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Abstract
The aim is this study is to come up with new proposals as to how to solve or prevent
conflicts in Africa. The focus is on border conflicts and more specifically on the
Cameroon-Nigeria border conflict over the Bakassi Peninsular. Conflict prevention
and Management has been of great concern to modern states as well as other
organisations. This is because of the increasing number of conflicts in the world and
in Africa in particular. There are many ways used to prevent and/or solve conflicts but
most of them have not succeeded in their missions especially those in Africa. It is
usually presumed that the failures are due to foreign measures which are imposed on
the African countries. According to some social scientists, African nations should play
a greater role in conflict prevention in their continent. International support which
mostly come from Europe and the US ( United States) have include aid, peace
keeping forces and others. These aid in many cases have not helped to solve or
prevent conflict in Africa and elsewhere. Some critics even hold that these aid help to
promoted conflict than prevent them. Some of these aid or help from outside are
mostly misused and or do not reach those who need them. Inoder to curb some of
the shortcomings faced in conflict prevention and management, some European
countries like Sweden have made much research on how to prevent and manage
conflict in the world. The idea of cooperation amongst all the actors involve in conflict
prevention and management is necessary and important. The training of the local
forces by states and the cooperation between governmental and non-governmental
organisations in conflict prevention should be strenthened. States should creat
national co-ordinators who are to promote social rights and anti-corruption in foreign
business. There should also be cooperation between states and international
organisations covering reconstruction, security, nationality and property issues. A
strong appeal is made to multinational companies to involve in conflict prevention
processes in their areaa of operation. The analysis of the roots of conflict and to fight
them from the base is an important factor in conflict prevention and management. For
the interest of world peace and security, conflict prevention and management should
be an importatnt aspect of the foreign policies of modern demeocratic states.
Like in most African countries, the Cameroon-Nigerian border Conflict over the
Bakassi peninsula stermed from the mistakes the colonial masters (British and the
Germans) made when making the boundary. The local boundaries were not
considered and the new boundaries were made to serve their interests. The interest
and social situation of the local people were neglected and after independence, the
mistakes were not corrected but inherited. As was the case with the colonial masters,
economic factor of the border crisis is more felt. For the Europeans, it was to secure
better trade but the local people wanted to keep their fishing grounds and farmlands,
while the local authorities had to collect taxes and royalties. For the Cameroon and
Nigerain government, it is the exploitation of more oil and other resources
discovered in the region. Attempts to solve this crisis at state level and by regional
organisations like the OA.U have failed. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) as a
UN agent stands a better chance to resolve this conflict. But its ressolutions on this
conflict must be accepted by both conflicting parties inorder to attain a peaceful
solution. Also, both parties have to carry out bilateral cooperation with the help of the
international community inorder to achieve a lasting solution to the conflict.
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Introduction
In recent years many regions in Africa have been involved in war, internal and
external conflicts.This is not only true for Africa but for the world at large. It has been
noticed that wars and conflicts are more bloody and brutal nowadays as it was
before decolonisation. These conflicts are not only more violent and do not only
occur more oftenly, but have one most important factor to be noted; there are more
casualties on the civilians than on the military1. For these reasons, there has been
growing concern on how to prevent or solve conflicts of all kinds in Africa and in the
world as a whole. It has also been noticed that since the 90s the international society
is more prepared to engage in the prevention and solving of regional and
international conflicts. Some countries like Sweden and Germany, have taken into
their foreign policy goals the issue of conflict prevention and management2. These
countries although they belong to the European Union, try to put this as a main
isssue in their foreign policy. Apart from many European countries, regional
organisations such as the Organisation of African Unity (O.A.U now the African
Union), the European Union, and the United Nations Organisation (U.N.O) are
actively involved in solving problems in Africa and the world at large. The essence of
conflict prevention is a stance of responsiveness to unstable, potentially violent
conditions that are unfolding on the ground in particular places at particular times3.
Aim and Scope of this Study
The main aim of this topic is to deal with the controversy between theory and practice
in conflict prevention and management. Another reason for this work is to see to what
extend theories or concepts developed in Europe could help to solve or prevent
conflicts in Africa. This will include some approaches like the traditional approach (to
solve or prevent conflicts by promoting inter-marriages across borders), the
conservative approach of the policy of appeasement which failed in the days of the
First and Second World Wars, and the modern approach which includes the
arbitration, negotiations and to the worst a military intervention.
This work will also try to find out what is behind the concept of “an African solution to
African problems”. This is a concept proposed by African critics who hold that other
concepts and modells developed in Europe by Europeans to help prevent and solve
conflicts in Africa, has withnessed little successes. To such critics, the continent
needs its own solutions which will take into consideration the factors that will suit the
conditions of the region (for example ethnic groups, ancestral and family heritage,
religious ties e.t.c). Also concepts and suggestions as to help solve or prevent
conflicts in Africa are to be made by Africans themselves who could be termed as
“men on the spot”4 - though they could seek foreign help.
In order to treat this work systematically, this work has been divided into two main
parts. The first part will concern some conceptual definitions like conflict, its
characteristics, types of conflicts and causes of conflicts in Africa. In the first part of
this work, another subsection will be looking at concepts of conflict prevention and
management. This will include some analysis of actors involved in conflict
management, solving or prevention. There are many actors involved in such role but
1
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this work will be limited to four main important actors which include: state actors
(conflict prevention is seen by states as a political means of persuing their foreing
policies), multilateral actors (multilaterals could promote conflict prevention among
their member states), Non Governmemtal Organisations-NGOs (this is a risky
assignmemt for the NGOs and conflict prevention is an agenda imposed upon them
by their donors). The caution to all NGOs is to consider precisely what or to which
conflict prevention they are concerned with, and the last is the corporate sector which
engages with conflicts directly or indirectly and legitimately or illegitimately. This
includes those who buy local products (like oil, diamonds, woods), women groups,
religious groups and other private funded groups5. It should be noted that each actor
deals with conflict prevention and solution at its own level and according to its
interest. A combination of all these actors in their roles could produce an ideal
solution to conflict prevention and management.
The Swedish model of conflict prevention and management will come at this level of
the work, to show how and why all these actors are necessary in the attempt to
prevent and manage conflicts6. Why Sweden? This is because this country though in
Europe, is one of the first to develope a model for conflict prevention and
management; which includes not only all actors mentioned above but also can be
used in Africa and any where in the world. Her model does not only deal with conflict
prevention and management but also how to consolidate the peace attained after
solving a conflict. The Swedish model could be seen as a typology of a European
theory for conflict prevention and mangement. After this, we shall look at the African
theory of an “African Solution to African Problem”.
After looking at the Swedish model we shall move to the second main part of this
work. This will be the case of the Camroon-Nigeria border conflict. The conflict is
mostly on the ownership of the Bakassi peninsular which has a geographical
strategic position and it is rich in natural resouces like oil. Each country is claiming
the territory and has based its arguments on border arrangements negociated by
colonial powers. Border issues are usually a great significance in neighbour relations.
The significance is derived from the fact that borders limit political, social, economical
and strategical influences. The main defect in any border is its definition and that
usually poses problems between farmers, compounds, villages and nations7. This
conflict is important because it presents a form of conflict which is very typical of
African states.
It is one that has put into test regional organisations like the O.A.U, in its role of
conflict prevention and peace-keeping in Africa. This crisis has attained the
International level as it is now being treated in the International Court of Justice in
Hague. To my opinion this is an example of a conflict that does not only need local
actors (African solution), but also European as well as other international conciliation.
The example of this conflict will try to see how far the two theories in conflict
prevention and management could help to solve the Bakassi problem. Other new
suggestions will be made as to how to help solve the crisis.

5
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When a boundary is made, divergent views may emerge from the parties concerned.
The party that benefits from the arrangement regards the boundary as proper, while
the dissatisfied party agitate for a redefinition. In rare cases can both parties be
satisfied. The best boundary therefore, would be that which could serve the purpose
for which it was made with limited disagreement. Boundary making is not new in
Africa . Before the colonial era, there were boundaries: stones, rivers, mountains,
trees, roads villages and hills which served as boundaries between groups. Grazers
and farmers of one ethnic group were limited to their own sphere and they knew their
limits8. But when the colonial powers came to Africa, they made new boundaries
thereby imposing their own on the pre-existing ones. Their objective was to secure
those territories that would give them maximum economic advantage. Their
boundaries therefore ignored the local economic and sociological factors:Farmlands, ethnic groups and even families were seperated. As a comparison, the
building of the Berlin Wall in 1969 also led to separation of families and farmlands.
The Cameroon-Nigeria border conflict is a replica of such European boundary
divisions which has now put at stake the peace and security of both states and that of
Africa as a whole. A conflict which needs an immidiate solution. In oder to
understand this crisis, it will be wise to give a brief historical background of both
countries. This will include the conflict before independence (during colonialism) of
both countries, after colonialism (independence of both countries) and the conflict at
present. Attempts at solving this conflicts at varoius levels will be looked at and the
reasons why they failed.
After treating this conflict, we shall now move to the conclusion of this work. Here
suggestions shall be made as to solve the Cameroon-Nigeria border conflict. These
suggestions could also be used for solving other conflicts in Africa. It is important to
note that suggestions to conflict prevention and management are not only limited to
Africa, but could also be used in other conflict situations. In the end, a personal critic
will be made as to conflict prevention and solution in Africain in general.

8
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PART I
1.1. Definitions of some important terminologies
Concept
According to “the Dictionary of Political Analysis9, a concept is an abstraction to
which a descriptive label is attached; the label may then be applied to individual
members of the class to which the concept refers. Concepts are significant in that
they are the building blocks of political science and every other discipline. They are
the agents by which relevant phenomena are identified and classified, and meaning
communicated.
Conflict
Still from the “Dictionary of Political Analysis”10, conflict is a type of interaction
characterised by antagonistic encounters or collisions of interests, ideas, policies,
programmes and persons or other entities.
Significance:- Resolving conflict and promoting cooperative solution to social
problems are the most basic functions of a political system. In supresing conflicts,
governments utilize a variety of approaches, including promises, rewards, threats
and ultimately some form of physical coersion. Although poltical theories have
generally recognised the overlapping duality of conflict and cooperation, some such
as Karl Marx and Thomas Hobes, have stressed the basic conflicts inherent in man`s
nature or in particular political systems11. Similarly, in the international politics,
conflicts can become an overriding factor controlling interactions between states. For
example cold war conflict that determined the relationship between capitalist and
communist states in world politics after the World War Two (WWII).
According to John Galtung in “ Peace War and Defence”12, conflict can be perceived
as a property of an action system, viz; when two or more incompatible or mutually
exclusive values are persued. He goes further by saying conflict is a value
disagreement, and it should be distinguished from cognitive disagreement, which has
to do with the definition of what is true and what is false. Conflict in this sense has a
broad field of application-from the individaul person who tries to allocate scarce
resources (for example: time and money), to competing ends of two nations pursuing
the same values (for instance personal, economic, political, social and religious
values).
Michael Nicholson in “Studienbücher zur Sozialwissenschaften 3”13 says: conflict is
for every human underneath a characteristic feature. For this reason he tries to
define conflict by looking at its characteristics.
A conflict comes when two or more persons (parties) share opinions in opposite
directions. A conflict comes when two or more persons do not understand one
another. A conflict does not only involves individuals but also groups and nations.
9
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Therefore, a conflict is defined as an ‘Event’ that occurs between feelings which may
not be only between rational beings. For example, when two helicopters clash, one
does not talk of a conflict. Therefore a conflict must be defined in consideration of the
wishes and needs of the ‘Actors’.
In nowadays, conflicts could be seen more as a social behavior. In economics they
are strikes, in the international politics they are wars, threats of war, between married
persons (social relationships) it comes to friction and it could also be experienced
sport. It is right to see into and examine conflicting behaviors as general form of
behaviors. By this we imply on conflicts and their causes. A total analysis with the
consideration of the forms of conflict has got the advantage that in this way general
simple criterials could be found which could lead to the solving of existing problems.
The fact is that one ends up in the understanding of international conflict, when one
examines other forms of conflict and by so doing use the aquired knowledge for the
research of the causes of war. This is what this work is all about.
Conflict Prevention
For an explanation and a better understanding of the concept Conflict Prevention, the
book “Mainstreaming Conflict Prevention” edited by Luc van de Goor and Martina
Huber was considered. This is because this book specialises on conflict prevention
and I think it gives a clear and simple explanation for this process. In p.47, I quote
“The prevention of conflict is a moral imperative in today’s world. It is a humanitarian
necessity in order to save innocent lives. It is an economic necessity both for the
countries immediately involved and for the international community because of the
exorbitant price of war and post-war reconstruction. It is a political necessity for the
credibility of international co-operation, in particular the United Nations (UN). Conflict
prevention was born from a tradition of conflict resolution, or peace movements, or
simply humanitarian concerns”. This was taken from a speech made by Jan Eliasson,
the first UN Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs.
Prevention can come into play both in places where conflicts have not yet occurred
recently (that is, prevent vertical escalation). To prevent horizontal escalation will
include forestalling the spread of already active hostilities to new sites. And also
where recent but terminated violent conflicts could reoccure (that is, prevent relapse
in post-conflict situations). In short the essence of conflict prevention is a stance of
responsiveness to unstable, potentially violent conditions that are unfolding on the
ground in particular places at particular times14. Accepting the fact that conflict
prevention is an inter-related process, it therefore means that inorder to prevent
conflict, many factors must come into play. Despite the earlier use of the term
“preventive diplomacy”, conflict prevention cannot be restricted to any particular
means of intervention or implimentating actor, such as diplomats.

In principle, it involves the methods and means of any governmemtal or nongovernmental policy sector, whether it is stated as prevention or not15. For example,
not only mediation, good office and the like, but also sanctions, conditional
development aid, mediation, structural adjustment, humanitarian assistance, arms
14
15
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control, media education, preventive military deployment, democratic institutionbuilding, private investment, trade to name a few are necessary for conflict
prevention.
Of course, whether any of such means are infact effectively conflict preventive is not
automatic from their mere aims and application. This will depend on how they are
applied and the results they actually obtain. Indeed, some of these tools applied
without conflict sensitivity have contributed to violent conflict (an argument we are
going to see in the course of this work and how far this is true). Note: conflict
prevention is as such for activities which promote the necessary conditions for
sustainable peace. This includes minimising the possibility of out break, preventing
conflict that has occurred from increasing and rectifying the damage occurred as a
result of conflict.
Conflict Solution.
This is almost the same like conflict prevention but for the fact that conflict prevention
is to prevent a conflict from occurring in the first place. While conflict solution means
solving conflicts that have already taken place or those that are still taking place.
Therefore, for a better understanding of conflict solution, we will look at its defination
in John Galtung`s book on “Peace, War and Defence”16. Conflict solution can be
defined as the absence of conflict, that is the state of the action under consideration
where only one of the competing values is persued or enjoyed. According to Salim
Ahmed Salim, in conflict solution to peace; I qoute “Peace is not the absence of
conflict”. “Indeed a condition of peace is one which positive goals and objectives of
individuals, communities and the society as a whole are pursued with out hindrance
or fear of loss of life or integrity”17.
Types and Levels of conflicts:
Vertical Conflict18: This is when one group is dominated and this group fights for its
liberation. This was the case we saw with most African countries in the 1960s,
fighting for liberation from their European colonial masters. This type of conflict
include conflict between the centre and the periphery, which is most common in the
present day Africa.
Horizontal conflict: This occurs between two equal parties with no element of
dominance. Such conflict could occur between two districts within a state or between
two states (for example the Cameroon-Nigerian border crisis). This type of conflict
may see the intrusion of third party(ies).
Conflict could be seen as part of international relations. A study of conflict can be
viewed at two levels: intra-state and inter-state conflict.
Intra-state conflict may take the form of a study between two or more groups of
power contenders, within a state each seeking access to political power inorder to
advance its interest and goals. At worst, intra-state political conflict can cause costly
wars especially when the state apparat fails to mediate successfully between the
conflicting parties.
For example the French revolution of 1798, the Russian revolution of 1917 and the
Nigerian civil war of 196719.
16
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Inter-state conflict occurs because of competitions between two or more states.
Interdependence produces a degree of intergration by which we mean increased
interaction or close contacts amongst independent and sovereign states20. However,
because of different interest, increased contacts is likely to cause conflicts as it is to
promote cooperation.
Intra-state conflict may even occur within a well organised state system with a legally
constituted state apparatus for mediation and arbitration of conflicts. This implies
there are more factors needed to prevent conflict other than an organised state
system which we will see in the coming sections of this work. Within the state system,
there is a government endowed with the resources for allocation among conflicting
interest groups. Through the manipulation of power and allocation of resources
among interest groups, the state system produces consensus which is necessary for
the maintenance of the system. Causes of conflicts could be because of political,
social, economic, ideological and personality differences e.t.c. This statement is more
general but in the coming sections we will limit our self to the specific case of causes
of conflicts in Africa which we will try to explain in more detail. Before doing that let us
try to look at some general ways through which conflicts could be prevented in the
first place and the solutions to the conflicts which took place.
According to John Galtung21, there are three principal ways to prevent conflict.
Creation of a net work of primary relations between groups, for example intermarriage. It seems to believe that the more primary a relation is, the more intense the
sentiments. This might be base for conflict prevention, if the primary relation formed
between groups are really functionally important to both groups (as the case of
complex networks of business associates) and not adhoc, their conflict preventing
value may perhaps be considerable. But the value is highly dependent on how
polarised the status sets and the formal and informal interaction in the two groups
are. However, the worst possible combination, from a non-violent piont of view, would
be a conflict between formerly quite intimate, but now highly polarised groups. This
might be so in cases where the emotions from the broken primary ties could act as
an impetus to such conflicts rather than a solution. For example, a civil war; this has
been the case of most civil wars and ethnic conflicts in Africa. Despite this, it is worth
to mention that this system of primary relation to prevent conflict is one that was used
in Africa before colonialism. This system of conflict prevention did function well at
that time because the Africans put more value on extended relationships, they
believed more on tradition and most of all were more social as well as economic
interdependent on one another. But the modern Africa and the world of today is
almost the opposite where each nation is struggling to be self sufficient and more
independent from the other as much as posible.
As a result, there is little value in primary relations between groups or states of
nowadays. This, then handicaps this form of conflict prevention to function in our
modern world.
Nevertheless, this traditional old system of primary ties is regaining its place back in
modern politics. For example, one can see in the European Union and the African
Union where countries come together and try to identify themselve through their
common values and ties. Though this is not primarily to prevent conflict in the first
20
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place, one might interprete this form of identification as a tool to be used to prevent
conflict (the theory of good brotherhood). This point could be disputed upon but I feel,
that such regional organisations are good tools for conflict prevention. More about
this argument will be seen in the coming section of this work.
The second way of preventing conflict is through the creation of mutual
interdependencies22. The creation of mutual interdependency consists essentially of
the extension of ties through industrail and economic cooperation with all other ties of
secondary relationship positive for both parties. But the creation of mutual
interdependency might make conflict more probable, simply because of the extension
of the surface of contact. On the other hand, there will probably be contraints on
effort at conflict resolution, so that techniques of middle sized violence will probably
be avioded. The application of violence directly aimed at hurting the adversary with,
will have a boomering effect because of the interdependency created. But the
temptation to control the whole of the beneficial interaction network (be it in the
economic, cultural or social field) will probably also increase. This means that
application of violence may even be more probable if the percieved chance of gaining
complete control is sufficiently high. Despite danger, this form of preventing conflict
has a more positive effect if a state or a group in its interdependency does not
dominate the other(s) and or vice versa. That is, each state needs the other to
prosper and each state has its own strenght which the other can not do without. This
is an approach the African leaders who met recently on June 5th 1991 in Abuja,
Nigeria at the Oganisation of African Unity’s Summit had in mind23. These head of
states singned a treaty creating an African Economic Community which has to
develop an African Common Market in 30 years. This will create interdependence
which could be used as a base to prevent conflicts in Africa (this decision was
actually concretised with the creation of the African Union).
The third way of preventing conflict is by the creation of authority in a super system.
This is possible where others could be subordinated. According to this system, a
combination of references to knowledge, skills and direct, positive actions for the
conflicting groups should have a certain effect. This will imply that those who are
identified with the activity by both parties will probably acquire authority over both in a
conflict situation. This art of preventing conflict is good in that even in a highly
polarised situation, an authority of this kind may provide a meeting ground and serve
functions as a mediator. The fact that others could be subordinated in such a system
in conflict prevention could be seen in the state as the super power with the right to
prevent conflict within its system.
But in inter-state conflicts between two or more states, the international sytem like
the UN and regional systems like the O.A.U and the EU will have to play the role of a
super system. Whereby in the above mentioned systems, there is no real
subordinated partners as such; though some states to an extent might have more
influence in decision making over the others24. But in such international systems like
the UN there are other means of checks and balances for such “bigger” states over
“smaller” states.
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Solving Conflicts
There are many ways of solving conflicts in general and one of them is by
subjugation. This is the situation where one of the parties to a conflict is examined
and subjugated to a point where he can no longer vioce its view. This party might
also be segregated and downgraded so much that he may present its values but will
have no impact on the actions of the total system. Such solutions are refered to as
non accepted solutions and are undemocratic25.
Conflicts could be solved by democratic vote over values to be persued by the
system. The value system of the majority is adopted as the value of the total system
but this does not necessarily means that the minority acquisces (submissively
accept) and internalises these values, and accept the solution. For this reason in a
democratic decision making system, the role is always to respect the rights of the
minority; so that decision making should not lead to dissatisfaction of the minority and
thus lead to conflict rather than solving it.
There is also the “Quaker technique” (John Galtung p.305) of conducting
conferences where a formal vote is not taken before there is unanimity present; so
that there will be no defeated party. This is not unusaul practice of concealing faction
formation by voting the majority in plenary session is an application of the important
symbol of unaminity and hence a pretence that solution is accepted. A good example
of such decision making body was the League of Nations which saw it fall with the
beginning of the Second World War26. As a correction of such a decision making
body, the UN was formed which has a democratic decision making body with respect
of the rights to the minority in decision making.
The strongest case of accepted solution seems to imply a complete
internationalisation in both parties to the conflict of a common value system. For
example, to create a “Buffer Zone” or to some extend “Peace Keeping Forces” (both
ways used by the UN)27. This may be either the system held by one of the parties
before the solution or a new system, invented during the conflict. In the first case,
conversion (or change or mind or heart) may be said to have taken place. In the
second case, a compromise to which both parties agree has been found. It seems
reasonalbe to say that both conversion and compromise are needed to bring an
acceptable solution.
Another way by which conflict could be solved is by the use of force through military
intervention. Many criticise this form of solving conflicts. The criticisms are based on
the following facts. Military action entails explicit infraction against violence, against
the taking of lives of others. More specailly, military armament will be percieved as an
increase manifest intensity and a threat, even through it is not so intended28. The
preparation for the ultimate possibility (that of killing) presupposes a certain amount
of polarisation in the system which is incompatible with functions like the extension of
democratic values of self-realisation, diversity, brotherhood, universal love e.t.c.
Despite this criticism of military action, one could say that such actions are needed to
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oust “the necessary evil”. Military action comes into play when all other means of
solving conflicts such as diplomacy, negociations, compromises including the above
mentioned, come short of the task of solving a conflict. Then the military action
despite its shortcomings is the last resort to be considered. Military actions do not
intend to kill civilians as well as inflict casualties on the field. As we have seen from
the First and the Second World Wars, and in cases like Kosovo, Afganistan, Kuwait,
Serria Leon, military actions from the international scene were very necessary to
bring such brutal conflicts to an end29. These brought about lots of destruction in
human lives and infrastructures but the international system had no other choice than
to intervern in these areas militarily. In some cases, military actions have to be
followed with by peace keeping troops inorder to maintain peace in such regions and
also to help reconstruct the conflict thorned countries.

