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Abstract

Irregular wars have erupted in African states siomenial independence
from Western European countries in the 1960s. Ttk the Cold War in 1989
and the changing nature of international politigd dot bring about political
stability in African states either. These intrastatars were by-products of historic
disputes kept hidden during the Cold War. When itleological confrontation
ended, they surfaced agaimtrastate wars and irregular warfare are not new
phenomena on the African continent and led to thilagse of state institutions in
countries such as Liberia, Somalia, Sierra LedmeXemocratic Republic of Congo
(DRC), Uganda, Sudan and Burundi. Rather than aduirg African animosities,
conflict continues unabated.

The article aims to investigate why irregular (symmetric) warfare is
utilised in African conflicts where rebel and ethmjroups retain residual military
capacity to deploy against weak central governmehttheir socio-economic
demands are not met in the emerging states. Tldeacbmbines “grievance” and
“greed” models to explain the motivations for cdgtfl while the conceptualisation
and utilisation of asymmetric warfare approachethaAfrican context of irregular
war are questioned. Democratic values such asdmegplistice, equality and human
dignity are lacking in conflict-ridden societies &k unequal forces compete for
political and economic control or control over searresources. Peacekeeping
operations cannot succeed unless the basis fotabtpiiparticipation in, and the
sharing of wealth and power is established in Afrisocieties.

Introduction

It is commonly accepted that an increase in intaéeswars has occurred
since the demise of the Cold War in the early 19@8pecially in Africa (Jackson
2007:6). Seemingly Africa is more prone to conftitan other countries as warring
nations and factions utilise unconventional, asymimaarfare to wage and prolong
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conflicts. The historical background of Africa, titts endless wars and extreme
poverty creating disorder and instability, affedtsee progress of democracy.
Government forces have been confronted with an grambelligerents making use
of asymmetric or irregular warfare with a specifiatcome in mind, usually to
overthrow the government, which they consider kegitimate. In Africa, the post-
colonial period was characterised by different kirnd regimes, ranging from one-
party states to several military regimes frequegthywerned by ruthless dictators.
The historical record of misbehaviour by the siatéfrica and of African state’s
non-compliance with democratic governance as ubogady international norms is
well known. Until recently, democratically electeggbvernments have been the
exception rather than the rule in Africa (Filat@®@00:13).

The underlying historical causes for conflict canditributed to domestic
grievances or circumstances that may prompt ireegubrfare. According to Botha
(2007:4-5), causes based on domestic grievancebenay

¢« Closed political systems where democratic transitteas failed and
restrictions on human rights deprive people of dpportunity to elect a
government democratically. Non-state organisatiand rebels do not
recognise their governments as legitimate (BotlG¥ 21).

¢ Weak and failed African states providing favoural@enditions for
warring factions to plan, train and launch attacksgovernment and the
local population. The absence of local authorityn daing about the
growth of safe havens for powerful non-state eld@sjesuch as organised
crime, human and drug traffickers, and violent extists. As a result of
these fertile circumstances, irregular warfare loarexpected to grow and
develop into widespread conflicts (Plant 2008:7).

e Control over territories associated with bordertoamin Weak states do not
have the human and technological resources andcicapa monitor
borders, which then become open and permeable.

«  Ethnic motivations where heterogeneous groups, asahe Tutsi and the
Hutu of Rwanda, clash over superiority and selkdatnation and the
current government does not adequately representspiecific ethnic
group. Feelings of marginalisation led to conflias well as genocide in
Rwanda in 1994.

e Conflict over natural resources, e.g. in the DRQygdla, Sudan and
Liberia, which causes instability. Minerals such giamonds, oil and
uranium, as well as hardwood are sometimes useprafgable “grey
trade” to prolong the conflict unnecessarily.
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¢ Religion used as a political tool for in mobilisimgegular warfare. This
extends over national borders and rallies suppad, in Sudan and
Somalia, where Muslims and Christians are involvedconflict. In
combination with poverty, marginalisation and goét ideologies, this is
an important motivation for irregular or asymmetsiarfare.

e Economic circumstances where the local populat®onriemployed and
extremely poor. Sometimes the population is invdlu@ smuggling and
“grey trade” to sustain themselves and so proltegconflict. Widespread
conflict creates a breeding ground for alienatidn. other cases,
prolonging conflict holds benefits for social greupr segments of society
(Botha 2007:5).

