sphere of jurisdiction of a State or independent political
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cammunity, and this is inherently something that is done by the

strong to the weak, then it does indeed make sense to seek the
Chief” illustrations of it in our times in relations between the

advanced industrial States of Western Europe, North America, the

Soviet Union, and Japan, and the States of the so-called Third

World, 33
We can only accept the above definition at the risk of not including (in the
case of Africa) intra-continental military intervention where one small power
intervenes in the affairs of another small power as was the case between
Tanzania and Uganda, or proxy conflicts involving intre- and extra-African
actors. The "if'" elerment in his definition further demonstrates its lack of
conclusiveness.

Interestingly, even from an jnternational legal perspective, the
definitional question is yet to be fully answered. For instance, to the question,
Ts there an acceptable definition of intervention in the cantext of
internatianal law?', Rosalyn Higgins argues that 'ane perceives very rapidly
that not only is it nat profitable to seek such a definition, but that really one
is dealing with a spectrum. This spectrum ranges from the notion of any
interference at all in the State's affairs at the one end, to the concept of
military intervention at the other. And if one is choosing to deal with all of
these as intervention, that cheice is immediately complicated by the fact that
not every maximalist intervention is unlawful and not every minimalist
intrusion is lawful. One cannot simply indicate a particular point along the
spectrum and assert that everything from there onwards is an unlawful
intervention and everything prior to that point is a tolerable interference, and
one of the things we put up with in an interdependent world. It is not that
simple', 24

Perhaps the difficulty in arriving at a universally acceptable definition

of intervention does not only lie in the international legal arena, but also in

the differences between the two main groups of researchers on the subject:
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the behaviguralists and the traditionalists. It is, however, worth mentioning
here that, ‘despite the methodological and epistemological differences
between behaviouralists and traditionalists, they tend, by rather different
routes, to have agreed upon a definition of intervention which is remarkably
similar, Both relste intervention to military activity. The traditionalists,
however, go further than the behaviouralists because of their interest in

intervention as an evalving palitical idea'.3>a

INTERVENTION: SOME DEFINITIONS

Before attempting my own definition of intervention, it will be
worthwhile examining other existing definitions on the subject matter. Here

are a few:

L. Interference in the demestic or external affairs af another State which
violates the State's independence. A State may justify an act of
intervention where it has a treaty right to interfere in the external
affairs of one of its citizens; where it invades in self-defence; where it
joins with other members of the United Nations to restrain a State which
disturbs world peace by resorting to war; and in certain other cases.
Unless there is some such justification any intervention is a breach of

international law.

- Florence Elliot, 'A Dictionary of Politics', Penguin Reference Books.

2. Informal access or informal penetration... are means by which the agents
or instruments of one country gain access to the population {(or parts of
it) or pracess of anather country.

- Andrew M, Scott, The Revolution in Statecraft: Informal Penetration.

New York: Random House, 1965, p.4, cited in Ivo D. Duchacek, 'Nations and
Men', Dryden Press, USA, 1975, p.415.
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3. Intervention occurs when a State's sovereignty is violated because
another State forces it tao act against its will by threatening severe
damages to its vital interests, or engages in direct, unsolicited
interference in matters which are traditionally left to the jurisdiction of
individual States.

- Doris A. Graber, 'Crisis Diplomacy: A History of U.S. Intervention

Policies and Practices'. Washington, D.C.: Public Affairs Press, 1959, cited in
I. Duchacek, Ibid.

4, Intervention is any action ... that significantly affects the publie internal
realm of another sovereign State and which stops short of aggressive
crossing of international frontiers.

- Manfred Halpern, "Morality and Politics of Intervention™, in James N.

Rosenau {ed.), International Aspects of Civil Strife. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1964, p.252, cited in I. Duchacek, Ibid.

5. The behaviour of one international actor toward another [is]
interventionary whenever the form of the behaviour constitutes a sharp
break with then-existing forms and whenever it is directed at changing
or preserving the structure of political autharity in the target society.

- James N. Rosenau, “The Concept of Intervention”, Journal of
International Affairs, 22:2 (1968), 167, cited in I. Duchacek, Ibid.

6. Intervention refers to organized and systematic activities across
recognized boundaries aimed at affecting the political authority
structures of the target ... activities ... designed either to replace
existing structures or to shore up structures of thought to be in danger of

collapse,

- Oran R. Young, "Intervention and International Systems", Journal of
International Affairs, 22:2 (1968), 178, cited in I. Duchacek, Ibid.
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Any military action either within or outside the boundaries of a State
with a high level of civil strife, which is calculated to affect favourably
the situation of one or the other faction in that strife. [Military action
includes the provision of arms, hases, financial aid or credits for arms
purchase, instructors, volunteers or regular army units. The definition
implies that “intervention" can normally be undertaken only by the
political authorities of a State, as anly they have the ability to mobilise
such action. "Intervention” must therefore be contrasted with
"involvement", which can concern both political autherities and socio-
economic groupings ...]