1.2. Causes of Conflict in Africa
Introduction30
Slowly but steadly we will be moving to more concrete terms as to what could be
some of the causes of conflicts in Africa. It is important to specify after having written
a lot on general concepts of conflict solution and prevention. As our topic demands,
we shall look at causes of conflicts in Africa as whole though each conflict has its
own specific causes. It is nevertheless worthy to note that it is advisable to examine
the root causes of each, conflict be it in Africa or elsewhere properly before trying to
look for ways to solve it. This is because looking at the causes of a particular conflict
will give an understanding of the factors that come into play as regards the conflict.
Thus, making it easier to bring into play the necessary factors that could lead to its
prevetion or solution.
Paul Collier at the World Bank holds that conflict is more a result of greed than
grievance31. The EU Council hold that root causes of violent conflict include the
imbalance of political, economic, social and cultural opportunuties, illegitimate
governments, absence of mechanisms for the peaceful resolution of differences, and
the absence of a vibrant civil society.
As earlier mentioned there are a lot of causes of conflict in Africa depending on the
conflict in question. A list of causes of conflict in relations between African states
might include the following factors: ideology, personality, internal power struggles
(miltary factors), the treatment of ethnic minorities, decolonisation, territorial disputes,
refugee problems and finally external interferance. Ideology, personality, internal
power struggles and the treatment of minorities belong to some of the domestic
sources of intra-state conflicts in Africa. We shall try to look at each of the above
mentioned causes of conflict more deeper .
Ideology
Conflict over ideology and pionts of principle is common in African international
relations; even the principle shared by all African governments. For example, all
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African goverments share the common opinion of opposition to the racist policy
against apartheid.
But despite this general view against apartheid among African states, apparthied was
at the source of conflict between African states32. Since the conference of
independent African states in April 1958 in Accra, Ghana, a general concensus had
prevailed among African states that apartheid and racism must be brought to an end
within the continent.
The O.A.U (the Organisation of African Unity) had taken postion that no African state
should have diplomatic and commencial relationship with the Republic of South
Africa, but some African states disagreed. Some southern African states like Malawi,
Lisotho, Swaziland and Botswana whose national income are dependent on the
Republic South Africa’s (R.S.A), maitained both diplomatic and commercial
relationship with the apartheid regime of R.S.A. States like Kenya allowed
commercial airlines flying to and from South Africa to refuel in Nirobi.
Even radical Mozambique allowed the practice of exporting African workers to South
Africa which started in the colonial era to continue. It did so because it could not
afford to loose the valuable source of foreign exchange. Kenya’s deeply rooted
western orientation and dependency made it unwilling to refuse refueling facilities to
western European airlines flying to and from South Africa.
Non-aligment33 is another area in which African states have oftenly disagreed both
on its application and on what the concept itself means. Anti-communist presidents
like late Houphouet Biogny (Ivory Coast,1905-1993) and the formal Senegalese
president Loepold Sedar Senghor (1906-2000), both equated Non-alignment with
alliance with the communist. In their view Non-alignment is a device used by radical
states to undermine African Goverments allied to Western Europe and North
America. Meanwhile, Julius Nyerere (1922-2001) of Tanzania and Sekou Toure
(1922-1984) of Gineau Conakry denied that Non-alignment inevitably leads to a
closer identification with socialist countries. Many other African leaders share this
view and support Non-alignment inorder to achieve equitable relationship with both
the East and West Bloc during the Cold war period34. Ideological differences have
created an atmosphere of hostility between many African states.
In East Africa where Kenya and Tanzania persue different modes of production and
social organisation, it is not uncommon to find Kenya claiming that the reason of
Tanzania’s apparently unfriendly attitude lies in the failure of it’s socialist experiment.
The power struggle between Ghana and Nigeria which started in the years of the
O.A.U and continued until Nwame Nkrumah (1909-1972) was overthrown in 196635,
was partly as a result of ideological differences. The conflict between Angola and
Zaire between 1975-1979 can on one hand be explained by ideological differences
though it is true that president Mobutu Sèsè Sèko (1930-2000) was also interested in
the oil resources of the enclaved of Cabinola36.
Military Coups and Inter African relations
Since the independence of the formal Belgian Congo on June 30th 1960 and the
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subsiquent military interraction in the political process of the country, African arm
forces have increasingly become power contenders in the domestic politics of many
countries. The military has done this by overthrowing civilian governments. This
intervention has been made possible by the decline in the established machinery for
the transfer of power which made political change within the state problematic.
Often, the military has been the only force capable of challanging the government37.
Furthermore, disrespect for political institutions in many cases, led to rampant
corruption at the top of the political and civil administration.
Together with the steady weakening of political leadership and the intense and
uncompromising rivalry among the political elites. These factors have combined to
give the military a rational for overthrowing civilian governments. The importance of
military intervention in African politics is underlined by the fact that by 1981, more
than half of the O.A.U member states were either represented by military
governments or had experienced attempted military take overs.
Civil War
Civil war is one of the most explosive of intra-state conflicts and it often transcends
national boundaries. The 1967 Nigerian civil war started strictly as an internal
conflict38. It seems from a number of factors that we can analyse the situation as
follows.
First, power struggle among the military leaders, religious and ethnic differences and
regional grievances were all among the main causes. The military coup which
preceeded the civil war had destroyed the constitutional framework for change of
leadership. It had therefore weakened the political system and when the political
system failed to mediate between the conflicting interests, the civil war broke out.
The civil war broke out when the Igbos (an ethnic group) declared themselves
independent and proclaimed the state of Biafra. It is worth noting, that this civil war
had a part to play in the border conflict between Cameroon and Nigeria which we will
see in the second part of this work. The civil war between the Biafrans and the
Federal Government did not remain internal for long. When both parties sort external
assistance, it developed into an international issue. The international aspect
however, was partially deflected by the O.A.U which evoked the principle of “an
African solution for an African problem”39 (this principle will be looked at later in the
coming section of this work).
This principle was to an extent officially respected by the super powers. However, the
former Soviet Union did support the Federal Government and some groups in France
rallied behind the Biafrans. Among African states, the problem was whether or not
the O.A.U should uphold Biafran independence and sovereignty. The recognition of
Biafra would have been counter to the O.A.U principle of protecting the territorial
integrity of member states. The crisis, despite the fact that the majority of African
states upheld the O.A.U Charter and supported the Federal government, brought a
lot of tension and division in the relationship between African states40. Four African
states namely Gabon, Ivory Coast, Tanzania and Zambia recognised Biafra and a
few more supported the Biafran claim to independence without according its full
political recognition.
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The decision by some states to recognise Biafra made it very difficult for the O.A.U to
solve the conflict. More importantly, it strained relations between the Nigerian
government and those countries which had expressed recognition to the Biafran. The
O.A.U was also divided by the Angolan civil war in 1976, when 22 member states
supported the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA) Government
and 21 states opposed it.
The Endless Chadian civil war (stated in 1979 and ended with the coming of Idris
Deby in December 1990) even had greater impact. Lybia’s intervention in Chad in
198141 was greeted by one of the strongest and most universal continental protest
ever witnessed in Africa. It is this intervention which led to the July 1981 Nirobi O.A.U
resolution to send a peace keeping force to Chad. Unfortunately, the subsequent
failure of the O.A.U peace keeping operation has damaged the image of the O.A.U
as a potential continental peace keeper.
After looking at some of the most important domestic causes of inter-state conflicts in
Africa, we shall take a look at the external sources of inter-state conflicts in Africa:
Territorial Disputes
Territorial or boundary disputes are very explosive in Africa (this we shall treat more
in detail in our case study: border dispute between Cameroon and Nigeria over the
Bakassi peninsula). Since 1961, more than half of the O.A.U member states have
been involved in at least one territorial dispute. Territorial dispute in its restricted
sense refers to conflict over a whole territorial entity. It means, the denial by one of
the disputance that the territory claimed has any right to self determination,
independent existence or sovereignity. In the case of boundary disputes, the territory
disputed upon is claimed by the disputing parties and each of them claim right over
the territory or area.
Morocco’s claim over Mauritania at the time of the later`s independence constituted a
territorial dispute. Since the late 1970s, Morocco has layed claim to the western
Sahara and such claims also falls within the category of territorial dispute42. Morocco
has also evoked pre-colonial historical experiences and religious affinity inorder to
justify her claims to Mauritania and the western Sahara.
Most territorial disputes in Africa have their origins in colonialism. European
colonialists drew up African boundaries without any thoughts to their future impacts.
Boundaries were drawn inorder to suit European interest and not accurately
reflecting ethnic divisions. This was the case with regards to the Ewe of Ghana and
Togo43. It was the same situation to the Somali speaking poeples of Djibouti,
Etheopia, Kenya and Somalia. Historical relationships were also ignored.
Territorial disputes in Africa arise when the legality of the colonial boundaries are
challanged. Countries which reject the legality of colonial boundaries declare them
illegitimate because they were drawn and agreed upon by Eropeans.
This ideology has, we shall see later, played a role in the idea of “African solutions for
African problems”. These countries argue that the treaties legalising colonial
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boundaries were signed by Europeans alone and that as a result the treaties lack
legality in independent Africa. For these reasons, the colonial boundaries should be
adjusted inorder to take historical and ethnic realities into consideration.
The countries on which territorial claims have been made reject this argument and
insist that colonial treaties inherited by independent African states constitute
international obligations on the new governments. It is worth noting that the O.A.U
has bestowed legality and legitimacy on the existing inter-states boundaries in
Africa44.
Natural Resources
Territorial disputes can also be explained by the presence of natural resources.
Morocco’s claim on Algerian territory in 1963 appears to have had an economic
motive (the presence of oil deposites in the desert area). If Morocco controlled the
Western Sahara, it would be able to monopolise the production and marketing of
Phosphate, and to expliot the area`s Iron Ore deposites. Lybia’s claim to the
Northern Aouzou Strait sterns from the presence of Uranium in the region45. The Nile
water is a potential source of inter-state conflicts among the Nile valley states. Since
the coming of the socialist government in Etheopia, Egypt has on several occasions
declared that it would go to war with Etheopia if it tempered with the flow of the Blue
Nile which has its source in the Etheopian highlands. The Blue Nile is important for
the annual flooding of the river Nile on which both Egypt and Sudan depend heavily
for agricultural activities.
Colonialism and Decolonisation
As the scramble for Africa caused a great deal of confusion and toe-trading among
European powers, it became necessary that the sphere of influence by different
European powers having claims to Africa, be formally defined46. With this aim in view,
Bismark, for the imperial German government invited interested powers and what is
known as the Berlin Conference of 1884 was dully convened. In 1885, this
conference came out with what is usually called the Berlin Act of 188547.
This conference which saw the partition of Africa into spheres of interest was to
satisfy the European needs of trade. It did not take into consideration the future of the
Africans themselves, the ethnic and traditional ties of the Africans, the natural
boundaries which the Africans used before the Europeans came, religious ties nor
ethnic ties of the Africans. These as we have partly seen has a great aftermaths in
the continent today, which contribute to causes of conflicts in Africa. Colonialism left
behind the so-called politically independent African states.
The post-colonial period saw the rise of repressive power systems in Africa, the
unborn pre-power stage of foreign capital, the direction of economic in agricultural
products such as cotton, coco etc, the uneven exchange between towns villages as
well as the delicate development and income/salary differences. Areas which do not
have nothing to offer for the Europeans were left out and those with resources
developed (economically, infrastructures etc). Areas dominated by the Islamic
religion for example were ignored, while those that accepted Christainism were
developed and the people were also given western education.
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The colonial masters educated such people who later became elite of their societies
and turned to serve the colonial masters than their own people; and the colonial
masters also supported such rulers in times of conflicts as it is assumed. For
example, France supported Chad during the Chadian conflict of 1979-1990. Still the
case of Chad as an example, Chad got independence in 11th of August 1960 and the
agricultural region of the south with more Chritains had elites who got their education
from Paris48.
While the sahara and savana north with the majority of Muslims studied in Kiaro or in
Tripolis or Khaton (their education of course could not be compared with what their
couterparts had in Paris). Post-colonial times witness the Elites of non-Christain
areas much differences to their counterparts who were Chritains. They had a higher
and more competent western education, economic and social standards were more
better (one out of the several causes of the Chadian conflict). This affected the
uneveness in the representation in politics and the development of African states. As
a result of this imbalance in the society, some regions are underrepresented in
politics and therefore nurse grievance which when not resolved in most cases lead to
intra-state conflict.
As territorial disputes lead to military engagement in Africa, so is decolonisation. The
support of independent African states for liberation movement exposed these states
to colonialist military aggression49. During the 1960s, Tanzania had to endure arm
attacks from Mozambique because Tanzania supported Frelimo’s war against the
Potuguese colonialist. In the 1970s, Guinea`s (Geinea-Conakry) support for the
liberation struggle in neighbouring Guinea-Bissau brought it into conflict with the
Portuguese authority. The white minority regirme in Rheodesia (now Namibia) made
repeated raids into Mozambique and Zambia because both countries allowed
Zambabwian nationalist to operate from their territories50. Colonialism also brought
about the problem of white settlers in Africa which is also one of the main causes of
conflicts in Africa. Some example include the white minority dominated rule in South
Africa leading to apartheid, the settler problem in Algeria which is still one of the main
causes of todays conflict in Algeria, the settler problem in Mozambique.
Though some authors like Ndabaningi Sithole argue that colonialism has got also
some positive side which include, the supression of slavery and slave trade in
African, human dignity and reduced tribal wars. Colonialism led to the rise of African
nationalism, civilising the African population meaning bridge the gab between the
civilized and uncivilized and by doing so reducing the European monopoly. It brought
progress, peace and order, promoted coming together of different tribes, better
communication and new economic system and the creation of new classes among
the African people.
Despite the above advantages of colonialism, it is but sure that Africa was better off
before colonialism, Africa did not need colonialism inorder to develop and that the
results of colonialism are more negative than positive in all aspects of life in the
African continent today.
The effect of colonialism is being felt today in Africa. Most national economies are
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directed towards the market interest of the formal colonial masters. Arbitrary
boundaries and the creation of artificial states makes it difficult for a peaceful
developmenv and building of collective identities as basis of a nation. Adding to that
dictatorial governments and kleptokratic elites hinder the development of Africa.
Decentralised states have in the last years become a regional phenominum, partly
causing many violent conflicts and also less socio-economic development. It is true
that there are always two sides of an argument but as of the case of colonialism, it is
clear from the facts that it did more harm than good to the African continent and had
far reaching consequences which are still felt till date.
The Military factor
In East Africa and the horn of Africa, inter-state armed conflicts appear to correspond
to the level of growth in military strength. Immediately after independence, armies
were very small and their weapons unsoffisticated. Therefore, the military skirmishes
in the horn of Africa between 1963 and 1967 had involved small and poorly equiped
armies and had never grown out of proportions. The picture changed significantly
during the second half of the 1960s. The change followed from a combination of
internal and exernal factors. In Uganda, Milton Obote`s (1966-1971 and was voted
again in 1980-1983/84) had faced formidable oppostion from the Baganda people51.
The government became increasingly dependent on the military to maintain its-self.
Internal opposition also created fear of external intervention. These three factors
combined to convince the Obote’s regime to expand and modernise the Ugandan
army. An air force was established under the Obote. The Ugandan army was
increased from a number of 5000 men to 7000 men in 1967, to over 10.000 men in
1970. Thus throughout Africa, arms build up have increased inter-states tension and
have transformed disagreements into violent conflicts. In leaders like Idi Amin (ruled
from1971-1978 in Uganda) and Ghadafi of Lybia (1969-till date), the acquisition of
arms has bread adventuristic sentiments.
Expansionist like Said Barre (ruled from1969-19991) of Somalia and King Hassan II
(1930-1999) of Morocco52 have created the temptation to play the power game by
deploying military force inorder to achieve terrotorial ambitions.
Not to go more into detail on the problems of the military in conflicts in Africa, we
shall conclude this section by looking at some propects for the future. Conflicts in
Africa are in a state of flux. They fall under two main categories:- those conflicts
involving violent confrontations and conflicts over matters of principles. The later type
is the most common as it represents the expression of attitudes and a national way of
life. In the experience of Africa since independence, conflict over principles alone
have not been the cause of violent conflict between African states. However, conflict
of principles when accompanied by a treat to vital national interest may lead to war.
This can be seen in the Tanzanian-Ugandan war of 1978- 1979. It can therefore be
observed that differences on matters involving principles will continue to be a
characteristic of inter-state relations in Africa.
Another observation is that few if any wars are likely to be fought over issues such as
ideology and Non-alignment. So far it seems that inter-state violence is a product of
the concern for vital national interest such as territorial integrity, national honour and
access to resouces and the personality of leaders. As long as territorial claims remain
a measure objective of some African states, the possibility of future wars between
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two or more African states can not be discounted. It has been noticed that economic
factor (natural resouces) is one of the main causes of conflicts in Africa, be it within a
state or between states. This true of most recent conflicts in Africa like that in Zaire,
Sudan, Sierra Leone, Ivory Coast and Cameroon-Nigeria. The point is that Africa
experience more economic wars than have has ever been the case. It is also worth
to note that leaders such as Amin and Ghadafi bring about regional tension in their
actions.
Equally important is the growing strength of African armies (strength, that is in
relation to each other). Military armament may for a time act to maintain an
equilibrum through the operation of a balance of power. But as we have shown in
the horn of Africa and in East Africa, the current arm race in the continent has the
potential of increasing inter-state tension with a possible increase in inter-state
violence. Military build up has posed much threat to the territorial integrity of some
African states than had been the case in the early 1960s. Strong armies are also
likely to induce unilateral interventions in the internal affairs of other states.
Finally and unfortunately, the O.A.U in its present form can not be expected to deal
effectively with any upsurge in inter-state violence; though it was one of the reasons
of its birth was to take care of the peace and security of the continent. Some of the
reasons why O.A.U has not been able to play this role properly are53: the failure of its
members to stand as one in decision making (division in the O.A.U in the Angolan
crisis of 1975), lack of an independent peace keeping force, member states do not
hold to resolutions taken by the organisation (like the case of South Africa as
mentioned above). Member states do not pay their dues to the organisation
therefore, hindering its functions. Finally lack of will of member states to persue the
interest of the organisation which they formed.

1.3. Actors involved in Conflict Prevention
Introduction
States have over centuries been the main actors in conflict prevention strategies.
This is a role which states play knowingly or unknowingly in the persuing of their
politcal goals. Through recent developments in foreign policy discourse, conflict
prevention has become a category of action, based on the rudimentary notion that
significant violence is best avoided54. As such one might say that the development of
specific resources and procedures in the conflict prevention role of states, has to
some extent become formalised through institutional objectives (such as units in the
ministry, departments or general foreign policy). Some states may have even
developed a culture of prevention55.
The major governmental and non-governmental entities seem to have an institutional
compulsion and vested political interest deeply built into their routines so that they
only can persue costly and difficult military intervention and distribution of
humanitarian aid.
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Constrains of State affairs in conflict prevention56
The state as an apparat has not got it easy to prevent conflicts. It witnesses
weakness of the necessary political will to make conflict prevention a firmly fixed and
deeply rooted agenda of its system. The following are some of the reasons to explain
this shortcomings in the state affairs:
First, states have constrains in setting foreign agenda. This defines conflict
prevention as a policy that can be useful for states in some cases, but not the
majority. In their agenda-setting, states shy away from long-term entanglement which
could jeopardise other values at stake in a particular conflict such as good relations
with an international partner. The fear of endangering trade relations or the straight
forward accomplishment of normal task like spending aid budget in a transparent and
special way conflict, is also another factor.
Second, one may find a diffuse intellectual climate about foreign relations that is not
conducive to conflict prevention planning. The thinking runs in the following way:
conflict prevention belongs to the sphere of foreign security policy. Further, the
thinking is that conflict prevention is no more than good diplomacy and it does not
concern Non-governmental Organisations that are involved in private good will
efforts.
Finally, one finds the inter-play of electoral interest, targeted pressure groups and
media discourse (a problem more common with African states). Crisis reaction
remains an infinitely more powerful tool to obtain visibility in the public eye than
tedious and discret work of seeking long term prevention or resolutions.

