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ABSTRACT

While the search for the causes of international violence and war has generally
been pursued globally, this study is based on analysis of regional political
subsystems and the linkages between subsystem politics and the use of force.

In this analysis, African military interventions are related to data on African
regional conflicts, power balances, outside major power penetration, resource
distribution, geography, and sub-system interaction. A list of more than one
hundred cases of intervention in Sub-Saharan Africa from 19€0-84, by both

regional powers and extra-regional powers, is included in an appendix.
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INTERNATIONAL MILITARY INTERVENTION IN
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICAN ~JBSYS...AS

INTRODUCTION

The search for the ca of international violence and war generally has
been pursued globally, with assumptions that general causes can be identified
across time periot and the universe of countries iﬁ the world. Few
researchers have distinguished among regional patterns of conflict or compared
regions as to conflict potential. VYet there is good reason to assume that
regional customs, ethnic and political disputes, norms, geography, and power
balance profoundly affect occasions and decisions to use force.

Foreign policy analyses generally have shown that governments are most
sensitive to perceived threats or interests close to home, especially if they
lack -- as do most states -- the military power to project force to other
regions. Research over the past 20 years indicates the importance of
interactfve régiona1/1oca1 subsystems in relation to the g1oba1_ syé' 1 of
competition among majof powers.l Regional pressures can be expected strongly
to condition security policy. |

In a prior analysis, the author have moved toward development of a
regional model of international military intervention.2 Such a model would
predict interventions on the basis of regional characteristics such as power
balances and geography. The regional model approach is based on analysis of
regional political subsystems, and the linkages between subsystem politics and
the use of force. Regional systems and subsystems are groups of int 1 ly
interacting states, largely preoccupied with each other 1in economic,
political, or militatry exchanges (e.g., trade, diplomacy, or combat).3
States from outside the region or subregion can belong to such systems, but
generally the interacting core is composed of neighboring states. In addition

to power balances and geographic peculiarities, such features ¢ Tlevel of



major power penetration, distribution of wealth and natural resources,
development of norms and consultatuve or 1 julatory organizations, dominant
conflicts and traditional rivalris can‘ be seen as independent variables
affecting the extent and types of military interventions in the region.

One of the most important and widespread forms of localized or régiona1
international conflict, especially in the Third World, is international
military dintervention. Military intervention, i.e., the interposition of .
force by one country inside another in the context of some political dispute,
has taken on new importance as a conflict category in an era in which formal
war declarations have become rare, in which domestic instabilities in many
parts of the ..aird World constitute temptations for foreign powers to
interfere, and in which the resources for prolonged international warfare may
be scarce in various regions. Interveners generally seek to affect or control
political outcor ; inside the target state. ..wus, intérvention is in a sense
a narrower concept than war, since ft entails less sustained bilateral or
miltilateral combat. 1In a sense it is also a broader concept than war, since
analytically interventions precede wars, but not all interventions become
wars.

Among the hypotheses 1 ited in the prior study of Middle Eastern
interventions from 1948-80 were assumptions that: (1) intervention by major
powers would be infrequ 1t and by smaller regional powers frequent in regions
subject to major power competition; (2) that regions dominated militarily by a
single regional power would witness numerous interventions by that power,
while bipolar regions would experience few interventions, and multipolar
regions would experience many interventions from diverse sources; (3) that
multipolar regions would have more friendly (prop-up the target government)

than hostile interventions; (4) that regions with large deposits of natural



resources would experience great penetration and competition by major powers,
but more regional power than major power interventions; (5) that uneven
distributions of regior | wealth would V]ead to friendly ihterventions to
shield the richer states; (6) that clear major power commitments to regionq]
clients tend to shield such clients from interventions; (7)- that high rates of
arms transfers to the region lead to high levels of regional intervention; and
(8) that severe regional conflicts lead to more interventions by major and
regional powers.

It was found that Middle Eastern military interventions were most
strongly conditior | by prevailing regional disputes and by the pattern of
major power competition in the region. Arms suppli¢ also facilitated more
interventions by certain regional powers. However, regional power balances
did not appear to have consistent impacts on overall intervention patterns,
and natural resources seldom appeared the major réason ~for intervention.
Major power intervened in the region primarily in periods of less ‘inter @
major power com] :ition; bipolarity among regional powers (as between Egypt
and Israel) generally did not deter interventions by major or by regional
powers if the stakes were perceived as high. During periods of regional
multipolarity, friendly interventions seemed to predomminate over hostile
ones. Finally, major power base commitﬁents had some, though not invariable,
deterrent effects on potential interveners.

