Chapter Two
Theoretical Discussion:

ECOWAS sEmerging Security Regime

2.0 Introduction

The nature of West Africas security dilemmas is causing gpprenension'. This
chapter discusses internationa regimes and how security regime theory can provide a
framework for explaining the chalenges, difficulties and questions confronting post-cold
war West African security. Implicit in the chapter's heading is an awareness of the 1990s
and early twenty-first century West Africawherethereduction of superpower interestsand
increasing margindisation of the sub-region has contributed to accelerating endeavors by
sub-regional actors, with Nigeriain aleadership role, towards designing asecurity regime.
Furthermore, recent policy changesin terms of the revision of the ECOWAS Treaty? and

the concurrent interventionsin Liberiaand Sierra L eone and theimplementation of security

Without going into detail at this stage, some of the major issues creating such anxiety arein fact the
West African sub-region's security dilemmas generally characterised by: (a) an increasing
fragmentation of political authority across societies - Burkina Faso, Cote d'lvoire, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Liberiaand Sierra Leone; (b) mounting political influence of sub-state armed actors - Liberia,
Sera Leone, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Cote d'lvoire, Nigeria, Senegal and Ghana; (c) fragmented
loyalties of armed official military/security groups- Coted'lvoire, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Nigeriaand
SierraLeone; and (d) increasing vigilantism as societal response to inability of ‘depleted’ and often
discredited state security agencies to provide credible response (Togo, Burkina Faso, Nigeria and
Ghana).

2The original Treaty was from 1975 and was subsequently revised in 1993.
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srategiesin the sub-region demonstrate that the West Africasub-region hascreated anew
security order.

What will emerge from theargumentsin thisthesiswill tentatively be characterized
astheemergence of aWest African security regimeor order. Theargument, though, isthat
thisdevelopment isinitsformative stages. However, based on the observable outlinesnow,
it can be described as the evolution of anew security regime in the sub-region, which can
act as areplacement for Cold War bi-polarism in West Africa.

The purpose of thistheoretica chapter isto establish or find theoretical modelsto
andyse the dynamics of the security efforts being led and initiated collectively by Nigeria
and ECOWAS. Theintentionisto examinetheextent towhich therearetheoretical models
to comprehend and gppreciate this chalenging but nevertheess interesting development;
that is the collective action of ECOWAS member states to intervene in a member state.
Severa questions will inform and guide this chapter in interpreting the dynamics of the
assumed transformation towards political integration. The argument isthat ECOWAS as
an emerging security regimeis part of adrive towards West African politica integration.
Criticd to the argument that ECOWA 'S has been transformed — from a purely economic
integrative scheme to a security organization — are the significant questions of, why and
how this change from economic to security organization has taken place occurred? What

explains this radical developmental changes and processes within ECOWAS will be

3Foramore detailed analysis, see Adibe, Clement. 1995. ECOWA Sin Comparative Perspective. p. 202
ff. In Shaw, Timothy. M. and Julius Emeka Okolo. The Political Economy of Foreign Policy in
ECOWAS London: St. Martin's Press.
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discussed later. Specifically, this chapter seeks:

To find theoretica models to explain ECOWAS s devel opments since 1990;

Examine the analytical relationship between the rhetoric of the immediate post-
independence African discussions on security and ECOWAS's establishment of a
security and defense arrangement or mechanism.

Such an andydswill entail the extent to which ECOWAS ingtitutions have been
contributory to the mentioned change from an economic to apolitical/security organization.
Fndly, the analyss concerning the conjectura developmenta changes has given
ECOWAS the needed ingtitutional capacity to respond to what the organization and its
member states perceive as threats. Furthermore, what | argue as the transformation of
ECOWAS has provided the organization with the operationa mandate to respond
decisvey to the most important politica test case confronting the organization in the post-
Cold war period. Thesewerenamely thecollapseof Liberiaand Serraleone asfunctiond

states?, and it's subsequent involvement in the ensLing complex political emergencies’.

2.1  Sovereignty and Intervention

In the wake of recent humanitarian crises and varying international responses to

4For an analysis of the dynamics of state collapse asawhole, and Liberiain particular, see Zartman,
William1. 1995. Collapsed States: The Disintegration and Restoration of Legitimate Authority.
Boulder: Lynne Reinner Publications. p. 1 ff.

The term complex emergency became standard UN vocabulary at the end of the 1980s and tries to

understand themultiplecausesof asituation. SeM. Duffield, 1994.-ComplexPolitical Emergencieswith
reference to Angolaand Bosnia: An Exploratory Report to UNICEF’. Birmingham: mimeo.

23



such situations, the debate with respect to internationd intervention on humanitarian
grounds has grown dramaticaly. There are cdls for more intervention, while, at the same
time, many of those who might be targets of intervention have raised the specter of
sovereignty, cdaming “domegtic jurisdiction” for ther acts. While there is increesing
internationa support for interventions to respond to a variety of humanitarian crises, the
issue of the legitimacy of such actions by the United Nations or other bodies has not been
fully articulated.

This section establishes a legitimate bass for humanitarian intervention in aworld
of nomindly sovereign states. This will be done from two perspectives. Firg, the thess
examines the legd discussions regarding such intervention, and | argue that a norm of
judtified intervention can be found inthe UN Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights and human rights covenants, as well as developing practice. Second, the thesis
examines the mord legitimacy of such actions. Specificaly, the thesis posits that beyond
whatever reason may be present in internationd law for human rights and intervention to
protect those rights, one can find a foundationfor such rightsin the very nature of the Sate
sysem. Further, the thess argues that sovereignty cannot be a basis to prevent
humanitarian intervention because the respongbilities which accrue to sates, mean that
human rights must be seen as a part of the definition of sovereignty, rather than in
oppodtion to it. In addition, within the concept of sovereignty, thereisnot only aright for
the internationa community to violate internationa boundaries on behdf of human rights,
but an obligation to do so. This derives from a preconceived notion of the relationship

betweentheindividua and theinternationa community, which hasbegun to evolvein recent
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years.®

What thethesisattemptsto do hereisto bregk freefrom a* sovereignty discourse,”
which describes and thinks about the world in which nation-states are the principa actors,
the principle centers of power, and the principle objects of interest. It creates the illuson
that the current array of power and authority is for discussion of power, rights and
legitimecy. Thefocus of the discussion needsto move from states as objects of intervention
and their right not to beintervened in, toward the subjects of humanitarian action— people
— and thelr rightsoutside any narrow view of state sovereignty aswell astheir placewithin
the broader internationd community. The theds argue that moving away from the
sovereignty discussonwherestatesarethefina arbitersof rightsinvolvesreconceptudizing
sovereignty to include human rights such that states or the international community cannot
ignore abuses of those rights.