How state Actors have adressed the above three constraints
1) Foreign policy (problems and constrains)
The first constrain as we have already seen above relates to the way foreign policy
objectives are set and the way in which administrations dealing with external
relations evaluate themselves. In this context, conflict prevention is often seen as a
specialised concern that relates to particular moments or regions. Some states even
use the principle of “non interferance into the internal policy of another state”57 to
back their look warm attitudes as a concern of conflict prevention. One might be right
to say that the behavioural style of any state actor has necessarily pre-existed the
development of the nation of conflict prevention.
However, changes in the international system and security field over the last decade
have affected the style of such state actor to a considerable extent. The more
frequent use of collective initiatives, as opposed to bilateralism, is a clear example of
the increased status of conflict prevention by state actors. While the operations in the
Balkans have already been variations on the choice of multilateral framework,
operations in Africa are now systematically placed under the United Nations
umbrella, most noticeable by France (and other formal colonial masters).
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There has been a growth in the mediation activities and some countries like Norway,
Germany and Sweden are making conflict prevention a hallmark of their diplomacy.
Most foreign interventions are marked by references to the avoidance of greater
violence through their actions.
There are however, many competing priorities in the international enviroment that all
but hinders conflict prevention in many states. Some states regard conflict in certain
areas as more threatening and thus necessary to prevent or solve than conflicts in
other areas. For example, it is striking to note that while the Nordic states have all
created departments and special advisers dealing with peace-building and conflict
prevention58. In such a system, the Far East and Europe is excluded and including
Africa. One reason for such exclusion might be that these states think that conflict in
the excluded regions might not be that threatening to their region. This might not be
the case as we have seen in the case with the Americans. Another reason might be
that these states do not find it worthy to carry the burden of the regional
organisations like the European Union (EU) which has to take care of Europe or the
UN which is to take care of the whole world. These reasons are just suggestions
which might not necessarily be the best.
Many governments see their priorities as economic success and the promotion of
trade as we earlier mentioned. The cultivation of protective or enabling environment
is of a secondary nature. Although this may seem like a cynical assessment, this is
what is happening in most regional organisations59. The point here is that such
priorities neglect conflicts in other regions. An example was seen in Africa with the
case of the genocide in Rwanda.
In the time space of three months, the Hutus killed an estimated number of one
million Tutsis60. The world knew of this and especially the Americans but did little to
prevent it. There are many of such examples in the world today.
Trade itself is another issue of concern which has remained quite immune to notions
of conflict prevention. In the UK for example61, the Department for Trade and
Industry has not promoted interest in social responsibilities of cooperations, which
could be a peace-building tool. While the Foreign Office has promoted issues such
as regulation of the trade in small arms and been a leading advocate of the ban on
conflict diamonds (supporting NGOs and industry self-regeulation in particular), this
has not found little echo in the Department of Trade and Industry. For others, the
behavior of their key international partners may be even more important than the
economic and humanitarian out comes of peace in some distant crisis. Conflict
prevention is particularly affected by the behaviour of partners, as it is mostly (but not
exclusively) carried out through joint or multilateral action. A priority to action or
inaction by this partner(s) will be the cue followed by the state in question. This is
true for many countries in relations with the United State (US). There are very many
examples one could find in the Cold War period.
Even on the creation of an international protective environment, the hierarchy of aim
is sometimes not very clear. For example, poverty alleviations in which a World Bank
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objective, endorsed as the overall objective by all OECD (Organisation of Economic
Cooperation and Development) donors, is served in part by conflict prevention62.
However, all aid administrations privately admit that conflict prevention represents
such a general objective that the host of their intermediate objectives may crowd out
the conflict prevention element63. The problem is the need of specific objective goals
as opposed to the very general ones. The maintenance of good relations will prevent
a politically contradictory position, for example, large infrastructure projects may have
a negative impact on local tensions. Lack of diplomatic representation can also
impose capacity limitations on conflict prevention. A good example is on the physical
presence of civil servants in a country. This has been one of the most significant
aspect for Denmark in determining a relatively marginal role in the Rwanda-Burundi
crisis, where the most important intervention has been contributed to the international
humanitarian effort64.
Some states also do not want to risk the lives of their citizens by sending them to
work in such conflict areas. A suggestion to solve such a problem will be to train
people from such war zones to carry out such functions themselves. This we shall
see later, when treating the Swedish case of conflict prevention and management.
There is often a need for much deeper analysis and actions than states can afford.
An example will be the case of other African states in the role of conflict prevention in
their region. Most of these states are so poor that they cannot even raise resources
for such a task. As concerns others who can afford, they are over demanded.
A good example is a country like Nigeria which has its own problems at home, but
still had to contribute about 2/3 of the peace-keeping forces in Sierra Leone and
Liberia under the ECOWAS (Economic Community of West African States)65. It could
not do much in other conflicts in Africa at this time. Another difficulty is that a lack of
historical presence might block the intervention of a state in conflict. This is one of
the factors that dictated that Norway intervened in Guatemala, Mali and Sudan,
rather than in the Congo66. The French mediation in Yemen-Eritrea conflict stemmed
directly from colonial history as one could say. Some countries have advantage over
others in executing conflict prevention activities in war areas. This is because they
have in the past centuries accumulated experience gained by aid and diplomatic
personnel. More crucial is that such countries have the previleged access of a long
aid effort which gives their Ministry of foreign Affairs a strong basis for decision
making as concerns intervention in conflict prevention. An example was the division
of labour between UK and France west of Nigeria, has focused initiatives. France
was also seen in Niger in 1966 and the UK in Sierra Leone to this day67.
The above analysis was to treat the state actor´s role in conflict prevention and to
see how states have tried to carry out their role in their foreign policy objectives.
Owing to the above arguments, one can say that states have not had it easy to carry
out this function smoothly. For that reason, here are some suggestions to better this
role in the foreign policy objective on conflict prevention. States should create
national co-ordinators whose task is to promote social rights and anti-corruption in
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foreign business, so as to check the activities of the workers in their companies
operating in foreign lands. States see foreign policy in its more conscious and
deliberate form, as the result of a three-way calculation of interest, opportunity or
feasibilty and threats68. But they should be aware that, stability and interdependence
are increasingly gaining prospects as the frames of a good foreign policy. Another
point of causion is that, opportunities for prevention do multiply. Initiatives are
becoming increasingly defined in collective terms, leading to the emergence of new
structures for the prevention of stability. The EU for example has a Regional Return
Initiative for Refugees and Displaced Persons. This includes government and
international organisations, covering not only reconstruction but also security,
property issues and nationality.
2) Political Culture (problems and constrains)
Conflict prevention was born from a tradition of conflict resolution, or peace
movements, or simply humanitarian concerns69. The interpretation of political culture
differs from state to state. It has been developed in US and UK as an academic
discipline. In the Nordic countries, it was seen as an extention of cooperative security
or solidarity engagements. To a lesser degree in Holland and Germany, it is linked up
with the peace movements70. These various interpretations of political culture have
limited the universality of its appeal or its apparent relevance to many state actors.
In Africa and most third world countries, the struggle for emancipation was seen in
part as best served through violent means. This is reflected in the notion of "sublime
violence" propounded by the insurgent unionism of the begining of the century in
Africa , and the philosophy of many liberation movements around the world from
194571. Conflict prevention is indeed not automatically a tradition in the political
culture of all countries. Violent conflict can be a means in the struggle for
emancipation (political, cultural etc). Conflict prevention might hamper such
emancipatory struggles. The nationalists struggle for independence in African states
could be seen as a good example.
Most European countries like Germany contribute to conflict prevention through the
EU and not as state actors on their own72. The conflict prevention Network of the EU
was originated from the project of a former French Prime minister (Lionel Jospin
1997-2002). But this interest has not been reflected any more than a title for the
foreign policy initiatives. Conflict prevention does not evoke clear visions of which
actions will be undertaken, either in the form of historical precedents or "praxis". It
remains intellectually remote. This has structural dimensions.
It is not possible to find in the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, a structure dedicated
to dealing with conflict prevention, even if it has been presented as a priority
particularly for Africa73. The emphasis has shifted to the notion of civil protection in
neighbouring regions, or in the case of Germany, to development aid planning tools.
In case of others, colonial heritage has often confused the issue of the need for/of
conflict prevention practices. Colonialism clearly brought its share of violence and
injustice (as we have already seen before), but it resembled many of the present day
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practices of state actors abroad as one could say. A lessen states could learn from
the colonial masters of the past as such is to operate in long term in a potentailly
hostile enviroment with scarce resources; colonial administrations resorted to public
information and education, trade, area development, or medication. States have to
increase their habit of political and socio-economic analysis at all levels of
administration to deal with conflict prevention.
Still to talk about the state actor and the policy of political culture in conflict
prevention, there must be analysis at various levels of conflict prevention on the part
of state actors. This is important because it has been noticed that the notion of
conflict prevention suffers from a level of analysis problems. For example, to analyse
the crisis in question and to see what actions could be taken as measure to solve or
prevent crisis.
In each case it is very important to know if aid is needed, by whom, when, why and
how the aid should be distributed. The problem is that most of the states will often
seek to prevent conflict because of the uncertain outcomes in significant conflicts; but
not because they see conflict prevention as a political culture. Another problem state
actors face is that a policy of conflict prevention is always premised on a particular
political and security analysis. This is not necssarily unanimously shared, not even
within a single government.
What one state will define as a conflict prevention, another one may see as
conducive to conflict, or extension of sphere of influences. A classic case of this has
been the policy of the G8 countries as regards Iraq74. The search for a stable
succession to the regime in Iraq seems to the Russian diplomates as very
dangerous. Different actors may not see the use of sanctions as having the same
impact. It is now clear in the voting patterns of the UN Security Council that Russia
does not consider the US global hegemony as a source of stability. Another case is
that with the African states as concerns the Congo Crisis of 196075. As concerns the
states actors in this conflict, some African states mostly those who came from the
Kassablanca group in January 1961 (those who stood for the African Union to be
total independent and from a third force), prefered to see a Congolese state which
would be free from any form of external control. Whereas the other group, the
Monrovia group formed in May 1961 (those that stood for an African Union in
cooperation with the US and the former colonial masters) took a more moderate
stand on the Congo crisis, supported the UN efforts and also refrained from any
criticism.
3) The packaging of conflict prevention
The packaging of conflict prevention is another aspect in question as regards to the
state actors. States have to have a concerted policy of conflict prevention in
circumstances of insufficient information about the benefits of conflict prevention as
we have already mentioned. This valuable policy orientation has to compete for
ministerial and parliamentary attention. This is because there is most often the risk
that conflict prevention will constantly become crowded out by a host of other
priorities such as the enviroment, free and fair elections, humanrights, poverty and
health problems. Considerable effort has been given to new initiatives, such as
decentralisation of public services, with little regards to the possible impact on
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conflict. A case in point is presented today by Indonesia, where it risk increasing
ethnic and geographical cleavages in the country fuelling civil war. The case of
Nigeria in Africa as concerns the Shari laws in the northern part of the country, could
also be seen as another example76.
It has been noticed that the media coverage on crisis and initiatives are suggested by
journalists that can only be related secondarily to conflict prevention77. This creates a
public pressure for more tangible activities, such as the delivery of supplies or public
denunciations. Conflict prevention has not been well sold to the geographical
services in diplomatic and aid communities, or to the politicians. Rather, it has been
recognised that conflict prevention has been mostly discussed in aid management
circles, or secondarily in relation to emergency deployment of protection and military
resources. For this reason, conflict prevention has consequently remained a very
technical concept, not widely understood, and hard to use by policy units. This, has
made the technical nature of conflict prevention planning easier to engage in
humanitarian operations, or peace conferences, with their more immediate
implications.
As a very good example for such constrains, we will discussed Sweden’s method,
SIDA (Sweden International Development Organisation), in the later stage78. As the
limits of humanitarian assistance have become more evident, conflict prevention
world has generated its own budgets in turn leading to more intense advocacy from
the NGOs side.
To conlude this section of state actor in conflict prevetion, the following are some
ideas on how to handle the constrains mentioned above in general:
There are various points for the promotion of conflict prevetion, or proposed pivots for
policy change. To bring all these together, one could say that conflict prevetion could
be promoted if insightful linkages were established between foreign policy objectives,
specialised units, and external analysis. The level of analysis at which conflict
prevention is envisaged (a region, an operation, a market) that would remain modest
to allow it to become more transcultural. We have seen many factors that hinder the
culture of prevention in states. So the fact is, rather than looking for ways to curb
these out, it would be more productive to devise a new approach and strategy for
conflict prevention focusing on how it is presented. By doing so, an attempt will be
made to elicit the interest of other departments or other states by pointing out the
changing the nature of interests (the persuit of stability), opportunities (joint actions,
particularly in the EU and the O.A.U), and the threats (the commonalities faced by
large corporations in say Nigeria, aid programmes, defence and security training).
There is a need of an internationally oriented civil society and research community,
or at least its seperation from the functions of the state and diplomacy79. This allows
for a new legitimacy in foreign relations, less security oriented, and more linked to
humanitarian concerns. This will lead to the existence of risk that are much more
significant to the states than violence in a particular region. In a related problem,
there have been cases where commencial interests have been actually favoured by
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conflict and war, either through the use or sale of weapons, or the access to lucrative
markets.
This problem requires a re-framing of the relationships of states and civil society in
those areas where there are no close and often contractualised relationships. This
could be done through framwork contracts, regular dicussion groups and even career
integration between politicians, ministers of foreign affairs, NGOs and research
institutions.
There is also a need to highlight the useful and complementary nature of conflict
prevention80. This can be done by strengthening the link established between a
particular risk81 and a conflict prevetion action. This could mean rather than focusing
on the conflict and the strategy deployed would focus on an element related to an
aspect that is part of the tradition concerns on the state. The second step would be
carried out through a systematic policy of network and a cross-border agreement. For
example, steps on conflict prevention in Paris-Brussels-Berlin all in the EU. The third
step consist of placing a level of analysis ceiling on conflict prevention.
Conflict prevention would be equated with relatively localised actions, tied to a
particular crisis, tied to societal rather than military issues. Here conflict prevention is
then only a federation of efforts in a limited domain. Limiting the scope of conflict
prevention has one immidiate advantage: It becomes more manageable at the
traditional level of state representations abroad.
A European Delegation Project Management Unit in Niger Delta, for example, or a
Military Technical Assistance in Rwanda82. There might be a danger that such policy
might address limited issues and symptoms rather than causes. But this is not the
case because conflict prevention measures rarely by themselves eliminate causes of
conflicts. They contribute particular influences to an overall dynamic that has been
identified as promoting peace. The next actor in conflict prevention will be multilateral
organisations.
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1.3.1 Multilateral Organisations in the role of Conflict Prevention83
In the 1990s, many Multilateral actors have shown a growing concern in the field of
peace, security, development, and more resently the prevention of violent conflict.
Under Multilateral Organisations we shall look at the conflict prevention policies of
the UNO, the EU and the O.A.U. These three have been chosen inorder to enable us
stay within the limits of our topic. There are three main questions which would be
looked at in the course of treating this section. We shall try to answer questions as:
why multilateral organisations promote conflict prevention. Which tools are used in
conflict prevention by Multilateral Organisations and which tools are more effective.
Finally, which are some relevant methods for conflict prevention as concerns
Multilateral Organisations. Before starting, there are some assumptions that are to be
made as concerns the conflict prevention role of Multilateral Organisations. In
general, conflict prevention aims at establishing the “culture of prevention”, by
making it an integral and equal part of all major activities. In doing so, conflict
prevention should become such a powerful part of organisational culture that the
planning, making and implimentation of policy must all be taken into account.
Conflict prevention will have evolved from a cross-cutting issue to a connecting one
that is common to all essential areas of engagement. Multilateral actors in this study
will be analysed according to these requirements such as clear mandates, clear
perfomence, organisation and procedures and, also policies and programmes.
a) Clear mandates:
The priority of conflict prevention within the mandate of an organisation will clearly
influence the motivation and efforts for incorporating conflict prevention objectives
into its agency policies, procedures and practice. The UN as the first example,
stands out an international multilateral actor primarily concerned with conflict
prevention. A number of provisions in the UN Charter84 expresses the intention of
the UN to prevent violent conflicts and to take collective measures inorder to
secure peace. Despite its political weight and its normative expectations, the UN
has not always succeeded in generating positive results, in all of its conflict
prevention activities.
This failure can be partly attributed to the structural flaws of the UN and the
difficulties of changing the perceptions of its members states concerning the
intrusiveness of conflict prevention. The UN has also failed in its conflict
prevention missions because member states place more priority to their national
interest than on a global interest when it comes to conflict prevention. This we
have already seen while treating state actors in conflict prevention. The UN
however, plays a key role in legitimising conflict prevention activities and has a
clear mandate for promoting conflict prevention in the policies of the member
states.
The EU, as our next example, can itself be considered as a peace project and its
role in conflict prevention is growing steadfastly; through the process of
enlargememnt, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the European
Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)85, its development cooperation and external
assisitance programmes, and most importantly, the EU attempts to contribute to
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the international peace and stability. To add to this it is worth mentioning that the
EU has a special council on “preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping in Africa”.
This council deals with information exchange, common analysis, coordination with
the union and other members of the international community and in particular with
the recipients of assistance. Conflict prevention as an explicite goal has been on
the EU’s political agenda since the early 1990s and emerged as a relatively noncontroversial issue upon which the new Union’s foreign policy could be based.
Hence, the main objectives of the CFSP86 (as set out by the Treaty on the
European Union), is “to preserve peace and strengthen international security” in
accordance with the principles of the UN Charter.
The EU also have the Organisation of Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) which has this peacekeeping goal. Also, individual member states like
Sweden have supported the EU in spreading the concept of conflict prevention
within the EU and other member states.
The O.A.U on its part has a one of its main aim to resolve conflicts between its
member states. For this purpose, the O.A.U established the Arbitration committee,
though to a larger extend fell short of its goals. The Charter of the O.A.U partly
explains its shortcoming in the role of conflict prevention and conflict
management87. This is partly because nothing obliged member states to recognise
competence of the organisation in such affairs and the Charter did not provide for
any permanent O.A.U armed forces.
Another reason is that its budget was insignificant and member states did not pay
their arrears as contributions. The main reason for poor achievement of conflict
resolutions in the O.A.U is the lack of political will of the member states who were
more worried about preserving their sovereignity than solving conflict in the region.
Despite this, the O.A.U estabilshed a new Mechanism for Conflict Resolution and
a Peace Fund in 1992, which has to deal with the growing number of conflicts in
Africa88. The most recent development in Africa is the formation of the African
Union which has to curb out all the weaknesses of the O.A.U. This organisation
has as one of it new proposal, the creation of a peace and security council, the
creation of a permanent “stand-by peacekeeping force” and the NEPAD (New
Partnership for Africa’s Development)89. As of now, the works of this new
organisation with regards to its task are still to be seen.
b) Perfomance goals:
This will include improved preparedness, efficiency and co-ordination, to remove
bureaucratic barriers to actions, minimised the gap between early warnings and
response, the archievement of political will among member states or associates
coherent and long-term preventive routines.
The European Commission explicitly identifies the persuing of conflict prevention
as a policy goal. With this, the Commission is aiming for increased efficiency,
better co-ordination between the Commission and member states “activities”90. It is
also creating coherence in the CFSP, using developlment policy to treat the root
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causes of conflict, and reacting more quickly to countries entering a downward
spiral towards violence. Although progress has been made in many of these
areas, bureaucratic bottlenecks and divergent/lacking understanding of conflict
prevention, indicates that neither the EU nor the European Commission are fully
involved in conflict prevention activities.
The UN also has performance goals as concerns conflict prevention. They focus
on improving internal co-ordination and the creation of an in-house culture of
prevention with the aim of achieving a more efficient response to emerging violent
conflicts. For this aim, the UN has suggested and implimented a number of
organisational and procedural reforms. As regards to the performance goals, it has
certainly made important progress. As of the O.A.U, the need for better and more
efficient conflict prevention and management measures could be seen in the new
organisatiion as mentioned above.
c) Organisation and Procedures:
This includes integration of conflict prevention perspectives into the structure and
activities of a multilateral actor such as new organisational structures, secretariats,
or units for conflict prevention, executive commitees, working groups and internal
training programmes. The key challange is to link these structures clearly to
conflict prevention, while at the same time preventing compartmentalisation and
hierarchies that centralise decision making and are resistant to institutional
changes.
The following are some suggetions for Multilateral Organisations inorder to enable
them carry out the function of conflict prevetion properly:
Focal point for conflict prevention: Once multilateral organisations have
established focal points within the organisation, they should encourage parallel
processes in member states, partner countries and like-minded groups. These
focal points should develop an overall conflict prevention strategy, drive and insure
the implimentation of declarations.
Furthermore, these focal points are to mobilise and ensure the allocation of
resources for preventive activities as well as develope coherent policies and
programmes on conflict prevention. For example, the UN Department of Political
Affairs (DPA) has recently been designated by the UN Secretary General as the
focal point for conflict prevention within the UN’s system91. Its Policy Planning Unit,
in particular, is spearheading promotion of conflict prevention. The units identified
here have varying degrees of operational capability. This is partly due to resources
and staff, organisational location and turf battles. The mandate of the organisation
and the political support and prominence given to the issue of conflict prevention
by the leaders of the organisation are also some reasons. Apart from the
recognised efforts of the UN, it is clear that multilateral actors have not yet
managed to establish focal points outside their organisations.
Framework for inter- and intra-organisational co-operation: Conflict prevention is an
issue that demands cooperation between various actors at different levels (thus
inter-organisational cooperation has to be enhanced). Most multilateral
organisations are often struggling against the existing organisational culture to
establish structures and mechanisms facilitating internal and external co-ordination
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and collaboration. For example the “UN Framework for Coordination”92 for
exchanging informations, assessing risk, and identifying preventive instruments,
which plays a co-ordinating role in the UN system. The UN example could be
useful for the EU and the O.A.U or the AU (African Union).
Executive level meetings: By using thematically focused meetings both within the
multilateral organisation and with outside actors, the issue of conflict prevention
would be fused into relations with member states and like-minded organisations.
High-level meetings are important in creating a momentum for conflict prevention,
co-ordination and to enhance collaboration within and between multilateral actors
engaged in preventing violent conflicts.
Many multilateral organisations are built around meetings that co-ordinate policies
and creates coherence among their member states’ policies. By putting conflict
prevention on top of the agenda on these exercutive level meetings, political
support is given to the conflict prevention issue itself as well as to other aims of the
such meetings. Still the UN as our best example, it stages high level meetings with
regional organisations, such as the recent “Cooperation for Conflict Prevention”.
This is also a good example for the EU and the AU to learn from the UN.
Information Management: Here information gathering from countries in crisis also
needs to be improved. Information is a key component of conflict prevention.
Multilateral organisations should exchange informations among member states
and other organisations, exchange common analysis on conflict prevention and
co-ordinate within the organisation and other members of the international
community (in particalar recipients of assistance). The EU Council for “ Preventive
Diplomacy and Peacekeeping in Africa”93 is one that is trying to put this into
practice. The AU has much to learn from the example of the UN as well as the EU.
Making Funds Available For Conflict Prevention Activities: It has been realised that
budget routines limits the ability for rapid actions.
For this reason, several multilateral organisations have therefore pioneered
flexible budget procedures to accommodate the unpredicted ability of the resource
need of conflict prevention initaitives. One example is the UN Trust Fund for
Conflict Prevention aimes at increasing the ability of the Secretary General to
undertake unanticipated, flexible short term conflict prevention actions94. It is the
Secretary-Generals’ own discretionary reserve, and in January 2000, it has
received financial sopport of 7 million US dollars (Canada: 350.000, Holland:
250.000, Lichtenstein: 20.000, Norway: 4.300.000, Switzerland: 1.350.000, South
Korea: 450.000 and UK: 350.000). This fund as one could see is very useful to the
secretariat. Another interesting solution is the Japanese Post-Conflict Fund (JPCF)
provided by the government of Japan and managed by the World Bank, as
complementary to the Post-Conflict Fund. It is however, a last resort to be used if
no other means are available for early and comprehensive reconstruction.
Policies and Programmes: As the prevention of conflict span various policy sectors
ranging from the social, political, economic to the security sector; it is important to
establish programme linkages with and incoporate conflict prevention concerns
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with pespectives of foreign policy departments. As we said on the role of conflict
prevention by multilateral organisations as actors, it is important to note that the
said organisations are doing more to adopt conflict prevention as one of the main
objectives of their external relations. It has been noticed that they continue to
improve their capacity to prevent violent conflicts and contribute to the global
culture of prevention.

1.3.2 Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and the promotion of Conflict
Prevention95
NGOs are international organisations which are private meaning that they are not
sponsored by any state or government. The influence of such organisations will
depend on the size of its membership (some are regional while others are global and
others really limited within a country). NGOs also differs in the size of their budget
(the more resources they have, the more aims and influence they turn to have). The
degree to which NGOs are recognised by Governmental Organisations (GOs),
especailly the UN, EU and the O.A.U/AU also determines its influence. The
recognition is in terms of how much Governmental Organisations fall back for advice
to such NGOs. For example the Specialised Agencies of the UNO seek advice from
the NGOs96. The Amnesty International work hand to hand with the Human Right
Committee of the UNO or vise versa. There are four major aspects that constitutes
the rational of NGOs: economic reasons (the profit motives- Multinational
Corporations/Transnational Corporations), political (those dealing with human rights
issues across the globe like the Armnesty International) and socio-religious reasons
(those primarily concerned with problems of human welfare and charity).
One of the principal Characteristics of humanitarian response to an upsurge in “small
wars” has been an enhanced role for NGOs. The scale and parameters of NGOs
involvement in humanitarian crisis have changed remarkably during the 1990s.
From providers of relief, they have increasingly been encouraged to support
development activities and build local capacities. Most recently, they have been
challanged to reconceptualise their programmes in terms of an ability to prevent
conflict and build peace. Multi-mandated NGOs have made efforts to incorporate
conflict prevention objectives into their programmes. Multi-mandated NGOs are well
placed to administer conflict prevention because of the flexibility of mixed services
they provide to develop synergies between relief, development and conflict
prevention work97. NGOs may have recognised the importance of developing greater
conflict sensitivity but in practice, many have found it difficult to incorporate this into
their strategies and programmes.
The question is why are NGOs invoved in conflict prevention? NGOs efforts to
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mainstreaming98 conflict prevention are as a result of both external pressures and the
direct experience on the NGOs themselves. The 1990s saw NGOs face more
external and self criticism than ever before. This led to a re-examination of their
mandates and approaches in their conflict prevention activities. The following are
some of the external and internal factors that lead to NGOs current interest in
concept prevention.