Some hypotheses ‘e supported and others contradicted by the Middle
Eastern experience. Analyses must be extended to other regions for
comparison, and to identify regional characteristics bearing on intervention
which might have been overlooked. Africa differs from the Middle East in a
number of important respects. First it is a continental region, with wide

geographical, ethnic, cultural, and political diversity - in other words a



much larger rstem which must be divided into several regional subsystems
(Western, Central, Eastern, Southern, regions below the Sahara). Africa also
is composed mainly of new nation-states, eﬁerging from a long colonial history
(as did most of the Middle East) and a rich tradition of local kingdoms and
empires which for much of this millenium have been suppri ;ed and. placed
outside the "mainstream" of Euro-Asian centered international | !itics. In
other words, "modern" Afric 1 political traditions are only just emerging,
while Middle Eastern polit” 11 cultures evolved, partly through nearly
continuous foreign contact and imperial rivalries, for centuries. If A~ can
nation-states and political cultures themselves are new, their ap; raches to
the use of force internationally cannot yet have been fully formed. Africa's
strategic thinking has ' :en affected by other regions, but will continue to
reflect significant local adaptations.4
/o JICAN SUBSYSTEMS

Mijitary interventibn by one African state in thé affairs of another is
itself only a very recent phenomenon, orginating mainly in the midto
late-1970s. Prior to that time, major powers had intervened in the region,
but African Tleaders had been very reluctant to violate a norm of
non-intervention established in the early 1960s to safeguard hard-won
sovereignty. Even in the 1980s, the non-intervention norm persists, although
in an evidently weakened form.5 Changes in African political and ¢ »nomic
subsystems across the two decades may account for this pattern of slowly
increasing intervention.

Many aspec of the African international system, or systems, have
endured, while yme have been significantly modified ¢ -0ss the three
post-independence decades. In the mid-seventies, Zartman Tisted several

system characteristics: (1) lack of a "core" or overwhelmingly powerful state



or group of states to hold the regional system together (in contrast to Brazil
and Argentina, for example, in Latin America); (2) growing inter-African, and
especially ibregional interaction -- witﬁ very important interactions still
takit place outside the region; (3) abortive subregional organizations and
integration, due to insufficient commerce, communications, transportation, and
technology; (4) only rare intervention by one subregion or subregional leader
in the politics of another sub-region; (5) coalitions dominated by former
colonial ties and ethnic affinities; (6) 1éeo1ogica1 political coalitions, but
with ideologies subject to change by personalist 1leaders, and with no
inflexibly binding alliances or blocs; (7) a balance of power structure until
1963, giving way to a concert system, with the promotion of conflict
settlement through mediation and diplomatic intervention by notable leaders
through the OAU when cor :nst can be achieved; (8) nation-states severely
underdeveloped and developing less rapidly than those fn qther regions, with a
growing gap between richer and poorer African :ates; (9) states subject to
political disintegration, and characterized by ethnic, linguistic, . and
cultural pluralism; (10) struggles against heavy odds for independence and
dignity by dominated populations in the southern portion of the continent;
(11) severe natural hardships, including draught and famii ; (12) only
peripheral roles and interests for acfors outside the system, including the
major powers.6 In a prior study Zi :man had listed several norms which also
characterized the system: (1) "intra-system solutions [are] preferable over
extra-system solutions;" (2) wars of conquest are not acceptable alternatives;
(3) states shall not interfere in each other's internal affairs.”

Among the systemic changes which must be noted over the last decade are
the gradual emergence of certain subregional power centers. Although Zartman

remains essentially correct that despite size differentials, no African states



(except South A ca) are able to dominaté the: neighbors militarily and
politically, Nigeria, Zaire, and South Africa, among sub-Saharan states,
represent substantial centers of commercé, military potential, and resource
abundance. The former two have not exceeded the latter in wealth, as Zartman
predicted they might by the 198( , but have the population size and resource
base to play the Brazilian/Ar :ntinian role in the future. In addition,
certain oth states have accumulated locally significant economic (Ivory
Coast, Zimbabwe, Gabon, Cameroon, Kenya) or military power (Ethiopia, Somalia,
.Jdnzania, Angola). However, East Africa, the Horn, and Central Africa
(despit Zaire's and Ethiopia's potential) remain regional subsystems without
a single core or polar power.8

Furthe re, beginning with the Angolan revolution, the US and USSR
increasingly have brought the cold war to the continent as well. Powers such
as Britain, Portugal, Spain, and China appear largely fo have bowed out of all
but economic and diﬁ1omat1c contacts, but France and Belgium have remained
militarily active, and the US, USSR, East Germany, Cuba, and North Korea have
become it -~easingly active. Also as noted earlier, ethnic, linguistic,
ex-colonial, and ideological ties no longer characterize African coalitions as
much as in earlier decades.

One of the major rstemic changes;has been the decline of continentali n
as a political watchword, and the increasing importance and preoccupations of
geographic subs tems. During the first post-independence decade in the
1960s, two large blocs of :ates -- frequently styled as radical vs. moderate,
the Casablanca and Monrovia or Brazzaville groups, coalesced in the formation
of the Organization of African | 'ty (OAU -- formed in 1963). This
organization institutionalized recognition of existing national borders and a

non-intervention imperative for both African states and outside powers. OAU






interference and even intervention 1in neighboring states' affairs. The
pan-African myth tended to foster non-interference.

