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Abstract

The paper critically analyses the emerging international norm of subsidiarity according to which
“Africa are responsible for African conflicts”, which is found to be a possible justification for
“buck-passing” on the part of the West, leaving the continent with the fewest military means to
deal with the largest number of the most destructive armed conflicts. The paper then provides an
overview of the various regional and subregional organisations in Africa, including the African
Union (AU), the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), the Southern
African Development Community (SADC), the Intergovernmental Authority on Development
(IGAD) as well as a host of less important organisations. It concludes with a survey of the

various forms of support promised to these organisations by the West.
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|. Subsidiarity, Regional organisations

and Hegemons

Since the end of the Cold War it has become increasingly fashionable to suggest that regional
organisations should play a more prominent role—often argued as an application of the principle
of “subsidiarity”. However much may be said in favour of this principle as a general norm, it also
has its pitfalls, which will be mentioned below. Not only does it entail a prominent role for
regional as opposed to global organisations; it also envisages a central role for organisations as such
(as opposed to states) which some find unrealistic and/or undesirable. Finally, there is a
controversy over the compatibility of this role for organisations with hegemony—a concept
which seems to increasingly acquire derogatory connotations which some (including the present

author) regard as unwarranted.

I.I THE PRINCIPLE OF SUBSIDIARITY

The origins of the principle of subsidiarity go way back, inter alia to the papal encyclicals Rerm
Novarum (Leo X111, 1891) and Quadragesimo Anno (Pius XI, 1931). According to the latter, the

principle entails that

a community of a higher order should not interfere in the internal life of a
community of a lower order, depriving the latter of its functions, but rather should
support it in case of need and help to co-ordinate its activity with the activities of the

rest of society, always with a view to the common good."

Besides European Union law, where it is one of the central principles (e.g. enshrined in the new
Constitution for Europe signed in June 2004)? the principle is also enshrined in international law,
defining certain roles for regional organisations. Chapter VIII of the UN Charter thus stipulates

that

The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional arrangements or

agencies for enforcement action under its authority (art. 53.1) (.. .)

The Members of the United Nations (...) shall make every effort to achieve pacific
settlement of local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional

agencies before referring them to the Security Council.” (art. 52.2)
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Regional organisations thus represent instances of first resort as far as the peaceful resolution of
conflicts is concerned, but it is also underlined that different rules apply to the use of non-
peaceful means with the stipulation that “No enforcement action shall be taken under regional
arrangements or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security Council” (art.
53.1). The UNSC thereby reserves for itself the right to either authorise military action by
regional organisations, or withhold such authorisation, in which case the use of forces constitutes
a violation of art. 2.4 of the Charter, according to which “All Members shall refrain in their
international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political

independence of any state (...)”.

The UN Charter also mentions the “inherent right of individual or collective self-defence” (art.
51), the latter referring to alliances such as NATO.* However, such alliances do 7of constitute
such regional arrangements or agencies as referred to in chapter VIII. In Europe, for instance,
the regional organisation is the OSCE rather than NATO or even the EU; and in Africa the
relevant regional organisation was the Organisation for African Unity (OAU), a position now

assumed by its successor, the African Union (AU), more on which below.

.2 THE PROS AND CONS

The gist of the norm of subsidiarity is thus that regional and subregional organisations should be

the “first resort” for problems transcending Fig. 1: Subsidiarity

national borders, leaving the “international
Global Level:

community” and global organisations like the UN e

to deal only with those problems that cannot be
Regional Level:

: 5
solved at lower levels (see Fig. 1). AU

) . ) . Subregional Level:
A number of considerations do indeed speak in SADC. ECOWAS. IGAD. etc.

favour of such a division of labour. For instance, in

the case of an intra-state conflicts, adjacent countries are often more inclined to get involved
because they almost inevitably suffer from the consequences of the conflict, e.g. in the form of a
flow of refugees—as illustrated by the figures for refugees in the Horn of Africa in Table 1.
Hence, states may be more likely to honour their obligations as members of a region or
subregion, i.e. as neighbours, than as members of the international community, as doing so

corresponds to their national interest.
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Table 1: Refugee Population by Country of Origin and Asylum®

