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Introduction

Questions about how and why political actors construct certain issues as threats to their security and why they adopt particular instruments and policies to deal with these threats have long been central to academic International Relations in general and the field of Security Studies in particular.  In Security Studies the appeal of using cultural theories to study these topics has waxed and waned.  According to Michael Desch, the field is currently experiencing a third ‘post-Cold War wave’ of cultural theories (the first and second waves appeared after World War II and during the Cold War, specifically the late 1970s and early 1980s).
  Yet in spite of this resurgent interest in how culture shapes understandings of security relatively little attention has been paid to how this relationship plays out at the regional level with most studies focussing on national or ostensibly global norms and ideas.
  In 1997, for instance, David Lake and Patrick Morgan noted that although ‘the regional level stands more clearly on its own as the locus of conflict and cooperation for states’ there remained an urgent need for research that could identify how material and cognitive factors interacted to produce not only regional security complexes but also to ‘define the choices available to decision makers.’
  Similarly, as recently as 2003, Barry Buzan and Ole Wæver concluded that ‘the regional level in security has been neither adequately conceptualised nor sufficiently taken into account as a distinct element in the seamless web of global politics.’
  They lamented that analysis of ‘regional security’ usually occurred ‘without any coherent theoretical framework because, other than a few basic notions about balance of power and interdependence borrowed from the system level none has been available.’
  Although Buzan and Wæver have made an important contribution to filling this gap in the literature, their approach is not directly helpful here for at least two reasons.  First, Africa does not constitute what they call a regional security complex.  Rather it contains (in their terminology) two regional security complexes, two proto-complexes, one sub-complex and a range of ‘insulators’.  Second, their approach focuses on two kinds of relations between a region’s actors (power relations and patterns of amity and enmity)
 rather than the cultural beliefs shared by all African states regardless of their position in the regional distribution of power or their definition of regional friends and enemies.  Thus while Buzan and Wæver’s work usefully highlights the importance of the regional level in studying international security practices it does not take us very far in understanding the central question posed here.

This paper is concerned with analysing the role of ideas, specifically shared cultural beliefs and norms, in the construction of the security policies pursued by African states.  More precisely, it explores how transnational cultural factors have influenced the ways in which regional organisations in Africa, specifically the African Union (AU) and its predecessor the Organisation of African Unity (OAU), respond to security threats by helping to define the range of legitimate options available to policy-makers.  To answer this question I employ the concept of “regional security culture” by exploring two central questions:

1. Do these African regional organisations have distinct security cultures?

2. To what extent, if any, do these cultures influence how the members of these organisations respond, either collectively or individually, to security threats?

These questions, in turn, generate at least three sets of issues:  How did Africa’s regional security culture form?  How has it developed (in line with challenges to existing beliefs and attempts at their reaffirmation)?  And in what ways, if any, does it influence the behaviour of members of the OAU/AU, either collectively or individually?

To address these issues the paper proceeds in six parts.  Section 1 develops the concept of regional security culture and asks how it is relevant to Africa.  Sections 2 and 3 discuss the central tenets of Africa’s security culture while section 4 provides an overview of how these cultural norms emerged.  Sections 5 and 6 analyse how these norms were consolidated and subsequently developed following the establishment of the OAU.  Section 5 discusses the role of the culture’s internal contradictions in this process while section 6 looks at two new developments and the establishment of the AU in 2002.  The conclusion reflects upon how these cultural norms help us understand the AU’s approach to transnational security challenges such as those currently evident in Darfur, Sudan.
1. What are regional security cultures and why do they matter?

Security cultures are patterns of thought and argumentation that establish pervasive and durable security preferences by formulating concepts of the role, legitimacy and efficacy of particular approaches to protecting values.  Through a process of socialization, security cultures help establish the core assumptions, beliefs and values of decision-makers about how security challenges can and should be dealt with.
  As such, they provide decision-makers with a range of preferences for addressing and potentially overcoming security challenges.  In this paper, a regional security culture refers to those relevant patterns of thought and argumentation shared by a group of states that exhibit an intersubjective sense of collective identity – what has been described elsewhere as a degree of “we-feeling”
 – and perceive of themselves as belonging to a particular region, in this case, Africa.
This understanding of regional security cultures shares much in common with a constructivist approach to analysing regionalism.
  As summarised by Andrew Hurrell, this,

involves a number of central ideas: first, that, in contrast to rationalist theories, we need to pay far more attention to the processes by which both interests and identities are created and evolve, to the ways in which self-images interact with changing material incentives, and to the language and discourse through which these understandings are expressed; second, that it matters how actors interpret the world and how their understandings of ‘where they belong’ are formed; and third, that both interests and identities are shaped by particular histories and cultures, by domestic factors, and by ongoing processes of interaction with other states.

Building on the work of Alastair Iain Johnston,
 it is possible to differentiate between the central tenets and operational assumptions of a security culture.  The central tenets involve basic assumptions about, for instance, the importance of particular referents of security (e.g. state, regime, community or individual), the dimensions of security (e.g. military, environmental, economic etc.), the nature of the external political-security environment (i.e. benign or difficult, unipolar or multipolar etc.), and the conditions under which particular approaches to security are especially useful.  Operational assumptions, on the other hand, involve answering questions about, for instance, what counts as a security threat, which policy instruments are the most effective, feasible and legitimate in view of the security situation at hand, and what is the most appropriate relationship between individual members and the collective organisation for dealing with security challenges.  Importantly, the existence of regional security cultures imply that certain assumptions are shared among a group of decision-makers that see themselves as belonging to a particular region.

It is also worth pointing out that a regional security culture as understood here is distinct from the concept of a security regime.  The latter has been defined (somewhat broadly) as ‘explicit or implicit principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations.’
  While some of the particular operational assumptions of Africa’s security culture may closely resemble a regime, its central tenets refer to broader assumptions about the political world that influence behaviour in more than one specific area of activity.  In addition, these assumptions play a constitutive rather than simply instrumental role for the group concerned.  That is, they help define the identity and hence the perceived interests of the states concerned.  Security regimes can thus be understood as operational manifestations of an underlying security culture.  For example, while the African Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (1995) represents an African security regime, it is only possible because African states share prior conceptions about how nuclear weapons relate to their security.  In addition, Africa’s security culture is not limited to the issue of nuclear weapons.  Rather, it involves ideas and beliefs relevant to security practices that transcend single issue-areas, in this case nuclear proliferation, and are germane to a variety of issues, including military conflict, public health, forced migration and environmental degradation.