Although subsystem preoccupations eme;ged, the coherence and stability of
subsystems may have diminished in the 1970s. Institutions such as the East
African Common Market and the African and Malagasy Common Organization (QCAM)
were perpetuated with relatively high hopes during the 1960s, but
disillusionment subsequently set in. Partly this was due to poor economic
performance and prospects, partly to ideological and political disputes, as
between Uganda and Tanzania, and partly perhaps to the declining importance of
ex-colonial "club" ties. Although OCAM states continue to maintain close ties
to the former metropole in France, a number of fo.._2r French and British
territories began to break down cultural and 1linguistic barriers, and to
establish dialogue based on geographic proximity, shared problems, and needs.

New organizations again were formed in the mid—19705, when the 0il price
revolution created richer core states, such as Nigeria, around which smaller
neighbor  could gravitate regardless of former colonial ties, as in. the
[ nomic Community of West African States (ECOWAS). However, such coalitiong'
underpinnings have proved as flimsy as their predecessors, as the sharp
economic downturns of the 1980s already have brought about growing acrimony
over such issues ¢ foreign labor. Soﬁth Africa's racial and interventionist
policies also seemed to spur the formation in 1980 of the Southern African
Development Coordinating Conference (SADCC), to provide alternate economic and
technological options for the nine black African member states. Intricate
intervention patterns in Southern Africa make it perhaps the most focussed of
the regional Ibsystems. But the success of organizational efforts there also
remain to be seen.lQ

Another of the OAU's original missions was to prevent renewed colonial



interventions in Africa, and preclude the need for the type of dangerous and
embarrassing rescue operatioms undertaken by major powers and multilateral
organizations in the Congo during the 19655. The weakness of African regimes
provides temptation and demands for intervention to topple or bolster the
incumbents. Obviou ly, intervention by non-African states.continues iﬁto the
1980s. Africans off 1 defend such interventions as not violating the O0AU
ethic, since interveners generally have come at the request and in defense of
incumbent 1 jime facing severe threats. However, multipartite interventions
in Angola and Zaire since 1978 have ‘strained these rationalizations, as have
some French interventions, as in Gabon, 1964 and the Central African Empire,
1979.11

Zartman has argued that the African regional system has become sor that
more “"autonomous," i.e., r¢ stant to major power military intervention,
throughout the 1970s; African states themselves had begun to intervene more in
security di >ufes. But the regionl has been'.subject to growfng econbmic
penetration, and Soviet-Cuban interventions toward the end of the decade
reversed the autonomy trend somewhat. Economically, while the region is
highly dependent on "Northern" industrialized marke: and suppliers, classic
“dependencia" theory does not quii apply because African states tend to: y
increasii 1y on multiple contacts ratﬂer than on single economic patrons -
even ex-metropoles. African trade levels, both intra- and extra-regional,
remain disturbingly low, and states increasingly have sought--though often in
vain--external foreign aid and trade from multiple sources.l2

The persistence and evolution of subsystem characteristics, some of them
entailing extremely harsh living conditions and political insecurity, have
increased the region's conflict potential and put severe pressure on

non-intervention norms. With domestic conditions deteriorating in most
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African states, the frequency of military rnune A'ata+ i jncreased, and the
occasions for political interference, harboring of dissidents, irredentism,
counter-cou; , and in* ‘vention have inc;eased as well. Additionally, the
Angolan, Mozambiqan, and Zimbabwean revolutions, along with Namibian
insurgency and domestic unrest have c¢. pounded South Africa's insecuriti¢ |,
while presenting new staf 5 and coalitions which South African strategists
seek to manipulate.l3 Zartman also notes that in addition to intervention as
a newly emerging response to African étaté collapse, absorption of territory
now hi pr :edent (eg., by Libya from Chad). This means that although there is
still consensus on the preferability of intra-system solutions to African
problems, on the importance of sovereignty, on the illegitimacy of South
Africa, and on the undesirability of war, existing systemic norms, including
respect for boundarit and unwillingness to negotiate with South Africa, may
be losing sway.l4 ‘
REVISED HYPOTHESES AND METHODOLOGY

In this study, the major hypotheses tested in the Middle Eastern system
and 1- :ed abov will I reexamined in the African context. In addition, some
of the assumptions and assertions in the African politics literature will be
formalized and evaluated as hypotheses relating to intervention: (1) since
political and social instability 1eads;to outéide invervention, most African
interventions take place in states suffering from the most disintegration and
dome¢ tic disruption; (2) since economic dislocation 1leads to political
instability and conflict, most African interventions also take place in states
with the worst economic performance, highest indebtedness, and least adequate
food production; (3) states suffering high degrees of domestic instability
will also be among the region's most frequent foreign interveners, partly to