(thousands; only listed if the number exceeded 5,000 in at least one year)
Origin  Asylum 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Djibouti  Ethiopia - 00 180 180 180 8.0 3.0 15 1.6 0.1
Eritrea  Sudan 502.6 4245 4193 2828 328.3 3150 3423 3421 367.7 3245
Ethiopia Sudan 2009 1732 1606 48.1 515 443 356 354 341 161
Somalia  Djibouti 200 1777 206 213 230 215 216 216 21.7 217

Somalia  Ethiopia 406.1 228.1 269.7 305.4 287.8 249.2 1953 180.9 121.1 67.1
Sudan Ethiopia 256 444 518 611 757 569 586 703 717 809

Furthermore, neighbouring countries are often in a better position to comprehend a conflict than
distant ones, as they often (but not always) share the same culture. Finally, the regional level of
action is often most suitable for managing problems of ethnic groups and nations “straddling
borders”, such as the Hutus and Tutsis of Central Africa, as well as for handling other border-
transcending issues, such as shared rivers and similar environmental matters, cross-border

migration and transborder ctime, and perhaps for dealing with border disputes.”’

Notwithstanding all these attractions, however, the subsidiarity norm is not without its problems.
First of all, regional or subregional organisations may either be missing or too weak for the task.
Few regions have as strong economic, political and normative foundations for regional
collaboration as has (Western) Europe, where a particular form of regionalisation predominates,
namely regional integration. In most other parts of the world, and certainly in Africa, other and
less ambitious modes of regionalisation are the best that can realistically be hoped for. By
implication, to relegate the responsibility for such complicated matters as conflict prevention,
management and resolution to such regional or subregional organisations may be a recipe for
failure, as the requisite means may not be available at these levels, simply because of a general

lack of resources affecting both the members and the organisation as such.

Secondly, subsidiarity may come

Chart 1: Global Military Expenditure 2003

to be seen as a justification for B Africa

what is really “buck-passing”, i.e.

North America
for neglecting Africa (as well as
most other parts of the developing \\ n i‘::;?gaa”d South
world) and leaving the solution of B Asia
its problems to the Aftricans \
themselves—even though is not \ m Europe
really obvious why, for instance, \\\\\\ @ Middle East

Mauritania should have a greater
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responsibility towards, say, Lesotho than any other UN member state. To thus devolve
responsibility to Africans may, however, be very appealing to the developed world for whom
Affica’s importance is rapidly declining,® thereby also making less and less foreign assistance
available. The “war against terrorism” proclaimed by the United States may entail (for good or
bad) a slightly greater attention being paid to (at least parts of) Africa, but it remains to be seen

whether this will last.

Thirdly, what makes such buck-passing even

Table 2: Armed Conflicts by Region

less fair when applied to Africa is the fact Europe Middle The
East Asia Americas Africa

that it will be the strong who are passing the 1990 ) 4 13 4 1
buck to the weak, who neither have the 1991 1 6 11 4 11
economic nor the military capacity to 1992 3 5 12 3 !
, , 1993 5 6 10 3 7
shoulder the burden, as will be obvious from 1994 4 6 10 3 6
the distribution of global military expenditures ~ [1995 3 6 11 3 5
1996 1 6 10 3 3

. . 9 . . . .
in Figure 1. If we compare this distribution 1997 . 4 9 2 4
of military capacities with the needs, i.e. the 1998 1 4 9 2 11
number of armed conflicts by region, the 1999 2 3 9 2 1
2000 1 4 9 2 9
division of labour comes to look even less fair  |pgo1 1 4 9 3 7
(see Table 2).° Even though Africa’s share of ~ [2002 1 2 9 3 6
2003 1 3 8 3 4

the world’s major armed conflicts has
declined significantly, it is still very substantial and the numbers even conceal such devastating

conflicts as the one in the DRC.

.3 ORGANISATIONS AND HEGEMONS IN IR THEORY

Subsidiarity usually means devolving responsibility to a particular category of actors, namely

regional or subregional organisations or institutions.