I suggest that evidence of an African security culture can be found in both academic analyses and in documents and statements of the OAU/AU as well as foreign policy pronouncements of its individual member states.  In particular, evidence of a security culture’s existence can be found in expressions of collective identity, solidarity and what counts as appropriate and legitimate conduct.  As discussed below, because cultures develop slowly through incremental processes of socialization and social sedimentation it is necessary to analyse events that pre-date the establishment of the OAU in 1963.  Examples of important documentary evidence include communiqués from various Pan-African congresses, the Charters of the OAU (1963) and AU (2002), the Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council of the African Union (2002), the Solemn Declaration on a Common African Defence and Security Policy (2004), the so-called Ezulwini Consensus document on UN reform (2005), as well as declarations from the principal institutions of the OAU/AU, including, the Assembly of Heads of State and Government, the Council of Ministers, and the Peace and Security Council.

It is important to stress at the outset that my focus here is on the security culture shared by African governments and diplomatic elites, that is, the culture of the African society of states.  In a normative sense, aspects of this diplomatic culture have long been contested by a variety of actors both inside and outside the continent, not least by Africa’s many civic associations and a wide variety of international non-governmental organisations who have suggested that this diplomatic brand of African nationalism has done little more than legitimate the dominance of corrupt and authoritarian state elites.
  In particular, it is now common to point out that these diplomatic elites often run quasi-states, that is, they form part of regimes that lack domestic legitimacy despite having acquired international recognition and membership of international society.
  In an empirical sense, it is important to note that my focus on state responses to security challenges represents only a partial account of Africa’s contemporary security dynamics.  As Buzan and Wæver have correctly noted, Africa’s security ‘story is a complicated mixture of states, regimes, and insurgency movements, in which interstate security dynamics feature much less’ than in other regions such as the Middle East.
  That said, I do not share their preference for classifying many of Africa’s states as ‘premodern’ inasmuch as they are ‘defined by low levels of socio-political cohesion and poorly developed structures of government.’
  I prefer the label neo-patrimonial to describe the central characteristic of many African states, not least because contra Buzan and Wæver they often do exhibit well developed modes of governance although these do not conform to liberal ideas about what modern statehood should entail.

The constitutive elements of Africa’s security culture are underpinned by a variety of beliefs that manifest themselves as behavioural norms.  Norms are standards of right and wrong which proscribe certain activities and legitimate others.  Put another way, norms are ‘collective expectations about proper behavior for a given identity’.
  As a consequence,

To endorse a norm not only expresses a belief, but also creates impetus for behavior consistent with the belief.  While ideas are usually individualistic, norms have an explicit intersubjective quality because they are collective expectations.  The very idea of “proper” behavior presupposes a community able to pass judgements on appropriateness.

Here, the community I am interested in is the African society of states, namely, the member states of the OAU/AU.
  The intersubjective debate within this society has revolved around how the identity of these actors as “African,” as opposed to say European or Asian, states has developed in such a way as to influence their choice of security policies.

It is important to note that norms do not determine the behaviour of actors.  Rather they help shape the identities of the actors by setting standards of legitimate conduct.  This, in turn, helps to define the range of interests those actors consider possible and appropriate by imbuing certain forms of action with negative moral and political connotations.  On occasion, acting in ways perceived to be illegitimate by the society concerned can also significantly raise the material costs of the action.
  As identities and interests develop over time, so do the norms of behaviour reflected by them.  Norms can therefore exist without enforcement mechanisms.  They can even survive when actors violate them as long as other members of the society in question criticise such violations as illegitimate or inappropriate.  Arguably the key test to validate a norm’s existence is thus the level of opprobrium actors generate from their peers for participating in norm-breaking behaviour.  If no criticism occurs then a norm cannot be said to exist.

In the African setting, state practices that violated a cultural norm (e.g. the norm of non-intervention in the internal affairs of another sovereign state) would not automatically negate the norm’s existence.  Instead such violations could mean several different things.  First, they could simply highlight the lack of effective enforcement mechanisms.  Second, even repeated violations of the norm would not necessarily signal permission for other actors to do likewise as long as the offending actors were criticised by other African states for their behaviour.  Third, if the actions were justified in explicitly normative terms, violations could represent a challenge to that particular norm (e.g. by making the claim that in certain ‘grave circumstances’ it is legitimate to intervene in the internal affairs of another sovereign state).

Here, I am interested in those norms that influence how the OAU/AU and its member states respond to what they perceive to be security threats and challenges.  As Risse, Ropp and Sikkink have suggested, international norms are internalised and implemented domestically through processes of socialization that involve the operation of three distinct causal mechanisms:

· instrumental adaptation and strategic bargaining;

· moral consciousness-raising, argumentation, dialogue, and persuasion;

· institutionalization and habitualization.

These mechanisms ‘differ according to their underlying logic and or mode of social action and interaction.’
  In the case of human rights norms, Risse et al. suggest these mechanisms operate in the manner depicted in Figure 1.  In Figure 2, I utilise this approach to show how this process operates in relation to Africa’s security culture.

Figure 1: The process of norm socialization
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Figure 2: The process of norm socialization in the African society of states
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In relation to Africa’s security culture, arguably the most important principled ideas were anti-imperialism, self-determination, and Pan-Africanism.  Instrumental adaptation and strategic bargaining in Africa occurred first and foremost during the early period of decolonisation, particularly during the late 1950s and 1960s, when national deals were struck with the respective departing colonial powers.  This period also demonstrated the practical limits of Pan-Africanism as an organising principle in Africa’s international relations.  Consciousness-raising about the legitimacy of self-determination, the ending of empire and the importance of African unity started well before this process of strategic bargaining occurred.  Interestingly, at least in its initial stages, the most important attempts to develop the ideology of Pan-Africanism were organised by intellectuals and groups in the African diaspora and took place outside the continent in the Caribbean, North America and Europe.  Later on, however, and especially after the Second World War, Africa’s inhabitants assumed control over the more detailed dialogue about exactly how power was to be transferred from colonisers to the colonised.  As well as making forums like the Pan-African Congress periodic fixtures on the international scene, the key date in the institutionalization of these norms was the establishment of the OAU in 1963.  It was arguably within this association of African leaders that the continent’s security culture took shape and subsequently developed in response to practice, argumentation, dialogue and persuasion.  In this sense, the socialization process by which these norms were internalized is ongoing.  The most important recent developments were codified in the new AU Charter in 2002.