External factors (the “new world disoder” and donor pressures):99
During the cold war years, relief, development and peace were conceptually and
institutionally divided. Peace and conflict belonged to the political sphere and were
preserve of diplomates. Development and relief were also viewed as distinct areas of
activity and were the responsibility of separate institutions (in the inter-governmental,
governmental and non-governmental actors). However, in the 1980s and 90s, these
divisions started to break down. It became increasingly evident that approaches
developed to address inter-state wars were no longer appropriate. It became evident
that “one-way” diplomacy had limited leverage in conflicts containing multiple and
free wheeling non state actors. Relief aid helped in saving lives but was also
absorbed into the war economy and may have sustained violent conflicts. A good
example could be seen in case of Liberia under president Charles Taylor100.
According to a UN report, the Firm of Gus van Kouwenhoven a man from Holland is
responsible for the deforestisation of the Liberian forest. This man and his Firm
according to this report has a very tight relationship with the president of Liberia and
this Firm smuggled arms to Charles who then supported the war in Sierra Leone.
Also, it is said that the money Taylor got from timber export to this Firm was used to
finance the rebel groups in Liberia who later then fought in Sierra Leone and in
Liberia itself. That not withstanding aid given to Sierria Leone was used to feed the
rebel groups and not for the civilians.
Another case was in Angola were the late rebel leader Jonas Savimbi used aid sent
to that country to help sustain his rebel group. There are so many example of such
misled and/or misused aids in many African countries. Development assistance often
became part of the problem as it accentuated regional imbalance and strengthened
the positions of unaccountable elites. Therefore conventional theorising and policy
responses to conflict no longer appeared to be as relevant. This in turn implies that
there is a need and search for alternatives. As a result of this, there has been a
collapsing of division between relief and development, and conflict and peace, as
research has shown the inter-connections and casual relations between them.
There has been a growing interest in multi-track appraoches to conflict prevention,
management and resolution. There has been a shift from bi-polar to multi-polar
appraoches, with NGOs constituting an increasingly important part of the response.
The growing support for NGOs activities and their funding is based on the belief that
they can stretch out to areas that governments cannot reach101. To an extent NGOs
have not always lived up to this belief in their comperative advantage. In the 1990s,
98

Mainstreaming is about incorporating a particular objective or approach into an agency’s policies, procedures
and practices, (Goor/Huber)
99
Ibid 105-125
100
Greenpeace.p. 89-90
101
E+Z p. 12 Dezember 1999. p. 332-335

they came under attack for a veriety of perceived failings. For example, they
undermined social contracts, became opportunistic and unregulated, feeding war
economies, and were staying silent in the face of pervassive human rights abuses.
Due to part of this critique and in part to donor pressure for policy coherence, there
have been strong external pressures on NGOs to develop more intelligent and
expansive approaches. At the very last, donors are asking NGOs to be able to
demonstrate they are doing no harm102.
For example, NGOs are now being encouraged by the World Bank to think in terms
of incorporating reconciliation and peace-building objectives into their relief and
development programmes. The EU for example, has for some years been looking
closely at the issues of conflict prevention, especially challenges relating to the
political and economic causes leading to violent conflicts and related security and
defence policies. They also lay emphasis on roles which the NGOs and the civil
society can play. NGOs are important in conflict prevention because most of them
are well placed to work with the victims of conflict and to identify and address root
causes at an early stage.
Internal factors103 (demands from the field):
Apart from the external pressures on NGOs to change the way they function, there
have been strong internal pressures for change. Relief workers came back from
Afghanistan, Rwanda and Yugoslavia for example, asking themselves and their
organisations whether they were part of the problem. There are two schools of
thoughts which have emerged regarding how NGOs should put things in order:
a) The Maximalists104: The “Maximalist” argue that “ new wars” require new
responses that respond not only to symtoms, but also addresses the
underlying causes of conflict. This has led to a broading or widening of
humanitarian mandates to include developmental and peace-building
objectives (not leaving out the traditional focus on humanitarian needs). The
“do no harm” approach was part of this debate, which was driven by the
question of whether NGOs could become more mindful of conflict and peace
dynamics, and also be more accountable for their actions and impacts. Many
African leaders also support this argument.
b) The Minimalists105: The “Minimalist” argue on the other hand that, NGOs
should go “back to the basic”, in the sense of reaffirming the core belief and
principles of humanitarianism. This postion is based on a number of
assumptions and assertions. First, in humanitarian crisis, the humanitarian
imperative or the primacy of human life should drive NGOs in their activities (in
other wards, saving life comes first). Second, the key frameworks and tools for
achieving this, are the principles of neutrality, impartiality and the International
Humanitarian Law. These present the tools through which agencies negociate
a framework of respect of humanitarian space for the delivery of aid. Third,
although it is recognised that there is a need to ensure aid “does not harm”, it
is not part of its mandate to try and “do some good” in the sense of conflict
prevention. In fact trying to “do good” corrupts humanitarian principles and
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detracts them from the core task of saving lives. Therefore, in essence, this
approach represents a return to fundermentals, and the deepening rather than
broading of mandates. Such debates on both schools take place within and
between NGOs.

The next issue will be problems faced by NGOs in their conflict prevention role.
NGOs face a problem of “top-down”106 pressure from within the organisation. It may
be identified as an issue by the head or regional office and then disseminated
downwards. But activities will be effective if it is the result of both top-down (aspects
of control and donation strategies) and bottom-up (this will include initiatives and
suggestions coming from those with experiences in the field) pressures. There is a
problem of internal versus external change agents. Here, the question is, should
NGOs rely on their own resources to facilitate a process of change or should they
use external consultations or change agents? Mostly they use a combination of the
two which is better. This is because, relying on ones own expertise is likely to
produce greater ownership. The problem is there might not be the technical expertise
or political will to push through the required changes. External agents can provide the
expertise but might not sufficiently appreciate the local conditions and institutional
constraints. For these reasons, it is adviceable to use both internal and external
change agents.
Another problem is that of training versus structures. Training might lead to personal
changes but not necessarily structural. Training is clearly most effective when
combined with an integrated package of measures that include structural changes
and insentive systems. For example, it makes no sense for a staff to attend training
in conflict analysis if he/she is not provided with the space to do this in his/her normal
work. The last but not the least is that of separate vesus intergrate approaches. It is
important to separate conflict from other objectives, so that it is seen as distinct and
important though conflict prevention may be a cross-cutting issue107. Training may be
one way of creating a critical mass of awareness within the organisation. Other ways
of doing this, are to create separate policy unit or conflict advisors or to develop
specific conflict related tools and frameworks. This is a difficult task to undertake for
the NGOs, hence they should work with donors and in a broader policy enviroment.
NGOs should also work with local partners which persue conflict sensitive
approaches. This implies there should be cooperation between local and
foreign/international NGOs in conflict prevention. This will led to a broader spekrum
of initaitives in solving conflicts and thus, enhancing the task of conflict prevention.
To conclude this section, it is worth to comment that international NGOs will function
more better when they work in cooperation with the local ones. The functions of
NGOs might range from making policies and building structures as concerns conflict
prevention, organising workshops, seminars, conferences, carrying out researches,
training workers and organising out programmes and projects like advocay and
lobbying on conflict issues. In the range of these many functions, NGOs should be
careful not to be influenced by the political policies of their donor countries. This they
can do by having their own well structured and aimed strategies to conflict
prevention. They should develop a strong and independent political analysis system.
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This will mean questioning international policy in relation to conflict prevention.
Western governments (and others) who may not be prepared to back up their policy
rhetiric with actions would also be qeustioned. Also they have to be careful with those
donors whose conflict approaches often make structral tension worse.
It is also worth mentioning that donors should on their part help NGOs in their role of
conflict prevention. Apart from financing and funding them, donors should provide
longer term funding. Since NGOs are non-profit making institutions, donors should
encourage them to improve on their process rather than on their impacts. Donors
should develop more flexible modalities (measures to comply with inorder to receive
money), encourage greater experimentation (because expirience is the best teacher)
and innovations.
They should also increase resources avaliable for capacity building, recognise that
intelligent approaches require time and money. They need to accept that there will
always be the need for conflict prevention; and therefore re-adjust their strategies
and funding policies by taking this into consideration. Generally from the NGO
perspective, the overall pot of money is downing, while the conditions being placed
on the money are increasing. All the above are very general since what is good for
an NGO may not be the same for another.

1.3.3 The Corporate Sector as an Actor in Conflict Prevention108
Introduction
The corporate sector is a section which entails the activities of many business that
are locally based, Transnational or Multinational Companies. The Transnational
Companies (TNC) can be termed as the strongest of NGOs as far as international
relation is concern. This is because they are concern with economic meaning, the
production and distribution of goods and services. Almost ¾ of the worlds trade and
industrial production is carried out by TNC. As concerns the third world countries and
Africa in particular, these TNCs controll almost all of their productions109. As a
reminder, it was because the colonial masters wanted to protect these companies
that made the Europeans to partition and later on colonise Africa. The fact is that the
corporate sector is not only limited to MNCs and or TNCs, but other small businesses
are concerned and they all have a common factor which is in the economic sector.
The regulation of business through an increasing number of guidelines and principles
are tempering tendencies to totally disengage social and political control from
economic activity today. However, in the 21st century, we are again experiencing a
huge increase in the rate of economic growth which is generating frightening
population increase110. The increase in Urban populations, combined with fragile
political systems in many countries (especailly third world countries and Africa in
particular) will further stress labour. The probability is that if solutions are not found,
then there will be a ready pool of people who have nothing to lose by joining political
or pseudo political movements. The question one might ask is what are the
alternatives if globalisation does not bring with it the social, economic and political
needs of most people living in this planet?
The liberalisation of trade, increased influence of the private sector and the newly
emerging markets following the collapse of the former Soviet Union have provided
opportunities for business. But these trends are also generating exclusion and
hardship for many others. Economic marginilisation, together with the proliferation of
light weapons and the large revenues generated by the exploitation of natural
resources in many countries, is creating an alternative political and economic system
in itself. For example, the mining of diamonds in Sierra Leone has privided small
producers with an income greater than that which could have been derived from
legitimate endeavours. In the case of Sierra Leone, such moneys were used to build
up rebels who fought in the civil war.
Mark Duffield refers to this response as “reflex modernity” that manifest itself in
“network wars”111. These chains require armies of drivers, porters and guards and
illegal markets appear, providing demand for local produce and servives. As
modernity meets the needs of some, reflexive modernity meets those of others.
The losers are those caught up in the violent conflict that is part and parcel of this
pattern of development. There are over 21 million refugees in 2001 compared to 2
million in 1970. The US Committee for Refugees says that approximately 9 million
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people were already refugees or internally displaced in Central Africa and the Horn of
Africa before 2001112. The causes of violent conflict though too complex, could partly
be explained by economic marginalisation and inequaliteis in acess to resources. As
mentioned above, they are also about governance. Furthermore, they are more often
than not about identity and less often today, motivated by ideology. Nevertheless, the
growing influence and strength of the private sector, the continuation of the modern
project to sustain the economic growing power of consumer means that changes are
affected by business. While the influence of the public realm decrease in this sense.
Real progress will be possible only when companies, governments and other parties
agree to work together through a state of mutually supportive steps.
Conflict Prevention in the Corporate Sector
In conflict prevention, the emphasis is on organisations adopting a “Culture of
Prevention” that reflects an integrated and holistic approach, in a way that contributes
to peace and justice. From a corporate perspective, this will mean making conflict
prevention part and parcel of core business activity, social investment programmes,
and policy dialogue. It also means making conflict prevention an intergral part of the
business planning cycle. This will entail the assessment of business opportunities,
setting up of operations, and the process of existencs and closing down113. A
business is managed inorder to maximise profit and minimise cost. The business
benefits of peace and its cost of conflict are two poles which businesses consider in
conflict prevention. The cost could be framed in terms of indirect social loss of conflict
which have an indirect impact on business. The direct cost could be that which will
hit the individual company’s bottom line and / or reputation. Inorder to involve
companies in conflict prevention, it is important to analyse the benefits of peace.
Better investment opportunities reduce operational cost and the reallocation of
national state expenditure and international funding. Looking at four Ds (Deprivation,
Disease, Death and Disruption)114 of economic growth, government and civil society
are more concerned with the first three. On the other hand, disruption is of direct
concern to business. Companies con not provide services and generate profit, if
there is constant disruption to transport networks, markets, supplies of labour and
equiptments.
Disruption such as war creates opportunities for illicit business. In such a situation,
there are benefits of war to others such as the armed forces and those who depend
on them.
However, for legitimate business, disruption created by violent conflict undermines
their ability to operate. This also poses serious challenges to both local and
multinational ventures. The difference in companies as concerns conflict prevention
is that Multinational Companies operating in conflict zones can chose to withdraw,
while local companies have no such choice. To deal with this challenge of conflict
prevention, companies need a framework for analysis.
They need to adopt the culture of prevention in their system. A company needs to be
able to analyse the causes of the conflict and its dynamics. As part of the analysis of
causes of conflict, companies should be able to identify the key actors involved in a
conflict, whether it is civil society groups, governments, rebel groups or the
international community. There must be also the awareness of the role of the
112

www.allafrica.com
Ibid. p. 145-162
114
Ibid. p. 148-149
113

company itself in the conflict and the impact the conflict may have on the company.
The impact
maybe more reputational than operational for multinational oil
companies; in Angola for example115. Whereas for a locally owned banana plantation
in the heart of Muslim Mindanao in the Philippines, the threat of violent conflict to the
day to day operation of the business will have overriding impact. Similarly, the impact
of each of these companies on the conflict is very different. The banana plantation
can have a positive or a negative influence dependent largely upon its employment
policies and its relationship to the muslim and christian groups. It may also have local
contacts with parties to the conflict that could be utilised and could play a role in
lobbying other actors for change.
For the oil companies in Angola and elsewhere, the revenues for oil extract tend to
feed the coffers of authorotarian, centralised governments, and the bulging purses of
the Transnational companies (TNC). Whilst at the same time marginalising other
sectors of the economy and leaving public services such as health and education out
in the cold116. The fact here is that when states do not have to depend on domestic
taxation to finance development, governments are not forced to formulate their goals
and objectives under the security of citizens who pay the bills. In this situation, the
company may be able to play a role in improving the local business environment.
This they can do by strengthening local business and/or improving people’s
participation in the public sector. Multinational companies argue that they do not want
to interfere in the internal affairs of the countries in which they operate. They do not
want to interfere at worst in the internal politics of their operating countries. They also
fear the risk in conflict prevention which might divert their aim of business. This is
true to an extend, but as we have just seen, conflict prevention has benefits and if
business is disrupted by a conflict, then it might cost the companies heavily. There is
awareness that conflict also affects the direct operating costs of companies. In
Algeria for example, it is estimated that, oil firms typically spend 9% of their budget
on security. In Colombia, it is approximately 4-6.5%117. The point is that, these
companies have much influence in the countries in which they operate. They can
therefore, put pressure on the governments of their operating countries to bring
positive changes in their systems. Multinational companies (MNC) and others should
show more concern in areas where they operate and help to develop them. For
example they could build schools, hospitals, roads and other facilities which would be
used by their workers as well as the local population.
This idea of more involvement by MNCs and TNCs in their operating regions was
also proposed by the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan as a means by which such
companies could help prevent conflict in Africa118.
As concerns steps towards conflict prevention, some organisations are working on
this in some capacities. For example, the Congo Consulting is a profit consultancy
that is working with others to agree social benchmarks for the resources sector. This
is a new project and therefore needs a long way to go before any social consensus
could be made. Another case is that of these oil companies, some like Shell, BP and
Chevron have signed human rights and security voluntary principles. Others, like
Premier oil and Norsk Hydro support the Universal Declaration of Human rights and
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the Anglo-American participation in the Global Mining Initiatives119.
To round up this section, here are some remarks on what companies could do to
promote conflict prevention: Company engagement in issues that relate to conflict
prevention is growing. This is reflected in the increasing number of guidelines and
policies on social and enviromental issues. But more is expected to be done and
especailly from those companies operating in African countries as concerns conflict
prevention. TNCs also recognise that business has to operate in a way that it will be
able to face the challenges of the 21st century. Companies should also learn from
other international and locally based business/groups as to conflict prevention
experiences. They should work in collaboration with other actors in conflict
prevention actors, develop appropraite frameworks and processes required, skills
and tools needed and make relevant guidelines and regulations as concerns conflict
prevention.
International agencies, governments and civil society groups on the other hand need
to put their heads together with those companies championing conflict prevention
processes, to explore how best to develop more practical experience. Also, they
have to develop how to destil learning from this practical experience into global
policies that will create a supportive environment for corporate engagement in conflict
prevention. At the same time, companies have to tighten the already existing policies
and guidelines, to help provide space for these to work. The tightening up has to
provide some protection from those less scrupulous competitors and to help the
process of policy dialogue between the private sector, the government and the civil
society. The policy dialogue could help in the future in what could continue to be
sensitive and highly complex to challenges in countries vulnerable to violent conflict.
Through creative alliances, the international community, corporate sector, host
governments and local organisations can together find solutions to the serious
problems that face people living in conflict regions. How such a proposal could work
in Conflict prevention could be seen in the case study of Sweden.

1.4 Swedens example in the Prevention of Violence and the Management of
Conflict120
Looking at this example the immediate question one might ask is, why Sweden?. As
Bo Wirmark121 put it, Sweden is seen as a model when it concerns the politic of
securing peace and conflict management in Europe. Sweden is one of the first
European countries which has started cooperating with the civil soceity as concerns
conflict prevention and management in its assignment in the Foreign Office Ministry
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long ago. The Swedish Peace Team Forum had started witnessing successes since
from its start as Bo puts it. Also Sweden is looked upon in Germany and in Europe as
a whole, as a good example in regards to peace, security, and conflict management.
The Swedish foreign ministry works hand in hand with NGOs, governments and the
civil society to bring peace. That said, the next question is how does Sweden go
about this task? The Swedish government has come up with what is known as a
“Peace Team Forum” which is responsible to undertake this assignment.
The Swedish Peace Team Forum ( PTF) and how it works122
The PTF made up of about 30 free will organisations which come from Emergency
Aid, Development Aid and Peacekeeping workers. The PTF was started since 1995
with impressions gained from experiences which brought about democracy in South
Africa.
In 1994, before the elections in South Africa, there existed cooperation work between
3 South African organisations, 17 Swedish Trade Unions, Church groups, solidarity
and peace organisations, altogether, 66 Swedish free will election observers were
present in different regions of the land. The aim of the project was to enable the
damping of violence, so that election campaigns would be carried out peacefully and
the results proclaimed without the risk of violence escaliation. Another project at this
time was the “Escort Guatemala”, which tood to mobilise and follow up international
help of refugees from foreign regions. The experience of these two projects gave
birth to the PTF.
The PTF concentrates on three main factors123:
Conducting conferences. For example they organised a conference in 1997
which was attended by 100 representatives. Apart from the Swedish,
representatives (from the government and non-government officials) came from
all over the world which includes, officials from international NGOs, from the
EU, the OSCE (Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe) and the
UN Secretary General. Their discussions were centred on the relationship
between governmental and non-governmental organisations as concerns the
prevention of violence, conflict transformation and peace consolidation. The
representatives also discussed the demands for the future measures to conflict
prevention, as well as to arrange such conferences in the near future.
To carry out education for peace services: This entails the education of people
as future peace workers and for peace services in conflict areas. This education
system has to develop a model curriculum in the form of a 4-12 weeks basic
courses which had to be made public and a hand book added to it.
Under the motto “ Prevention of Conflict, Conflict Management and Conflict
Consoliadtion”, courses, seminars and worshops were to be organised.
Investigate / examine the role of NGOs. The investigation of Peaceworks of
NGOs are prepared and examined at this moment only after the finance has
been secured.
Added to the three above mentioned roles, the PTF tries to keep in contact with
international developments in this section (mainly with the help of the European
Platform on Conflict Prevention and Resolution). Inorder to carry out its
functions properly the PTF works in colaboration with the state. The state
finances the works of the PTF as it works in coopration with the state. The
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state does not control its activities, but support them. In the organisation of
intenational conferences, the project controll group bears the responsibility of
the program, invitations and so forth.
This group is adviced by the reference group which is set by the foreign ministry. The
members are selected from all institutions which are to participate in the conference.
The ministry also puts in diplomatic help to assure the other governments and
organisations. Moreover, the Swedish Christian Council has prepared a catalog
regarding the participation of NGOs in the act of conflict prevention and
management. It contains the following major points:
Prevention of conflict escalation124: This includes the development of Conflict Early
Warning Systems (CEWS). Under this, new methods of observing and keeping the
human and minority rights are developed. These methods also include the dynamics
between groups, the press, medium freedom and also the identification and support
for endangered communities. Added to this is the creation and the promotion of
communication of trustworthy dialog between conflicting parties. Facts inquiries in
relation to social and economic trends are made not leaving out political
developments, which could lead to the building up of tension.
Peacekeeping and Peacemaintenance125: Here, actions such as official and unofficial
negociations are made. Such negociations lead to the clearing of land mines, the
development of consciousness of the presence of mine to the population,
negociations on how to detect mines and where. The accompanying of endangered
persons and groups without violence is also taken into consideration. However, to
maintain the consolidation of peace, NGOs are needed to support free and fair
elections and to deliver psychological care. They also re-educate and re-integrate
refugees and those in exile. The re-education and re-training of ex-combattants in the
society is another aspect. The support of peace education in different areas and the
promotion of respect of human rights are considered. To attain those aims in
education and training, schools (including adult schools), apprenticeship and
educative programmes are organised in the local media.
Coherence in the political field is another field of concern126: The Swedish
Development Policy is almost the same with that of its parliamentary policies. This
includes, development in all aspects, enviromental care, gender equality, the
strengthening of democracy and human rights.
Inorder to carry out these goals, a dialog was organised between the SIDA ( the
Swedish Development Organisation) and the foriegn minisrty which ended up with a
plan known as “Action Plan for Peace, Democracy and Human Rights”. This plan
amongst others developed a special strategy which delt with conflict prevention and
management under the canopy of humanitarian aid. The humanitarian aid has been
put into action in 10 countries which have faced civil wars especially in Africa, for
example in Sierra Leone. To make sure that these aid are not misunderstood, they
have to be independent from other aid as pure humanitarian motives.
There is an increase in concern on the relationship between conflict management at
the political level and the solving of humanitarian crisis. SIDA is more interested in
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knowing the causes of conflicts as could be seen in the assignments it gives to other
operative partners, and to NGOs who place more emphasis on humanright issues.
The foreign ministry entails an 18 man “Advisory Council on Support for Peace and
Security”127. The leader of this council is the representative head of the foreign
ministry.
The members of this council include representatives of the PTF, SIDA, the defence
ministry and some most important research institutes in this field. The advisory
council meets 7-8 times a year inorder to spot out actual problems faced by the
ministry. In 1997, the foreign ministry opened a study on conflict prevention which
gave an open look on the problematic. This study is to follow up the different
government active programmes in short terms. As part of the conflict prevention
programme, the defence ministry in 1997, assigned the ambassedor Stig Elvemar128
to present a report on educative measures for peace services. He was asked to
develop a model for the training of military and civilian personels who could be used
in situations of international crisis. He looked at all opportunities which could lead to
cooperation between civilians and military actors in this sphere. Although the
functions of these actors (the military, diplomates and workers of NGOs) differ, there
are enough common factors for a useful training to be made together. Such trainings
will foster the cooperation between these actors. One of the proposals made by
Elvemar in his report as concerns organising a training together was to open an
“International Competence and training Centre”. This is also called the “FolkBernardotte-Institute for International Conflict Management and Peace Missions129”.
According to his proposals, a Swedish system to train military personells for
peacekeeping services was developed in cooperation with other Nordic countries.
This model enjoys international praises, respect and wins world interest. The
Swedish Armed Force International Command ( SWEDINT) is in Södertälje130.
It specialises in courses in which officers in the lower and upper ranks are trained for
leading roles with assignments in international peace missions. Civil policemen are
also trained there for international missions under the same roof. This type of training
course is taught in cooperation with the national police authority and it is opened to
foreigners. Similar courses are also organised by the SIDA and the Swedish Rescue
Services Agency where civilian observers and rescue service personnels are trained.
The school programmes are of high quality. What is lacking is a multidisciplinary
network that cuts across borders. There must be a training and further training
platforms in which all actors in international conflict management could meet with
oneanother; to exchange ideas. Such actors might include military officials,
policemen, representatives of humanitarian organisations, diplomates and persons
who take part in preventive peace activities. It is for this reason that Stig proposed
the opening of an international institute of conflict management in Sweden.
This institute will take care of dialog between the different sectors involved in conflict
prevention and management. It will support the development of new methods for the
building of corresponding capacities in this area. It will also be opened to NGOs in
Sweden as well as those from foreign countries. Most importantly, there will be a tight
cooperation between internatioal and regional organisations and other school
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centers. The institute should also make sure that these actors learn from each other.
This will enable them develop common strategies for deployments on the spot.
Through this institution, all those involved in conflict prevention and management
projects should be informed about the findings (knowledge) of the academical peace
and conflict solving research.
Other necessary informations discovered and practical experiences made in
deployments should be made known to others. In short information exchange is very
important. An example of such a proposal is the manoeuvre of the “Nordic Peace”.
This is a good example which illustrates the cooperation between the civilians and
the military personnels in the Island of Gotland (this took place in Autumn 1998)131.
Swedish peace organisations, a number of military officials and civilians from the
Nordic and the Baltic states took part in this manoeuvre. The main problem in the
Island was the post military conflict situation which included the taking of hostages
and such similar actions. The aim of the manoeuvre was to practice the cooperation
and coordination between military and civil personels. It was a breakthrough in this
area and also for the cooperation between state officials and civil organisation. The
success in this work brought increased interest in the continuation of such
cooperative projects.
To conclude, Sweden has undertaken alot in the last years in the subject of conflict
prevention and management. The proposals of Stig are still on the making. The work
has began and will meet obstacles; but to overcome these obstacles means to
undertake more bigger projects/assignments. The Swedish case could be seen as a
European concept of Conflict prevention and management.