The argument, therefore, is that a legitimate basis for multilateral humanitarian
intervention can be found both within internationa law and recent practice, and a morad
geography which transcends internationa legd norms. The essence of al this argumernt,
which will be discussed in the empirica chapters, will show how ECOWAS as an
inditutionand its member states had to grapple with issues of sovereignty asthe decisions

to intervene in Liberiaand Sierra Leone were taken.

€ This argument has been eloguently presented by Olonisakin, F & Emmanuel Kwesi Aning. 1999
Human Rights and Intervention: The Contradictions in ECOMOG, The International Journal of
Human Rights, vol. 2, no. 4, 1999.
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2.2  Entry and Intervention

Interventionintheinternationd order isamulti-faceted phenomena. Atitscoreare
trans-border forceful effortsto influence agovernment or the outcome of aninternationdly
relevant Stuation, regardless of whether a government is involved. It caninclude activities
such as overthrowing a government or annexing territory by force. However, it can dso
indude more ambiguous forceful action, which may involve government acquiescence or
res stance, may include the acquiescence or resistance of arebe group, and isdone by a
state or internationa governmenta organization’. Humanitarian intervention involves a
Stuationwhere the humanitarian agpectsarethe primary factorsinthedecison tointervene
and are the main focus of the action, including action within the traditiona security redlm
which may mitigate the humanitarian Stuation.

Outsde of the drict redlm of intervention, one can point to the concept of
humanitarian access. This includes instances where the UN or aid organizations negotiate
with governments to gain access to affected populationsin the midst of civil wars or other
humanitarian emergencies, or where humanitarian access is obtained without the consent
of agovernment, with no military component in both cases. Thedigtinction betweenthetwo
is important. Firgt, it is only state or state organizations which have the resources to

undertake interventions, while awide variety of actors can engage in humanitarian access

"Thisis animportant point which will be analysed inthe empirical sections. Especially with respect to
the way and manner in which the internationally recognised government in Liberia and the faction
groupsthat werefighting to take power presented their arguments. A similar situation wasalso found
in SierraLeone.
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activities. Second, the legal bass for humanitarian access is somewhat different than that
for intervention aswill be shown in both chapters five and six. Third, the different nature
of the two activities has implications for how they may be conceptudized.

One ggnificant question is the extent to which peacekesping activities might fall
under therubric of intervention. Certainly, traditiona peacekeeping operationswould not;
snce the basic premise is that al parties to a conflict have accepted the peacekeepers
presence. Further, the military component of traditiona peacekeeping has been relaively
small®. However, there have been instances recently where peacekeepers have found
themsdlves in rather ambiguous Stuations where not al parties have accepted ther
presence, where they have come under significant attack by one or more of the partiesto
a conflict, or where the mandate of the peacekeeping operation has been gradudly
changed to includeincreasingly more enforcement (that ismilitary) activities, inthiscase by
ECOWAS. At this point, such asin the cases of Somdia and the former Yugodavia, the
line between peacekeeping and intervention becomes significantly blurred, and the
international community is drawn into interventionary activity whether it had intended it or

not.

2.3  Intervention: TheJuridical Background

SMultilateral Interventions: Lessons from Liberiaand Sierra Leone, Journal of Defence Studies, Val.
11, No. 4.
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Different parties usudly contest the legdity of humanitarian intervention in West
Africanconflicts® However, thethesis can posit that, in generd, intervention violates most
interpretations of customary as well as codified internationa law. The basis of this
prohibition is the recognized status of states as sovereign. That is, Sates are regarded as
the primary unit of organization and palitica integrity in internationd affairs. Internationa
law isconcerned, essentialy, withinteractionsbetween sates. What happensinsdeadate,
induding the trestment of nationals within their date, is outsde of the purview of
internationa law. Aswill be discussed below, one may be able to find exceptions to this
rule it is, nonetheless, a commonly accepted rule.

As opposed to earlier times when the use of force in internationa affairs was
regarded asastates right, there hasevolved agenera presumption againgt theuseof force.
This presumption that the use of force is unacceptable was codified in the Charter of the
United Nations, article 2(4) of which states: “ All membersshdl refrainin ther internationd
relations from the threst or use of force agang the territorid integrity or politica
independence of any Sate, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the
United Nations.” This does not address economic coercion, which, aslong as it did not
indude military activity such as a blockade, would presumably be legd. However, since
maost conceptions of, and indeed actud actions of, intervention include military activity,
article 2(4) would seem to outlaw unilatera or bloc intervention. Article 51 of the Charter

codified another principle of internationa law, which alowed the use of force by agatein

*Ibid.
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sdf-defense. Article 2(7) proscribes mogt intervention by the United Nations: nothing
contained in the present Charter shal authorize the United Nationsto intervenein matters
which are essentidly within the domedtic jurisdiction of any state or shdl require the
Membersto submit such mattersto settlement under the present Charter; but thisprinciple
shdll not prejudice the application of enforcement measures under Chapter V11

Within this paragraph, however, are two phrases, which raise flags regarding the
legdity of UN action. Firg, there is the problem of deciding exactly what fals under the
domedtic jurisdiction of a state. Generdly, it has been assumed that just about anything
which does not go beyond a sate's border is within the exclusive jurisdiction of the state.
This includes form of government, economic arrangements, and the way a government
treats its people. Fak denies that Sates have actudly exercised the autonomy, which is
generdly attributed to dtates.  In fact, the domestic order has never enjoyed autonomy in
any dtrict sense. It is now commonplace to accept the interdependence of economic,
culturd, and military affairs. Infact, nations have dwayshad avita concernwith what goes
on elsewhere, even if elsewhere is a foreign sate. Sovereignty only confers a primary
competence upon anation; it isnot, and never was, an exclusive competence. Thisprimary
competence would, presumably, include whatever is essentialy domestic, as opposed to
what might affect another Sate. Falk’s essay was written thirty-four years ago, and would
have been very hotly contested then (Falk, R.A. 1968). While it may till be contested
today, thereisagrowing awareness that the world is becoming more interdependent and
that massive human rights abuses, for example, affect other states by creating refugee

dtuations in other countries.
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In addition to being concerned with these direct effects and consegquences, there
have evolved in the internationa system certain principles, which are recognized as
unchanging. These fal under the term jus cogens, or principles from which there can be
no derogation. These include, anong others, prohibitions againg torture, davery and
genocide. They are manifestly illega under internationd law, and therefore would not fall
under domestic jurisdiction. They have been codified in various treaties and conventions;
however, regardless of whether or not astate hasratified these conventions, it is<till bound
by these principles. Not al governments have ratified these conventions (although al
members of the UN have accepted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR)),
but the fact of their existence further demongtrates the acceptance, aswel asthe actudity,
of the subsequent analysi's on interdependence.