2. Is there a distinctive African security culture?

What does it mean when the OAU makes statements describing an ‘African way’ of conflict resolution and spells out the crucial roles that women can play as agents of it?
  Or when the AU makes declarations about policies ‘premised on a common African perception of what is required to be done collectively by African states to ensure that Africa’s common defence and security interests and goals … are safeguarded’?
  What do the continent’s statesmen mean when they emphasise the need to find ‘African solutions to African problems’ or when analysts talk of the ‘African way of doing things’?
  For the purposes of this study, statements such as these hint at the existence of an African security culture.
Although rarely explicitly expressed in such terms, Africa’s security culture – at least as defined here – is inextricably related to the existence of an African society of states.  This society ‘is intended to provide international political goods that guarantee the survival, security, identity and integrity of African states, which the majority of African states cannot provide individually.’
  Its existence, in turn, assumes a degree of regional awareness and collective identity to the extent that “Africa” has become what Emanuel Adler called a ‘cognitive region’.
  That is, African state leaders and diplomatic elites perceive themselves to be members of an “African” international society based on a degree of shared historical experiences and cultural ties.  As Jackson and Rosberg put it, ‘“Africa” is a political idea as well as a geographical fact’.  At its heart was ‘a distinctive ideology: African nationalism.’

Africa’s security culture is thus embedded within the normative fabric of a discernable but only partly autonomous African international society.  It is only partly autonomous because it is embedded within a wider international society which played an important role in influencing how Africa’s newly independent states thought about sovereignty, statehood and security.  On the one hand, the birth of African international society was a reaction against Western imperialism.  On the other, it embraced the form of polity – the state – and the colonial borders that the imperial powers foisted upon the continent.
  African international society thus has a unique blend of normative characteristics and ideological symbols, some of which influence the security policies of African states.

In this paper I take African international society to be synonymous with the changing membership of the OAU/AU.  This focus can be justified in at least two ways.  First, focusing on these organizations is important because of the large number of small and weak states in Africa.  As Christopher Clapham noted, since most African states ‘are small, poor, and weak; it is therefore unsurprising that much of the continent’s diplomacy should be conducted through multinational organizations, or that states should seek through myriad cooperation and integration schemes to compensate for their weaknesses as separate units.’
  Recognising the importance of international organisations does not mean, however, that I endorse the neorealist logic that would explain their emergence as ‘basically the natural response of weak states trapped in the world of the strong.’
  Nor do I accept that the OAU was a mechanism to balance the power of an African hegemon.
  Rather, the formation of the OAU had an important ideological as well as instrumental dimension that revolved around the construction of a certain idea of “Africa” and African unity.  This relates to a second justification that the OAU was, as Jackson and Rosberg suggested, ‘less an “organization” with its own agents, agencies and resources than it [was] an “association” with its own rules: a club of statesmen who are obligated to subscribe to a small number of rules and practices of regional conduct’.
  And like any club, as one commentator observed, ‘If you follow protocol there are certain things you don’t talk about when heads of state meet.’

The importance attached to this ‘club of statesmen’ should not be underestimated.  As Klaas van Walraven suggested, the OAU was held, by African statesmen at least, to ‘emblematize “Africa” and as having given this concept … its most concrete, institutionalized expression.’
  As such its decisions were taken seriously even by arguably the most militarily powerful state in black Africa, Nigeria.  As Olijade Aluko concluded, ‘While aware that the OAU has no coercive force, the Nigerian government leaders believe that once any issue is overwhelmingly supported by over two-thirds of its members it should be regarded as something morally, if not legally, binding on all.’
  Put another way, important ‘symbols of authority and legitimacy [were] vested in the OAU’.

As a source of authority and legitimacy the OAU exercised a degree of influence over its member states.  Indeed, by 1975 Colin Legum went as far as suggesting that the OAU had succeeded in developing an ‘African foreign policy’.  ‘Although it is obvious that not all 42 OAU member-states adopt an identical foreign policy,’ he argued,

their policies nevertheless have sufficient points of common interest over a sufficient number of crucial questions to constitute a continental approach to international affairs.  This continental approach is determined, in part, by African states voluntarily subscribing to certain policies; and, in part, by majority pressures on unwilling states to make them accept the dominant view.

One of the earliest pan-African concerns, for instance, was ‘the formulation of a common African policy on international affairs, and the co-ordination of the activities of African states in this field, particularly at the United Nations.’
  Other examples might include the African stand adopted in 1972 against dialogue with South Africa, the African position on relations with the EEC, or the way in which from 1973 all but one African state (Malawi) severed diplomatic ties with Israel.  Legum concluded that ‘Even such stalwart pro-Israelis as President Houphouet Boigny, Jomo Kenyatta and the Emperor of Ethiopia found that they could not afford, politically, to stand out against the ‘consensus’ of African opinion.’

African international society emerged in earnest from the late 1950s with the independence of Ghana in 1957 representing a crucial step forward (see below).  Its progress was intermittent however because decolonization occurred at different speeds depending on the respective colonial masters (Britain, France and Belgium effectively ended their African empires during the 1960s, while Portugal took until the mid-1970s).
  Arguably this process remains incomplete even after the end of white minority rule in South Africa in 1994 because several territories, including Western Sahara, Zanzibar and Somaliland, retain their claims to independence today (see section 5).

Nevertheless, by the late 1960s there had been sufficient progress for William Zartman to conclude that an African states system existed ‘as a fact in contemporary world politics’.
  Zartman based his claim on the existence of a geographic region; coincidence with an international organisation, the OAU; and the fact that the member states possessed at least a degree of autonomy from external powers.  ‘In sum,’ he concluded, ‘an autonomous, subordinate, African system with certain identifiable characteristics does seem to exist and to be capable of performing limited functions under certain conditions.’

Within this African society of states Zartman noted that alongside the military and economic instruments of state power an ideological dimension also existed.  In particular, he observed that states attempted to become ‘centers of authority for others which are susceptible to appeals to “correct,” or “truly African,” or “revolutionary” action.  If a state can monopolize popular symbols without destroying their universality, it can create rules of conduct for fellow believers.’
  In short, they could ‘decree the unthinkable’.