Even though the terms are often used as synonyms, it is relevant to distinguish between
institutions and organisations. One point of departure may be Hedley Bull’s definition of
institutions as “a set of habits and practices shaped towards the realisation of a common goal.”"*
This concept of institutions is thus broader than that of organisations, and institutions may or
may not include organisations, identified as such by a certain physical permanence and such
observable features as offices, staffs, letter-heads, logos and in today’s world homepages—which
some institutions have, but others lack. The institutions listed by Bull included the balance of

power, international law, diplomacy, the managerial system of the great powers, and war as well

as the state itself."” Institutions are thus very similar to regimes, defined as “sets of implicit or
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explicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which actor
expectations converge.”™ Organisations usually require regimes or institutions in order to

function, but they add to these a formal shape as well as a physical presence.™

There is far from unanimity among international relations scholars about the importance of
international organisations, i.e. about whether institutionalisation and multilateralism matters.
Both classical and neo-realists downplay the importance of organisations, seeing them almost
exclusively as instruments for states, especially great powers, and thus as reflecting the
distribution of power within the system. Not only do great powers thus decide on what the
organisation can do, but they also reserve to themselves the option of doing what they think
needs to be done unilaterally.” Indeed, according to realists the very presence of organisations
may produce what may be called “negative synergies”, making the combined strength of an
organisation less than the sum of its parts, simply because all members will be tempted to “free-
ride” on each other—an instance of the collective goods problems to which we shall soon turn.
If this holds true it would be preferable to count on initiatives by individual states (e.g. regional or
global great powers) acting unilaterally than to unrealistically pin one’s hopes on multilateral and
institutional action—and Africa has certainly seen such unilateral action, as when Tanzania

intervened in Uganda to overthrow the dictator Idi Amin.

Both classical liberalism and modern neo-liberal institutionalism place greater emphasis on
institutions, crediting them with an identity of their own and a considerable potential autonomy.
Arguably, institutionalisation thus holds the promise of, in due course, transcending the
anarchical self-help system of international relations,'® i.e. pointing towards genuine integration,
as has been the case of the European Communities."” Such integration, in its turn, is credited with
an even stronger peace-furthering potential than that of non-institutionalised interdependence on
which it rests,” thus holding out the prospects of transforming a region into a “security
community” within which war has become inconceivable.*

Finally there are several more “post-modern”, “reflectivist” or “constructivist” theories with
implications for international institutions and organisations—e.g. such as emphasise the role they
play in framing or even creating national identities and interests,” or such as see institutions and
organisations as creating “epistemic communities”, thereby also contributing to the formation of

larger communities among states and/or between their respective societies.”

Hegemonic stability theory seems to occupy an intermediate position between realism and
liberalism. It is inspired by the Italian communist leader Antonio Gramsci and particularly by his

Prison Notebooks, which dealt with national affairs, explaining how the capitalist class was able to
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co-opt (strata of) the working class into a grand coalition under its own leadership (“hegemony”),
inter alia by ideological means.”” The concept has subsequently been applied to international
relations by kindred spirits from “critical IR theory” such as Robert Cox, who defined
international hegemony as “the formation of a coalition of top-down forces activated by a
common consciousness in which those at the bottom are able to participate”.”® The term has also
been used by mainstream authors belonging to the International Political Economy (IPE)
tradition such as Charles Kindleberger and (partly) Robert Gilpin® as well as by IR theotists such
as Robert Keohane.” Hegemony differs from simple domination in that the hegemonic power
has to forge consent around their own values (e.g. free trade) and strategies as common ones,
which means that (in the words of Gramsci) “every relationship of ‘hegemony’ is necessarily a
pedagogical relationship”.?® A hegemonic role thus also constrains the hegemon as it cannot
afford to (be seen to) behave too selfishly, but must show concern for the common good, or at

least appear to be doing so.

Quite a strong case can be made for a central role of hegemons within international
organisations, be they global, regional or subregional, /nfer alia because their presence may be a
hedge against the problem of free-riding which tends to haunt organisations as a special case of
the “collective action problem”.? If a good is common in the sense that everybody can enjoy it,
it is an almost irresistible temptation to leave the “production” of the good to others. However,
IR analysts, including realists such as Robert Gilpin, have highlighted the fact that special rules
seem to apply to the largest members of a system. For them there may actually be a direct
correlation between consumption and production of common ot public goods,? simply because
their share of total “production” is so large that it has noticeable implications for what will be
available for “consumption”. Hence, the very largest members not only have the leverage to
punish free-riding, but also an obvious incentive to do so in order to achieve a fair distribution of

the production.