The argument hereisthat anumber of rules contained in the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights are norms from which derogation, either by legidation or treaty is not
permitted. Furthermore, anumber of ruleslaid down in the conventions on genocide and
davery, dso, have this character and bind third states by virtue of forming part of the
generd principles of internationd law ... the Universal Declaration, which does not itself
condtitute a binding document, lays down rules which, irrespective of whether they are
embodied in a binding document or not, are binding as customary internationd law.

Having demongtrated that thereisacertain class of activitieswhich are recognized
as not being within the realm of domestic jurisdiction, or, more properly, that most issues
have some sort of internationa component, what can one then say about how violations of

humanitarian principles should be handled? One way of looking at it is by referenceto the
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last phrase of article 2(7) of the UN Charter, which refersto Chapter V11 of the Charter.
Chapter VII deds with actions — military as well as nonmilitary — which can be
authorized by the Security Council. Article 39 refersto a“threat to the peace, breach of
the peace, or act of aggresson” which might justify UN military action. It can be argued
that certain acts, while violating the principles of jus cogens or other principles might,
nonethel ess, not be a threst to the peace.

The thesis can assart the preliminary legitimacy of United Nations intervention [in
such gtuations as internal wars] merely by suggesting the very obvious threat to
internationa peace that exists whenever nuclear nationsinvest their prestige and power in
the outcome of an interna war. Wherever action is necessary to eliminate such risks, the
United Nations seems authorized, if not obliged, to take action.

A threet to the peace might or might not, aso, occur when aninternal war or other
Stuation, such as afamine, created agtuation wherethereis massve movement of people
across state boundaries, as has hgppened in anumber of ingtancesin recent years. Findly,
one might include “fundamenta preferences of the world community,” as expressed inthe
documents and principles discussed above, without requiring that an insurgency be taking
place. Of course, having to resort to a“threst to the peace” asthe basis for humanitarian
actionisinherently statist and isfirmly rooted in the sovereignty discourse becauseitisonly

states which can be affected by a“threet to the peace.”

Thethesis can, dso, imagine other action taken by the UN, which is not military

in nature. Indeed, there dready exists a certain amount of human rights machinery in the
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UN, including the UN Human Rights Commission. However, past practice has shown that
as presently congtituted these mechanismscannot ded effectively with massvehumanrights
abuses. Thereare essentidly no enforcement mechanisms, whichwork inatimely, efficient
and congistent manner. The best that can be done is to attempt to pressure governments
through UN diplomatic channels, publicize the abuses, and, possibly, call for an economic
boycott of the offending country by member states. These activities, unless an economic
boycott became dehilitating, would not fal under the above definition of intervention, but
rather would be more properly cdled attempts to interfere; usng means, which are
generdly regarded as legd. In addition, the United Nations (or other bodies) could take
part in other activities, which come under the heading of gaining access without there
necessarily being amilitary component. The essence of thisargument isto demonsratethe
types of controversesthat ECOWAS's decisontointervenein Liberia(and later in Serra

Leone) brought forward.

24  International Regimes- Concepts and Definitions

This section discussesinternationa regimes to demonstrate how ECOWASasan
inditution fits into the characterizations of regimes generdly and, to understand how the
transformations that have taken place in this organization can be seen asaregime change.
The regime concept isahighly discussed topic ininternationa politics. There are problems
and controversies bound with its definition, just as efforts at operationaization can be

problematic. Diverseviews, argumentsand attitudesare closdly tied up with thediscussions
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deding with regime existence, origin, function and their transformatory processes in
internationd politics’® A regime is defined as the determinants of the mechanisms that
compel reciproca relationships to function in alonger period™. Oran Y oung argues that
internationa regimes are socid inditutions and posits that:

Regimes are socid inditutions governing the actions of

those interested in specifiable activities (or accepted sets

of activities). Like dl socid indtitutions, there are

recognized patterns of behaviour or practice around which

expectations converge®?.

To Haas, regimesare* norms, rules, and procedures agreed to in order to regulate
an issue-ared’*®. Because of the diverse views on thisissue, therewas agenerd desireto
arrive & a consensus definition, which was defined as.

implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules, and decison-

making procedure around which actors expectations

convergein agiven area of internationd relations™

Implidt inthisdefinition isthefact that regimes can be established withinevery issue

areain internationa palitics. This definition aso makes distinctions between regimes and

%Y oung, O, (1989). The Palitics of International Regime Formation: Managing Natural Resources and
the Environment, International Organization, 43.

UThis reciprocity in terms of relations can have the characteristics of interdependence,
interconnectedness, dependence (symmetrical or asymmetrical) or dominance. Robert O. Keohane &
Joseph S. Nye, (1977), Power and I nterdependence: World Politicsin Transition, (Boston) for more
detailed explanations of these terminologies.

2y oung, O.R. (1980), “International Regimes: Problems of Concept Formation”, World Politics, 32.
BHaas, E.B. (1980) ‘Why Collaborate? | ssue-Linkage and International Regimes’ World Politics, 32.

14K rasner, 1982, “ Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables’,
in Krasner, S.D., ed. 1982, International Regimes, International Organization, 36,2, spring 1982.
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specific agreements. A regime refers to the generally accepted outline, which creetes the
possibility for actorsto establish specific agreements. To Keohane, “ regimesaredevel oped
in part because actorsin world politics believe that with such agreements they will be able
to make mutualy beneficid agreements that would otherwise be difficult or impossible to
atain’*®. Regimes therefore establish the framework based on principles and norms that
create the possibility for the involved parties to reach mutual understanding'®.

An interesting point here is that the establishment of regimes is initiated by the
existence of implicit normsand existing principles. It must be emphasised herethat, regimes
contain explicit and implicit dements, and it isthe relationship between these d ementsthat
determine the ability of regimesto survive. As such the more explicit the rules and norms
mirror the implicit norms and the slandard behaviourd patterns of theinvolved parties, the
stronger theregime. Thereis il some controversy concerning the extent to which regimes
are to be perceived on the basis of explicit rules and procedures, or on the basis of
observed behaviour from which rules, norms, principles and procedures can be inferred.
Keohane is thus wary of defining regimes smply in terms of the explicit rules and

procedures, asonerisk'sdipping into “formaism” and the concomitant danger of including

%The Demand for International Regimes” in Krasner (ed), 1982.

®In Power and Interderpendence, Keohane & Nye defined regimes as, “sets of governing
arrangements”, which encompass “ creating or accepting procedures, rules, or institutionsfor certain
kinds of activity”. In a definition from 1989, Keohane, International Institutions and State Power:
Essaysin International Relations Theory (Boulder, Colorado) defined regimes as “institutions with
explicit rules, agreed upon by governments, which pertain to particul ar sets of issuesin international
relations”.
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purely nomina agreements®’.