1.5 The Theory of an African Solution for an African Problem132
The main idea behind this principle is that Africans themselves should be given a
chance to play a greater role in solving and preventing crisis in Africa. Postulants of
such theory include amongs others the leaders of Nigeria, Liberia, Lybia, Ghana,
South Africa and others who do not want to take sides openly (for a better view of
African States, see map 1 on page 86 showing all African countries including
Cameroon and Nigeria). As we can see, these are the leaders who form the brain
box behind the new “African Union” (took over the O.A.U in 2002)133.
The history of this theory could be traced as far back to the days of slavery and slave
trade. The philosophy behind this theory is founded in the history of Africa and it is
based on the origin of pan-Africanism134. The idea of racial discrimination bounded
the pan-Africanist philosophy which was also one of the main idea behind the
formation of the O.A.U The pan- Africanist idea came out with the revolt in Haiti in
1832. Freed slaves revolted against racial inequality and for the black cultural
revival. They wanted their identity and to return to their roots.
One of the leading figures was William Blyden in the West Indies ( 1832-1912formerly a diplomate and professor in the Liberian collage). He later fought for the
creation of liberia for freed slaves. Another activists was W. E. B. Du Bois (1868131
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1963) who did not believe in the return of freed slaves to Africa135. To him, their
sweat was used to enrich America and therefore they should remain there and fight
for their rights. He believed that, this struggle nevertheless should be supported by all
Africans. Unlike Du Bois, Marcus Mosiah Grave (1887-1940) held that freed slaves
should return back home in Africa.
To him and his supporters, slaves have lost their cultural roots and thus will not be
able to put up a strong fight in these foreign lands. All these activists organised
conferences abroad and in Africa. Some of the conferences include, that of 1920 in
Accra, 1923 in London and Lisbury, 1927 in New York, 1945 the Manchester
conference in London and 1958 in Accra. Some prominent African leaders like
kwame Nkrumah (1909-1972), Mobutu Sèsè Sèko (1930-2000) and Njomo Kenyata
(1894-1978) and Patrice Lumumba (1925-1961) attended some of these
conferences. The end result was the formation of the O.A.U in 1963.
The formation of the O.A.U saw a new face of the ideology of “ an African solution for
an African problem”. On discussions leading to the formation of the O.A.U, the
question was on what type of union African leaders wanted and how fast this should
take place. Some African countries wanted a unity which was going to be gradual
and based on cooperation on aspects of economic and communication amongst
African states. This group wanted such a union where the independence and
sovereignity of each state would be respected. They also felt that Africa’s survival
after independence will depend much in cooperation with the USA and the former
colonial masters.
This group was called the Monrovia group and consisted mainly of the following
countries:- Liberia, Nigeria, Sierra Leone and Ethiopia136.
The other group was called the Cassablanca group in which the prominent members
were countries like Mali, Egypt, Morocco, Ghana and Guinea137. They opted for a
total union, for the total independence of African states and for their freedom from a
third force. To Nkrumah of Ghana, the independence of Africa will not be complete if
it still tied itself to western powers. Unity should be total and as soon as possible he
insisted. At the Addis Ababa conference of May 22-23, this conflict in ideology
founded a compromise with the formation of the O.A.U (25th May 1963). With the
formation of the O.A.U, the philosophy did not die out, but was transformed to
another stage.
As conflicts continue to occur more oftenly after the independence of African states,
this theory took another phase. Cases of conflict in Africa became multiplied in their
nature and turned to be more violent. This called for an immediate attention from the
Africans themselves as well as the international community. Before, African leaders
believed more in their European counterparts, as well as in the UN for help in solving
conflicts in Africa. But when the help of UN and the European friends did not
succeed, as expected by the African leaders, then the philosophy of an “African
Solution to an African Problem” was revived. For example when the UN mission in
solving the Congo crisis in 1960 failed, many African states were disappionted. Most
of the states which made up the Cassablanca group prefered to see a Congolese
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state which would be free from external control. When it came to the Nigerian civil
war of 1967138, African leaders in the O.A.U partially contained the international
aspect by evoking the principle of an “African Solution for and African Problem”.
Why this philosophy? It is because of the disappointment African leaders have had
with slavery, colonialism and external help in solving conflicts in Africa. Apart from the
failure of the UN missions, Aid programmes have also failed to do their best.
Some European countries under the canopy of aid interfere into the internal politics
of African states in which they operate. They also sell arms and carry out illegal trade
in these countries. Most of these countries are more interested in their businees than
conflict prevention. Many examples like in the case of Sierra Leone, Congo, Liberia,
Angola, Uganda. It has also been noticed that most aid sent to Africa land in the
wrong hands and therefore, rebel leaders used these aid to sponsor their groups.
The case Johnas Savimbi (1934-2002) in Angola can prove this139. The arguments of
the postulants of this theory are as follows:
Most European countries lack historical knowledge about African states. This is
a very important aspect in solving conflict in Africa and as such the conlfict
prevention strategies of these countries witness little sucesses in Africa.
Another point is that because the Europeans lack historical background, they
form their peace models using certain ideal assumptions, some of which can
only work in Europe. They construct a so-called European model and try to
apply them in Africa. Most often, the social behaviour of the conflict parties are
not included.
The long term local historical movement of the people in conflicts are also
considered. The fact is that even if the European models are correct, the local
Africans in most cases do not take them serious because they still look at the
Europeans as foreigners. It is difficult to impliment ideas or models of somebody
else without knowing/understanding all the parameters used in constructing the
model. This usaully leads to abandonment of models, since the people in Africa
can not modify the models in case of any errors.
Most international actors lack favourable intellectual tradition to understand the
conflicts in Africa. This leads to the lack of analysis on which actor is the best
for conflict prevention and the optimal form of change in African States. There is
a perception that conflict prevention is not measurable and hence less worthy of
interest for those who are not involved directly. This is akin of the school of
thought who critise development aid for not achieving growth in the third world
countries.
Every crisis has its own causes and thus demands its own theory and analysis
on how to solve it. This implies no two conflicts are the same be it in Africa or
elsewhere. There is another explanation for any local conflict which needs its
own theory. As Völker Mathais puts it “Für jeden der lokalen Konflikte gibt es
eine andere Erklärung, für Jeden wird eine andere Theorie gebraucht…und nur
das Verständnis der Ursachen kann zur Entwicklung von Instrumentarien
verhelfen, die zur Schlichtung der jeweiligen Konflikte tauglich wären. Oder,
wenn sie denn rechtzeitig verstanden würden, zur ihrer Prävention“140.
The fact here is that most attempts by European countries to solve conflicts in Africa
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have failed. Even the former colonial masters do not have much to offer in many
cases because they were there for their own economic interests and therefore, know
little about the African system and its people. Another reason for the failure is that
conferences are held out of the continent and theories are brought up which at times
do not take into consideration the factors on the ground. Most of the time,
representatives of such conferences either governmental or non-governmental,
usaully come from other foreign nations. So they just have imaginary situations in
their minds and as such can not come out with good ideas on conflict prevention
strategies. Apart from the fact that some theories of such meetings are more
euphoric than real, the organisations lack staffs to carry out their projects.
As a solution to these problems, the proposals of the theory “an African Solution for
African Problems” are141:
Ideas on how to prevent or solve conflicts in Africa should come from the
Africans themselves. This is because they can best interpret and/or understand
the ethnical, religious, traditional, tribal and cultural elements which are linked to
some causes of conflicts in the continent. As such, they stand a better chance
to come up with proposals for solutions.
The Africans also have the experiences of the “men on the spot”. Where they
live in and rule the conflict regions. For these reasons, they can best
understand the economic, social and political contours of their lands which
could cause conflict. People in the conflict region will have much trust in their
fellow countrymen as aid/peace workers compared to the foreigners. This
statement could be argued; but the case of Kosovo and Sierra Loene has
shown that local volunteers are more accepted by a majority of the
population142.
The problem is also linked to the lack of staffs in conflict prevention missions,
therefore, the local civilians should be trained to carry out such activiteis (the so
called “men on the spot” should be trained to carry such missions). This idea is
not new, as it was used by the British (the system of indirect rule) in the colonial
days to rule their colonies.
Looking at these two cases, one could say that both methods of conflict prevention
present good arguments. For the Africans, they lack the finance and the resources to
effectively carry out conflict prevention and management. The delima of including
local Africans in conflict solving could be that they could be biased in their decision
making. To aviod such bias, conflict prevention workers should be nuetral (people
not affected/involved in the conflict) and should be trained to take objective decisions.
For foriegners/Europeans, the financial possibilities are there but lack applicable
principles. So it would be wise to take the proposal of Stig, in which foreign countries
would work in cooperation with African states to solve and prevent conflicts in Africa.
However, it is advisable that Africans could come up with good conflict prevention
proposals which when combined with external aid, will help in conflict prevention and
management in the continent.
The training of civilians and other peace workers could be sponsored by the
international community and development aid programmes which should be well
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administered and controlled. This would avoid misuse of such help and also foster
accountability. When people are trained in Europe and sent to Africa, the possibility is
that the conditions might be different. So it would be better if the peace and aid
workers absorb training in areas similar to where they are needed.
Moreover, we believe that the African theory is not totally against the European
system of solving conflicts in Africa. What they are trying to point out are some of the
reasons why this has not meet up with the expected demands. They are saying that
time has come where the Europeans have to work in collaboration with the Africans.
The Africans should be given more priority in issues concerning conflict prevention in
the continent as was the case before. This is a good idea because so far, the
arguments have shown that, only cooperation amongst the different actors in conflict
prevention activities could produce better results.
This work will continue to the second part which is that of the Cameroon-Nigerian
border conflict over Bakassi. The aim of this is to see how far these two theories
combined together would help to solve this crisis and other problems in Africa. To
treat this section, we shall first of all give a brief historical background of the two
countries as concerns boundary making. We shall then look at the conflict in
particular which will focus on the Bakassi region.
By doing this, the border conflict will be treated during colonial times, after
colonialism and in the present. Some attempts at solving this conflict at different
levels and by different actors would be looked upon. This will include some state
actors within Africa (also the O.A.U), some European countries and the UN.

PART II
2.1 The Cameroon-Nigerian Border Conflict
2.1.1 Historical Background of Boundary between the two Countries:
When Colonial powers came to Africa they made new boundaries over the preexisting ones. Their objective was to secure those territories that would give them
maximum economic advantage. At that time geographical strategic interest was not
in the foreground. The new boundaries therefore ignored the local economic and
sociological factors of the Africans. Moreover, agricultural land, ethnic groups and
even families were separated.
Cameroon lies between Latitude 2° and 13° North of the Equator and between
Longitute 16.15° East of the Meridian. It is bounded on the west by the Federal
Republic of Nigeria, on the north and north east by the Chad Republic, on the east by
the Central African Republic and on the south by Congo, Gabon and the Atlantic
Ocean. It has an area of about 475.000 square kilometres143.
The Federal Republic of Nigeria is situated between Latitude 4° and 14° north of the
Equator and between Longitute 3.75° and 15° east of the Meridian. It is bounded on
the north by the Republic of Niger and Chad, on the east by Cameroon, on the south
by the Atlantic Ocean and on the west by the Republic of Benin. It has an area of
about 923.768 square kilometres144.
The Cameroon-Nigerian border especially around the Bakassi area is one of those
conflicting areas in Africa since the beginning of the colonial era. The border between
Cameroon and Nigeria stretches from the Lake Chad in the North to the Biafra in the
Atlantic Ocean, covering a distance of about 1.000 kilometres145. It was laid out by
the Germans and the British between 1885 and 1914.
After the First World War, the German Cameroon was partitioned between Britain
and France as Mandated territories. 1/3 of the Cameroons was given to the British
as a Mandated territoritry which was administered as part of Nigeria (see map 2 on
page 87 showing the Aglo-German boundary and the Anglo-French boundary of
Cameroon). The other 2/3 of the Cameroons was a French Mandated Territiory. The
consequence was that a new boundary emerged between Nigeria and Cameroon. It
should be noted here that the old boundary between Nigeria under British rule and
Cameroon under the German rule was not cancelled. In 1961 when Cameroon was
about to gain its independence, a plebisite was held in the British Cameroons. The
Northern section of Cameroons decided to remain in Nigeria and become Nigerians.
The people of the southern part of the Cameroons choosed to rejoin the French
Cameroons and became Cameroonians.
So the old British-German boundary on the south of Cameroon was revived as the
official boundary between Cameroon and Nigeria at independence of both countries.
This boundary division like other colonial imposed ones in Africa, was drawn without
due respect to political, cultural, ethnic and economic considerations of the local
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people146.
Thus the Cameroon-Nigerian border which runs from the Lake Chad in the north to
the Atlantic Ocean in the south, divides most ethnic groups putting some in Nigeria
and others in Cameroon. Such divisions had negative effects on the political,
economic and cultural life of the people on both sides of the border. As a result,
border clashes between the neighbouring states became more occurrant. The most
conflicting zone has been the Bakassi Peninsula. Inorder to better understand the
developments of this conflict, we shall look at the conflict during colonial rule, after
independence and at present. At each stage we shall look at various attempts at
solving the conflict by different actors (such as the states and international
organisations).