This was only possible because of the system’s normative framework, or what Zartman called the rules.  ‘These “rules,”’ he argued,

are de facto guidelines of policy, established by consensus through the development of the subordinate system and resulting from its power configuration.  Like any laws, they are not universally accepted and have been broken in the past.  Each time they are used as a basis of a state’s policy decision, their effectiveness is reinforced; conversely, if they are broken too frequently or in particularly important cases, such action creates pressure for normative readjustment.

Zartman identified four such rules in particular:

· ‘Rule One is that intrasystem solutions are to be preferred over extrasystem solutions to African problems whenever possible.’

· ‘Rule Two establishes a hierarchy among the three primary goals of African states: independence, development, and unity, in that order.’

· ‘Rule Three states that wars of conquest are not policy alternatives.’

· ‘Rule Four is that all available means will be used to extend the boundaries of the inner system to its outer limits.  This is a restatement of the emphasis on independence of the entire continent, but Rule Two also indicates the limitations on the means.’

Although I prefer to talk of norms rather than rules of behaviour, Zartman’s analysis provides a useful starting point for thinking about the central tenets of Africa’s security culture during the key period of institutionalization in the 1960s.

3. What are the constitutive norms of Africa’s security culture?

In March 2002, former Secretary-General of the OAU, Salim A. Salim suggested that ‘a corpus … of norms and values’ were ‘gradually being articulated’ that would help to ensure peace and security in different parts of Africa.  He continued that it was ‘critical that the Continent develops a shared doctrine of norms and values that forms the pillars for preventing the deterioration of peace and security.  Gradually, we are beginning to see the evolution of such a shared doctrine.’
  In terms of the approach adopted here, Salim was calling for African leaders to agree upon the operational assumptions of the continent’s security culture as well as a specific doctrine.  It is my contention that the central tenets of Africa’s security culture, its ‘corpus of norms and values’ related to security, were articulated long before Salim made this presentation.

As Zartman’s analysis suggested, in large part the central tenets of Africa’s security culture are based on the purposes and principles set out in Articles II and III of the OAU Charter signed on 25 May 1963.  Indeed, the principles set out in Article III were considered so fundamental that Nigeria’s Attorney General at the time dubbed them ‘the articles of faith’ of the OAU’s member states.
  Taken together they reflected the pluralist basis of African international society.
  In practice, as discussed below, there were several contradictions that muddied this pluralist self-image.

With these points in mind, a useful starting point is Neil MacFarlane’s attempt to identify the normative characteristics of African international society.  MacFarlane recognised that ‘any attempt to enumerate the core values of a region as culturally, economically, and politically diverse as OAU Africa will of necessity be somewhat arbitrary’.  Nevertheless, he continued that ‘most politically aware people in the region and a majority of African governments would probably put forward sets of values approximating the following: internal political stability and national integration; self-determination and the consolidation of the external sovereignty of existing territorial entities; and economic development.’
  Drawing on Zartman’s earlier analysis, MacFarlane went on to describe six norms of African international society evident by the 1980s:

1. Non-use of force;

2. Non-interference in internal affairs;

3. General acceptance of the territorial legacy of imperialism;

4. The commitment to Pan-Africanism;

5. Multilateral conflict resolution;

6. Non-recourse to extra-regional military assistance in the resolution of regional disputes (i.e. African solutions to African problems).

MacFarlane was concerned that the power of these norms was eroding in the face of the growing frequency of military interventions on the continent and a situation where ‘too many’ African states ‘no longer [took] seriously the organization’s [OAU] constitutive principles in situations where the latter impinge upon the pursuit of fundamental national objectives.’
  While MacFarlane raised an important issue about how and when norms erode, it is worth recalling that norms can remain valid in spite of violations so long as the actors violating them experienced a degree of moral opprobrium from African international society for their actions.

Form the vantage point of 2005, I would offer the following revised list of six norms as constituting the central tenets of Africa’s regional security culture:

1. Sovereign equality of members.

2. Non-intervention by member states.

3. Anti-imperialism/African solutions first.

4. Uti possidetis.

5. Non-use of force/peaceful settlement of disputes.

6. Condemnation of unconstitutional changes of government.

Although numbers 2 and 5 are often violated (for example the interventions into the DRC by Rwanda and Uganda in 1998 or the war between Ethiopia and Eritrea between 1998 and 2000), these actions drew criticism from other African states and the OAU.  It is also important to recall that the African society of states is embedded within a wider pluralist international society.  Hence, only number 3 is distinctly African – and even this element of anti-imperialism is shared across much of Asia and the Americas.  The rest are central characteristics of pluralist international society in general.  This revised list takes account of the ongoing development of Africa’s security culture, reflected most clearly in the establishment of the AU in 2002.  It is also important to note that Article 4(h) of the AU Charter permits the Union to intervene in its member states if governments do not uphold certain standards of conduct within their borders.  As discussed in section 6, however, the AU’s right to intervene in what it considers ‘grave circumstances’ cannot be considered a norm since there are no practical examples of African states invoking this legal right.

4. How did these norms emerge?

The central tenets of Africa’s security culture emerged from four related sources.  First, in the struggle against slavery and imperial oppression; second, in the discourses about African identity in the late 19th and early 20th centuries; third, in the specific debates over how best to pursue the objective of African unity and the establishment of the OAU; and fourth, in the process through which the newly independent African states gained membership into international society.  These four developments involved consciousness-raising, strategic bargaining, and later the institutionalization of the fundamental norms of Africa’s security culture.  During these periods the actors concerned engaged in prolonged processes of argumentation over the most appropriate forms of political conduct.  Specifically, they articulated what Neta Crawford has described as ethical and identity arguments.
  The central norms were subsequently internalized with reference to the early statecraft of the OAU’s members.  They were then refined in the crucible of post-colonial African international politics.

The ideological origins of Africa’s security culture lie in the discourses about African identity articulated during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  These coalesced around the three interrelated concepts of Pan-Africanism, négritude, and to a lesser extent the “African personality.”

Arguably the most significant and enduring of these concepts was the ideology of Pan-Africanism.  At its heart, this referred to the idea ‘that all Africans have a spiritual affinity with each other and that, having suffered together in the past, they must march together into a new and brighter future.’
  In short, ‘their common identity has been forged in the flames of their common suffering.’
  In large part that suffering took the form of the slave trade and colonial domination.  As noted above, the first formal discussions of Pan-Africanism took place during the nineteenth century outside Africa (in the Caribbean, North America and Europe).  The first Pan-African congress, for instance, was held in London in 1900.  Few Africans participated until the fifth congress held in Manchester in 1945 (where approximately one-third of the delegates were African).
  It was not until 1958 that the first conference of (the then eight) independent African states was held in Accra, Ghana.  Until then, figures in the African diaspora had played the crucial roles in developing the discourse of Pan-Africanism, particularly E.W. Blyden, W.E.B. Du Bois, Marcus Garvey, and George Padmore.