The debates have till been raging as to the extent to which regime definition and
application should be based solely on observed behaviour. There are both theoretica and
methodol ogical problemswith such application. Keohane argues that such an application,
theoreticdly, begs the question of the extent to which State behaviour is, in fact,
rule-governed'®. Methodologicaly, a substantive ddlineation of regimes will mean that
regimes only exist in so far as actors expectations actudly intersect, and thus some
measure of actor convergence is necessary. There are difficulties in providing a suitable
definition able to deimit and differentiate regimes. Haggard and Simmons are concerned
with* contending definitions... which rangefrom patterned behaviour, to convergent norms
and expectations, to explicit injunctions’. Thus, in arguing againg a broad definition of
regimes, they caution againg the possibility of “run(ning) the risk of conflating regularised
behaviour with rules, and dmost certainly overestimates the level of normative consensus
ininternationd relations™®. Haggard and Simmons arguments demonstrate a certain level
of skepticismin embracing the definition of Krasners, condsting of theinterrelated el ements

of rules, norms, principles and decison-making procedures. A narrower definition, it has

K echane, R.O. 1995, The Analysis of International Regimes: Towards An European-american
Research Programme in Rittberger, V. & Mayer, P. Regime Theory and International Relations
(Clarendon Press, London).

®Haggard, S. & Simmons, B.A., 1987, Theoriesof International Regimes, Inter national Organization,
41, 3, Summer 1987. They define international regimes as “agreements among states which aim to
regulate national actionswithin issue-area. Regimes define the range of permissible state action by
outlining explicit injunctions. P. 495 (emphasis mine).

®Haggard & Simmons op cit., p. 19.
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been argued, will limit some of the pitfals found in the broader definition. In an attempt to
avoid some of these risks, they define internationa regimes as agreements among sates
which aim to regulate nationa actions within an issue-area. Regimes define the range of
permissble action by outlining explicit injunctions. Probably their most important
contribution to the discusson on internationd regimes is their definition which has the
combined advantage of bringing into focus the differences between the concepts of
regimes, co-operation and inditutions:

regimes are examples of co-operative behaviour, and

facilitate co-operation, but co-operation can take placein

the absence of established regimes .... Regimes aid the

inditutiondisation of portions of internationd life by

regularisng expectations, but some internationa

ingtitutions such as the balance of power are not bound to

explicit rights and rules®

I rrespective of thedivergent discoursesonthegpplicability of internationa regimes,
they can be percalved as determining such standard indtitutiond limits to internationd
anarchy asagreed to by sates. Rittberger, Efinger & Menger haveargued that internationa
regimes do not only exhaust themsalves by determining their role in the organization of
internationa relations, but rather to “ascertaining the consequences for the processesand

outcomes of internationa policy-making”2L. If regimes definethe range of permissible sate

action, the question then becomes. to what extent do internationa regimes make a

PHaggard & Simmons, ibid. All the above quotations are from the same volume.

ZRittberger, V., et a.,, (1990) Towards an East-West Security Regime: The Case of Confidence- and
Security-building Measures, Journal of Peace Research, vol. 27, no. 1.
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difference for the collective management of internationa problems or conflicts?

Incontinuation of thisdiscussion, it has been argued that regimes can be known by
their principled and shared conceptions of desirable and acceptable forms of socia
behaviour®. This raises more guestions than can be satisfactorily answered. What
dynamics determine what are principled and shared understandings with respect to what?
Do dl groupings having ashared sense of understanding of such forms of socia behaviour
quaify asregimes? After going through these concepts and definitions, what determinesthe
characterigtics of what can be described as a regime? To bring some sort of order into
what can be advanced as a regime; it has been proposed that groupings demonstrate
certain levels of effectiveness before qualifying as internationa regimes.

In spite of the definitiona conundrums, principles are the dominant eementsin a
regime and set the limitations within which the more concrete rules and norms under
regimes are formulated. Principles are the results of the development of a common
understanding and callective interpretation of redity of individud incidentsin internationd
politics. Principlesarise over along period, and would be accepted by dl involved parties.
Furthermore, the development of collective actors criteriafor weighing the causes for and
importance of incidents, together with the growth of common vaues and mora vaues,
promote the development of the dominant principles in internationd relations. These

principles, a alaer period, form the bads for the establishment of internationa regimes.

2K ratochwill, F. & Ruggie, J.G., (1986). International Organization: A Stateof the Art onthe Art of the
State, International Organization, 40, no. 4, Autumn. See also Agyeman-Duah & Ojo, O.B.J., 1991,
Interstate Conflictsin West Africa: The Reference Group Theory Perspective, Comparative Political
Studies, vol. 24, no. 3.
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Principles create predominant collective denominators, coherence and solidarity among
actorsin theinternationa system.

Sense of common objective, some agreement on the character and vaue of the
subject singled out for resolution, however, must motivate rulesand procedures. Theseare
the normsthat stimulate regimes. Normsare therefore more concrete, in the sensethat they
relate to the stlandardised and more precisdy defined behaviourd patterns, rights, duties,
obligations, and expectations. Establishment and observance of such laid down norms
reducestheleve of insecurity among actorsininternationd relaions. Normssmply inform
us as to why states collaborate?.

Rules, ontheother hand, relaeto thewritten rulesand guidelineswithin the specific
issue areathat the actorsmoreor less havevoluntarily accepted to uphold. Therefore, rules
asorefer tothe specificaly written regul ations, which are expressed in different agreements
betweentheinvolved partiesin aregime?*. Decision-making processesrelate to theformal
channd's and decison-making mechanisms through which regimes in a legitimate manner
can enforce priorities and interests®™. Based on the above-mentioned characteristics,
regimes comprised of two parts. One part deal swith principles and normsand aprecisely

defined section that specifiesthese principlesand norms. Every changein these component

ZHaas, op Cit., p. 396.

#Rules can be seen as well-defined guides to action or standards setting forth actions that members
of some specified subject groups are expected to perform under appropriate circumstances. Rules, in
short, define what, significantly speaking, the co-operation is about. See Y oung, 1980. Op cit., p. 334
and Haas, 1980, op cit., p. 396 ff.

5K rasner, S1982, ed., International Regimes.
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sections entails in the long run a corresponding change in the other components. This fact
is not necessarily synonymous with regime dysfunction in Stuaions where one of the
components does not function according to expected intentions. A dysfunctiond regimeis
dependent on severa other factors. A regime can be weak but survive, and thisoccursin
gtuations where members violate regime decisions and rules. Regime collgpse smilarly
demands fundamenta changes in the regime's basic factors, such as when the regime's
principles and norms are challenged.