Hegemony may thus be a partial solution to the problem of how to produce public goods, not
only in the economic sphere but also, for instance, with regard to peace and security. The
preconditions for such a hegemony were to a certain extent present within the two opposing
alliances during the Cold War, just as they were within the international monetary system as long
as the US dollar remained the universal reserve currency.” Similar preconditions of hegemony
may also be present on a regional or subregional level in such cases where one state surpasses all
the rest in terms of most relevant elements of power, as seems to be the case of South Africa in
Southern Africa and of Nigeria in West Africa.” However, hegemony is not merely a matter of
power preponderance, but also presupposes a certain commonality of values, which obviously

prevented the establishment of a South African hegemony in the era of apartheid.
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Hegemony may further facilitate the creation and maintenance of the regimes often constituting
the foundations of organisations, and the function of which is to regulate international relations
in the self-interest of all states, inter alia by reducing transaction costs and minimising “negative
externalities”, thereby allowing for mutually advantageous cooperation and promoting the
production of public goods. It seems a reasonable assumption that the “regime entrepreneurs”
(also called “drivers”) will typically be the great powers, acting in their own interest, but thereby
also promoting the common good by adopting and enforcing the sets of norms and rules
constituting the regime, preferably multilaterally, and also abiding by these norms and rules

themselves.*

2. Regionalism and/or Subregionalism!?

A devolution of responsibilities to regional organisations obviously presupposes a division of the
world into regions. Unfortunately, however, not only has the regional level generally been
disregarded in the IR literature, but the definition and delimitation of regions remain

controversial, both theoretically and politically.

2.1 CRITERIA OF REGIONNESS

What is clear is that a region is a subset of the global international system. How to delimit such a
subset, however, is controversial because several criteria might be applied, each yielding a
different result—none of them, of course, being more correct than the others.* Moreover, for
analytical (and sometimes also political) purposes it may be useful with a further subdivision to
the level of subregions or even smaller groupings. For instance, if one treats “Africa” as a region,
then North and sub-Saharan Africa might appear the most obvious next level, implying that
subregions such as the Horn of Africa, the Great Lakes, West or Southern Africa would then, at
most, qualify a “sub-subregions”. Moreover, we would need additional “sub” prefixes to label any
subset within them, such as the Mano River states or subsets consisting of merely parts of

adjacent states such as the “region” comprising Rwanda, Burundi and the eastern Congo.

Furthermore, the right choice of criteria for delimitation is not obvious. The first possible
criterion that springs to mind is simple geographical (or geopolitical) proximity, as a region is
usually held to consist of contiguous states. For instance, one would never label the
Commonwealth a region for the simple reason that it comprises non-contiguous states. This
contiguity criterion, however, begs the question of where to draw the outer borders, unless there

happen to be clear natural boundaries.
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The African continent happens to be fairly clearly delimited in the sense that all of “Africa” is
within the continent which contains only Africa—the only exceptions being the Egyptian Sinai
Peninsula outside the continent and tiny parts of Spain (i.e. of Europe) within the continent in
the form of exclaves on the coast of North Africa. However, it is far from obvious that countries
like Egypt or the rest of the Maghreb really belong to Africa rather than to the Middle East—or
even to an emerging Mediterranean region.*® Moreover, in relations between peoples, societies
and states, “functional proximity” is not merely a matter of physical distance, but also a function
of topography, infrastructure, technology and economic factors. For instance, the fastest route of
travel between several African capitals happens to be via Europe (albeit increasingly
Johannesburg), simply because intra-African transport networks are so under-developed, partly as

a legacy of colonialism.