The Pan-African movement also gained a degree of support from another external source, namely Asia’s newly independent states.  Having suffered similar forms of imperial oppression, the so-called ‘spirit of Bandung’ became an important rallying call in Africa and Asia after the 1955 conference in Bandung, Indonesia attended by 22 Asian and seven African states.  As Ethiopia’s emperor Haile Selassie put it, Africans and Asians shared ‘a common background of colonialism, of exploitation, of discrimination, of oppression.’

At around the same time, Pan-Africanism was being expounded by the first generation of independent African leaders, perhaps most notably Kwame Nkrumah and Julius Nyerere, the latter of whom saw African-nationalism as largely synonymous with Pan-Africanism.
  The primary problem as Nyerere saw it in 1963 was that although ‘a sentiment of ‘African-ness” existed, African unity remained ‘merely an emotion born of a history of colonialism and oppression.’
  As such it lacked a more positive expression and definition.  The result was a great deal of infighting between different groups of African states over what African unity meant in practical terms and the purposes of the OAU (see below).

In an important sense, however, Pan-Africanism was founded upon two related myths.  First, the idea of a precolonial period of African unity required what Rupert Emerson called ‘a reconstruction of history.’
  Second, Pan-Africanism implied ‘belief in the assumption that, once the affairs of the continent cease to be distorted by the machinations of the colonialist and neocolonialist, African states and peoples will live in harmony with each other.’
  It quickly became apparent that this was not the case.  In addition, beyond bolstering the campaign against apartheid in South Africa, Pan-Africanism made little practical headway and failed to disrupt the post-colonial state system in Africa.  In sum, the origins of Africa’s security culture lie in a commitment to the mythical ideal of Pan-African unity but this was not strong enough to disrupt the formation of a pluralist society of sovereign African states.
A second and related concept of négritude was developed in the early twentieth century.  Among its chief proponents were Aimé Césaire and Léopold Senghor.  In Senghor’s words, négritude referred to ‘the whole complex of civilised values – cultural, economic, social, and political – which characterize the black peoples, or, more precisely the Negro-African world.’
  In practice, this concept covered much the same ground as Pan-Africanism.  The third concept of an “African personality” was most forcefully expressed by Ghana’s first president, Kwame Nkrumah but again, largely covered the same ideological ground as Pan-Africanism.

The other crucial factors in shaping the central norms of Africa’s security culture were the establishment of the OAU and the incorporation of Africa’s new states into international society.  Founded 63 years after the first Pan-African congress on what became known as African liberation day, the OAU was born out of what Colin Legum described as ‘historic necessity and a welter of conflicting political ideas and interests.’
  The most important individual behind its establishment was Kwame Nkrumah.

As Haile Selassie noted at the time, the idea was to ‘create a single institution to which we will all belong, based on principles to which we all subscribe’.
  This was easier said than done, however.  The first problem was how to find common ground between three distinct – and often competing – geopolitical currents that ran through Africa at the time, namely, Francophone, Anglophone and Arab.
  By the early 1960s, these three currents helped produce three major groups of African states, although the three blocs did not match any of the three currents perfectly.  They were known as the Brazzaville, Casablanca and Monrovia blocs respectively, after the locations of their most significant meetings.
  The Brazzaville bloc proved to be rather short-lived and became a sub-set of the Monrovia group which stood opposed to the much smaller Casablanca group.

In the run-up to the negotiations establishing the OAU, the Monrovia and Casablanca groups argued about two main issues.
  First, over how to liberate Africa from European rule, the main bone of contention being whether or not to support the National Liberation Front’s (FLN) struggle against the French in Algeria.  The second divisive issue was the territorial partition of the continent.  There were squabbles over the cases of Somalia and Morocco-Mauritania but the most important case was the crisis unfolding in the Congo over, amongst other things, Katanga’s secession.  By the time of the OAU negotiations, these and other less fundamental divisions had given rise to two competing visions of African unity.
  The first vision, dubbed the “United States of Africa” and championed by Nyerere, argued for a single continental government.  The second vision, dubbed the “United Nations of Africa” won the day, however, and was exemplified by the creation of an organisation of newly independent sovereign states.  Once the underlying vision was agreed, it fell to the Council of Ministers to create a Charter by cobbling the Casablanca Charter (1961), the Lagos Charter (1962) and an Ethiopian draft (similar to the Lagos Charter) together into one document.  The end product was substantially the same as the Lagos Charter.

As noted above, the OAU’s ‘articles of faith’ were set out in Article 3.  Four norms in particular proved central to Africa’s security culture.  First, imperialism was identified as the principal obstacle to African unity.  This sentiment was eloquently summarised by Haile Selassie at the summit of African Heads of States in Addis Ababa in May 1963: ‘The nations of Africa, as is true of every continent of the world, from time to time dispute among themselves.  These quarrels must be confined to this continent and quarantined from the contamination of non-African interference.’
  During the Cold War this led many African states to be sceptical of involving the UN Security Council in the continent’s affairs for fear of drawing in the superpowers and colonial powers.
  Nigeria, for example, was keen for the OAU to play a role in conflict resolution in part because it feared referring African issues to the UN would simply allow extra-African issues, most notably the Cold War, to complicate them.

Second, was the idea of sovereign equality.  This led directly to the emphasis given to achieving agreement by consensus in African diplomacy.  As Colin Legum observed, ‘consensus politics is, in fact, a crucial aspect of the ‘African way of doing things’, and finds its highest expression in the way the OAU conducts its business.’

Third, in line with the UN Charter and the idea of sovereign equality, the OAU institutionalised the norm of non-intervention.  This was done not only out of fear of European imperialism but also partly out of the desire of larger members of the OAU to allay the fears of smaller ones that they would not use their strength to prevail in such matters as frontier disputes.
  In Nyerere’s words, this norm meant ‘that we must avoid judging each other’s internal policies, recognising that each country has special problems’.