Thisanaydsisimportant becauseof my argument that thetransformationa changes
in ECOWAS that have been dluded to, earlier, can be understood in the context of
regimes.

To enable a detaled andlysis of internationd regime establishment, function,
surviva and transformation capacity, thereisaneed for an explanation of the circumstances
and factors that are determinative for these processes®. Thus, adiscussion of some of the
changes in the international political structure and processes, which create new scope for

actors actions, are rdevant.

25  Egablishing International Regimes

Given that regimes do not exist inaworld where actors act independently of each

other, it is important then to Stuate regimes in an internationa political perspective. The

%Qran Y oung, op cit., p. 295 ff.
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only theoretical exception and possibility for such independent action is the Stuation in
which a hegemonic power subjugates the system to itsinterests. A hegemonic power can
only achieve such subjugation through its superior economic, politica and military power
forces. In line with the andysissofar, it will be necessary to discussthe extent towhich the
world system can be described as coherent and interdependent. Theredlist perception of
internationd politics implies that internationa organizations must be seen ether as non-
exigent, or in Stuations where they exig, only play minimad rolesin internationa society.
In a pure redist case, internationa organizations and the rules to which states have
committed themsealves, play little role, being swept aside as ephemerd, or as “ scraps of
paper”, when interests so dictate. To redist perception, regimes are only reflections of a
redist power structure and function only to the extent that the structure gives it elbow
roonv’.

In aworld of complex interdependence, internationa organizations have aroleto
play in improving the relations between states and the rest of the internationa society.
Internationd organizations are the fora where diverse actors — state and non-state —
meset to discuss their divergent interests and different codlitions are formed among the
actors and the foundation stone for specific regimeslaid. Such codlitions are formed with
aview to maximise welfare and security in abroader and more long-term manner. These,

among other things, are some of the functions of internationd regimes.

Z\Waltz, K.N. (1979). Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.). Keohane, R.O. Nye, J.S. &
Hoffmann, S. eds. (1994) After the Cold War: International Institutions and State Strategies in
Europe, 1989-1991 (Harvard Univ. Press, Cambridge).
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According to redlism, thereis only one type of regime, which hasthe possibility of
being established on the internationa scene. This regime's principles, norms and rules are
identica with the interests of the powerful hegemon'sinterests, principles and norms. The
basis for the establishment of this regime, which should guarantee endurance, ishegemonic
power. Regime function, thus, conssts in ensuring the necessary stability for hegemonic
dominance. Regimes which, on the contrary, are not based on hegemonic power and
support are doomed to failure?®. The explanatory basis for thisis the lack of adequate
power & the disposal of theregimeto enableit implement itsown decisonsand guarantees
their observance.

Hegemonic stability theory has its basis in the redist school and locates the
discussion of regime conception in apower-rel ated perspective. Intheredlist perspective,
an internationad regime can only be changed as a consequence of dteraions in the
fundamental power Structure of the system. The end result of this perspective is that
regimes are not assigned any sdf-rliant dynamic under redist views. This view, though,
isincong stent with the definition provided by Krasner in International Regimesin 1982 and
K eohane® in 1989. Regimes are here defined morein rddaion to their functions, which are
to create possibilities for co-operation concentrating around the convergence of common

expectations.

%This does not mean that acomplex interdependent situation automatically creates regimes, but that
such situations encompass potentials and incitements for the creation of regimes. Establishment of
regimesis, among other things, dependent on cognitive factors.

2K eohane, op cit.
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The redist perception of internationa politics is based on the philosophica and
abstract utilisation of the cgpabilities of individuas and states. States are consdered as
egoidic entities, whose primary interests are in maximising their sdf-interest, which, in
several cases, is operationdized on the bads of military security. The rule here is the
competition and struggle between states, and co-operation, which is the core essence of
regime theory israrely used.

Earlier, the thes's discussed theinforma and forma linksand codition formations,
which are important for the formation of regimes. It is the subjective aspect of
interdependence, which promotes or frustrates the processes for establishing regimes.
Actors preferences must be seen as heterogeneous both among states and diverse actors
and within a country’s borders. This heterogeneity is not just based on an increasing
interdependent relationship among states. This relaionship binds different groups, classes
and socid categoriestogether across nationa frontiersand is contributory to the formation
of new codlitions based on reciprocd interests.

The rationd behaviour of sates and other actors conssts primarily of efforts to
augment security and welfare. The thesis can, as a matter of fact and in certain Stuations,
speak of direct contradictions between these factors®. To emphasisethispoint of military
Security as againg state autonomy, a state can be excluded from the world market and as
a consequence of this the welfare of its citizens are reduced. This relaionship can in the

long run thresten state security and autonomy from within. This aspect is grosdy under

%See Brown, S. (1991). Explaining the Transformation of World PoliticsInter national Journal, vol.
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estimated in the tradition theories about security. Y oung and Nye & Keohane®, in sharp
contradigtinction to others, make this issue a centra argument for state interest in the
establishment of regimesin internationd politics.

Processes of regime formation are dependent on the extent to which demands by
state and non-state actors are made, and increase in consonance with an increase in the
number of interactions among actors in the international system??. A drictly functional

understanding of the demands made on regimes can be criticized on two decisve points:

Internationa regimes do not engender equal wefare for dl involved parties;
Internationd regimes neither automaticaly create the same prosperity, generating
means and channels for al parties.

Power reations, after dl, are of some importance in regime formation and
maintenance under internationa politicsasthesetwo pointsabove demondtrate. Increasing
interdependence leads to intengfied expectations of regime function and effects. Such
relations create new scopeand circumstancesfor actorsof both state and non-state nature.
Under these new circumstances, it is the behaviourd patterns, which guarantee a
maximisationof the results considered as corresponding to rationd behaviour. In Stuations
of complex interdependence, actors view co-operation as a more beneficia channel than
independent action. Such channels are more attuned to regulating increasing complexities

and thereby better to maximise their long-term interests. Thisis synonymous with the fact

31K eohane, op cit.

%2See Keohane, 1982, The Demand for International Regimes, in Krasner, 1982, ed. International
Regimes.
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that actors interpret rationdity in a different manner, in that they accept that their
advantages do not necessarily liein othersdisadvantage. Actor calculaionsare also based
on their experiences with the fact that unilateral and bilaterd agreements are not in a
position to fully manage their interests™,

Evenin Stuations where certain actors are dissatisfied with the status quo, thereis
genera agreement that war is one of the most costly and less productive means of making
changes in the status quo. Other instances create S milar Situationswhere actors encounter
each other on the basis of their joint interest. Such new circumstances may force actorsto
converge around common issue areas, which increases with interdependence. Regimes
devise common rules and decision-making procedures for the maximisation of their
advantages and to guard against common dangers.