These grievance-driven causes of conflicts in Afneed to be addressed, in
order to understand the reasons for protractednwacdional and irregular warfare
on the continent. Collier and Hoeffler (2002:1)I¢hkse causes “motivations” for
civil war, because they are of the opinion thathalgh popular perceptions of
grievances as motivations for war do exist, these ot in fact the main
motivations.

According to these authors, greed outperformsvgriee as a motivation for
civil war, because the factors determining therfoial and military viability of civil
war are more important than grievances. To mairdaaibel force, rebels have to be
paid and military equipment needs to be purchas®ad contrasting models, the
grievanceandgreedmodels, were constructed by Collier and Hoeff002:1) to
explain the difference in motivations. Thgievance modefefers to inequality,
political oppression, ethnic and religious motiwas for conflict, and it corresponds
with the domestic grievances cited by Botha (200 7uhile thegreed modetefers
to the sources of finance to maintain the civil w@ollier (in Berdal 2005:1) holds
that the key to understanding why such wars ereptih greed and the quest for loot
by rebel actors. African intrastate wars are mostiiven by economic (greed)
motivations in mineral-rich countries; conflict avealuable scarce resources thus.
Income from natural resources is an important sotocfinance rebel movements,
while resource-rich countries are at greater riskcanflict (Collier & Hoeffler
2002:1). African wars usually focus on globally ded commodities, such as
diamonds, oil and gun smuggling over open or pehfeedorders. Economic
activities such as these in the DRC spilled ovér Budan, Uganda, Rwanda and
Burundi. Border regions provide havens for insutgegangs and smugglers in the
sense that these regions provide escape routedtstrategies for armed groups,
which are beyond the reach of conventional secddtges (Jackson 2007:7). In
regions such as these, democratic principles argmatised and belligerents use
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tactics of asymmetric warfare as a method of satyias well as to prolong warfare.
One can expect that future conflict in Africa wile most likely irregular and
unconventional.

Collier and Hoeffler (2002:1) suggest that, despie low motivational
explanation of the grievance model, it is bettecémbine both models to ensure
good analysis of motivations for the occurrenceiefl wars, which in the author’'s
view will reflect strong elements of irregular wamé. While the grievance and greed
models are open to criticism it is argued here thegiloying both provides for a
fuller picture. For this reason, a combination offbmodels will be applied here.

Resear ch methodology and theor etical framework

For this article, a qualitative documentary studgdad on content analysis
of secondary sources is used. Relevant conceptadels of grievance and greed
are applied to explain African civil wars. Underigi the methodology is a conflict
perspective associated with post-colonial thinkiegphasising the social, political
and economic inequalities of populations in postweial Africa. This historical era
was characterised by the dissolution of Europeapires and former colonised
countries gaining for themselves the status ofgelerning nation-states.

The aim of this article is:

e to conceptualise irregular warfare, with specigilmation to Africa, since
some elements of Western thinking related to thilityutof high
technology ensuring low casualties (especiallyha tontemporary US
thought) does not necessarily apply to African faeetric”, intrastate
wars because strategies differ (cf. Buffaloe 2006@range 2000:2);

e to explore the underlying historical causes of gievance and greed
model for intrastate conflict that promotes irregulasymmetric warfare in
Liberia, Sierra Leone, the DRC, Rwanda, Burundim8iea and Darfur
and Sudan;

e« to correlate the different intrastate conflicts withe causes and
motivations determined by the grievance and greedlemnin African
countries, promoting the utilisation of asymmetviarfare; and

e to explore the utility of asymmetric warfare as encept in order to
understand contemporary, irregular wars in Africanntries.

Although a definite, purposeful definition of asyreiric warfare is difficult to
pin down, the study explores the different viewp®iregarding asymmetric warfare.
To elaborate on and explain the first aim of theclay, the customary thinking about
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asymmetric warfare in Western countries (especidtly US) does not always
correspond with conflict in Africa, where wars anérastate and low-tech guerrilla
strategies are mostly utilised. These strategiemd- tools - differ from Western
strategies which utilises expensive technologicaldivanced precision weaponry
against opposing forces. In African conflicts, guéar warfare is regarded as small
wars with guerrilla fighters and limited resourcesited to the operational
environment of intrastate or bush wars. The corsa@ptonventionalirregular and
asymmetricwarfare will be used interchangeably throughoig #rticle, while the
author prefers the term irregular war.