Fourth, the OAU decided to enshrine the principle of uti possidetis thereby accepting the legacy of arbitrary political borders drawn up to serve the interests of the colonial powers.  Although this quickly became a central tenet of Africa’s security culture it was not always clear that this would be the case.  For example, one of the resolutions of the first All-African People’s Conference in Accra in December 1958 stated the conference ‘denounces artificial frontiers drawn by imperialist powers to divide the peoples of Africa, particularly those which cut across ethnic groups and divide people of the same stock; calls for the abolition or adjustment of such frontiers at an early date; [and] calls upon the independent states of Africa to support a permanent solution to this problem founded upon the wishes of the people.’
  In contrast, just five years later, arguments about the negative consequences of fundamentally re-drawing Africa’s political boundaries won the day.

Other norms underpinning Africa’s security culture were internalised in the crucible of the early statecraft of the OAU’s members.  During this formative period the OAU’s roles as an independent organisation were primarily that of mediator, conciliator and arbitrator in a series of disputes.  It was, however, rather selective in its focus.  Most notably perhaps it studiously ignored the severe problems of Burundi’s so-called ‘double genocide’ and the rebellion in southern Sudan.
  As a result, one contemporary observer was ‘left to conclude that the OAU has been significantly effective in only two ways: first, by providing a forum for Africans to engage in colloquy and develop their image of ‘Africanness’; and secondly, by providing the media for the settlement of several internal disputes’.
  It is precisely in the first way that the OAU proved the crucial forum in which the norms of Africa’s security culture were internalised.

Some practical developments also helped Africa’s security culture to develop.  First and foremost perhaps, many nationalist elites in both Anglophone and Francophone Africa received similar education in their respective metropoles and often developed close personal ties with other African elites.  For instance, as Onyeonoro Kamanu noted, the delegates at the 1945 Pan-African Congress in Manchester reads like a somewhat later Who’s Who of political leaders.
  It was, he claimed, evidence of ‘a trans-territorial nationalist elite sub-culture.’
  This elite culture was also enhanced by the style of Africa’s summit diplomacy.  At the OAU summits, for example, Heads of State often stayed in the same hotel and most of the gatherings and meetings were closed to the press.  As a result, a culture of private and extremely personalised diplomacy developed within this club of statesmen.

Not surprisingly therefore, the process of norm internalisation revolved around the items high-up the OAU’s early agenda.  These included the kidnapping of diplomats, a variety of territorial disputes between OAU members, (some) internal conflicts, and the issue of subversion, that is, where one member charged that a member state had encouraged subversive activities directed against the government of another.
  The issue of internal conflicts was particularly significant (and divisive).  Once again it was the Congo crisis that had the most immediate and important consequences in relation to the non-intervention norm.  Despite being born during Congo’s crisis, the OAU was tarnished (perhaps unfairly) from the outset by its inability to resolve it.  One noticeable effect was that after the Congo’s crisis the OAU’s members became decidedly wary of involving themselves in members’ internal affairs.  As a direct consequence, as David Meyers noted, ‘When a few African leaders tried to get the long, very highly intense Sudanese civil war onto the OAU agenda, they found little support following a Sudanese announcement that it did not wish such discussion.’
  This suggests that the reluctance of OAU member states to get involved in internal conflicts was not a natural African trait but rather a reluctance borne of painful experiences in one particular crisis.  By the time of the Biafran war (1967-70), the OAU became involved only inasmuch as it supported the federal government’s position.  Yet despite the norms of non-intervention and uti possidetis four African states (Côte d’Ivoire, Gabon, Tanzania and Zambia) recognised and aided Biafra.

5. How have these central norms developed? (I) Internal Contradictions

In several important respects the central norms of Africa’s security culture were contradictory.  Of course, as Antonio Gramsci pointed out long ago, widely and deeply held assumptions and beliefs do not have to be consistent to exert a powerful influence over their advocates.
  But, as a result, a constant momentum for development lay within the dialectical resolution of the culture’s central contradictions.  Such was the case in African international society where there were important contradictions related to the OAU’s stance on secession, non-interference, and African autonomy.

Contradiction 1: Secession

Writing in the mid-1970s, Kamanu noted an ‘apparent contradiction between African support for self-determination under colonialism, and opposition to the application of the same principle in a post-colonial setting.’
  Of course, it is important to recall that in international law legitimate claims to self-determination do not necessarily justify secession.
  Rather, demands for self-determination can be accommodated within the existing state by developing decentralised governance structures and paying greater attention to minority and human rights of the group in question.  Altering political borders is, as Arnold Hughes observed, ‘an extreme political option.’
  Nevertheless, it was somewhat contradictory for the OAU to declare secession ‘a matter within a member’s domestic jurisdiction which precludes external interference’ and at the same time pass ‘resolutions condemning secession.’
  Thus while the OAU supported liberation movements in Guinea-Bissau, Angola and Mozambique, for instance, it condemned similar struggles in Nigeria, southern Sudan, Chad, Eritrea, Somalia and the Comoros.

Proponents of rejecting secessionist claims often placed great emphasis on a “domino theory” or “floodgates” argument.  Neither proposition, however, could marshal much empirical support.  The secessionist movements in Katanga, Biafra and southern Sudan, for example, tended to assert the unique, extraordinary nature of their demands and did not trigger similar demands elsewhere.  Indeed, as Figure 3 indicates, the number of secessionist movements in post-colonial Africa is remarkably small given the diversity of ethnic groups within the continent.  More recently, Eritrea’s acceptance within international society – to date the only successful case of secession in Africa
 – did not lead to a sudden splintering of African states.  Nor did international society’s recognition of new states outside the continent, including those in the former Soviet Union and the former Yugoslavia.
  Most recently of all, Timor Leste’s birth in 2002 does not appear to have generated any new secessionist movements in Africa.

Ultimately, at the heart of many secessionist problems lay not illusory domino effects but the unwillingness of many African governments to provide adequate safeguards for human and minority rights in their own states.
  In this sense, one way of overcoming the OAU’s first contradiction was to resolve its second contradiction, namely its stance on non-interference in the internal affairs of its member states.

Figure 3: Ethnic separatist claims in post-colonial Africa
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Contradiction 2: Non-interference

At issue here was the OAU’s willingness to condemn the internal arrangements of European minority regimes such as those in Rhodesia/Zimbabwe and South Africa while its members remained silent in the face of abuses committed by African regimes.  When it came to African regimes, the OAU was willing to promote human rights but not protect them.
  Claude Welch expressed the problem eloquently when he pointed out that,

Two contradictory principles have helped [the OAU] maintain solidarity: the first recognises that domestic jurisdiction rests at the foundation of sovereign equality, while the second stresses that national policies such as apartheid have international consequences.  These principles clash directly in the broad area of human rights. … OAU practice indicates that claims of absolute sovereignty in domestic affairs belie the historic record.  Under certain circumstances, member states have worked directly with the Organisation to resolve domestic issues of significance beyond the bounds of the individual state.