This co-ordination is not necessarily formaised and indtitutionalised. A regime
occurs when parties are in agreement concerning certain principles and behaviourd
patterns. The more specific normsand rules occur later, in terms of the establishment of an
internationa organization. Such behaviour can explain the first phase where co-operation
is unorganised until a later period when there is the acceptance that more specific
regulaions concerning behavioura patterns are more gppropriate. Secondly, different
coditions are first formed among actors, and it is the pressure exerted for the increase in
their advantages and the reciprocal resistance of other actors and codlitions that creates

conditions conducive for joint standards.

3K eohane & Nye, (1977), Power and Interdependence.
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Irrespective of the different theoretica schools, power as afactor in international
politics is crucid, making economic, politicad and military power centrd to regime
formation. Here, it is the relative power of the individual actors that is important.
[ rrespective of the reduction of power misuseunder regimes, it isthemoreimportant actors
who exercise a certain level of power in terms of their economic podtion or level of
activity. Power manipulation, during the decison-making process and implementation
stages, isimportant.

Regime surviva and increasing acceptance of its principles and norms by involved
parties creates Situations of collective expectations with respect to imbibed experience®.
Such patterns of behaviour, based on principles and norms, become commonly accepted
with actors acceptance that regimes enhance welfare and collective security.

The processesfor regimeformationininternationd politicsare congtantly under the
influence of the wishes on the part of actors for order and to smplify the increasing
complexity of reations. Some of the factors that have been discussed above influence the
sort of regime and thetype of order desired by theinvolved parties. Some of theseregimes
can be characterized as having arisen “ spontaneoudy” ** without having any plan or design

from the involved parties.

26  Regime Performance

Y oung, O.R. 1982, Regime Dynamics: the rise and fall of International Regimesin Krasner, 1982.

%Y oung, op cit., in Krasner, 1982.
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One of the centrd functions of regimes in an increesingly complex and
interdependent world is to provide some sort of a framework to remedy some of the
confusionand complexitiesininternationa relations. Thus, regimeshelp actorsto overcome
barriersin ther effortstowards co-operation in an interdependent world. Regimefunction,
in amore specific sense, isto provide the means and possibilities for actors to meet and
design solutions to their common problems. Establishment of these common principles,
norms and rules, determines which actions and behavioura patterns are consdered legd
and acceptable. Such principles contribute to relieve actor insecurity in an increasingly
interdependent world.

Regime effectiveness is dependent on the extent to which it enjoys actor support
and acceptance, and thusits effectiveness can vary, dependent on whichissue areaisunder
discusson, how sengtivetheissueisand theinteraction with externd factors. Y et, another
determinant for regime effectiveness is the level of condgstency and interdependence
betweenregimesdifferent principles, norms, rulesand procedures. In caseswhereregimes
have an inflexible set-up, bureaucracy and Sructure, thesein thelong run creste condtraints
within the regime and among actors. Regimes can similarly have a negative functioninthe
sense that they can be misused by powerful actors as an instrument to legitimise their
actions. Irrespective of the individua interests of dates, if participating actors have a
perceptionthat aregimeisnot fulfilling the role expected, actors can then demand changes
“within” and “by” regimes.

Changes within and by regimes have two different meanings and roles. As

discussed above, regimesare made up of four correlated eements; principles, norms, rules
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and decison-making processes. It is aso important that one does not confuse regime
weakness with changes within or by regimes. A weakening of a regime can occur when
there is a schism within the coherence and consstency between regime components and
actors. Situations such as these do not aways necessarily induce changes within regimes
or towards its disintegration. Transformation®®, on the other hand, can be caused by the
contrasts and differencesin theforma congtitution and inconsistenciesin the regimes own
structure and organization. In certain cases, there can be conflicts between a regime's
centra principles and norms. Conversdly, aregime that mirrorsthe actua power relations
between actorsis congdered a distinctly politicised regime, due to the fact that interests
among the different powerful groups are in competition with each other. Such aregimeis
identified more with conflict than with co-operation. Regimes such as this do not enjoy
credibility with respect to the smaler states. Subsequently, such a regime loses its
legitimacy (which ought to have been based onintegrating the different actor interests). Part
of the argument in the above is that regimes that ignore power differences are of intered,
and even more so to smaller Sates. Intheempirica discussons, thethesiswill demongtrate
the extent to which Nigeria used its power to bring the smaller Sates to participate in the

intervention schemes.

2.7  Partial Conclusion of the Discussion on Regime Performance

%Transformations, according to Oran Y oung, are “significant alterations in a regimes's structure of
rights and rules, the character of its social choice mechanisms, and the nature of its compliance
mechanisms”, in Krasner, 1982.
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In conclusion, internationd regimes are generally understood to be characterized
by asat of implicit and explicit principles, norms, rules and decison-making processesthat
guidethe actions of specific actorswithin aspecificissuearea. With the possble exception
of agenera agreement on the definition, there areincreasingly disparate perceptions asto
how to abstain from formalism. Regime function is among other things, to affect actor
behaviour and efforts at enhancing collective interests within a specific issue area in an
increasingly interdependent world. Regimefunction and strength isaso influenced by other
factorsand circumstances, among which are changesin theinternational sysemwhich play
crucia roles either in the formation, operation, transformation or collgpse of a regime.
Some regimes operate within a specific issue area, which has a great effect on the
functioning of other regimes. Thisisespeciadly true of regimeswhose principlesaresmilar
to those gpplicable in the international system and form the fundamenta basis for other
regime function. One can, in such Stuations, spesk of a hierarchy of regimes. Andysing
regimes and their relationship to interdependence, oneis liable, in the words of Keohane
and Nye, to adegree of “fuzziness’, when as they argue that the concept of “internationd
regimesis extended beyond the ingtitutionalised results of forma interstate agreements™’.
Thethesis, therefore, argues that regimes should be:

1 Anaysed within a specific understanding of their environments and in association
with these;

1 Andysed to demondtrate their interplay with other competitive or supporting
regimes,

7K eohane, R.O. & Nye, J. Jr. “Power and Interdependence Revisited”, International Organization,
Autumn 1987, vol. 41, nr. 4.
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Situated within a structurd conception of the internationd political system; and
Andysedto daborate on theinteraction between individud stateforeign policy and
the regime in question.

Withtheseand ytica gpproaches, the subsequent sectionwill ded with atheoretica
discussion of security regimes, and its gpplicability to the post-Cold War West African
Stuation. After thisanadyss, ECOWASwill bestuated in aregimetheoretica perspective,
as having been developed from principles based on the sovereignty of states. The climate
under which the West African security regime operates and is being developed is

characterized by the post-Cold War internationa Situation.