A second possible criterion is a variation of the geographical one, but focusing on ecosystems
such as shared tivers (as in the Nile Basin Initiative).* In several cases, belonging to such an
ecosystem creates a certain commonality, at least in the sense of mutual dependency and shared
interests, but it may also form the basis of conflicts over the division of “shared” natural

resources.35

Thirdly, one might apply the criterion of cultural affinity, which happens to almost coincide with
that of “civilisations” as used by Samuel Huntington, who predicted a clash between some of the
wortld’s (alleged) nine great civilisations.*® The critetion may, however, be unwieldy as cultural
homogeneity is usually more pronounced when seen from the outside (where it is viewed as
“otherness”) than from the inside.” Furthermore, “culture” has many aspects (e.g. religious,
ideological, and ethnic) which do not automatically yield the same delimitation. A variation on
this theme is the notion of regions as “imagined communities”, in analogy with nations as
understood by Benedict Anderson and other social constructivists. Like nations, regions may be
constituted as such by the members “imagining” themselves as belonging together, and the rest
of the world acknowledging them as such, regardless of whether either has any “objective”

foundation.®®

The latter variation brings us into the sphere of politics, where a fourth convenient political or
legal criterion of delimitation may recommend itself in the form of membership of institutions or
organisations defined as “regional”, e.g. by the United Nations. The main problem with this is
that most African regional and subregional organisations remain so fragile (and the commitment
to them by members so weak) that it is counter-intuitive to accept them at face value as a
criterion for regionness. Moreover, large parts of Africa are almost devoid of (significant)

organisations, as is the case of the Great Lakes “region”. A final problem with this criterion is the
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considerable overlap between the membership of these organisations (vide infra), implying that

many states would have to be counted as simultaneously belonging to several different regions.

A fifth possible criterion is the “scientific” or empirical criterion of interaction density, according
to which regions may be identified as such by their above-average density of interaction. Most
analyses have focused on trade and similar forms of economic interaction, but this would yield
rather meagre results in all of Africa because of the low level of intra-African trade (even within
economic communities such as ECOWAS or SADC), at least as far as the formal economy is
concerned. However, one might also look at phenomena such as labour migration and other
cross-border human interaction which might arguably also form the basis of regionalisation and
regional delimitation,* yet with the implication that the contours of regions would then vary

according to focus.

As a variation of this empirical criterion, we might define regions as having an above-average
intensity of interaction and interdependence in the specific field of peace and security. Barry
Buzan has thus suggested the term “regional security complex” (RSC) for “a group of states
whose primary security concerns link together sufficiently closely that their national securities
cannot realistically be considered apart from one another”.* By logical implication, the
delimitation of an RSC would have to be determined empirically, but this in turn presupposes a
clear criterion for what to count as security issues. The theory has subsequently been amended
(mainly by Buzan’s colleague Ole Waver) to allow for, in principle, any issue to count as one of
security, depending on what is “securitised”—a “speech act” in which an issue is referred to as
being urgent and having “existential” significance and thus as warranting a resort to
“extraordinary measures”.*" The actual security concerns of states and other actors are then what
should count and which should serve to delimit an RSC (i.e. a region or subregion), regardless of
whether these concerns are about traditional security matters such as wars or arms races or about
non-military matters such as organised crime, environmental degradation, drought or
HIV/AIDS, i.e. the whole range of issues that are sometimes referred to as components of

“human security”.”” In the following I shall take this criterion as the analytical point of departure.

2.2 DELIMITATION OF REGIONS AND RSCS

Considering Africa’s size and diversity it seems obvious to seek a subdivision, if only for
analytical purposes, into more manageable entities. One might, for instance, subdivide the
continent into simple geographical subregions, as done by the Africa Institute of South Africa,

yielding six subregions as set out in Table 3.
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A
c

Algeria
Egypt
Libya
Morocco
(Sahrawi)**
Tunisia

eograp d PDIreglio a
0 allala A d
West Central North-Eastern|Southern . Indian Ocean

Benin Liberia Burundi Djibouti /Angola Comoros
Burkina Faso  Mali Cameroon Eritrea Botswana Madagascar
Cape Verde  Mauritania |CAR Ethiopia Lesotho Mauritius
Cote d'lvoire  Niger Chad Kenya Malawi Seychelles
The Gambia  Nigeria DRC Somalia Mozambique
Ghana Senegal RoC Sudan Namibia
Guinea SierraL. [Eq. Guinea Tanzania South Africa
Guinea-Bissau Togo Gabon Uganda Swaziland

Rwanda Zambia

Sao Tome & P. Zimbabwe

The OAU in 1976 stipulated that “there shall be five (5) regions of the OAU, namely, Northern,

Western, Central, Eastern, and Southern”, yet without specifying which states were to belong to

which subregion. The Secretary General was supposed to report back to the following session on

this, but apparently did not,* thus leaving the question of authoritative subdivision open. The

African Union has, likewise opted for a subdivision into five regions, as set out Table 4.