In part, the OAU’s members papered over this contradiction by considering ‘human rights largely in the guise of self-determination, through the ending of alien or settler rule.’
  It was brought to the forefront of international debate in 1979, however, when the OAU summit decided to convene a committee of legal experts to draft both an African Charter of Human Rights and Rights of Peoples (which was completed in 1981 and entered into force in October 1986) and the framework for an African Commission on Human Rights.

These developments were hastened in no small part by the ousting from power of three tyrannical leaders earlier that year: Idi Amin (Uganda), Jean-Bédel Bokassa (Central African Republic), and Macias Nguema (Equatorial Guinea).  The key issue was arguably events in Uganda after Amin assumed the presidency in 1971.  The issue of human rights abuses in Uganda made it onto the OAU’s agenda in 1975 when four Heads of State (from Botswana, Mozambique, Tanzania and Zambia) boycotted the organisation’s summit in Kampala citing Amin’s ‘disregard for the sanctity of life’ as their reason.

The most comprehensive statement of protest came from Tanzania on 25 July 1975.  It is worth quoting at some length.  The OAU,

is an organization of States but its purpose is the service of the people of Africa – all the people … [And yet] when  massacres, oppression and torture are used against Africans in the independent States of Africa there is no protest anywhere in Africa.  There is silence even when such crimes are perpetrated by or with the connivance of African Governments and the leaders of African States … the OAU never makes any protest or criticism at all.  It is always silent.  [O]n all such matters the OAU acts like a trade union of the current Heads of State and Government, with solidarity reflected in silence if not in open support for each other.

… Africa is in danger of becoming unique in its refusal to protest about the crimes committed against Africans, provided such actions are done by African leaders and African Governments.  … Now by meeting in Kampala, the Heads of State of the OAU are giving respectability to one of the most murderous administrations in Africa.

The reasons given by African leaders for their silence about these things is the non-interference clause in the OAU Charter. … But why is it good for States to condemn apartheid and bad for them to condemn massacres which are committed by independent African Governments?  Why is it legitimate to call for the isolation of SA [South Africa] because of its oppression but illegitimate to refuse co-operation with a country like Uganda where the Government survives because of the ruthlessness with which it kills suspected critics?

Despite Tanzania’s protest, Amin served his term as Chairman of the OAU.  As Welch later concluded, “Hear no evil, speak no evil, see no evil’, typified the views of most OAU summiteers.’

More recently, however, there has been evidence of a change in the normative and legal weight given to human rights relative to state rights.  Whereas the OAU was widely described as condoning a ‘culture of impunity’ in relation to heads of states who committed atrocities the AU has been described as slowly edging towards a ‘culture of accountability’.
  A key turning point in this regard came in 2000 when Hissène Habré the former president of Chad was indicted for atrocities by the courts of another state (Senegal).  This was the first time a former African head of state had been so indicted.

Contradiction 3: African autonomy

A third important contradiction quickly emerged between the OAU’s desire to find ‘African solutions to African problems’ and the lack of endogenous security capabilities available to the continent’s institutions.
  Although the desire to avoid colonial oppression lay at the heart of Africa’s security culture it was arguably the OAU’s role in settling a nine-year old dispute that had broken out between Morocco and Algeria in 1963 which gave rise to what was subsequently dubbed the “Try OAU First” principle.
  In most cases, however, the OAU watched from the sidelines as African states reached for outside assistance.  In 1964, for instance, the governments of Kenya, Tanganyika and Uganda had to call on British troops to quell their own mutinous soldiers.
  Similarly, Congo called on the UN and mercenaries to restore order, the OAU called on Britain to intervene militarily in Rhodesia, and France was called upon by both Gabon (1964) and the Central African Republic (1979) to put down internal revolts.
  The problem persists today, one clear example being the AU’s inability to fund and fully resource its first two peacekeeping operations in Burundi (2003-04) and Sudan (2004-present).

6. How have these norms developed? (II) Towards a New Union

Undoubtedly the most significant institutional change in Africa’s security architecture came with the establishment of the AU in 2002.  This reflected earlier developments in the continent’s security culture, particularly in relation to unconstitutional changes of government and the emerging belief that the AU has a right to intervene in African states in what the Union’s charter refers to as ‘grave circumstances’.  In February 2003, after an amendment, the Union’s charter was also permitted to intervene in order ‘to restore peace and stability to [a] Member of the Union’.  Before analysing the details of these developments it is worth briefly noting what factors helped bring them about.

In addition to its own internal contradictions, two main factors have encouraged the constitutive norms of Africa’s security culture to develop.  First, as noted above, the OAU’s rather painful experiences in the Congo crisis made its members wary of interfering in internal African conflicts.  Over time, however, the OAU, or rather certain governments within it, found it increasingly difficult to ignore either large-scale human rights abuses within African states, as in Amin’s Uganda, or the spill-over effects of these conflicts, such as sizable refugee flows.  The latter issue was a longstanding problem and was considered significant enough for the OAU’s Council of Ministers to create a Refugee Commission consisting of ten states at its meeting in Lagos in February 1964.  Arguably the case that attracted the most intensive international attention and condemnation concerned the refugee camps that formed in eastern Zaire following the 1994 Rwandan genocide.

Second, the continent’s governments faced a series of increasingly significant moral pressures generated by the international discourse on human rights and international humanitarian law.  The roles such factors played in ending white minority rule in South Africa has been widely debated.
  However, from the 1970s onwards, the UN’s push to create regional level human rights instruments and an increasingly large number of international and local NGOs played particularly important roles in putting human rights issues, not just liberation issues, on the OAU’s agenda.
  After the Cold War the international financial institutions and most Western liberal democracies also placed greater emphasis on tying their development assistance to conditions such as democratisation and human rights reform.