2.8  Security Regimes

After the discusson oninternationd regimes, the subsequent andysiswill ded with
aspecificissue area; namely security. Thisisbecause ECOWAS sinterventionsin Liberia
and Serra Leone both dedt with the breakdown of security in both states. This will be
positioned within aregime theoretica debate, and asindicated in the introductory section,
will be used to analyze the extent to which it can be applied to two case sudies:
ECOWAS's Liberia and Serra Leone actions in the West African context. A central
guestion that needs to be posed at the beginning of thisdiscussonis, should an andyss of
security regimes encompass dl sectors of the security debate? Does the thesis obtain a
better, more detailed understanding of the security problematic if one uses a broad

definition of security? To what extent isalimitation of what congtitutes threat — and thus
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coming under the security paradigm — more conducive to an anays s of security regimes?
Inhibitions to the empirica gpplicability of regime theory to internationa security relations
have recently been expressed™®. Thethesiswill, however, gpply internationd regimetheory
as an explanaory paradigm to my discusson of ECOWAS' emerging security regime.

The main thrust of the thess is that ECOWAS am of enforcing sub-regiona
stability comprisesaregimewith rules, normsand principleswhich members should adhere
to. Non-compliance with regime rules, norms and principles or perceived threats (by
members of an internationa regime) by either member states or other externa forces can
lead either to coercive or diplomatic response by other regime members®.

The main intention here is to analyze this assumption of regime dynamics as it
relates to regime response to Liberiaand SerraLeone’s collgpse as functiond sates, and
as members of the regime. It will be emphasised, however, that the inception of a West
African development of a sub-regiond system sarted before the establishment of
ECOWAS in 1975. Thus, in subsequent politico-military disruptions with potentia for
ether inter or intrastate conflicts, spill-over or domino effects, ensuing regime response
must be viewed against the backdrop of attempts by regime members — this does not
adways have to encompass dl member satesaswill be discussed in the empirica chapters
— to maintain the status quo or system stability and balance. There are diverse discussions

and positions on the extent to which security regimes should be al embracing. Narrowing

®Crawford, Robert M.A. 1996. Regime Theory in the Post-Cold War World: Rethinking Neoliberal
Approachesto International Relations Aldershot: Dartmouth Publishers, p. ix.

¥Sesay, A. (1985), The OAU and Regime Recognition: Politics of Discord and Collaboration in Africa.
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the conceptudisation of what condtitutes security regimes helps diminate the specter of

fuzziness.

2.9  Discoursesand Challenges on Security

Mot definitions and attempts to explain the concept of security were, according
to Ayoob, based on two mgjor assumptions. One, that threatsto astate security principally
arise from outside its borders, and two, that these threats are primarily, if not exclusively,
military in nature and usudly need amilitary responseif thetarget stateisto be preserved.
However, Barry Buzan sees post-Cold war definition and application of the concept as
being in ardaively new phase. He has, therefore, attempted to sketch what he arguesto
be the main features of the supposed “new patterns of globa security relaions’ that are
now emerging™. In sketching these features, Buzan expands the andysis of security from
its previous three-leve typology of individud, state and internationa levels. What he does
withthisexpansonistoincorporateyet another two levels: theregiona (mainly understood
as a security complex) and “societd” levels. Furthermore, Buzan has gone considerably
further than most analysts of international security discourses and introduced an innovetive
expanson of the anaytica framework to include new sectors. These are made up of

militay, economic, politica, societd and environmenta issues. Applying this

“Buzan, Barry. (1991b), New Patterns of Global Security in the twenty-first Century, International
Affairs, val. 67, no. 3.
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re-conceptudisationto the West African sub-region demongratesthefact that West Africa
shares many of the security chalenges and dilemmas facing other developing arees.

Characteridic of the new or broadened interpretation given to security is the
increasing acceptance and redlization of the fact that for the vast mgority of African dates
and peoples, security is a far more complex issue. It encompasses a wide array of
seemingly innocent variables including economic and infrastructure underdevel opmert,
unstable political systems, and other hitherto so-called peripheral issues™. These peripherd
issuesare now coming not only to theforefront of an extended security agendabut because
they are seen as posing security threats and undermining the sovereignty and durability of
the gtate from within. The resultant combined effects of dl these is that they have
contributed to creating a crisis of statehood®. A resultant effect of the lack of cohesion
makes them weak states®. The assumptions underlying the need for an expanded security
agenda, especidly with respect to Africa have an older pedigree, but have consgtently
been overlooked because of the previous bi-polar overlays.

A critical question that needs to be answered and analysed iswhose security but
also what does security mean? These questions, innocuous as they can be, are crucia

because on asub-gatelevd, ethnic groupings, margindized communitiesand collectivities,

“Thomas, C. (1987) In Search of Security: The Third World in International Relations (Boulder:
Lynne Rienner).

“2Sayigh, op cit., p. 6.

“Buzan, Barry. 1991. People, Statesand Fear : An Agendafor International Political Security Studies
in the Post-Cold War Era. Hemel Hempsted: Harvester Wheatsheaf, p. 97.
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and indeed individuals can be conceived as having security concerns. These might impact
on the Sate a different levels and innovative ways but are not identica with state security.
As areault, part of the international discourse has centered on the need for an extended
security concept. Ornas and Salih have contributed to this debate and argued that the
concept of security should first and foremost include food, physicd survivd, family and
community rather than military security.** Implicit in these arguments is the need to extend
the discussion of security issues and move it away from its preoccupation with military
cgpabilities, and to include the non-military dimensions of security.

In re-conceptudising the discourses around security and unpacking its congtituent
parts, thereisan increasng convergence of viewsthat the manner inwhich the African gate
was formed has been a mgor contributory factor to the incidents of conflicts. In the
literature, these African States are characterized as being “weak”: lacking in both socid
cohesion and state-building capacity. Buzan has attempted to digtinguish such states by
their high concern:

with domestically generated threets to the security of the

government... Weak states either do have, or have failed

to create, a domestic political and socia consensus of

aufficient strength to diminate the large-scale use of force

asmgor and continuing dement in the domestic politica
life of the natiorf®

Withtheremova of superpower overlays, it might be expected that priority would

#“0rnas, H. & M. Sdlih, eds., (1989) Ecol ogy and Politics: Envrionmental Stressand Securityin Africa
(Uppsda SIAS).