comper 1te for these instabilities; (4) intervention will most frequently be
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.undertaken by the region's most militarily powerful states, or those with.
clear major power backing; (5) most superpower military interventions will be
related to the proximate presence of il other superpower, while most
interventions by mid-sized non-African power (such as those in Europe) wi]j
be related to threats to traditionally « )endent African regimes.lb
To test these hypotheses, a list of interventions in Sub-Saharan Africa
from 1960-84, by both regional and extra-regional powers, has been dev loped
(see Appendix A). Military interventions are defined operationally as the
movement of troops or forces of o1 governmn 1t across an international
boundary, in the context of some political dispute.l6 Intervention incidents
and trends will be related to data on African regional conflicts (domestic and
international); power balances; outside major power penetration, commitment,
and competition; resource distribution; geography and subsystem interaction.
Ti 1ds will be contrasted for: (1) the early post-independence period up to
the Nigerian.civil war (a conflict which resulted in the reiﬁforcement of the
:ate sovereignty principle in 1970); (2). the economic and political
d* illusionment period of the 1970s, including the era of higher o0il prices
and growing sub-regionalism, and ending with Angolan and Zimbabwean
revolutions; and (3) the contemporary period (1980-84) of
environmental/economic crises and Soath African upheaval and offensives.
Among a variety of indicators, military expenditures will be taken as one
measure of power balances; military bases, arms transfers, and security
agreements will indicate major power penetration and commitment; "strategic
minerals" Tists will be used to measure resource distribution; armed attacks
and coups will indicate domestic disruption; literacy, health, nutritional and
GNP levels will indicate economic well-being; and diplomatic exchanges and

trade will indicate subregional interaction.
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As seen in Table 1 and Appendix A, the pattern of African interventions
changed markedly across the three time pe}iods. In the 196Qs, interventions
were concentrated almost exclusively in Central Africa, and especially in
Zaire {t! 1 the Democratic Republic of the Congo or Congo Kinshasa). Most of
the 28 interventions were carried out by outside major power or by colonial
powers (interventions by UN peacekeeping forces ai not included) trying to-
hang onto territories by attacking neighSoring hostile states. All of the
former, major power interventions were meant to prop-up the target government,
except when France reversed a Gabonese ~run Ala+a+ §n 1964, A1l of the
colonial interventions were hostile to the target.

During the decade of the OAU's formation, therefore, Sub-Saharan African

:ates themselves undertook only seven interventions -- two by Ghana, two by
South Africa, and one each by Nigeria, Ethiopia and‘Somalia -~ indicating,
though, that Zartman' dating the dawn of African state intervention as the
1970s © a bit late. Most of these were "friendly" to the target government,
except for Ghana's incursion into Upper Volta in 1963, and Somalia's into
Ethiopia in 1964 to press territorial claims. Only the most established --
j.e., oldest, largest, and/or governmentally best organized independent
African states undertook interventions;in the 1960s, as they alone had the
requisite organized forces and foreign policy ambitions.l7 Finally in only
three interventions during this period were independent intervener and target
in the same subregion, although several of the colonial interventions were
among neighboring stat¢ . In general, long range intervention predominated,
with twenty mounted by nor \frican (noi :ontinental) states.

During the 1970s the intervention total swelled to 65 {(with 57 in

independent states), of which over half (36) were undertaken by Sub-Saharan
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states themselves. This growth rate of 500% in regional interventions far
exceeds the growth in the number of independent African sta‘ ;, from 27 1in
1960 to 48 in 1975.18 Extra-African intérventions, still numbering 18, did
not die out as much as regional interventions increased. Furthermore, the
growth of Ibregionalism is reflected in interventions within the same
subregion. As in the 1960s, Central Africa led the way with about a third of
the interventions, but the geographic spread was much broader, with each
subregion the site of at least nine interventions. West and Southern Africa
had the most active interveners, but East and Central Africa were not far
behind. While most interventions in the 60s had been friendly to the target,
45% were h¢ :ile during the 70s. Altogether, this indicates greater African
military preparation and willingness to risk opposing or even trying to bring
down (e.g., Tanzania into Uganda) neighboring states.19

Territorially vast and resource rich Zaire contiﬁued, as in the 60s, as
the most intervention prone target, with a variety of multilateral efforts to
prevent secession. The end of Portt Jese colonialism in Angola, and ravaging
Ethiopian wars sparked the other major intervention hot- jots. In the
process, the USSR and Cuba undertook their first major Sub-Saharan
interventions, the U.S. and Belgium maintained an interventionist tradition in
Zaire, and France remained the leading;major power intervener. South Africa
remained the most interventionist African state, but numerous other active
interveners emerged, including Guinea, Uganda, Zaire, Gabon, and Rhodesia (in
its last throes), all with two or more interventions. From North Africa,
Morocco and Libya emerged as major interveners as well.