- C.R. Mitchell, 'Civil Strife and the Involvement of External Parties',

International Studjes Quarterly, 14:2, June 1970, pl&9 (footnote),

H-

All conflict between States is interventicn. You cannot fire bullets or
rockets acrass a border without intervening, dramatically and
damagingly, in the domestic affairs of that State. When we speak of
intervening in a conflict we are speaking of intervening in an existing

intervention.

- T.B. Millar, '‘Conflict And Intervention', in Conflict and Intervention in

the Third World, Mohammed Ayoob (Ed.), Croom Helm, Lendon, 1980, p.1.

. Intervention refers to coercive military involvement in civil and
regional conflict, involvement which is intended to, or does, affect
internal political outcomes. This includes intrusions not only by actors
from outside the region, but also by States and other agents within it. It
may be ... unilateral, ... multilateral, ... qr collective. [t may involve
the regular forces of the intervening power or irregulars dependent upon
and acting at the bebest of the intervener ...

- 5.N. MacFarlane, ‘Intervention and Security in Africa', International

Affairs, Vol, 60, No. 1, Winter 1984, p.53.



18

While the points of emphasis in the nine definitions that are supplied
vary from one author to another, sne common feature in all is the crossing of
international boundaries by exterpal forces in a manner that either helps
preserve or erode but certainly alters the sovereignty of the target State.
Below are some analysis of the definitions.

If by 'interference' we understand 'break in upon (cther persans' affairs)
without right or invitation', then Elliot's definition fails to include invitational
intervention such as the Cubans in Angola. She further states: 'A State may
jus;cify an act of intervention where it has a treaty right to interferé in the
external affairs of one of its citizens ..., Here, there appears to be a conflict
in the basic premise forwarded by Elliot in the sense that, with a treaty right,
no involvement in, or penetration of a foreign territory by another State can
any longer be described as "interference".

Scott's definition of intervention seems to represent transnationalism
mare sa than intervention itself.

Graber, like Elliot, also fails to consider invitational intervention in her
definition. A key feature of Halpern's definition is the 'aggressive crossing of
international frontiers', whereas intervention could take place by actions that
fall short of the crossing of international frontiers. Young alsa falls into the
same category as Halpern.

Apart frem failing to recognise that interventions may take place
outside of civil strife in a country (i.e. at relatively peaceful times), Mitchell's
definition tends to ignore the role of mercenaries as autonomous international
actors.

Millar's definition narrows down the concept of intervention to only
conflict situations. His definition also focused an the border factor, whereas
intervention could take place without necessarily having to cross States'

borders.
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Like Millar, MacFarlane defined intervention in the context of civil and
regional conflict, whereas the phenomenon could be witnhessed even at peace

times.

Rosenau's definition is almost all-embracing, and may serve as a useful

point of reference.

INTERVENTION CONSIDERED WITHIN AN AFRICAN CONTEXT

The subject of intervention is of broad comprehensiveness ranging from
economic activities to aspects of the political realm. But as broad, varied and
paradoxically distinet in meaning as the respective forms of intervention may
seem to be, it must still be made clear that, in their diverse forms, these
seemingly Independent aspects of intervention are still related, if not
interdependent, in their operational mode. Clearly, the point that is being
established here is that there Is an Inter-play of related elements in the
politico-economic, military and other aspects of intervention, but even so, a
clear line of distinction could still be drawn in all three or more aspects, if and
when the analytical and or theoretical need(s) arise(s). For instance, a
pressing economic need in say State A, might serve as the igniting force for a
military intervention in State B. Such interventions are often over zones
containing rich mineral resources. The Libyan presence in Chad over the
Ouzou strip is an example, Or seen fram another perspective, an economic
intervention, might of necessity, be further instituted in a target State, via
lllegal military presence, in the event of a hostile response to the presence of
the intervenar in the target State. The 1973 over-throw of President Allende
of Chile with the apparent support of the US-based ITT is a case in point.
Sometimes, external forces employ Lhe services of internal agents as their

instruments of penetration. In order to steer a clear path in the jungle of
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competing terminologies, we are compelled to carve out as our special area of
interest, the military aspect (which is not without its definitional problem) as
carried out by either government approved agencies or autonomous
international actors from other parts of the world in Africa. There are also
cases of inter-state intervention on the continent.

Mercenary activities which could easily be cited under military
interventions, are not as rampant, heavily invested in, or massive as
government-sponsored Interventions, and will, therefore, only be treated in
any great length in the relevant Nigeria case study, all the more so because
"soldiers of fortune" (also referred to in some gquarters as "dogs of war") are
relatively independent international actors, in the absernce of whose identity
and evidence of state of origin (i.e., after a clean operation and upon return to
headquarters) no official protestations could be lodged before the United
Nations General Assemhbly and reparations or indemnification sought by the
target state from the 'conceived' intervenor. But be that as it may, we still
need to mention here that national governments could carry out clandestine
operations through second-party mercenary groups to undermine the political
integrity of target states. Mercenaries employed in this manner do not often
divulge their identity or give away their "death barons" when caught. In fact,
some undertake suicide missions. However, in the Nigerian Civil War, (which
is one of the case studies to be examined) most of the mercenaries involved
were non-government agents, and as such, readily revealed their identity.
Although their eountries of origin were known, some conducted their business
under pseudonyms.