Irregular or asymmetric warfare? A closer look at concepts

The origin of the term “asymmetric” dates back th9¥'5 article irWorld
Politics by Andrew J.R. Mack in which it refers to as “grsficant disparity in
power between opposing actors in conflict”. “Powérdre referred to material
power, such as a large army, sophisticated weaguth&in advanced economy, such
as that of the US. This explanation was largelpigd until the end of the Cold War
when the nature of conflict changed. New reseaegmanding the phenomenon
during the late 1990s was conducted. David L. Geahy 2000 referred to
asymmetric warfare “as conflict deviating from ti@m, or an indirect approach to
affect a counterbalance of force”, since forcekdeenegate or avoid the strengths
of another, while employing their own strength aghithe other's weakness.
According to Grange (2000:1), “asymmetric warfar®dést understood as a strategy,
a tactic, or a method of warfare and conflict”. Tdefinition of the term remained
complicated because the academic and military camties used it in different
ways. It was closely associated with a conventiamddalance inducing potential
enemies to wage asymmetric or irregular warfarewiBp Haffa & Mullins
2003:130). This resembled, inter alia, guerrillarfsg®, insurgency, terrorism,
counterinsurgency and counterterrorism. Some itanjl circles used the term to
refer to the indirect nature of strategies adogigdnany weak non-state actors,
rather than to the correlation of forces.

Attempts in the 1990s to define asymmetric warfaeee mostly based on
American scholarly writings. After the Chinese poation of Unrestricted Warfare
in 2000, the US Army Strategic Studies Institut&ljScommissioned a study to
examine the concept of asymmetric warfare (Buff&066:9). The September 11,
2001 attack on America emphasised the fact thatamtric approaches can no
longer be considered secondary to conventionahtirén 2002, Steele (in Buffaloe
2006:10) called for a policy shift by stating tlethew integrative paradigm was
needed to face non-traditional threats and soutoe2003, amidst several debates
on asymmetry, Stephen Blank (Buffaloe 2006:11) eitbiat the “term had become
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too many things to too many different people andtths amorphous nature
detracted from its utility”, because the term cletgdsed everything from the threats
planned to fighting such wars. However, Buffalo8BQ@:17) proposed the following

definition of asymmetric warfare:

Asymmetric warfare is population-centric non-traatial warfare
waged between a militarily superior power and onenore inferior
powers, which encompasses all the following aspest@luating and
defeating asymmetric threat, conducting asymmetierations,
understanding cultural asymmetry and evaluatingnasgtric cost.

Although this definition is supposedly universatypplicable, it refers
specifically to the current asymmetric warfare th& has been fighting in Iraq since
2003 (Buffaloe 2006:17). It is argued here thatcsithe definition lacks universal
application, it cannot necessarily be applied teeptcountries, such as in Africa,
where unconventional, intrastate wars (irregularflicts) are occurring. The lack
of universality of the definition raises questioas to the application of certain
definitions in the African security environment. €ltauthor agrees with Grange
(2000:2) regarding the notion of inapplicability bating that high-tech warfare is
largely ineffective against fourth-generation (gilke) adversaries. It is like playing
“American football on a European soccer field” nrthis case, in an African bush
war.

Since the US focuses on expensive high-technolbgioav-casualty
combat in asymmetric thinking, the viewpoint doest ncorrespond with
inexpensive, limited low-technological guerrillaategies used in intrastate conflicts
in Africa. Therefore, the premise of this articlelds that African and Western
asymmetric strategies are not synonymous sinceetctdional high-tech precision
weaponry is scarcely used in African unconventipitaégular situations, because
African governments and their contenders mostiyndbhave access to expensive
military equipment to defend themselves againststate actors. Further, the weak
or imploding state frequently does not hold sup@sidn large numbers against its
contenders. The US, as a superior power with enasmesources, usually utilises
highly trained conventional forces on a large sadeainst an asymmetric threat
(Grange 2000:1), whereas African intrastate warswéen ill-equipped and
relatively small, poorly trained government defefisees and non-state actors are
described as irregular warfare with few resourceklanited means available in the
conflict.