The fast pace of African interventions has slowed slightly during the
first half-decade of the 80s, with 17 interventions through 1984 (and South

African moves into Botswana and Angola in 1985).20 In addition, 70% of these
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have been undertaken by Sub-Saharan states, and in 65% intervener and target
were in the same subregion. Southern Africa remains the most self-contained
subregion of intervention, as nearly 80% of interveners and targets there
since 1¢.J both have been inside the subregion. In general, intervention by
non-African states has died off dramatically, although.two North African
states continue to intervene below the Sahara. TI riddled polity of Chad
attract {1 7 of the 17 incursioi in the early 1980s (gs well as a tripartite
OAU peacekeeping force), displacing Zaire as the most intervention-prone
state. As in Zaire, most were attempts to bolster the exi :ing government or
expel hostile (Libyan) forces. Therefore, Central Africa remains the primary
intervention venue, closely followed by West and Southern Africa, the latter
subregions also producing the most active interveners.

H\lnnﬂnncn;c Tns_t-—i_n_g—

Turning fir : to hypotheses relating to sysfem structure, it was
predicted that as major power political and strategié competition‘ in the
region incre: 3, dire . major power intervention would decrea: due to
deterrenc , to be replaced by regional power intervention. If, despite the
difficulties of estimating the value of regional arms agreements,2l arms
supplies are taken as an indicator of major power interest and competition,
the findings in Table 2 would at 1ea;t cast doubt on the hypothesis for
Africa. During the period of highest arms supply competition -- the 1960s --
major power intervention was most frequent. Major power intervention
diminished in the 1970s as the USSR came to dominate African arms supplie¢ , at
least according to ACDA ¢ :ima- ;. Much of the Soviet increase was accounted
for by the Ethiopian and Angolan wars, which also brought direct Soviet and
Cuban intervention.

If viewed according to supply patterns with individual states rather than
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total value of deliveries, however, the region appeared less dominated and
more competitive in arms supply during the 70s than the 60s. Twenty-one (out
of 37) states were in so° or dominant Qupply (over 60%) relations with a
single arms supplier in the 1960s, but only 16 (of 42) were as dependent in
the 7C . Twenty-one sub-Saharan  :ates had established multiple supply
relations. Hence, the reduced overall ° rel of major power intervention would
appear to fit this increased aéms supplier competition pattern, but the
possibility of mere coincidence in these findings cannot be ruled out. The
Soviets were willing to intervene militarily in the 70s, but the level of US
as oppt d to European arms competition had diminished markedly. Therefore,
Moscow may have perceived 1¢ ; danger of direct US-Soviet confrontation than
in the 60s. As :+ :n  below, however, the growth of intra-African
in® -ventionism was probably spurred more by the overall increase of arms
suppliers and supplies than suj ‘power interventionism‘was decreased by them.
The second rstemic  hypothesis related to the deterrent effect of
regional power competition, and particularly the likelihood of interventions
by a dominant regional military power or in the midst of a multi-polar
regional system. Data on size of African armed forces and military
expenditures, two measures of military power, indicate that Sub-Saharan Africa
was basically tripolar in the 1960s, mﬁ1ti-po1ar in the 70s, and tripo” -~ in
the 80s. South Africa and Nigeria each spent more than $100-million on the
military in 1965, and Ethiopia and South Africa each had more than 50,000 men
under arms.22 It was predicted that in bipolar systems, few interventions
would be r ted by regional powers, i.e., deterrence would prevail. Indeed,
the 60s witnessed very few African interventions. However the two or three
dominant powers of that period were geographically very far apart, and

although Nigeria helped in Tanzania, and Ghana in Zaire, they were unlikely to
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send troops great distances to stop éach other from intervening. Other
African states were too weak to help much in multilateral or collective
security; non—Affican states were imported‘through the U.N. for that duty (as
in Zaire). TI -efore, it seems unlikely that regional deterrence limited the
number of regional interventior . In fact, regional states unde}taking
intervention (Ghana, Ni¢ -ia, South Africa, Ethiopia) were among the states
with the largest armies or defense budgets in 1965 (only Somalia did not fit
the pattern).

In the 1970s (1975), Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa, and Zaire all had
over 50,000 troops. South Africa and Nigeria stepped up military spending to
over $1-billion, and Angola, Ethiopia, Ghana, Tanzania, Uganda, and Zaire --
all involved in hot local conflicts -- each spent in excess of $100-million.
As predicted for multipolar systems, the number of interventions by 1local
powers mushroomed, and outside powers continued theif pace. Any deterrence
between Nigeria and South Africa did not prevent the latter from undertaking
six interventions, nor even small regional powers like Burundi, Mali, Upper
Volta, and Gabon from undertaking hostile interventions.

The system feverted again toward tripolarity (Nigeria, South Africa,
Ethiopia) in the 80s (1979 measurement), although Tanzania and Somalia
remained highly mobilized and the Ivor& Coast and Kenya at least temporarily
joined the ranks of b military spenders (over $200-million). None of this

iems to have had much deterrent effect on the emerging trend of regional and
subregional intervention, which has seen only two new interventions by powers
not on the African continent. Therefore, the hypothesis is not clearly
ipported.
The evidence also does not support the prediction that multipolar systems

will yield the most friendly (i.e., bolster the target government)
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interventions. While the 1970s saw 29 such interventions, compared to 16 in
the tripolar 60s and 6 in the tripolar 80s, the proportion dropped from 57% of
all interm tions in the 60s to 45% in thé 70s and 35% in the 80s. The trend
is tdward greater hostility to intervention targets regardless of the system
structure.