However, this subdivision contains several paradoxes, e.g. the fact that present and former

SADC members Mauritius and the Seychelles are counted as belonging to East Africa, and

Rwanda (along with Uganda) is counted as belonging to a different subregion than Burundi or

the DRC.

46

able 4: A a preglo acco g to the A
Northern West Central East Southern
Algeria | Benin Gambia | Mauritan | Burundi | DRC Comoros | Rwanda | Angola | South
Egypt Burkina | Ghana Niger Camer. | Eg. Guin. |Djibouti | Seych. Botsw. | Africa
Libya Faso Guinea | Nigeria |CAR Gabon Eritrea |Somalia |Lesoth. | Swazil.
Tunisia | Cape Guin.B. |Senegal |Chad Sao T&P | Ethiopia | Sudan Malawi | Zambia
Sahrawi | Verde Liberia |SierraL. | RoC Kenya Tanzania | Mozamb | Zimb.
Cote d’l. | Mali Togo Madag. |Uganda |Namibia
Maurit.




DIIS WORKING PAPER 2005/4

Barry Buzan and Ole Waver have recently sought to apply the above RSC theory to Africa, in
principle proceeding from the criterion that members of such complexes should be
interdependent with regard to security, whilst (in principle) determining this on the basis of which
issue areas are “securitised”. Distinguishing between Cold War and post-Cold War patterns, they
were able to identify only one-and-a-half full-fledged RSCs prior to 1990, i.e. those of the Middle
East (including North Africa) and Southern Africa, plus a “proto-complex” covering West Africa
and a “pre-complex” encompassing the Horn of Africa, whereas East-Central Africa remained
“an unstructured region”. After 1990 the situation gradually became clearer, according to the two
authors, who were in 2003 able to identify two-and-half RSCs, i.e. (parts of) the Middle East,

Central and Southern Africa, Table 5: African Subregional Security Complexes

. RSC Members Possible/
plus two proto-complexes in peripheral
West Africa and the Horn, members

. . North Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, Chad, Mauri-
respectively. Africa Tunisia, Sahrawi tania, Sudan,
Horn of | Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia, Chad, Egypt,
Lo ) Africa Sudan Kenya,
Finding the terminology rather Uganda
confusing, and the actual We§t Benir_1, Burkina' Faso, Cape \{erde, Cote | Cameroon,
Africa d'Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Comoros,
delimitation less than obvious, I Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Togo, Niger, Equatorial
. Nigeria, Sao Tome & Principe, Guinea
have opted for a slightly Senegal, Mali, Gabon, Sierra Leone
different subdivision of Africa Great Burundi, Central African Rep., Rep. of | Angola,
into (sub-) regional securit Lakes Congo, Rwanda, Uganda, DRC Tanzania

Y Southern | Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, DRC,
complexes, set out in Table 5. It | Africa Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, | Tanzania

. . 1 Swaziland, Zambia, Zimbabwe
deliberately disregards the “rule” Fayere Madagascar, Mauritius, Seychelles

that RSCs are not allowed to

ovetlap, i.e. that countries can only belong to one RSC, for the simple reason that several
countries do seem to belong to more than one, usually because they are straddling the border
between RSCs. This is the case of Mauritania (North and West Africa), Egypt (North Africa and
the Horn of Africa), the DRC, Angola and Tanzania (the Great Lakes subregion and Southern
Atfrica), and Kenya arguably belonging to both the Horn of Africa and the Great Lakes

subregional security complexes.