In spite of these pressures, the OAU/AU’s norm against unconstitutional changes of government was only internalised incrementally.  For many years, coups were routinely practiced on the continent but they only marginally disrupted the pattern of African diplomacy if they disrupted it at all.  Between 1958 and 1981, for example, more than 41 successful coups (and many more unsuccessful ones) took place in 22 African states.
  The following statement from Uganda in 1971 neatly captured the dominant attitude within the OAU:

the question of a change in government in one country is purely an internal matter which is not the concern of the OAU.  Twenty member states of the OAU which are now taking their seats in the OAU conference have had changes of government through coups and counter-coups.  We strongly feel that if the OAU tries to involve itself in the internal affairs of member states, it is going to destroy itself.

But while coups were tolerated diplomatically, the assassination of political leaders and ‘subversive activities’ were officially outlawed in Article III(5) of the OAU Charter.
  By the mid-1990s, however, the OAU’s behaviour had changed.  The 1997 coup against President Ahmed Kabbah in Sierra Leone, for instance, was widely condemned with the OAU suggesting other states had a duty not to cooperate with Jonny Paul Koroma’s junta.
  The new norm was officially institutionalised in July 2000 with the Declaration on the Framework for an OAU Response to Unconstitutional Changes in Government AHG/Decl.5(XXXVI).

After a prolonged period of argumentation the second major development in Africa’s security culture was codified in Article 4(h) of the AU Charter.
  This states the Union has the right ‘to intervene in a Member State pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in respect of grave circumstances, namely war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity’.  The Union’s legal adviser, Ben Kioko suggested this signifies a shift in the AU’s stance from non-intervention to what he called ‘the doctrine of “non-indifference”.’
  This, he argued, is in line with ‘the idiom in most African cultures that you do not fold your hands and just look on when your neighbour’s house is on fire.’

This was not the first time a right of intervention was mooted among African diplomatic elites.  Indeed, it has been argued that the OAU, as opposed to its member states, already possessed the legal right to interfere in the affairs of its members under Article II 1(c) and because it was only the member states not the OAU itself that had to abide by the seven principles set out in Article III.
  Nevertheless, in previous years the idea that the OAU should intervene in internal affairs had met with overwhelming criticism.  For Colin Legum, the reality was ‘that no organisation like the OAU can hope to survive once it attempts to intervene – however good the reasons – in the internal conflicts of one of its members.  This essential constraint is inherent in any international organisation; this may be a pity, but no such organisation should be condemned for failing in an area which it cannot, realistically, touch.’
  In a similar vein, Christopher Clapham asked how such a right could be achieved in practice ‘without prompting the speedy collapse of an organisation which was founded on the principle of state sovereignty and has faced severe challenge to its very survival whenever it has threatened the individual interests of its members.’

By 2002, however, the normative climate within African international society had altered sufficiently to institutionalise a legal right of intervention for the Union.  Regardless of whether it can work or will lead to the organisation’s demise, it is a striking manifestation of Africa’s developing security culture, particularly when considered in light of the AU’s relationship to the UN.  Under Chapter 8 (Article 53) of the UN Charter, regional arrangements are only permitted to use force with the explicit authorisation of the Security Council.  Despite this, as Kioko recounts,

When questions were raised as to whether the Union could possibly have an inherent right to intervene other than through the Security Council, they were dismissed out of hand.  This decision reflected a sense of frustration with the slow pace of reform of the international order, and with instances in which the international community tended to focus attention on other parts of the world at the expense of more pressing problems in Africa.  Furthermore, the process of drawing up the Constitutive Act took place not long after the OAU Assembly of Heads of State and Government had adopted the Ouagadougou decision defying the sanctions imposed by the UN Security Council on Libya in connection with the Lockerbie crisis. … [African] leaders have shown themselves willing to push the frontiers of collective stability and security to the limit without any regard for legal niceties such as the authorization of the Security Council.

This is an extraordinary insight into the AU’s deliberations given that the organization is officially classified within the UN system as a regional arrangement.
  By March 2005, the Union was still claiming it did not need to abide by the letter of Article 53 of the UN Charter although it did soften its stance somewhat.  In the so-called Ezulwini Consensus document the Union agreed ‘with the Panel [High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, 2004] that intervention of Regional Organisations should be with the approval of the Security Council; although in certain situations, such approval could be granted “after the fact” in circumstances requiring urgent action.’
  To date, there have been no practical examples of the Union exercising this right.  It is therefore premature to declare that the right of the AU to intervene in a member state in grave circumstances constitutes a central tenet of Africa’s regional security culture.  At most, this idea represents an emerging challenge to the current norm of non-intervention.
An additional source of controversy was the amendment to Article 4(h) adopted in February 2003 after a Libyan proposal to add the words “as well as in cases of unrest or external aggression in order to restore peace and stability to the Member of the Union”.  This was done ostensibly with two rationales in mind.  First, to defend against the consequences of external aggression towards African states; and second, to give the Union some flexibility in deciding when to intervene given that the original threshold of grave circumstances was set rather high.

Figure 4: The process of norm socialization in Africa’s current security culture
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Conclusions
In this paper I have attempted to show that ideas about what counts as appropriate “African” conduct have influenced the behaviour of African states.  In particular, I have tried to show how the concept of a regional security culture is relevant to understanding Africa’s international relations.  The ideas and norms that constitute Africa’s regional security culture have not dictated foreign and security policies but they have helped set the terms for debate and set normative standards for state conduct.  Since the African society of states emerged in the late 1950s and 1960s, Africa’s security culture has developed in a variety of ways as it was formed, institutionalised and internalised by the continent’s diplomatic elites.  This development was driven by both outside influences, such as Western pressure to liberalise, as well as internal contradictions within Africa’s security culture, such as those related to issues of secession, non-interference and autonomy.
Arguably the two most notable recent developments have been the willingness of African states to condemn unconstitutional changes of government and to codify a legal right for the AU to intervene in matters that were previously considered part of the internal affairs of its member states.  The former development can be said to have achieved the status of new norm of Africa’s security culture because there is considerable evidence of African states condemning coup d’etats, most recently that in Togo.  In contrast, there is still no practical case of the AU invoking Article 4(h) of its Charter despite the fact that the crisis in Darfur, Sudan clearly meets the definition of ‘grave circumstances’ set out in Article 4(h).
  Consequently, the most that can be said is that a new norm that is challenging the region’s traditional culture of non-intervention is in the process of emerging but it is encountering stiff resistance from some African states.  It is only by remaining sensitive to the long and protracted struggles to shift Africa’s security culture that analysts will develop sophisticated understandings of why African states respond to security challenges in the way they do.
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