Africa is a region rich in natural resources, and it has been predicted
that as outside powers become interested in and compete for such resources,
they will deter each other, leave interventions mainly to regional powers, and
intervene mainly in a protective ("friendly") role for the best endowed or
wealthiest regional states. In general "strategic resources" seemed highly
relevant in only a few African interventior (Table 3), clearly in ~iire and
possibly in Zambia, Upper Volta, Angola, Cameroon, Congo-Brazzaville, Kenya,
Ethiopia and Chad, where Nigeria was rumored to be interested in Lake Chad o0il
deposits in 1983. ‘

Twenfy-seven of the 48 independent Sub-Saharan states have, or are
thought to have more than negligible deposits of at least one category of
highly valued natural resources. Of these 21 have sustained interventior ,
with 36 friendly and 33 hostile (of the regional total of 51 friendly and 45
hostile). Therefore, a bare majority of interventions in resource rich states
were friendly to the government, and the bulk of friendly interventions were
in well endowed states. But an even higher percentage of hosti
interventions also had such targets. The 73 total interventions (including
neutral affect) 1in such states represented 66% of all post-war African
interventions (a proportion higher than the 56% share of such states among
independent African :ates).  Non-African powers undertook 31 of these
interventions, but this was less than half of the total; the majority of such

interventions were by regional powers as predicted. Still, nearly 80% of
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non-African powers' (and over 75% of Sub-Saharan states') interventions in the
region were in states (regional powers' interventions in phosphate rich
Spanish Sahara are not counted here) with_important resources. Two-thirds of
these non-African powers' interventions in states with important resources
were friendly to the target. Therefore, the hypothesis has mixed evidentiary
support.

The friendly or neutral interventions in Zaire generally fit the
hypothesis, though eight were by major non-African powers, four of them even
in the period of major power arms competition in the 60s. Brit: 1 and French

¢ into Uganda, Zambia, Gabon, Chad and the Central African Republic in the
1960s also contradicted predicted major power restraint, but few regional
powers were strong enough to substitute for majors in "protecting” African
resources in those years. As the Soviets gained arms predohinance in the 70s,
Angola's 0il resources (and their American extracfors) tme unt * Cuban
protection -- though the Soviet bloc did not directly benefit from such
resource nor try to deny them to the West. Western power also ventured‘four
more Zairian interventions, and France remained active in the C.A.R. and Chad.

Therefore, the level of major power arms competition did not have much
effect on major power resource interests and protective interventions;
political competition more than resource endowments probably conditioned
Soviet idintervention 1in Ethiopia as well as Angola. France maintained a
relatively constant interest in African resources such as uranium, regardless
of Soviet or U.S. competition. South Africa, among the best endowed in
natural resources, required no protective interventions, and indeed went on a
security intarvention binge of its own in the 70s and 80s, perhaps filling in
at times for more reluctant Western powers as the hypothesis might imply.

Other well endowed states - Zaire, Zimbabwe/Rhodesia, Uganda, Nigeria, Guinea
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ignored actual physical presence of major power forces. Aside from Chad,
Upper Volta, and br "1y Senegal during Portuguese colonial days; French
clients : :med somewhat more immune to hésti]e intervention than Soviet and
Cuban cl1¢ ts; the few states with U.S. commitments generally had few hostile
interventions but plenty of dome¢ tic warfare.

Regional defense, security, or friendship pacts also provided only
limited pro- :tion from hostile intervention. Of the 18 states entering sﬁch
pacts since 1960, seven (39%) still suffered at least one hostile intervention
during the term of the agreement. By contrast, nearly the same proportion
(36%) of states without regional pacts also suffered hostile interventions.
South Africa ignored the deterrent signals of its five "frontline" African
neighbors to mount frequent raids in the 70s and 80s, and Nigeria's agreements
with Benin did not prevent that very country from forcefully pur iing its
border dispute with Lagos. |

In order to explain the. patterns of African intervention and
non-intervention, MacFarlane and Zartman referred to political disruption,
economic dislocation, military power imbalances, subregional interaction, and
major power competition. While each of these seem relevant to troop movement,
closer analysis shows support for only certain hypotheses.