2.1.2 The Border Conflict during Colonial Rule
Looking at the border conflict between Nigeria and Cameroon in colonial time will not
make much sence if a brief history of the boundary making between the two
countries is not mentioned. Therefore, this section will include the Anglo-German
border, the Anglo-French boundary after the WWI. This is because at first the British
had to divide the territories of now Cameroon and Nigeria with Germany. After the
WWI, the Germans were defeated in the war and Britain and France now had to rule
the Cameroonian territory as a colony and finally as a mandated territory under the
UN till independence. It will also be wise to mention the implication of these different
boundary agreements to the local people. The exact terms of the agreements and
notes exhanged between the different European colonial powers may not be
reproduced. But important sections and references maybe made mentioned of to
illustrate facts.
The Berlin Conference of 1884-1885 and the General Act that emerged from it, in
effect empowered European powers to expropriate territories in Africa. At the time of
the Conference in Berlin, British merchants dominated the Nigerian coast from Lagos
to Calabar and were great rivals to the Germans along the Cameroon Coast from
Ambass Bay to Douala.
Because of concurrence between European states over territories in Africa, the so
called “Spheres of Influence”, the Berlin Conference was called to prevent conflict
among European states over territories in Africa. With the Germans in Cameroon and
the British in Nigeria, boundary issue bewteen their two spheres was that of great
concern. Controversy on these territories came in due to the conflicting ambitions of
the two colonial powers. First, the British were unhappy to surrender all of Cameroon
to the Germans because of the long standing British influence in the territory147.
Second, British traders in Calabar were aware of the economic potentials of the
Balondo people of Bakassi and beyond. The people of the region had long
commercial contacts with the Efik traders who were middlemen between the Balondo
and the Europeans on the Calabar coast.
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The Germans on their part, maintained that since Britain was in control of the Niger
Delta and Calabar, they too would control the source of any other major river south of
Calabar. With the fore-said conflicting ambitions, British and German officials set out
from April 1885 to define the Cameroon-Nigerian boundary. This was done in two
stages: first by exchange of notes at diplomatic level defining their respective
spheres of influence. Second, by demarcating the boundary on land by the Boundary
Commissions.
In the defining and the demarcating processes, the entire border from Lake Chad to
the Atlantic Ocean, a distance of about 1.100 kilometres was divided into three major
sections as follows: From the Sea to the Cross River, from Cross River to Yola and
from Yola to Lake Chad. The agreements started with the defination from the Sea to
the Cross River. This section is our point of concentration as it concerns the Bakassi
problem.
The first Anglo-German border arrangement was between April 29 and June 16,
1885. That Agreement stipulated that Rio del Rey should be the Cameroon-Nigerian
border on the Atlantic Coast148. With the position of the coast defined by the June 16
1885 Agreement, the border was then to be taken inland. By the exchange of notes
between July 27 and August 2, 1885, the border was extended from the Cross River
to Yola. When it was discovered that Rio del Rey was not a river, another Agreement
was made in July 1 1890. The Agreement stipulated that the line of demarcation
should provisionally run directly from the head of Rio del rey to the point about 9°8 E
long, marked “Rapide” on the Admiralty Chart149.
Another Agreement was signed on April 14, 1893 defining precisely what was meant
by the head of the Rio del Rey in the treaty of 1890. It then provided that the right of
the creek should form the boundary between the Oil Rivers Protectorate and the
colony of Cameroons150. On November 15, 1893, another accord was signed
describing the border from the Cross River through Yola to Lake Chad. On
December 12, 1900 an Anglo-German border Agreement was signed at Buea.
This agreement revised clearly that of April 29, 1885, putting the Bakassi Peninsular
technically under German control. On April 16, 1901, the Agreement of December
12, 1900 was revised and the Anglo-German border was put clearly at the centre of
the River Akwayafe, thereby putting the Bakassi Peninsula under the German
Cameroons151. As earlier said further boundary agreements were made from Yola to
Lake Chad but our main concern will be on the crisis region of today-the Bakassi
region.
The agreement of April 20, 1906, singed at Archibong re-affirmed Akwayafe as
boundary between Cameroon and Nigeria along the creeks under colonial rule.
Several agreements as to boundary divisions were signed between the Germans and
the British but the final Agreement on the Cameroon-Nigerian boundary was
concluded and signed in London on March 11, 1913152. In addition to defining the
border, questions regarding the navigation of the Cross River and transit trade were
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also discussed and agreed upon. This agreement in effect re-affirmed most of the
important clauses in the London Agreement of October 6 1909153 (Agreement which
defined the boundary from Yola to the Sea). This agreement was signed in London
by Sir Edward Grey, British Foreign Secretary on behalf of Britian and Prince
Lichnowsky, German Ambassador, signed for Germany154.
.
That said about the Anglo-German border, we shall now look at the Anglo-French
border from 1916-1961. The end of the WWI saw the defeat of the Germans by a
joint Anglo-French troop in the Cameroon region. Following the defeat of the
Germans in Cameroon, France and Britain agreed in the interest of continued
cooperation and amity, to partition the territory provisionally. After several
consultations, the agreement was finally signed on March 16, 1916 between General
Charles Dobell representing Britain and General Aymerich, representing France. The
French took 2/3 of the Cameroonian Territory and the British 1/3. Since this
agreement was provisional, negociations reopened in 1918 and a new agreement
was concluded. A new Anglo-French boundary Agreement was signed on July 10,
1919 by Viscourt Milner for Britian and Henry Simon for France155. According to this
arrangement, the boundary took off in the north from the junction of the three old
British, French and German boundaries at a point at Lake Chad. It started from
Latitude 13° 05’ north and approximately 14° 05’ Longitude east of Greenwich and
stretched southwards in a zig-zag form and entered the Atlantic Ocean in the south
at a point 35° west of true south156.
The Milner-Simon Agreement established an international boundary between British
and French occupied Cameroons. Like the Anglo-German boundary of 1913, the new
international boundary ignored antropological and economic factors157. In some
areas, the boundary was confused and even unknown to the local people and
governments.
For example in June 1938, two Preventive Police Officers chasing smugglers,
crossed the border without knowing from the British sector to the French territory
near Bongola. The French arrested the constables, disarmed them and later sent
them back to the British sphere. For administrative convenience, the British divided
its own part of the Cameroons into two:- northern and southern Cameroons. The
Southern Cameroons was administered as a province within the Southern Province
of Nigeria. The Northern Cameroons was further sub divided into administrative
Divisions and incorporated into the Northern Provinces of Nigeria.
It should be noted that despite the Anglo-French boundary, the Anglo-German
boundary was not dissolved158. This summary of the boundary division between
Cameroon and Nigeria is important in that with such a background one could follow
up and analyse the border conflict of today between the two states. It is also
important to see that this border issue is not only for the independent states of today
but that it was a problem also for the colonial masters who drew the boundaries.
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Though the border conflict has taken a different dimension today as it was in the
colonial times, it is sure that the remote causes of the conflict lies in the history of the
two countries. The analysis of the implications of the Cameroon-Nigerian border
during the colonial rule will be discussed below.
When Britain and Germany set out in April 1885 to define the Cameroon-Nigerian
border on the Atlantic coast, they never bothered about the Bakassi Peninsula. The
control of the waterways was important to them because this enabled them to have
access to the hinterland trade. Since Britain was already in control of the Niger Delta
and the outlet of the Cross River, Germany wanted to control the next river which
was the Rio del Rey. The Anglo-German border Agreement of June 16, 1885 fixed
their common boundary at Rio del Rey159. Due to this, the Bakassi Peninsula fell
within the British sphere. The boundary in Rio del Rey did not last because this was
not a river as first thought by the Germans. Between May and June 1885, two
Swedeish explorers, G. Valdau and K. Knutson, undertook an exploratory journey
along the river Ndian region. There, they discovered that the Rio del Rey was not a
river but an estuary160. This information brought to light the fault in the Agreement of
June 16, 1885.
The Germans found that if the estuary of Rio del Rey became the border between
Cameroon and Nigeria, their ambition of controlling the waterway east of the Cross
River
would not be achieved. They then suggested that the River Akwayafe should replace
the Rio del Rey. The British rejected the proposal and instead suggested the River
Ndian. This they believed would keep the exaggerated “Efik Commercial Empire”
intact161. After protracted arguments, the British gave in to the Germans. Within the
British circle, it was thought that the disputed creeks would be an “Eldorado on a
worthless swamp”162. It was said to be a strip of dismal swamps inhabited by a few
miserable fisher folk. With these views in mind, the British saw no reason for
continuous insistance on controlling the creeks. See map 3 on page 88 showing Rio
del Rey, the Akwayafe River, the Bakassi Peninsula and other fishing towns in the
Kumba Division.
So an agreement was reached at in April 14, 1893 which saw the River Akwayafe
accepted as the boundary between the German Cameroon and the British Nigeria.
Following this Agreement, the Bakassi Peninsula was brought into the German
sphere of influence. From then the Bakassi Peninsula became part of Cameroon.
Further Argreement which followed after this such as that of April 20, 1906 and that
of March 11 1913163 reinforced the Cameroonian control over this Peninsula. It
should be noted that the Germans were more interested in the control over the
Akwayafe waterway than the Peninsula. But it is worth taking note on which side the
Bakassi Peninsula belongs; as this would be the point of conflict with the recent
Cameroon and Nigerian Governments as we shall see later as the conflict developes.
The main reason why the Germans were more interested in the waterway than the
Peninsula, was because this waterway would enable them have access to the
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hinterland for their trade interest. The British and the Germans were aware that this
new changes in the region would affect the local people in that some may prefer one
foreign government to the other. For this reason, Article 27 of the March 11, 1913
Agreement stated that within six months from the date of marking out the boundary,
natives living near the boundary-line may, if they so desire, cross over to live on the
other side. The Efik population that was dominant at the Bakassi never crossed the
border to the Nigerian side. They remain in Bakassi and consequently became
Cameroonian citizens. The problem here was that though within the Cameroonian
territory, the Efiks at Bakassi did not readily submit to the Cameroonian authorities.
Those of them in Isangele, Archibong, Akwa and Abana who depended on markets
at Ikang and Calabar on the Nigerian side resented being in Cameroon.
They furthermore regarded themselves as people from Calabar who had no natural
or other affinities with the people of Cameroon. They often conflicted much with the
German border control officers who were out to check illegal trans-frontier activities.
When the First World War (WWI) broke out in August 4, 1914, the Germans as well
as the British fought in their colonies. The British attacked the Germans from Nigeria,
the French from Chad in the north and a combined troop of French and Belgian
troops from the Congo in the south-east. The presence of the German troops in the
Rio del Rey was a great worry to the British authorities at Calabar. They were afraid
that Germans could attack Nigeria from Rio del Rey and for this reason, much
attention was paid to the movement of troops in that area164. Drinks, tobacco, salt
and foodstuffs were banned from being taken from Calabar to the region. Some
Efiks, especially those at Akpa Abana, saw the war as an opportunity through which
the Anglo-German border could be altered and consequently put them in Calabar. To
that effect, they contributed money and food to keep the British forces in their
region165. As the Germans had chased out the Efik traders from the Bakassi area in
Calabar, some Efiks traders saw the war as opportunity to re-establish their
commencial activities in the region.
With the end of the war and the defeat of the Germans in Cameroon the Bakassi
problem took another face. The Cameroonian territory was divided between the
British and the French as we have already mentioned above at the end of the WWI.
Between 1916 and 1922 when the British Cameroons had not been officially
intergrated into the federation of Nigeria, the Efik at Bakassi, especially those at
Abana put more pressure on the British authorities to dissolve the Anglo-German
border and include them under the Calabar administration. The British resisted this
pressure and did not dissolve the border.
These peolple including the Esuk-Efiat still put forward a petition on August 20, 1920
to the Governor of the Southern Province of Nigeria. They demanded that they be
transferred to the Calabar Province166. The Governor’s reply was that the AngloGerman border could not be altered until the position of the Cameroons as a
Mandated Territory was clearly defined. From 1922 when British Cameroons began
to be administered as an integral part of the Federal Republic of Nigeria, there was
still strong desire by the Efik people to be transferred to the Calabar administration.
Having failed to be transferred to Calabar, the Efik people at Bakassi remained very
uncooperative with the British Cameroons administration. Between 20th and 31st
January 1924, Tweed, Assistant District Officer for Kumba and F.B. Carr, Acting
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Divisional Officer for Kumba, visited the creeks of Rio del Rey to collect taxes. They
found that many people had moved to Calabar while others evaded tax payment by
using canoes to run to the high sea167.
As time went on, it became more difficult for the District Officer of Kumba to
administer the Bakassi area effectively. So inorder to solve this problem, it was
decided that the Rio del Rey be put under the Victoria Division in 1929.
Another objective of this transfer was to assist the prevention of the sea-borne
contraband trade by placing the whole coastline of the province under the
administrative control of the Divisional Officer, Victoria, instead of having one part of
the coast to Kumba and the other to Victoria Division. The League of nations was
informed of this accordingly168. In real terms, this transfer did not solve the problems
faced in this region as concerned tax collection. The people were still unwilling to
cooperate. So it was arranged that the Fishtowns be administered by the District
Officer of Eket (on the Nigerian side) mainly to collect taxes on behalf of the District
Officer of the Victoria Division; though the boundary of the Cameroons could not be
legally altered169. From the Mandate to independence (1922-1961), not much was
registered in terms of hostilities in the Bakassi region, despite the fact that the
fishermen were not all that cooperative with the Cameroonian authorities. But the
problem took a more serious phase with the independence of both countries.
At this point, it is worth noting that the colonial masters took into consideration only
their interest while making the boundary between Cameroon and Nigeria. The
historical, traditional, socio-economic and political background of the local people in
the boundary region were not considered. This a fault which the postulants of the
theory of “an African solution to African Problems” till date see in the European
models for solving conflicts in Africa. Thus making the boundary did not solve the
problem of the Efik people at the Bakassi region. The Germans, the British, likewise
the French were more interseted in their activities in the mainland Nigeria/Cameroon
and not in the problems of the local people. For these reasons, the problem was
inherited by the new independent governments of Cameroon and Nigeria. These
new governments hat not just the Efik problem to solve but also the problem of
resouces in the Bakassi region as we shall see later.
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2.1.3 The Bakassi Problem from 1961 to 1981
With Nigeria and Cameroon advancing towards independence, different political
options emerged in the British Cameroons with regards to future political affiliations.
There were those who wanted the reunification of the British and the French
Cameroons. Others wanted permanent integration with Nigeria since for Forty years
the British Cameroons had been administered as an integral part of Nigeria. In the
Southern Cameroons, those in favour for the reunification of the two sections of the
Cameroons were led by John Ngu Foncha (leader of the party “Kamerun National
Democratic Party) and Ndeh Ntumazah (leader of the political party known as “One
Kamerun”)170.
Opposing them and advocating for permanent integration with Nigeria was Dr. E.M.L.
Endeley with his party the “Kamerun National Congress”171. In the Northern
Cameroons, the Nigerian political parties operated freely and they stood for
integration. Some of them were the The Action Group, the Northern Peoples
Congress, the National Council of Nigerian Citizens and the Northern Elements
Progressive Union. Opposing integration in the Northern Cameroons with Nigeria
were the Northern Democratic Party and the Kamerun Freedom Party172.
The policy of integration and reunification had an implication on the Cameroon–
Nigerian border. Should the integrationists win, it would mean the dissolution of the
Anglo-German boundary of 1913; which might become a provincial or divisional
boundary within the Federation of Nigeria. Such an agreement would make the
Milner-Simon Anglo-French border of 1919 an international boundary between the
federation of Nigeria and the Republic of Cameroon. Should the unificationists win,
the international status of the Anglo-German boundary of 1913 would remain and the
Anglo-French boundary of 1919 would be state boundary within the Federal Republic
of Cameroon.
On Febuary 11 1961, a plebiscite was organised in the British Cameroons. In the
Southern Cameroons, the vote was 233,571 for reunification of the and 97,741 votes
for integration with Nigeria. In the Northern Cameroons, it was 146,296 votes for
Nigeria and 97,659 for unification173. From the plebiscite results, the Northern
Cameroons got integrated into the Federation of Nigeria. The Anglo-French border of
1919 became the international boundary between the Republic of Camerron and the
Federal Republic of Nigeria. The Anglo-German border of 1913 became the interdivisional borders within Northern Nigeria to which Northern Cameroon was attached.
In the Southern Cameroons the majority voted infavour of the reunification of the
Cameroons and thus reunified with the Republic of Cameroon. The reunification
meant that the international status of the Anglo-German boundary in the Soutehrn
Cameroons had to be retained. Once more as in the days of the Germans, the
Bakassi with the Efik dominated population ceased to have legal contacts with the
other Efiks in the Cross River State of Nigeria.
Customs restrictions re-emerged and movements across the boundary had to be
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done in accordance with international norms; a situation which the Efiks in Bakassi
found difficult to comply with. So opposition to the border at Bakassi re-emerged.
In the 1960s the Government of Cameroon discovered petroleum oil in the Bakassi
region. In addition to its fertile fishing grounds, the area became a zone of vital
resources. The Cameroonian Government with such discovery in resources in this
region took to itself to exploit these resources and its territorial waters for its sole
benefit. Since the venture involved heavy investments, the Cameroon Government
started taking necessary legal precausions to remain within its international
boundaries.
It was also aimed at reassuring potential foreign investors that it was possible for
Nigeria and Cameroon to get on peacefully. With this in mind, a law was passed in
the Cameroon National Assembly fixing Cameroon’s territorial waters at 18 miles, 6
miles more than the Nigerians had fixed their own limit174. To effectively follow their
plan, the Cameroonian Government faced two important problems on their way. First,
immigrant Nigerians who claimed the territory for Nigeria, inhabited the creeks.
Second, Cameroon’s internal political situation was marred with violence and
makissa (local fighters) to the extent that the Cameroon Government could not easily
assert its territorial rights. As a result on the initiative of the Cameroonian
government, short of a general bilateral treaty, Cameroon and Nigeria signed an
Agreement to provide the legal framework to control the movements of persons and
goods between their countries on February 6th 1963175. Though this could hardly be
efficiently applied throughout the length and breadth of the frontier, the Cameroon
government felt more comfortable to proceed with its exploration plans. It should be
noted that the Nigerain Government had a long monopoly in exploiting resources in
this area long before Cameroon could start. Thus, the plans of Cameroon was
evitably going to interfer with the Nigerian monopoly in the region.
Two incidents in 1965 along the frontier turned the attention of both the Cameroon
and Nigerian governments to the necessity of fixing definite frontier in the oil rich
maritime territories especially around the Bakassi area176. There was the incident that
involved a team of experts of Mobil Oil and Elf Sereptca Companies prospecting for
petrol on behalf of the Cameroon Government on the Cross River Delta; on
approximately longitute 8°33E and latitude 4°30N177. The prospectors fell in the
hands of a Nigerian intelligence patrol unit, which siezed the passport of the leader,
Guy Cogswell of American nationality. They were prevented from further exploration
because it was claimed that they were operating in Nigerian territory. This event
shock waves on both countries and made the ignorance of the Cameroon
Government on the Cameroon-Nigerian frontier obvious. It hurt the sensitivity of the
Cameroon Government which was very anxious to get into oil production, since the
fear was not to damage the existing good relation with the Nigerain Government.
The case was later resolved by the intervention of the Cameroonian government
through “diplomatic channels178”.
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The second incident concerned violent confrontation between two leading
communities--Bodam and Danare-astride the frontier. At the heart of the conflict was
the fact that some years ago, the people of Danare on the Nigerian side changed the
traditional manner of sharing royalties accruing from Companies engaged in forest
exploitation. It became a serious matter when the arbitration of the Doki elders was in
favour of the Bodam and the Danare people refused to yield. The rumours that
Cameroonian gendarms were on their way to support Bodam led to burning of
houses. In their effort to settle the problem by the District Officers of Mamfe (in
Cameroon) and Ikom (also known as Ikang in Nigeria), the true problem was
revealed.
It was realised that the fundamental issue which was not limited to the Bodam and
Danare villages, was the deficiencies in the frontier which was supposed to separate
Cameroon from Nigeria. The reality was that in this southern segment of the frontier,
after more than two generations, many people had become unaware of the frontier
as a diving line.
The return to the old Anglo-German frontier, abandoned since 1914, saw the reemergence of the old custom’s posts and closure of “unauthorised” tracts across the
frontier. As we have mentioned earlier, during the Mandate period, many Nigerians
had moved into the Cameroonian territory unimpeded. Each village decided to fix or
imagine a frontier in the place it would want it to be179. Confusion was inevitable
because the frontier pillars and stone Cairns were now rarely visible and some, in
fact had been removed. Besides, some parts of the frontier passed through difficult
terrain that could not be effectively demarcated with the limited resources,
experience and rudimentary equipments at the time the boundary was made. These
problems called for action at the state level where resources could be generated. To
solve this issue, the two Heads of States set up a joint and balanced technical
Commission to survey and demarcate the frontier through research and field studies
in 1965180. Financial provisions were made and the work started, unfortunately the
team could not finish its assignment because of the Nigerian Civil War in 1966/67.
During the Nigerian Biafra war (1966-1967), Isaac Adaka Boro, commanding the
forces of the Federal Government of Nigeria181, had to obtain permission from the
Cameroonian authorities to use the Bakassi Peninsula to transfer troops to invade
the Biafrans. The use of Bakassi as a base to transfer troops indicates its strategic
importance to both Nigeria and Cameroon. Seeing the rich resources in the area and
taking cognizance of its strategic importance, the Nigerian Government began to lay
claims on Bakassi.
As soon as the Biafran war came to an end, President Amadou Ahidjo (1924-1989)
and General Yakubu Gowon (ruled from 1966-1975), head of the Nigerian Military
Government at the time met in Lagos in 1970. They decided that their border
problems should be handled by a Joint Boundary Commission182. The Cameroonian
Government then requested the Secretary General of the UN to express a view on
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the ownership of the Bakassi Peninsula. By a Verbale Note of January 18, 1971, the
UN Secretary General replied that following the 1913 Anglo-German Agreement,
Bakassi which was being disputed upon belonged to Cameroon183. The Nigerian
Government rejected this clarification and as Oscar Ede explains, the Nigerian
rejection was based on the wrong notion that the 1913 Agreement assumed on Rio
del Rey was a river 80 miles long.
In compliance with the Ahidjo-Gowon Agreement of 1970, a Cameroonian-Nigerian
Joint Commission was established in 1971184 to take care of the border crisis. In April
1971, Gowon and Ahidjo signed an accord in Yaounde which empowered the
Boundary Joint Commission to demarkate the three-mile of territorial jurisdiction in
accordance with Articles 21 and 22 of the Anglo-German Agreement, N° 13 of March
11, 1913185. The accord also empowered the two governments to instruct their
technical experts to delimit the seaward boundary beyond the three miles limit,
applying the Geneva Convention Law of the sea. They further agreed to establish a
permanent consultating committee to monitor and review international issues of
mutual interest. This consultative committee was also to ensure, that the existing
agreement between the two countries were updated and implemented.
After the Ahidjo-Gowon accord, J.C Ngoh, Federal inspector for West Cameroon, and
Oluwole Coker , the Nigerian Director of Surveys, met in June 1971 and signed what
was refered to as the “Ngoh –Coker Line”. This line indicated the compromises
reached at by the two head of states in the April meeting in Yaounde, Cameroon.
The line was reached by mutual concent between the Ahidjo and Gowon on the
advice of the experts of the two countries. It created a humped boundary line slightly
to the east of the Channel of the Cross River- 1500 metres east of the original line
proposed by Cameroon and 3.500 metres west of what Nigeria proposed. The
compromised boundary was the charted on the Admiral chart N° 3433 by the
technical experts186.
Following this arrangement and further applying the Geneva Convention on maritime
border, the whole of the Cross River Channel could be under Cameroon. The
“Ngoh/Coker Line” was later rejected by the Nigerian authority on the grounds that
Nigeria had for long established her influence in the channel of the Cross River and
that her fishermen had been fishing for too long in the disputed area. For these
reasons the Nigerian authority opted that a new arrangement should be made.
Probably because of the Nigerian argument and because Cameroon wished to solve
the conflict peacefully, the Cameroonian authority did not take over the channel but
maintained the Akwayafe as the border with Nigeria.
The next step taken by Gowon and Ahidjo on solving the Bakassi dispute was a
meeting of the two in Kano (northern Nigeria) in September 1974187. The two leaders
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concluded another Agreement which established the demarcation of a four kilometer
buffer zone, a two kilometre free corridor on either side of their disputed territorial
waters, and the zone was free from oil prospecting and exploitation. It should be
noted that this agreement was only on the territorial waters and not the Bakassi
Peninsula which was then regarded as part of Cameroon. In June 1975, Gowon and
Ahidjo met again at Maruoa (north Cameroon), and agreed to extend the delineation
of the maritime boundary line between their two countries from Point 12 to Point “G”
on the Admiralty Chart N°3433 (British) which was attached to the declaration188.
Cameroon agreed that Calabar Channel should remain with Nigeria since she had
been using the channel for many years. Since the Maruoa Agreement was in effect
the culmination of a series of important negociations since 1970, it was agreed that
the Accord be ratified by the legislative authorities of the two countries. In Cameroon,
the National Assembly ratified the accord.
In Nigeria, the case was different, due to military rule in Nigeria at that time, there
was no Legislative Assembly, thus the accord was then presented to the Supreme
Military Council. The Council outrightly rejected the Accord, arguing that Cameroon
had cheated Nigeria in the negociations. General Gowon was accused for
generously giving Nigerian territory to Cameroon under compromise. It was
suspected that Gowon made the concessions because of what was considered as
Ahidjo’s role during the Nigerian Civil War189. During the civil war in Nigeria, the
Camerron Government supported the Federal Government of Nigeria and even
allowed Major Isaac Adaka Boro to use Bakassi as earlier mentioned, to transfer
Federal troops to invade Biafra from Calabar. During the war, Cameroon refused to
allow the Biafrans to use its territory as a base for the importation of arms.
Cameroon’s support for the Federal Government in the war of secession was mainly
because Ahidjo was also heading a Federal Government in Cameroon. Should he
support the Biafran secession, Nigeria could some day support the secession of the
anglophones (people formely under British rule) from the Federal Republic of
Cameroon. Furthermore, as one of the founding fathers of the O.A.U, President
Ahidjo had to respect the support O.A.U gave to the Federal Government of Nigeria
during the civil war.
After the Maroua accord, Gowon’s Government was overthrown and General Murtala
Mohammed came to power. He rejected the Maroua accord arguing that it was never
ratified by the Supreme Military Council. He threatened that rather than accept the
outrageous agreement, Nigeria would go to war if Cameroonians refused further
negociations190. However, General Murtala did not live long enough to see his
dreams come true. He was assasinated in a bloody coup d’etat and General
Olusegun Obasanjo (presently prasident of Nigeria following the elections of 1999)
came to power. Obasanjo made several attempts to reopen border negociations with
the Cameroonian authorities but concrete solutions were not achieved. In August
1977, he and Ahidjo met at Garoua in North Cameroon and at the end of the
meeting, the communuquès issued only expressed the good relations that existed
between the two countries. Nothing was mentioned as of the border crisis.
Till 1980, things appeared to be under control as concerns the border crisis. But the
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Cameroon-Nigeria border issue re-emerged more seriously in 1981. The events
which came up could be seen as the immediate causes of the crisis which presently
has now raced international concern. It all began when on January 21, 1981 men of
the Nigerian Navy arrested the district Head of Idabato of Isangele Sub-division of
Bakassi Peninsula in Cameroon191. The arrest was made when the District head, with
seven persons in his entourage were visiting some of the creek towns under his
administration. The arrested men were detained for seven days and released only
afetr a strong protest from the Cameroonian Government to the Nigerian authorities.
In Cameroon where administrators as command officers are highly respected, the
arrest and detention of the District Officer and his men was regarded as a great insult
to Cameroonian Government (especially as Cameroon claim that the arrest was
within their terrritory).
The next incident followed on May 16 1981, when President Ahidjo was
commissioning an Oil Refinary in Victoria, south western part of Cameroon. Men of
the Nigerian Navy went to the sea, around the Bakassi area where Cameroon
exploited oil. There, they clashed with their Cameroonian counterparts; the clash
resulted to the death of five Nigerians. The death of those men provoked high antiCameroonian feelings in Nigeria. Each country claimed that the incident took place
on her own side of the border, thereby accusing the other for trespassing192. As
accusations and counter-accusations went on, the Nigerian Government sent a
strongly worded note to the Cameroonian Government demanding the Cameroonian
Government to apologise unconditionally to them. They also demanded that the
Cameroonian Government punish the navy responsible for the incident and also pay
compensation for the Nigerian victims. These demands were to be complied within
seven days from the date of issuing193.
In response, the Cameroonian Government sent a high-powered delegation to Lagos
(then capital of Nigeria but now Abuja) on the evening before the deadline. The
delegation led by the Cameroonian Minister of State in charge of Foreign Affiars,
Paul Dontsop expressed regrets to the Nigerian Government and also condolences
to the families of the victims of the unfortunate incident. The Cameroonian authorities
further suggested that the whole issue of border clashes be handled by a Joint
Commission of both countries. The Nigerian Security Council considered the
Cameroonian message as inadequate.
The Council maintained that the message did not cover all the grounds contained in
the earlier note fron the Nigerian Government to that of Cameroon194. The Nigerian
Government then reported the issue to the O.A.U and requested that it should be
discussed at the O.A.U Conference of Heads of States that was to meet in June.
Inorder to see how intense the issue was affecting the people of both countries, it is
worth to look at some public reactions on both countries at this stage of the conflict.
While contacts were going on for a peaceful solution, the Nigerian press went on to
fan the conflict and arouse anti-Cameroonian sentiments in Nigeria. The “Nigerian
Chronile” of June 3, 1981 published an article tiltled “New Cameroonian Nationalism”
written by Evaristus Iniodu. Part of the article read: “President Ahmadu Ahidjo and his
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fellow countrymen wanted to declare May 16,1981 as a National Day of celebration
to commemorate the glorious victory of Cameroonian Lilliputian David over giant
Goliath Nigeria.” The Sunday Times also wrote on this problem and on the article of
May 24, 1981 Cameroon was accused of hostility, and recentful of Nigeria’s
dominant rule in Africa. Just to summarise it, the Cameroonian action was described
as pre-meditated, an unprovoked case of aggression and intended to test the will of
the Nigerian Federal Government.
Some important personalities in Nigeria also made comments on the conflict. Joseph
Wayas, President of the Nigerian senate appealed to the Nigerian mass media to
play down reports and comments on the issue so that the relationship between the
two countries might not be impaired195. Edwin Ezeoke, the speaker of the Federal
House of Representatives advocated immediate military action against Cameroon.
To him diplomatic measures were slow and less effective196. Mallam Lamido, leader
of the Peoples Redemption Party (P.R.P in Nigeria), argued that Nigeria should not
go to war with Cameroon. He maitained that Cameroon, with only 3.000 soldiers, was
able to challenge Nigeria with an infantry of 150.000 men because some Western
European countries including France were supporting Cameroon. He accused
western European countries for being against Nigeria because its stand on the high
oil prices at the Organisation of Petrolium Exporting Countries (O.P.E.C). He was
therefore, of the opinion that Nigeria adopt a diplomatic approach to solve the border
conflict197.
Another public reaction on the part of the Nigerian students took place on the 20th of
May 1981. The 20th of May is a national day celebrated in Cameroon in
remembrance of the 20th of May when Cameroon (East and West Cameroon)
became one Cameroon (from a federal to a unitry state). The students at the Lagos
university went on the streets and attacked the Cameroon embassy in Lagos,
destroying its properties. The Nigerian Government apologised for this and promised
to repair the damaged properties. The Cameroonian Government accepted the
apology but opted to do the repairs alone and the Nigerians were assured that their
lives and investments in Cameroon will be protected.
In June 16, 1981, Oscar O.B. Ede presented a paper “Nigerian-Cameroon Border
Problems: Causes and some Suggestions”, as already mentioned before at the
Nigerian Institute of International Affairs (NIIA) in Lagos. In that paper, Oscar
amongst many issues warned his Government not to accept River Akwayafe as
boundary with Cameroon. For strategic reasons he warned that if Nigeria accepted
Akwayafe, then the border would extend downwards to where it discharges into the
Atlantic. That would merge into the area known as Rio del Rey which altimately,
spread to areas around where the Cross River discharges into the Atlantic as well.
And if base lines were used to demarcate the areas, then a substantial portion of the
sea entrance would be under Cameroonian jurisdiction. Ede further argued that,
commercial vessels using the port, will suffer economically. There would also be a
strategic disadvantage for the Nigerian Navy which had the Eastern Command in
Calabar198. Ede’s paper influnced the Nigerian refusal of the River Akwayafe as
boundary with Cameroon as he is one of the key Nigerian advisers on this issue.
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On the part of reactions in the Cameroonian side, not much was registered at this
time, since the people could not express their opinion like was the case in Nigeria
were freedom of speech on public issues was great. The Cameroon Government
alone spoke for the nation. A major speech was made at a press conference given by
the Minister of Territorial Administration, Ayissi Mvondo. He spoke on the encounter
betweem the Nigerian and the Cameroonian Navy in the creeks of Rio del Rey which
led to the killing of five Nigerians on May 16th 1981. He warned that there should be
no panic, neither should Nigerians be molested in Cameroon. He concluded by
assuring the Cameroonian population that the two governments were handling the
issue.
In Nigeria and Cameroon, there were high expectations on what the O.A.U Head of
States Conference would do as they were to meet on June 24, 1981 at Niarobi
Kenya. Surprisingly, when the agenda for the conference was released, the
Cameroon-Nigeria border conflict was omitted. President Shehu Shagari of Nigeria
condemned the O.A.U action and boycotted the summit. Official reasons were not
given for this but one could guess the following: The O.A.U might have felt that the
two countries could handle the problem. The O.A.U might have thought that the UN
would better treat the issue since it had to deal with interpreting the Anglo-German
border agreement of 1913. One could also feel that Ahidjo as an elderly member of
the O.A.U might have put pressure on the other heads of states to omit the issue so
as to aviod the internationalisation of the conflict which he claimed had long beed
settled by him and Gowon199.
However, through the intervention of friendly countries like Senegal, Guinea and
Serria Leone, tension between Nigeria and Cameroon died down gradually. The
Cameroon Government later paid compensation to the families of the victims who
were killed by their navy. The border problem was left to be settled by a joint
commission of the two countries. How far this was done will lead us to the next phase
of the problem.