2.3 THE ORGANISATIONAL LANDSCAPE

Africa is home to quite a number of regional as well as subregional organisations, as set out in
Table 6 which merely lists some of the existing organisations included in the CIA’s World
Factbook, including such as are mainly, but not exclusively, African. Unfortunately, however, there
may be less to the apparent pattern of organisational density than meets the eye, as some of the

listed organisations seem to be little more than empty shells. Moreover, only few of them are
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devoted to security and conflict matters or have a scope or strength allowing them to “branch

out” into this field.

aple 6: A a

Members

Organisation

AfDB

AU/OAU

BDEAC

COMESA

EADB

CEPGL

ECOWAS
IGAD

CEMAC

SACU

SADC

\WADB

WAEMU

Total
member-
ships

North Africa

IAlgeria
Egypt
Libya
Morocco
Sahrawi
Tunisia

AN NI

<

AN NI N

AN

WEFENWWW

Horn of Africa

Djibouti
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Somalia
Sudan

A NI NI NN

A NI NI N N

AR

AN

AN NN

B

\West Africa

Benin
Burkina Faso
Cape Verde
Cote d'lvoire
The Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Gabon
Liberia

Mali

Nig

er

Nigeria

Sao Tome/Principe
Senegal
Sierra Leone
Togo

AN N N N N Y N N U N N N Y N N

AVANANE VUL N N Y U U U U N N N N

AN

AN VA N NN

AN N N

AN

G W OO WWWOoO M~OoO O

OO WoITNN WO

Great Lakes

Burundi

Central Afr. R.
DR of the Congo
Rep. of the Congo
Rwanda

Uganda

AR NN NI RN

AR NN NI NN

O~ b~ oOows~
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Southern Africa

/Angola v v v v 4
Botswana v v v | v 4
Lesotho v v v|v 4
Madagascar 4 4 v 4 4
Malawi v v v v 4
Mauritius v v v v 4
Mozambique v v v 3
Namibia v v v v | v 5
South Africa v v v | v 4
Swaziland v v v v | v 5
Tanzania v v v v 4
Zambia v v v v 4
Zimbabwe v v v v 4
Indeterminate

Cameroon v v | v v 4
Chad v v | v v 4
Comoros v v v 3
Equatorial Guinea | v/ v | v v 4
Kenya v v v v v 5
Mauritania V| v | VY v 4
Seychelles v v v 3
Africanmembers |53 |5 |0 | 6 | 0|5 |3 |3|17] 6 |6 |5 (13|88

Other members 241 0]0|3]|]0]|]0]J]O0|JO0O]|]0]0O0O]J]O|JO]O]5]0O0
Legend ECOWAS: Economic Community of West African
IAfDB: African Development Bank States

IAMU: Arab Maghreb Union (AMU) IGAD: Inter-Governmental Authority on Development
IAU: African Union CEMAC: Monetary and Economic Community of
BDEAC: Central African States Development Bank Central Africa

COMESA: Common Market for Eastern and OAU: Organization of African Unity

Southern Africa SACU: Southern African Customs Union

Entente: Council of the Entente SADC: Southern African Development Community
EADB: East African Development Bank WADB: West African Development Bank
CEPGL: Economic Community of the Great Lakes WAEMU: West African Economic and Monetary
Countries Union

There seems to be little correspondence between the borders of RSCs and subregional

organisations, which may be quite a serious problem, as RSCs (almost by definition) represent the

required geographical scope for addressing security-related problems, e.g. by subregional

organisations. Even more seriously, there seems to be no correspondence at all between the

need for and the availability of security- and conflict-related organisations, as those subregions

most in need of strong organisations (the Great Lakes, for instance) have none.

However, this mismatch need not be a serious problem under a regime built on subsidiarity, as

subregional organisations are merely intended as first resorts. When they are unavailable or

inadequate for the task, the responsibility for dealing with problems simply moves one step up
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the hierarchical ladder, i.e. to the regional level. We shall therefore begin with the regional

organisation for the African continent, the OAU and its successor, the African Union.

3. From OAU to AU, Now with NEPAD
and CSSDCA

Even though one may well dispute whether the African continent constitutes a region,
considering that North Africa may just as well be counted as part of the “Greater Middle East”,"
both the existence of organisations with a continental scope and the actual interaction with sub-
Saharan Africa by certain Maghreb countries (e.g. Libya and Egypt) seems to indicate that the

continent is in fact a meaningful entity, as does the existence of a corresponding ideology.