Looking fir t at political disrupiion and fragmentation, it seems that
domestic armed attacks and insurgenc' ; (through the 1970s, as measured in the
Marld Handhanl af Daljtjcal and Cardal Tedisggeve)  frequently (26% of the
time) led to outside military intervention (see .uble 5). Looked at another
way, over 50% of the : 1irs in which African interventions took place followed
years of high civil disruption in the target state -- so that most African

interventions related to such di ‘uption (although the majority of disruption

did not lead to intervention). This fits patterns discovered by the authors
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MacFarlane rightly points out that political fragmentation in Africa is
exacerbated by ‘“catastrophic" economic conditions. One would - expect,
therefore, that stat¢e with the poorest économic conditions also suffer the
most foreign intervention. However, the actual correlations (Table 7) are
weak at best, though generally in the predicted direction. . African countries'
Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI), debt in' ‘est load, and food production
indices for the 1970s all account for only between two and five percent of the
variance in interventions received or initiated.

Military power is perhaps the best predictor of intervention initiation.
There is a clear and strong correlation (.72) | :ween arms imports (1975) and
number of interventions initiated between 1960 and 84, and (.71) between
military expenditures 1d such initiatives. Size of armed forces correlates
more modestly at .33. Obviously, the activities of a state such as South
Africa condition these findings, but other big arn sbenders such as Somalia,
Ni{ ‘ja, Uganda and Zaire also were active interveners. While certain
notorious intervention targets, such as Ethiopia, Angola, and Zaire also spent
heavily on arms to stave off threats, there was no overall tendency for
military preparation to attract or evidently to repel foreign intervention
(see Table 7). ‘

The influx of arms into Africa during the 1970s, therefore, is highly
associated with the expansion of regional intervention, though it was also in
part caused by that expansion as states sought to bo! :er their defenses. The
increase of African insurgenc 3, attracting so many interventions, probably
also contributed to the demand for arms, in a complex cause and effect
sequence accounting for intervention.

Major powers have supplied arms to Africa for a variety of reasons,

including both economic and strategic interests (for the US and USSR, as
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to stave off a chaotic fall of-theseAterritories into potentially hostile
hands.

Africa is still no one major power'; preserve, and not yet of primary
major power concern. While Angola brought Washington, Moscow, and Peking
dangerously close to direct competitive intervention, restraints held, and
other less overt forms of confrontation were devised. It is difficult, though
pt sible, to envision a direct confrontation over a crumbling South African
regime as well. The powers shadow each other in Africa, indeed staying in
close proximity, but  far not with simultaneous troop commitments. In this,
the French are somewhat less evidently preoccupied with Cuba and the USSR than
with Tlocal and Libyan threats to French interests. All non-African powers
still seek local leaders and factions to back rather than warrii with other
non-African powers.

It was also predicted that the most intensively fntra-active subregions
would al ) produce or attract the most interventions. We have seen a>growing
inwardnesé about African subregional intervention, a tendency for increased
intervention within subregions. Th corresponds to ~irtman's findings about
progressively increasing subregional trade and diplomatic visits. Looking in
more detail at the most recent trends, during the 1980s West Africa has
emerged ¢ the most intra-active and iﬁter]inked area, for instance with 57%
of Africa's within-subregion diplomatic visits (26% of all African visits),
and 59% of Africa's pairs of state's trading over one percent of one state's
total trade (76% of such pairs trading within the same subregion).27 However,
during this period Southern Africa Tled the continent in subregional
interventions with five, with West Africa next with four (Central Africa led
in total interventions). Central and East Africa had two and one within

subregion intervention respectively -- yet East Africa had more diplomatic and
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could abort this proc ;s within the decade. Interventions too are wmore
prevalent within subregions -- especially Southern and Wes: 'n. Africa.
However, other aspeci of system structuré; including major power competition
and regional pact building seem °~ is rela’ | to intervention. Major power

mmitments to regional clients do appear to deter other major powers from
hostile interventions in those client states, though.

Whether by design or accident, both major and regional powers confine
over 70% of their African interventions fto relatively resource rich states.
The economic and resource potential of states such as Chad, Ethiopia, or Zaire
might help explain why so many African interventions | rse had such pitifully
poor targets. Direct control of the wealth * resources is a less conspicuous
intervention motive than efforts to prevent disintegration of states which

could afford advantages to other interveners.
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C+a+ie+ice (Yashington, DC: May 1985) for only thc : African states for
which v~=»Tv trade figures \ -e available from 1979-84; diplomatic data

derived from f‘*ica Contemnnamnw Nanawd Annngl Suwuay and Dacumapnts,

1981'82; Africa Dacaawvrh D"11°+{“, 1981—84; and VQQC‘innlc—(’r\ntempnw:mu

Anenives 1981-84.
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Period Il (197Qs) cont'd.