2.1.4 The Bakassi Problem since 1981
In order to deal with this section, we will be taking a look at the changing leadership
in both Cameroon and Nigeria since 1981, and how the new leaders went about
handling the Bakassi crisis. Some attempts to solve the Bakassi crisis both on the
part of the two countries, from other African countries within and out of the O.A.U, as
well as the international scene including the UN will be looked at in this section of the
work. Also, the invasion of the Bakassi territory by the Nigerian forces in 1994 shall
be the focal point of this section as it finally took this border conflict to the UN.
The Cameroon-Nigerian relationship was normal after the payment of compensation
to the victim’s family and the two presidents with the help of their African friends tried
to keep the crisis under control. In November 1982, President Ahidjo resigned from
the Presidency of the United Republic of Cameroon. His constitutional successor,
Paul Biya became president and is still the current president of Cameroon.
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In Nigeria, President Shehu Shagari’s civilian government was over thrown on
December 31, 1983. The military government that replaced him was headed by
General Mohammed Buhari. General Ibrahim Babagida overthrew Buhari’s regime
on August 27, 1985. General Sani Abacha replaced Babangida after the failure of the
military to respect the result of the 1993 presidential election that was to see Nigeria
return to civilian rule. So after 1981 incident on the border crisis, there have been
changes in leadership in both countries though that in Cameroon was more stable
than in Nigeria.
The boder conflict re-surfaced again on November 21, 1983. Chief Effiong Solomon
Atte200 informed the Cross River House of Assembly that Cameroonians had again
invaded and occupied the Nigerian Villages of Atabong, Abana Ntuen and Ataha
Ntuen in the Effiatt Mbo Local Government area in the Cross River State201. The
Honorable Member of the State House read a petition from the inhabitants of the
area in which the people urged the state Government to ask the Federal Government
to come to their aid.
In the debate on the petition, the Assembly men attributed the Cameroon action to be
motivated by the desire to control larger oil deposites in the area. They felt that
Cameroon would continue to remain insolent to Nigeria unless the armed forces
occupy the area and forced Cameroon to retreat from the Bakassi area202. The Cross
River State Government did not report this issue to the Federal Government. This is
because private investigations revealed that the villages that complained were within
the Cameroonian territory and their inhabitants often evaded the payment of taxes in
Cameroon. Very often, they ran to Nigeria during the tax season and made
inflammatory statements. The incident was therefore, attributed to tax evaders203.
Between 1990 and 1993, there were a number of aggressive actions which once
more brought tension between Cameroon and Nigeria as concerns the Bakassi
Peninsular. In January 1990, the Nigerian Government reported that four of their
fishermen were murdered by Cameroonian gendarms at the Bakassi Peninsular204.
In April 1990 Nigerian soldiers arrested the Cameroonian Sub-Divisional Officer of
Kombo-Qbedimo who was on tour with some of his assistants. They were kept and
tortured for several days before being released. This was seen as a very provocative
act by the government of Cameroon.
Between April 1990 and April 1991, Nigerian forces landed on many occasions at the
Bakassi towns of Jabane, removing the Camerronian flag and replacing it with that of
Nigeria. These actions were accompanied by Nigerian military manoeuvers in the
region. In 1992, men of the Nigerian army prevented the execution of Cameroonian
projects in Jabane. The equipment for the projects were carried away to Nigeria.
They went further to put up sign boards at Jabane, one of which read: “ Welcome to
Abana Clan, Akpa Buyo Local Government Area, Cross River State, Federal
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Republic of Nigeria”205.
While tension mounted on the border at Bakassi between 1990 and 1993, efforts
were made to find solutions. On August 10th 1991, the president of Cameroon Paul
Biya was in Abuja, Nigeria. The border crisis was discussed and the Nigerian
occupation of the Cameroonian side of the Lake Chad was given a central stage at
the discussions. On August 27th 1991, the Cameroon-Nigerian Joint Commission met
in Yaounde, Cameroon. For the first time the Nigerian delegation officially denounced
the Maroua Accord of June 1975. They argued that the Nigerian Government did not
ratify the agreement because they felt cheated206.
Another meeting of the Joint Commission was held at Abuja the capital of Nigeria on
December 19th 1991. There again Nigeria denounced the Maroua Accord. On the
other part, Cameroon maintained that the Maroua declaration was valid to the
Cameroonian Government since it was ratified by its parliament. The two delegations
however, agreed that they did not question the demarcation of the border at Bakassi
region. It is therefore, implied that the demarcation was valid and acceptable to both
sides. From August 11 to 15th 1993 the Commission met again in Yaounde207. The
Nigerian delegation argued that the Nigeria’s denunciation of the Maroua Accord was
based on political reasons in Nigeria and not on technical grounds regarding the
maritime border demarcation. At this point of the issue the Nigerian Institute of
Surveyors (N.I.S) blamed its government for politicing the border problems rather
than seeking for technical advise. The surveyors pointed out that before the Bakassi
problem even assumed an international dimension, the government of Nigeria has
consistently refused to seek technical advise208.
It is worth to note that the blame for refusing to seek technical advise on border
problems may not be attributed only to the Nigerian Government alone. It is
something that most African governments make as a mistake and instead of seeking
advice from experts, they try to politicise most border crisis. Other people, who
should be consulted to give expert advice on border problems first of all ought to be
the surveyors, then the historians, goegraphers and lawyers. Politicians should be
called in only on policy considerations. If political considerations are allowed to
dominate the discussions on border issues, then there would hardly be a solution to
any border disputes because political factors are always present.
Having argued in Yaounde in August 1993 that their rejection of the Maroua Accord
was on political grounds, the Nigerians appeared to be prepared for a war in that
area. On December 21st 1993, Nigerian forces entered the Bakassi region claiming
they were there to protect their citizens from"being harassed by the Cameroonian
gendarmes. On the morning of January 4th 1994, Nigerian forces landed at Jabane,
inside Cameroonian territory and at the same day occupied Diamond town. So
between January 4th and Feuary 19th, 1994, Nigerian forces were occupying the
Cameroonian territories of Jabane, Diamond and Archbong. To consolidate their grip
on the area, some building projects were begun. The Cross River State Government
was said to have donated three million Nira to put up three Government primary
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Schools209. With regards to this occupation, the Cameroonian Minister of Justice,
Douala Moutome formerly presented the Bakassi case to the International Court of
Justice (ICJ) on March 24th 1994.
When the Nigerian military activities intensified in the region, especially after January
4th 1994 when Jabane was occupied, the Cameroonian Government re-inforced its
military strength in the region by putting more troops and equiptment at Idabato II,
Kombo à Janea and Isangele. In addition to military reinforcement, the Cameroon
Government raised objections to the Nigerian aggression. A number of reasons were
given for the Nigerian action. Emmanuel Mordi of the Nigerian Embassy in Yaounde
explained that Nigeria sent troops to Abana and Atabong because there was a
problem of law and order, not as an act of aggression against Cameroon210. Micheal
Njawe thought that the occupation of the Cameroonian territory by Nigeria was in
relation to the sinking of a Nigerian fishing vessel by Camerooian coastal guards in
December 1993211. The vessel was involved in smuggling activities between
Cameroon and Nigeria.
On January 6th 1994, Nigerian Foreign Minister Baba Gama Kingibe headed a
Nigerian delegation to Yaounde to discuss with the Cameroonian authorities and they
decided that mixed border patrols should be formed for the disputed area. While that
was going on, bilateral talks should continue on maritime border so that a just and
lasting solution could be found between the two countries212. Unfortunately, the
decisions of this meeting were never implimented.
On Febuary 9th 1994, another meeting was held in Buea at the level of Foreign
Ministers. The two sides had a heated arguments and each was claiming the Bakassi
area. The meeting ended up without any agreement reached and few days after that,
the armies of the two countries ran into a skirmish. On Febuary 18th 1994, the
Cameroonian Government, for the first time informed the population about what was
happening. The information came through Joseph Owona, then the Secretary
General at the Presidency of the Republic. The population was informed that
Nigerian troops had illegally occupied the Bakassi Peninsula, a territory belonging to
Cameroon. The secretary further explained that the Nigerians have been asked to
pull out of Bakassi. On March 23rd ,1994 President Paul Biya addressed the nation,
though not on the issue. But referring indirectly to the Bakassi problem, he assured
Cameroonians that Cameroon would not concede an inch of its sovereignty. He
reaffirmed Cameroon’s option for moderation and conciliation. In Nigeria, the Foreign
Ministry on March 2nd 1994 issued a statement that Cameroonian authorities on the
eastern side of the Bakassi Peninsula apparently misunderstood the presence of
Nigerian troops in that area as being attempt to seize control of the peninsula by
force213.
On March 10th 1994, the Foreign Ministers of both countries met in Yaounde to
explore possibilities of finding a peaceful solution to the crisis; especially the
possibility of a summit between General Abacha and President Paul Biya. The
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Cameroonian delegation insisted that Nigerian troops should leave Bakassi before
President Biya could meet General Abacha in the Nigerian town of Maiduguri which
was proposed by the Nigerian delegation to be the venue of the summit. However,
they maintained that President Biya could meet General Abacha out of Nigeria. The
two sides were unable to come to terms, so the Yaounde meeting failled to achieve
any positive results214.
On March 29th 1994, the Embassy of the Federal Republic of Nigeria in Yaounde
issued a Circular No. 65/327/S.I./ Vol. 1/94 being a document prepared by the
Government of Nigeria showing reasons why Bakassi was part of the Federation of
Nigeria. The document was distributed to all Diplomatic Missions and International
Organisations in Yaounde (see document Appendix A)
Some External reactions Concerning the Conflict
Inorder to avoid military confrontation as was the wish of many Nigerians,
Cameroonians and the international community, it was necessary that there should
be mediation by a third party. President Gnassinbe Eyadema of Togo accepted to be
a mediator. He paid a visit to Yaounde and Abuja on March 3rd 1994 and consulted
with the authorities of both countries. On March 11th 1994, he sent a delegation to
Yaounde to discuss with President Biya and that delegation also went to Abuja.
By the time the O.A.U held a summit in Tunis from June 13th 1994, enough ground
work had been made by President Eyadema for President Biya to meet President
Abacha. Though not formally included in the O.A.U agenda, the summit provided an
opportunity where Biya met Abacha in the presence of President Eyadema at the
Abou Nawas hotel on June 13th 1994215 in Tunis. The Two leaders agreed to solve
the border problem peacefully and that they would set up a joint commission and
later met in a tètè à tètè in Lome, Togo. The judicial process that was going on at the
I.C.J was not to be interrupted. (see communiquè in Appendix C) At the height of the
problem, some foreign countries which had military pacts with Cameroon visited the
country. For example the French paratroopers arrived Yaounde at the end of
February. Accompanying them were some French leaders who held talks with the
Cameroonian authorities and later moved to Abuja. They tried to convince the
authorities of the two countries to find a peaceful solution to the problem.
The Nigerian Government was not happy with the presence of French paratroopers
and a warship in Cameroon. The Foreign Minister, Jerry Gana warned that Nigeria
would not tolerate unprovoked aggression and intimidation by any foreign power. He
called on Nigerians to brace up to defend every inch of their territory216. The French
Ambassador in Lagos then explained that the French warship that was on routine
visit to Cameroon had left Douala port on March 6, 1994.
The French military presence in Cameroon at the time of crisis was in line with
Franco-Cameroon military cooperation agreement. In addition, France had
investments in Cameroon that needed protection in case of war. Furthermore, the
French-dominated oil company ELF Cameroon, exploited about 32 oil wells in
Bakassi which produces about 120.000 barrels of petrolium oil daily and that fetched
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about two million dollars per day217. On March 18, 1994, the General Manager of ELF
company Jaffre Phillippe from France was in Cameroon and was received in
audience by President Biya. Though the French had to honour the military pact it has
with Cameroon and protect their invetsments in the territory, it was a great risk for
France. This is because the French investments in Nigeria were greater than those in
Cameroon. It was even estimated that the overall French investments in Nigeria
could be greater than those in all francophone African countries combined. The risk
here is that Nigeria could nationalise those investments if the French joined
Cameroon in a war against her in Bakassi.
Another foreign country that showed concern on the side of Cameroon was Isreal.
The Isreali Deputy Army Chief of Staff, General Dagom Meier was in Cameroon with
his delegation on March 24th 1994. It was an indication that perhaps Cameroon had
an understanding with Isreal on military matters. This is just an assumption for there
are no concrete information as this is concerned.
Reaction of the O.A.U and the UN to the Conflict
While some foreign countries showed concern, Cameroon reported the matter to
major international organisations. At the end of Febuary, the matter was reported to
the Organisation of African Unity (from 2002 onwards, the O.A.U was called the
African Union)218 for the second time since Nigeria had earlier done so in May 1981.
The O.A.U sub-Committee on Conflict Prevention and Resolution met on March 24th
1994 and asked the General Secretariat to submit a report on the matter within one
month (see Appendix B). To that effect, an O.A.U team led by a Deputy Secretary
General in charge of Political Affairs, Mapuranga, was in Yaounde on April 25th 1994.
They held talks with the Cameroonian authorities and were even to go to Bakassi but
failed, maybe for security reasons. The O.A.U stand was clear on the matter. The
Committee on Conflict Management and Resolution resolved in a meeting on March
24th 1994 that, the two countries should respect colonial boundaries as enshrined in
the Charter of the O.A.U219. The resolution further demanded the withdrawal of
troops from the disputed area. Since each country claimed ownership of the territory,
the troops from both countries were not withdrawn.
On March 1994, the Government of the Republic of Cameroon filed in the Registry of
the International Court of Justice at the Hague an Application instituting proceedings
against the Government of the Federal Republic of Nigeria in respect of a dispute
described as relating essentially on the question on the ownership of sovereignity
over the Bakassi Peninsular. From then henceforth the issue of the crisis has been
put into the hands of the international Court. The UN Security Council met on April
29th 1994 and requested the UN Secretary General to contact both Cameroon and
Nigeria and advice them to seek a solution to the problem. This was to be done
within the framework of existing practice and regulations on international frontiers.
Since the matter was already with the International Court of Justice at Hague which
is the legal agency of the UN, it appeared that the Court would be the proper organ
to settle this matter. The Court would base its judgement on existing practices and
regulations on international frontiers. The matter has been looked at by the Court to
which both countries have presented their arguments and facts to prove that their
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claim over the territory is just. The final judgement of the Court on the conflict has
now come out in favour of Cameroon ( further comments on the Court’s judgement
will be discussed later in the conclusion)220.
Inorder to explain its position very clearly to the international community, the
Cameroonian Government sent envoys abroad at the end of March 1994. The Vice
Prime Minister, Ahmadou Moustapha led a delegation to North Africa and the Middle
East. Minister Kontchou Koumengni went to France and the BENELUX countries,
and the Assistant Secretary General at the Presidency, Ephraim Inoni went to the
United States and Canada. Minister Francis Nwian went to East Africa, while Tsanga
Abanda went to China, Far East and South east Asia. The delegations leaving
Cameroon at the end of March possibly intended to mobilise world leaders to support
Cameroon at the UN Security Council session that was to meet in April 1994221.
Local Reactions to the conflict
In Cameroon and Nigeria, political leaders and pressure groups reacted to the
Bakassi conflict as well. Professor Wole Soyinka, a Nigerian intellectual denounced
the use of force in the conflict. Expressing concern over human values and the fate of
the local population in the disputed area, he proposed the holding of a referandum to
resolve the crisis. Cameroon rejected the idea of a referendum because the people
voted on February 11, 1961 in the plebiscite that brought the unification of the two
sections of the Cameroons.
In Cameroon, the leader of the Social Democratic Front (S.D.F) John Fru Ndi,
supported the bilateral talks rather than get foreign powers involved. He condemned
the French involvement in the crisis222. He even talked of his intended trip to Nigeria
to discuss the matter with Nigerian authorities. Dr. Adamou Ndam Njoya of the
Cameroon Democratic Union (C.D.U) issued an important statement on the conflict.
Among many things, the C.D.U leader called on Cameroon and Nigeria as founding
members of the O.A.U to uphold the principle of respecting colonial borders and to
be aware that solutions obtained through wars are never definitive. The two countries
were advised to respect accords signed by colonial powers223.
Some Anglophone Cameroonian saw the Bakassi crisis as an opportunity to blame
the Francophone dominated Government in Yaounde for the marginilisation of
Anglophones and the neglect of their territory in terms of development. The Free
West Cameroon Movement argued that La Republique du Cameroon (Francophone
Cameroon) and Nigeria had no business on the Southern Cameroons territory224.
Retired Ambassedor Epie, Chairman of the Cameroon Anglophone Movement
(C.A.M) stated that La Republique du Cameroon would have been an interested
party had she not seceded from the 1961 federal union with Southern Cameroons225.
The Standing Committee of All Anglophone Conference (A.A.C) issued a statement
in March 1994 arguing that it was only the Federal Government of the Republic of
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Cameroon that exercised jurisdiction over the Federated States of West and East
Cameroon. That implied that Federal Government jurisdiction extended over West
Cameroon to the border with Nigeria. With the destruction of the Federal Government
in 1972 and the revival of the La Republic du Cameroon in 1984, which was logically
matched by the revival of Southern Cameroons, the westen border of La Republique
du Cameroon cannot stretch beyond the River Mongo226. The A.A.C however
denounced the occupation of the Cameroonian territory by Nigerian forces.
As hostilities increased, Nigerian residents in Cameroon became worried. There were
about two and half million Nigerians resident in Cameroon. Some of them sold their
property and left the country, fearing an outbreak of war because they had seen the
devastating effects of war during the Nigerian Civil War. Resident Nigerians and
Cameroonians abroad also pleaded for a peaceful solution to the conflict. A group
describing itself as concerned citizens of Cameroon and Nigeria resident in the
United States of America, Canada, France, Britain, Denemark, Italy Australia and
Finland appealed to Biya and Abacha to avoid military confrontation227.