“Buzan, Barry. (1991b), op cit.
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be given to the internd threets to Sate security arisng from various combinations of
ecologica, economic, societa and other factors. Irrespective of the rhetoric of African
leaders — who create the impression that externa thrests are the main cause of security
concern — there is broad consensus that:

the origins of regiond conflicts are primarily domedtic...

the de-ideologis-zation of Soviet-US relations has exposed

the extent to which ideologica overlays had temporarily

(9c) obscured the most important sources of ingability,...

namdly ... the fragility of many ... governments*®

Stuating a re-defined African security problematic in a post-Cold war context
characterized by the removd of overlays suggests that African regions are arguably now
in abetter postion to ded with security issues without having to consider the interests of
superpower in ther actions. Comparably, previoudy marginalised domestic issues that
were submerged but are equally threatening to state stability are now being brought to the
fore.

As security becomes increasingly redefined to focus on the internal rather than
externd threats and dynamics to the surviva of governments, protective reactions —
security regime — will smilarly be directed a domestic rather than externd chalenges.
Thus, though militarization per se will not dedine in magnitude, it will be directed more at

solvinginterna crises. Severd questionsarise. How doesthetransformation of ECOWAS

“Weiss, T.G. & A.M. Kesder, eds,, (1991), Third World Securityinthe post-Cold War Era (London:
Lynne Reinner).
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affect the emerging West African security complex or regime?’ How can the arguments
presented above about security and regimes be merged on the basis of the West African
gtuation?

To what extent cantheanays sof regimesand security befused to begindiscussing
the outlines of security regimes? Miller defines security regimesas* sysems of principles,
norms, rules, and procedures regulating certain aspects of security relationships between
states’®. Jervis characterized security regimes as;

those principles, rules, and normsthat permit nations to be

restrained in their behaviour in the belief that others will

reciprocate ... (it) implies not only norms and expectations

that facilitate co-operation, but aform of co-operation that

is more than the following of short-term sdlf-interest®.

In Steins contribution to this debate, he argues that security regimes typicdly
portray a dtuation in which actor interests “are neither wholly compatible nor wholly
competitive’. A security regime thus may evolve within aframework inwhich the use of
forceiscongrained by abaance of power or mutud deterrence Situation. Informal sections

of internationd regimes comprise principles and normswhich states follow with respect to

each other, not because of some formd externd regulation, but because sgnatoriesfind it

4'Buzan, Barry 1991b, op cit.

“Miller, ibid, p. 361.

“Jervis, R. (1982) *Security Regimes’ p. 357, in Krasner, 1982, op cit.

Stein, J.G. Detection and Defection: Security “Regimes’ and the Management of International

Conflict, International Journal 40, (Autumn 1985).
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appropriate for their salf interest™. Infurtherance of thisdiscussion, adifferentiationismade
between regimes and inditutions, with the ingstence tha regimes are more extensve
conceptions than internationd organizations.

In the above discussion, it is clear that the determining factors for identifying the
existence of regimes are the presence of dl four dements. The incentives inherent in the
establishment of security regimes and the obstacles involved in so doing are particularly
enhanced in the security discusson. Asaresult of this, such difficulties and dilemmas have
been described as the “ security dilemma™2. These occur when states, in seeking power
and security for themsdlves, end up ether implicitly or explicitly threatening the power and
security aspirations of other states and neigbhours. This arises from the fear of war
dimulated by the nature of military by military means, and the fear of defeat stimulated by
the potentid uses of military meansin the hands of others,

Security regimes are, thus, worth the effort in establishing, dthough complex to
attain. Their value should, asdiscussed earlier, befound intheir ability to regulateindividud
date action in terms of limiting the cost of hodtilities and the level of suspicion thet arises
from the pure redist state-centric world in which expansonist states will seek to gain
resources through opportunistic behaviour at the expense of their neighbours. Thedifficulty
inachieving afunctiona security regime can be explained in the context of the in-built fear

and suspicions in the dtate system. That one state can or will violate the common

1A gyeman-Duah & Ojo, op cit., p. 302.

2Buzan, Barry. (1991) People, States and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studiesinthe
Post-Cold War Era (Harvester, Wheatsheaf, London).
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understanding is a potent catalyst for each sate to undertake individudigtic policies even
though each would otherwise prefer regime action. Thus, what is critical here isthe extent
to which state compliance with regime requirements are possble or feasble. It is
important in discussing theseissuesthat onelooksfor stuationsinwhich sateswould have
behaved differently had they not been implicated in regimes. Keohane™ arguesthat it is
only when compliance is inconvenient — that is when regime rules conflict and are
incompetible with governments perceptions of what their self-interest would be if there
were no such inditutions— that theimpact of regimes are tested. During instances of such
inconvenient commitments, one should expect that, if regimeswere unimportant, their rules
would be violated, and that in so far asthe rules are complied with, then it is possble to
deduce that regimes have had an impact.

It can be deduced that a condition for the formation and maintenance of security
regimesisthat mgor actors prefer satus quo maintenance. In relaing thisto my empirica
areas of study, it is not very clear the extent to which status quo continuance was the
primary reason for the establishment of this regime. Some importance must, however, be
placed on therole played by individual state perception of security contrathat identified by
the regime asbeing its prevaent security problem. It isthe divergent perceptions of regime
as againg individua State security that created the controversy indicated as being centra
by Miller.

Broad understandings of some sort of security framework have characterized the

53K eohane, 1995, op cit., p. 27.
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West African sub-region for severa years that sarted with the Sgning of the diverse

protocols earlier mentioned.

210 Concluson

The thrust of the theoretical discoursesin this chapter have been characterized by
three mgor themes which underline my analysis above. This encompassed theimmediate
post-independence era of efforts by state leaders to codify a set of norms that would
govern their inter-gate relations especialy with respect to security issues. Despite the
apparent inability to agree on theform the security co-operation should take, West African
states which among themsalves were divided on the issue were eventually drawn together
(a) to discuss and implement integration, and (b) to make their security pre-occupation
centrd to their economic integrative schemes. The efforts and ability to balance the
gpparent incongruities in their own dates as a result of the nature of the inherited
nation-gate, but not least, the form of governance established in the post-independence
period wasto influence their ability to manage the delicate balancing act. These difficulties
comprised: () being guided by the norms of their emerging security regime; (b) moving
away from aperception of security asonly encompassing an externa directedness; and (c)
responding to and using the emerging security regime as a basis for response when one
member-state collapsed.

Thediscussoninthistheoretica chapter hasraised severd questionsthat will guide

my empiricad anadyss. Some of these arel to what extent do inditutions affect date
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behaviour and collective action in the issue-areas they tackle? Which determinants govern
the sability of internationa regimes? How do security regimesdicit compliance from non-
date actors? What is effectiveness in terms of regime action?

The importance of this chapter is that it ties-in conceptud discussions of regimes
with security and demonstrates how ECOWAS's developments can be understood and

appreciated in the next and subsequent chapters.
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