-

Start CDate infarvener End Nate AFT
X/77 Rhedesia Zambia 2/78 H
(Zimbabv -
X/78 Rhodesia Zambia H
(Zimbabwe)
X/79 S. Africa Zambia H
L/77 Morocco Zaire L/77 " F
L/77 France Zaire . F
4/77. Uganda Zaire F
s/77 Egypt Zaire 5/77 F
5/78 Belgium Zaire 7/78 F
5/78 France Zaire 8.3 F
5/78 us Zaire F
6/78 Moroceo Zaire ° 8/79 F
6/78 Senegal Zaire 7/73 F
X/78 Togoe Zaire 7/73 F
€/78 Gabon Zaire 7/7¢ F
4/77 Zambia Rhodesia H
12/7% , Africa U.K. 3/30 F
(Zimbabwe)
Period 111 (1580s)C
§hm== Nmen J=emmiam e Tarnar End Date reso-
7/81 S. Africa Angola L/84 H
12/84 S. Africa Angola H
1/80 Congo (8) Chad 3/80 N
3/80 France Chad 5/84 N
11/80 Libya : Chad 11/81 F
4/83 Nigeria Chad 6/83 H
6/83 Libya Chad H.
7/83 France Chad X/8%4 F
7/83 Zaire ~ Chad ~ F
10/80 Senegal Gambia 11/80 F
X/81 Senegal Gambia F
12/82 S. Africa Lesotho 12/82 H
10/81 Morocco Mauri 1ia F
1/81 S. Africa Mozambique 12/83 H
X/81 8enin Nigeria H
6/82 Ethiopia Somalia H
4/82 S. Africa Zimbabwe L/82 H

A. DOoces not include intarventions in Nerth Africs, i.2. Moroczo, Algeria, Tunisia,
Libya, and Unitad Arab Republic.

8. The U.N. jeint peacel ing force in the Conge, 1960-84 was not included.
Countries sending ' iops as part of that forcs it ‘ude: Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea,
Ireland, Literia, Mali, Morcceo, Sweden, Tunisia, and Unitad Arab Republic.

C. The CAU jo : pezcskeasing forc2 in Chad, Oecamber 1881 - June 1282 was not
included. Trcops frt Nigeria, Senegal, and Zsire tock part under 0AU Ca  1d.



TABLE 1

AFRICAN SUEREGIGNSA AND INT'ERVENTIONB
1960s -
West Central Seuthern East Total
Targets 2 13 4 8 - 27
intarvenars 3 Q 2 -2
Target and Intervener 1 Q 1 1 3

in same subr _ on

Totals for 1960s: 28 interventionsc
20 interventions Dy non-African states

1970s .
1 - Central Seuthern East Total
Tarc s 9 21 13 14 57
lntarveners 10 7 1 8 36
Target and Intarvener 6 4 S _ 6 25

in same subregian

- . : c
Totals for 1970s: 65 intarvent s ~
18 intarventions by nen-African states

1980s
West Central Southern ast Total
Targets 4 7 5 1 7
Intarveners b 2 5 1 12
Target and [ntarvener 3 Z 5 1 11

in same subregion

Totals for 138Qs: 17 interventicnsc
2 inter 1ticns by non-African szatas

A. Subi iens:

Vot g8enin, Cape Verde, Gambia, Ghama, Giinea, Guinea-3issau, lvory Coast,
Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra ! :ne,
Spanish Sshars, Togo, Upper Yol:za.

Central: Burundi, Camer 1, Central African Remt " ic, Chad, Congo, Zguatarial
Guinea, Gaten, Rwanda, Sac T : and Princige, Z3irs.

Sou' :rn: Ancola, 8otswana, C: ros, | jothe, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauricius,
Ma! ricue, Reunicn, Scuth Afri. 'Namibia, Swaziland, Zawmzia, Zimbadwe.

Tise: Ojitouti, Eszhicpia, Kenya, Scmalia, Tanzsnia, Ugznea,
3. It wudes cnly intarventicns ints cr by indesendent : ntries.

C. This total incluces non=indegendent targerts.















1.

c.

TABLE §

DOMESTIC ARMED ATTACKXS AND QUTSIDE INTERVENTIQN,
1960s and 19705A‘

Followed (Same Year ar Next) Not Followed
#High Dx itic Armed Attack 26 © 73
Years3 Followed by Receipt (263) : (743)
of InterventionC
#High Domestic Armed Attack 16 83
Years Followed by Initiation : (16%) (84%)

of Intery tion

Not Follaowing

Following (Next Year) Intervent s
#High Ocmestic Armed At :k 10 8s
Yo -s Following Interventions (10%) (50%)
Following (Same Year or Next) Not Following
#of Intervention Years Following
_High Domestic Armed Attack 26 _ 23
Levels in Target - . (53%) ‘ (47%)
| Preceding _(by one Year) Not Pre: ling
#of Intervention Years Preceding 10 ; :
High Domestic Armed Attack (30%) (70%)

Levels in Target

For thirty-saven independent states.

Calculateqd on the basis of that country's quarterly conflict profule as repcrted
in Charles Lewis Taylor and David A. Jedice, Yn~14 Hamdbgg' -% °-'7~

Cantol jadjemta=- TLI_d eat -:-1. et ume 9. PT
tmmm—- New uiaveii.  1aic uan:x’SltY rre 17ey. naign le ely

Tar each cauntry.

Sixty~one pergent of the interventicns in those years wera fr idly the target.
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