3.1 Summary and Conclusion
The Cameroon-Nigerian border conflict as we have seen could be interpreted from
different dimensions. It could be seen as a result of the European imperialism in
Africa in the 1880s. As we have already mentioned, when the Europeans sort to
divide Africa into their various spheres of influence, they never thought of the African
people. It was all about getting the best area to carry out trade for their companies (to
get access into the hinterland and to secure trade routes offshores). In the
Cameroon-Nigerian border from the sea to Yola, the British and the Germans, like
their European couterparts in other parts of Afrrica, did not respect the boundaries of
the local people. When the 1913 Anglo-German Border Agreement was signed, the
people were given the chance to cross either to the Nigerian side or to the German
side. But this did not help to solve the problem as we have already seen. People
were seperated from their farms, families, ethnic ties and so forth. So it was not easy
for the local people to leave their lands or such to cross over to one side or the other.
Hence only few people crossed the border during this time while others remained in
their lands. The case of the Efiks as we have seen before in the Bakassi area is a
good example. These people though in the Cameroonian side resented the German
authority over them, later the French and finally the Cameroonian authority. As such,
it is but clear that socio-political problems will arise in such situations as is the case
we have mentioned earlier.
On the other hand, the economic factor is more pressing. As was the case with the
colonial masters, economic factor of the border crisis is more felt. For the Europeans,
it was to secure better trade but the local people wanted to keep their fishing grounds
and farmlands, while the local authorities had to collect taxes and royalties. For the
Cameroon and the Nigerian government, it is the exploitation of more oil and other
resources discovered in the region.
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Many attempts have been made to solve this conflict at various levels but these
attempts have not succeeded. At the level of the O.A.U, the two countries have been
asked to respect their colonial boundries. But the problem is that such resolutions will
depend much on the good will of both states. The O.A.U has not got any machinary
to force or sanction member states who do not respect their resolutions like the UN.
Other African states who have tried to mediate in the conflict as third partners like
Guinea and Serria Leone, have got domestic crisis which hinder them to concentrate
on the problems of other countries. Moreover, these are countries who are not
stronger than Cameroon or Nigeria; which one could say because of their size or
power (political or economic), they could put pressure on the conflicting states to
resolve the crisis. Thus, at the end, all will still depend on the good will of the
conflicting states as regards to this form of solving the crisis.
With regards to attempts made by both countries to solve the crisis, it has been
noticed that political instability in Nigeria has hindered possible solutions. A good
example is after the Nigerian civil war. Military struggles in the country that turn to
topple one Military leader after the other was common in Nigerian after the civil war.
General Gowon’s Agreement with Ahidjo (the Maroua Declaration of 1st June 1975)
was a good sign of settling the conflict in peace. But this Accord though ratified by
the Cameroonian General Assembly, was not ratified by the Nigerian Supreme
Military Council. Thus, the Accord could not solve the crisis as it was to be the case.
After that, another military government came in Nigeria and refused to ratify the
Maroua Accord. General Mutala Mohammed came in 1975 and shortly he was
removed by Obasanjo who was also removed by Shehu Shagari in 1983. General
Mohammed Buhari came in who later was ousted by Sani Abacha in 1985 who in the
year 2000 gave power to Obasanjo (still on seat now) following a democratic
election. In 1982 Paul Biya came to power in Cameroon and has been the president
till date. Since independence, the Cameroonian Government has changed hands just
once. While the Nigeria Government has changed so many times and the different
regimes were shortlived and mostly military. All these hinder negociation between the
two governments and as such a lasting solution over the conflict from the two states
has been unsuccessful.
Another attempt to solve the crisis was the idea of a joint border commission to
survey the border and come up with solutions which would be put into action
(demarcation of the border by experts on land). Such a commisssion was formed in
1965 but its work could not be completed because of the Nigerian civil war in 19661967. After the war, the work of the commission was not continued which was a
failure on both governments. If this boundary demarcation was continued, maybe this
would have helped to solve this conflict. The Ngoh-Coker tracing of August 1871 was
never accepted by the Nigerians; likewise the Kanu Declaration of 1974 which
proposed that a corridor of 4 kilometre wide of oil exploitation free zone be created.
These declarations and such bilateral talks were all in vain. The idea of a Buffer Zone
which was proposed in the Kanu Declaration could be a considerable solution to the
crisis. But since the economic worth of this area is so important to both countries, this
idea was not implimented. If this area was made a Buffer Zone, the resources could
be kept as reserves under the UN as an international body. Another alternative might
be that the resources of this zone might be exploited and the rewards be divided to
both countries or be used for charity purposes in Africa or elsewhere under the UN

control. But the constrain in this suggestion is that, both countries need this area to
exploit the resources. This will help them to employ local population, as well as
attract foreign investors thereby improving the economy of both states. So the idea of
a Buffer Zone in this area could hardly be accepted by both states because of strong
economic reasons. Such a zone would also imply peacekeeping forces to be
stationed on the region and as we are all aware of, such forces are for temporal basis
or short term. The Bakassi crisis needs a permanent and long lasting solution.
In 1985, President Biya of Cameroon set up a National Frontier Commission by a
Presidential Degree. It had the merit of introducing collective thinking and serving as
a forum to coordinate the actions of all ministries concerned with frontier matters228.
The drawback was that it was concieved as an adhoc inter-ministerial committee to
be summoned only when the President of the Republic deem it necessary. Worse
still, the committee was highly political and had no secretariat or research
departments to study, review and propose solutions to problems of bringing peace to
Cameroon’s international frontiers.
The Nigerian government on its part, set up the Nigerian Boundary Commission in
1987 as a Department at the Presidency, and went further to appoint technocrates
and scholars to man it229. Since their creation, both Commissions worked in complete
isolation of each other. This could perhaps be due to incongruity of structural
organisation, non-concordance of competence and divergence in the profiles of the
principle animators of the Commisions. The formation of such committees are good
but it would not help as the case has proven to be, when both committees work in
isolation.
In August 27th 1991, the Cameroon-Nigerian Border Joint Commission was revived
and it met in Yaounde. Though it did not do much to settle the crisis, it was a sign
that the countries are prepared to solve the conflict through bilateral consultations.
This Commission met again in Abuja on th 19th of December 1991 and in Yaounde
on the 11th –15th of August 1993. The demarcation work was accepted by both states
and their Heads of States were to take the border issue into their hands. The problem
here is that instead of the demarcation work to continue, the Commission put the
matter on the hands of the Heads of States. That means back to political solutions.
As the Nigerain Institute of Surveyors blamed their government for politicising the
matter rather than seeking technical advice, so was the case on the side of the
Cameroonian Government.
The Nigerian forces entered the Bakassi region on December 21st 1993 and by
Febuary 1994, they had stated putting up infractructures as we have seen earlier.
With this new development at hand, the Nigerian foreign minister Baba Gama
headed a delegation to Yaounde. With the Cameroonian authorities, they decided
that mixed border patrols should be formed for the disputed area. While that was
going on, bilateral talks should continue on maritime border, so that a just and
lasting solution could be found between the two countries. Still here with such good
concessions, the decissions of the meeting were never implimented. The two
countries have not keep their promises and/or decisions taken in bilateral meetings.
Looking at the various attempts to solve the conflict as seen above, it is clear that
these measure could not yield the expected results. But this does not mean that the
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conflict could not be solved or managed. Each conflict has its own causes and it is
important to look at the root causes of a conflict inoder to solve or prevent it. There
are different types of conflicts caused by different reasons; thus each conflict should
be treated separately. It would be unfair to think that there can be some general rules
which could be applied to the prevention and/or management of all conflicts. The
advantage is that by solving and or preventing one conflict, experiences gained could
help in solving the other conflict. This point could be helpful in similar conflicts in
some regions. For example by solving the border conflict between Cameroon and
Nigeria, experiences gained in this process might help in solving other border
conflicts in Africa. This is true because most African countries have similar historical
background of colonialism, ethnic groups or ties. This makes it easier to understand
some factors that come into play as concerns conflicts in Africa. Below are some
suggestions to the management of the Bakassi crisis.

3.2 Suggestions
Some Nigerians as well as Cameroonian scholars have proposed measures to solve
the Bakassi conflict. For example: Asiwaju in his article230 proposes three methods of
solving the Bakassi problem: war, problem solving and litigation which he thought
had more chances of succeeding. African scholars like A.O Cukwurah strongly
recommend the European Outline Convention for Trans-Frontire Cooperation
between Territorial Authorities or Communities as well as the U.S-Mexico frontier
conventions as models for Africa. According to his opinion, an African model should
not only lay emphasis on economic gains, but give priority to ethnical and human
considerations231.
Prof. Njeuma (a member of the Cameroon-Nigerian Joint Border Commission), said
that, the three ways of solving the crisis as proposed by Asiwaju are not exclusive
solution to the problem. According to him, no one approach excludes the other, and
in any case, no one approach is likely to succeed if the basic assumption of legality is
ignored. According to him, a plausible way for the future is to progressively institute a
special regime for selective areas along the frontier regions and provinces. The
strength of the regime he says should be first and formost, to respect all the Treaties
that establish the existing frontiers while negotiating appropriate structures for
common management of shared resouces in the short, medium and long term. This
he continues would be put on reconciliation, bridging gaps and development across
the frontier using African solidarity and unity as the focal point. Further, he suggests
that local joint commissions should not only be set up to update or further demarcate
frontires, but also to constitute the nucleus of a new type of government, a contingent
for peace that includes all the actors involved in the conflict.
In 1990, the Cameroonian Government formed a National Frontier Commission232.
With the formation of this, hopes were raised that the National Frontier Commission
and the Cameroon-Nigerian mixed Commission would work together and examine
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new strategies for frontier demarcation, management and the culture of peace. Both
commissions met at Yaounde in August 12th 1991 and the meeting was co-chaired
by the foreign ministers of both countries. It was agreed that new structures for the
handling of this conflict were to be set up. For example, the Golf of Guinea
Commission that would be compartible to the Lake Chad Basin Commission233. But
there was one innovation that is, the degree of the personal involvement of the
Heads of States, which was quite normal for post-independent African diplomacy.
The problem here was that since Cameroon and Nigeria belonged to different subregional organisations except for the Lake Chad Basin Commission, existing regional
frameworks could not constitute the legal platform for joint or corporate management
of frontiers.

Taking into consideration the fact that the countries of the Gulf of Guinea share a
common continental shelf and pay similar attention to economic and maritime issues
in the region as a whole, the proposal to set a Gulf of Guinea Commission should be
seen as an attempt to reinforce the notion of collective responsibilty and arrive at an
orderly sharing of resources in the area in accordance with the force of laws and
conventions. The example of forming a sub-regional organisation to solve such crisis
has proven to work in the example of the Lake Chad Basin Commission (formed to
share the resouces of the Lake Chad between five countries:-Nigeria, Cameroon,
Chad, Niger and the Central African Republic). Thus, such a Commission like the
Gulf of Guinea will not only serve as a junction box of the Central and West African
sub-region, but also would oversee and defend common interests against foreigners
who take advantage of division among African countries to despoil them.
Another suggestion to solve the Cameroon-Nigeria border crisis and other crisis of
such nature would be the involvement of Multinational corporations. As already
mentioned above, when the Nigerian troops occupied the Bakassi region, the French
Government immidiately showed its concern on the recent development of the
conflict. First of all I would like to make mention that the 1965 incident with the
experts of the ELF Sereptca and Mobile Oil Companies on the Cross River Delta
could be seen as a role which oil companies play to highten the crisis. In the colonial
days, this region was seen as a swampy area full of creeks and of no economic
importance. Then the local fishing on the region was not of any dramatic economic
importance to both independent governments. But as soon as other resources,
especially oil, was discovered in the region, the economic crisis phase of the conflict
became more to be felt. Cameroon wanted to exploit these resources and Nigeria
also wanted to increase her exploitation activities in the region. Therefore, because
of this, ithink the oil companies should be involved in conflict solving.
Another situation to take note is that as the Nigerian forces occupied the Bakassi
region in 1994, France showed its concern in the crisis. There are two possible
reasons for the French concern in the recent stage of the crisis. First, France has a
military cooperation agreement with Cameroon which has to be respected in case of
war. The second and most often more eminent is the protection of the French
investments in Cameroon as well as in Nigeria. The French-dominated oil company
ELF Cameroon exploits about 32 oil wells in the Bakassi region. This produces about
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120.000 barrels of petrolium oil daily and that fetch about two million dollars per
day234. This is not enough as on the other hand, French invetsments in Nigeria were
greater than those in Cameroon. It was estimated that overall French investments in
Nigeria could be greater than those in all francophone African countries combined.
The risk on the French side was that Nigeria could naturalise those investments if the
French joined Cameroon in a war against her over Bakassi. So the General Manager
of ELF company Jaffre Phillippe from France came to Cameroon to talk on the crisis
with President Biya. It is but clear that though France had to honour the military pact
with Cameroon, it also had to protect its investments both in Nigeria and Cameroon.
So one could see how important is the economic factor in this crisis between the two
countries concerned and also for the multinational oil companies like ELF. The point
is that if these companies have their business in danger then they can call their home
governments to put pressure on Cameroon and Nigeria to find a lasting solution to
this conflict. On one hand, it would be easy to protect their interests and on the other
hand, the conflicting governments. Since their economies depend to a great extend
on such foreign investments, the conflicting governments would want to do
something serious inorder not to lose their foreign investors. Also such companies
like ELF which has business in both countries can help to put pressure on both
governments to solve the crisis if not; it would withdraw its investments in the region.
It can also activate other foreign investors in the region to also pose similar threats to
the conflicting governments. This is an important factor because if the conflict
escalates to a war, the business of the Multinational companies would be affected.
So it would be of their interest to involve in conflict prevention and management in
their areas of operation.
The Multilateral Companies can also help as mediators in such conflicting regions
were they operate. As mentioned above in the first part of this work (conflict
prevention in the corporate sector), the mechanisms of conflict prevention and
management in the corporate sector should be improved inoder to help solve or
prevent conflict atleast in their operating regions. The argument here is that since
Multinational companies controll almost 2/3 of the production in African countries,
they should be more engaged in conflict prevention in Africa and elsewhere where
they operate. The Secretary General of the UN, Kofi Annan in the opening of the UN
Conference of Human Rights Commission in 1998235 also made mention of the idea
that Multinational businesses should engage more in conflict prevention as a whole.
In the case of ELF Cameroon though not clear, it is presumed that ELF has got a lot
of influence in Cameroon both economically as well as politically.
Cameroon is a former French colony and now having good economic and military
ties with France. This implies that the ELF company could work in collaboration with
the French government to help Cameroon find a solution to the conflict. France could
also use the Francophonie236 as a forum to mediate in the conflict. On the Nigerian
side, the British as former colonial master could also use it relationship to Nigeria to
mediate in the conflict. Britain could use its Common Wealth ties with Nigeria to
influence her to seek a solution to this crisis. France and Britain belong to the EU
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through which they can indirectly due to their interest on their former colonies
exercise some influence.
One might criticise this proposal as allowing the former colonial masters to still have
influence on their former colonies. Or the fear of the interference of Multilateral
Companies and/or former colonial masters in the internal affairs of these countries.
But the truth is that these ties and respect for the former colonial masters do exists
among African countires, through other agreements. The point here is that this could
be used for a good purpose so as to help solve conflicts in Africa through mediation.
It is not only enough to send aid and/or peacekeeping forces as they do now. But I
think it would be better to use such ties to help solve and prevent conflicts in Africa
and elsewhere. The working of all actors together in conflict prevention and
management as we have seen in the first section of this work is the most probable
way to help, solve and prevent conflict. Cooperation between foreign and local forces
are necessary for a good system of conflict prevention and management as we have
seen in the Swedish proposal.
Since the Europeans left these regions, many things have changed in the frontier.
The maritime regions have in recent years become centres of vast economic
resources and traffic across the frontier. Multinational corporations have settled and
developed vested interests in the area. Activities in the region provide incrative jobs
to many previleged persons. Furthermore, the configuration of the frontier is such
that effective policing, in the traditional colonial way, is no longer possible because
the real treasures are hidden under water and third parties wax are strong and are in
control. As a matter of fact, the pressures from these changes are daily suggesting
plenty of opague imperialistic styles and attitudes of management. It is no secrete
that some of the most serious incidents that brought Cameroon and Nigeria to the
brink of war have occurred in areas where the frontier lines are in no doubts, but this
did not deter interest groups from dauntless acts. The most important issue is the
intention of both states to seek for a solution to the conflict. But since it has proven
that this intention on both sides is not that strong enough to solve the crisis with or
without foreign help; it is at best for the International Court of Justice to pass its
judgment.
The long awaited judgement of the ICJ over the Bakassi Peninsular conflict between
Cameroon and Nigeria was passed at the Hague on the 10th of October 2002237.
Cameroon has been given sovereignity over the Bakassi Peninsular and Nigeria has
to pull out its troops from this region. The Court had based its judgement according to
the Anglo-German Agreement of 11th March 1913 which put the sovereignity over
Bakassi with Cameroon. Similarly, the Court fixed the boundary in the lake Chad
area in accordance with the Henderson-Fleuriau Exchange of Notes of 9th January
1931 between France and Great Britain. The ruling of the Court based on colonial
boundary agreements is very important in that it avoids the making of new
boundaries in Africa.
This goes to support the O.A.U resolution in its constitution which holds that colonial
boundaries should not be altered but be accepted by new independent African
governments. Also the ruling of the Court would have raised much confusion and
similar border crisis in Africa if it had called for new boundary settlements. This is
because other African countries would have taken this as example to foster changes
237

www.nytimes.com For more information on the Court’s rulling and reactions from both countries and the
international scene, see www.allafrica.com

in their boundaries. But it is now clear that colonial boundaries should be respected
irrespective of the mistakes made by the Europeans in making boundaries in Africa.
The example of the Court’s decision is similar to that on the conflict over Eritea and
Etheopia. These two countries which fought a vicious two-year border war from
1998-2000, agreed to accept a compromise decision by an arbitration panel at the
Hague earlier this year.
These two rulings are to set good examples on how to solve conflicts in Africa and
elsewhere. Once more the importance of such an international organisation has
proven its worth in conflict prevention and management; thereby maintaining World
Peace and Security.
Since the rulling of the Court over the Bakassi conflict, many have commented on the
judgment. It might be early to talk on comments since each side as well as others
need enough time to assess the Court’s decision. On the side of the Court, it was
happy to learn that the Heads of State of Cameroon and Nigeria met on September
5th 2002 in the presence of the United Nations Secretary Koffi Anan in Paris. Both
presidents pledged to accept the decision of the ICJ on the dispute. The Court
welcomed the result of that meeting and hopes that the judgment which it has
delivered will continue to friendly relations to the two brother countries. Koffi Anan
has called on the Nigerian leaders to accept the Court ruling and to continue
cooperation with Cameroon for further negociations. The AU Secretary General
Amara M. Essay in Addis Ababa in October 11th 2002 said the organisation has fully
accepted the ruling of the ICJ over the Cameroon-Nigerian border conflict238. He
further called on all member states to encourage the two states to cooperate and
respect the decision of the Hague.
On the part of Cameroonian Government, much has not been said officially till now
but for the fact that the government is happy to have been favoured by the ruling of
the Court. The President had also accepted in the meeting in Paris to accept and
respect the Court’s judgement no matter the outcome. Following the old tradition of “
faithful to its traditional policy of hospitality and tolerace”, the Cameroon has
committed itself to “continue to afford protection to Nigerians living in the Bakassi
Peninsular and in the Lake Chad area”239. Also in an official communique issued by
Paul Biya the president of Cameroon on the 11th of October 2002, the president was
calling on all Cameroonians to continue in their good brotherlihoodness and
friendliness and cooperation with the Nigerians after the Court’s ruling240. He also
said that Cameroon has accepted the ruling unanimously and thanked Koffi Anan
(the UN Secretary General) for his personal engagement to help Cameroon and
Nigeria keep their good neighbourly cooperation during the period of crisis. One of
the Lawers representing Cameroon on the case at the Hague Charles Tchoungang
called for the Cameroonian authority to be vigilant on its frontiers despite the fact that
Nigeria has accepted the Court’s ruling. Both governments are calling on their
population to keep calm and respect the decision of the Court.
As concerns reactions from the Nigerian side, the president Obassanjo in the
meeting at Paris mentioned he will accept the ruling of the Court no matter its
outcome. The Nigerian Minister of State for Justice Musa Elayo said it was
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“inappropriate to talk of winners and losers”, since both countries would benefit
having the matter settled. He continues that “the judgment will resolve many
outstanding matters between the two states and provide a way forward for both in
areas which have caused difficulties in the past”241.
He assured the Nigerian population living in Bakassi that the judgement does not
damage the rights of the citizens living in the area, or Nigeria’s controll of existing
reserves and production. He called on Nigerians to calm down and assured them that
there is no need for Nigerians to move and that necessary consultations would be
undertaken.
A Nigerian naval official in the Bakassi region said “if we lose Bakassi we lose our
eastern access to the Atlanti. Our Naval ships cannot move freely to southern Africa
for instance, without Cameroon’s approval”242. The Bakassi peninsular is not only
strategically (military) important but has potential oil reserves and has rich fish stocks.
As Mike Rodgers, senior director at the Petroleum Finance Company, a Washington
consulting firm puts it the oil rich Peninsular being given to Cameroon could have a
big impact on the local economy of Cameroon. Oil experts say no body knows how
much oil is in the area but there is a promise of deposites of hundred of millions of
barrels; which is a timely boost for Cameroon, whose production has been steadily
declining. ExxonMobil and TotalFinalElf are the major oil companies operating in the
area are still withholding their comments on the judgement, saying they need enough
time to study the Court’s decision.
Because of the importance of bilateral cooperation between the two countries and
the follow up of the ruling of the Court, a mixed commission has set up. The idea to
form such a commission came up because Nigeria complained that the ICJ ruling
took cognition of the resources but not of the people living in the area. For this
reason, Kofi 243Annan met with Obasanjo and Biya in Geneva in November 15th 2002
for negociation towards a peaceful resolution on the Bakassi crisis244. Both countries
agreed to the formation of the mixed commission which came as a result of the
Geneva meeting. The two countries have equal representation in the commission
headed by Mr. Amedou Ould-Abdullah, a representative of the UN Secretary
General. The aim of this commission is to promote dialogue between the two
countries, reconcile their differences and to look at the implication of the ruling on the
people at the Bakassi region on both sides. The commission will also make
recommendations to promote cross-border cooperation, joint economic ventures, the
reactivation of the Lake Chad Basin Commission. This commission will also promote
the holding of meetings between local authorities and government officials, the
withdrawal of troops from the region, the dimilitarisation of the Bakassi peninsula
under international observation. The first meeting of this commission was in Yaounde
on the 1st of December 2002 and another will be held on the 4th –5th of Febuary 2003,
in Abuja (the commission is to hold twice monthly).
Such bilateral cooperation including support from the international scene is very
important to achieve a lasting peace on the Bakassi crisis. For a lasting peace to
reign, both countries have to accept and implement the ruling of the ICJ, consider
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the activities of the local people living in the area and put transborder activities under
controll. For if this is not the case, the region will be plunched into war.
This will affect the socio-economic and political aspects of both countries and also
that of the west African region at large. Therefore, it is very important for bilateral
cooperation to continue with international help, to find a lasting solution to the
Bakassi crisis.
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