In cases where governments have had to be exposed by their mercenary
agents, it is common for the state to deny involvement. Libye, for instance,
has heen accused several timss of viclating the savereignty of states through

second-party agents, either in her bid to islamise her neighbours or carry out
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the assasination of opposition group members all over the world. But Tripoli
has constantly denied any knowledge of such reported incidents. A case in
point was the eall by the United States of America for international sanctions
against Libya after the December 1985 Rome and Vienna explosions aimed at
Israeli targets outside Israel. West European countries were reluctant to join
their U.S. ally in its sanctions-call due to the lack of concrete evidence that
the perpetrators were Libyan agents. The case, however, would have been
different, if Libyan forces fighting in Libyan colours and under the Libyan flag
were caught operating illegally in a foreign territory. The issue could then
have been raised at the United Nations, or even involved a direct military
action against Libya. It is known, however, that on 13 April 1987, the US
carried out pre-emptive air strikes on Tripoli without any evidence to
incriminate Libya as the actual perpetrator of the US-alleged actrocities. The
raid was a breach of International Law. This explains our choice of open
gavernmeant-sponsored intervention as our area of investigation in the place of
either government, group or individual sponsored second-party intervention,
due to the former's overt and easily identifiable nature. But first, we need to
supply an operational definition that will also be relevant to the six cases of
intervention in Africa that will be examined in this study. What then is
'intervention'?

'When people have taken arms against you, there will nat be lacking
foreigners to assist them.'

- Machiavelli

I have defined intervention as:

the application of extra-constitutional power and influence by
either a State, its subjects, non-State intergovernmental
organizations or non territorial transnational organizations in a
foreign territory in a manner that radically affects either the
socio-political, military, cultural and economie balance or
inbalance of the latter. This may be in the form of lethal or
nonlethal support for or against the target State; an inside-border,
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cross-border or outside-border operation, with or without the
consent of the incumbent government,

Hypothetically considered, we can say that we have a case of
intervention when in say State A, a person or group of persons or the State
itself exercises extra-ordinary influence in say B through either the economic,
political, cultural or military instruments of power, to secure ends in the
respective areas. Intervention must not be equated with diplomacy, or simply
understood as the day to day interaction between states. It is much more
complex than that.

Diplomats and spokesmen, respectively representing intervenor states

and other agents of intervention, all tend to avoid the word - ‘intervention'.
They would rather substitute 'presence', as an alternative choice of word, even
where their ideological commitments favour their action. The difficulties
encountered in explaining their actions, either to their people or to the rest of
the world, explains the unconstitutional nature of their action. It may be
within their constitutional rights to "assist", and perhaps "transact", but
certainly not to "intervene'. According to Luard, "No country anhounces that
it is "intervening" in the affairs of another country: only that it is providing
“assistance" to that country, "restoring democracy", or “preventing
intervention by another power'. To the United States the Soviet Union
"Intervened" in Afghanistan; in the eyes of the Soviet Union it assisted the
present government of Afghanistan by countering rebellion and intervention
from outside. To the Soviet Union, the United States is "Intervening” in El
Salvador; in the eyes of the United States it is providing assistance to the
government of that country in maintaining its autherity and preventing
intervention fram elsewhere. In other words, intervention is what other people
do, not what we do ourselves. This use of language clearly demonstrates that

intervention by a single State is an activity that is not socially approved within
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the modern international community'.36 Gavernments, mercenaries and other
agents of intervention would want to justify their actions only if the act would
not be termed interventionary because of the negative connotation of
intervention.  Therefore, when States, their subjects and other agents
intervene, they do so outside the limits of their constitution, since there are
no known constitutions that clearly spell out the right of States, their subjects
and other entities to intervene in other States.

It is worth peinting out that apart from the military aspect of
intervention in which the act is executed by both internal as well as external
agents against the State, the rest of interventionary forms are carried out by
rmainly external agents against the target State. It must be added though Lthat
on occasions, certain internal agents do aid and abet external interventionary
forces, but they alone {i.e. the former group) do not intervene and take full
control of power as would the military after a successful coup d'etat in a
country. The complex linkages between internal and external forces, and the
inter-dependent nature of all the interventionary forms have beén partially
touched upon at the beginning of this sub-section. The broadness of the
subject, therefore, makes it necessary for us to be specific in our discussions.
The focus of this study is on the military aspect. External military
intervention is, therefare, the application of extra-constitutional powers by
either a state or its subjects in a foreign territory in a manner that radically
affects the socio-political and military balance or inbalance in the target
state. This may be in the form of lethal or non lethal support for or against
the target state; an inside-border, cross-border or outside-border operation
with or without the consent of the incumbent government.

Interestingly, most behavioural definitions of intervention relate the
phenomenon to civil wars, as did Bertil Duner37 and a host of others, as if it is

only in such situations that the armies or paid agents of one country vio