3.1 PAN-AFRICANISM

In analogy with, for instance, pan-Arabism,” Pan-Africanism continues to play a certain role, at
least in the discourse in and on Africa. It is an ideology with historical roots that can be traced at
least as far back as the 19" Century and with a considerable present standing.> It consists of

several elements.

. A shared mythology of a glorious past of African unity, unfortunately based on extremely
weak historical evidence.”

. A collective historical memory of victimisation, stemming from the slave trade and the
colonisation of Affica,* and shared between the African peoples and the diaspora. Hence
also the incidence of pan-African ideology among African diaspora communities, inter alia
in the United States and the Carribean, where it sometimes takes rather baroque forms
such as Rastafarianism.>

. A sense of community, i.e. of all of Africa “belonging together”, perhaps even in the sense
of forming one nation.”

. A shared hope for an “African renaissance”, pronounced on several occasions, but most

recently and eloquently by South African president Thabo Mbeki.”®

The Pan-African Congress in 1945 first enunciated the pan-African ideal in a “Declaration to the
Colonial Peoples”,” and this call was followed up by the leaders of the various liberation
movements which sprang up in the course of the 1950s. The ideology continued to influence

them after the transformation of many of these leaders into presidents or prime ministers of the
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independent states coming into being since the late 1950s, as was the case of Kwama Nkrumah
and Julius Nyerere.”® There was, however, no unanimity among the proponents of pan-
Africanism, even at this early stage, but a division between radicals and gradualists. The former
regarded the formation of states as a detour from the goal of one pan-African polity, whereas the
latter viewed state formation as an indispensable step towards the goal of unity which gradually

receded into the background.

3.2 THE OAU

When the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) was founded in 1963, it thus reflected a
compromise between the two positions. On the one hand it was certainly inspired by the

ideology of pan-Affricanism, and the preamble of the OAU Charter™ thus referred to

a common determination to promote understanding among our peoples and
cooperation among our states in response to the aspirations of our peoples for
brotherhood and solidarity, in a larger unity transcending ethnic and national

differences.

The same commitment to unity was reflected in article II, which referred to “the unity and
solidarity of the African states”, but when it came to the basic principles, referred to in article III

of the Charter, the emphasis shifted to the existing states. The following were listed:

1. The sovereign equality of all Member States.

2. Non-interference in the internal affairs of States.

3. Respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of each State and for its inalienable right
to independent existence.

4. Peaceful settlement of disputes by negotiation, mediator conciliation or arbitration.

5. Unreserved condemnation, in all its forms, of political assassination as well as of subversive
activities on the part a neighbouring States or any other States.

6. Absolute dedication to the total emancipation of the African territories, which are still
dependent.

7. Affirmation of a policy of non-alignment with regard to all blocs.

For all their indisputable merits, these principles were bound to make the OAU a guardian of
state rights, even at the expense of the rights of the African peoples and the lofty aspirations
referred to in the charter’s preamble, including “freedom, equality, justice and dignity”’—values

which have on numerous occasions been violated by incumbent African regimes.
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The founding of the OAU might thus be seen as the codification of an embryonic “Westphalian
system” in Africa,” based on the states emerging from decolonisation within the borders that had
been established by the former colonial masters according to criteria which had absolutely
nothing to do with the interests of the inhabitants.”" Indeed, the OAU might be seen as a “safety
net”, protecting the newly independent states through their process of state-building. Besides
thus helping with state-building, the organisation probably also contributed to keeping the
number of inter-state wars in Africa impressively low—even though there is, of course, no

telling how frequent they would have been in the absence or the OAU..

One of the defects of this system is that the implicit privileging of existing states within pre-
determined borders has been an almost insurmountable obstacle to dealing constructively with
intra-state conflicts, be they secessionist struggles such as that of Eritrea, power struggles or
outright genocides as that in Rwanda in 1994. Another defect was that states enjoyed the same
rights regardless of their form of government, providing dictatorships with few incentives to
democratise. Indeed, African despots could count on the support from other African
governments and the OAU to withstand pressure from 