By 2007, the US military questioned problems asged with asymmetric
warfare, such as why they would even consider usiogventional forces in
asymmetric situations (Bullock 2007:1). Bullock’sontention was that
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unconventional warfare had to be met with uncorieeat strategies: “anything
other than boots on the ground”. Fewer troops coaild the recruiting camps and
infiltrate the enemy infrastructure while seizingck the initiative by striking
appropriate targets (Bullock 2007:2). These sano®nwventional strategies could be
utilised by African defence forces, however, in wead failed states the situation
could be different. When attacking belligerentstiégn defence forces could find it
difficult to successfully oppose guerrilla straggiused by non-state actors who
target government and civilian institutions to seinitiative by raiding and
plundering in order to survive and prolong the tonf

Char acteristics of asymmetric warfare

Conceptualising irregular, asymmetric warfare cdso abe done by
contrasting it with conventional symmetric warfareshich focuses on the
government, the military and the people. Irreguilaymmetric warfare, however,
focuses on the people (population-centric) andthetmilitary. In both cases, the
goal remains to influence governments (Plant 2008rb symmetric warfare, two
powers have similar military power and resources r@ty on tactics that are similar
overall, differing only in detail and execution, Wehin asymmetric warfare the
tactics and military power of forces are dissimilathe more dissimilar the
belligerents, the more difficult it is to anticipatheir unconventional, asymmetric
actions. According to Bowie et al. (2003:130), “isas of future warfare cannot
review all aspects of military strategy and operatl' because they are dissimilar by
nature and do not lend themselves to trend analyses

McKenzie (2000:2) agrees with the viewpoint thayrasetric warfare
refers to “unconventional approaches that avoidirmtermine our strengths while
exploiting our vulnerabilities”, eg. Al Qaeda attaw the US. The capabilities of
opposing forces in the struggle and attempts tdoéxpach other’'s characteristic
weaknesses or deficiencies are such that the rihlitadisadvantaged,
unconventional force emphasises its special adgestaby exploiting the
conventional (highly developed) enemy’s particulezaknesses effectively. Non-
state actors (or sub-state actors) in Africa usexpected means, like guerrilla hit-
and-run attacks on government troops to deal stgnbiows to opponents that are
more powerful but not necessarily armed with sapfdged or “high tech”
equipment. This interaction involves strategies &atics outside the bounds of
conventional warfare and is waged in a changinguanptedictable manner. In such
a case, the emphasis is more on the irregular enatfirthe conflict than its
asymmetry.

Unconventional, irregular warfare favours indireepproaches to
counteract the opponent’s influence and will, beeabelligerents want to make the



52

territory ungovernable, or at least untenable ffierdaccupier/dominant force to move
freely in the region. The purpose is to hit the amnt’'s deficiencies to turn the
conflict into one’s own favour. This way non-statetors will force the government
to give them at least part of what they really wamet scarce resources, a stake in
the economy or political power. Such low-intenstyategies may not necessarily be
militarised and have no quick-fix solutions (Grargf#0:4). Parties wage irregular
warfare through social, political and economic tefgées as well as disinformation
through print and pirate radio stations as partpsychological warfare. It is
necessary to win the “hearts and minds” of the fadjmn through information,
disinformation and manipulation (Botha 2007:4). éating to Plant (2008:5),
irregular warfare focuses “on influence over thievant populations”; this concurs
with the definition by Buffaloe (2006:17), which fees to population-centric
characteristics. Therefore, the belligerent, smdtiece uses unconventional tactics
in guerrilla warfare, such as hit-and-run, whildyirg on a friendly population
providing assistance, supplies and necessary idfitom Belligerent forces in
Africa usually operate in difficult and varied taim, such as forested and
mountainous regions (even semi-arid areas) proyidiover and concealment,
where the mobility of larger, conventional forcesréstricted and where they can
escape reprisal from larger, usually conventiooakgnment defence forces.

The concept of asymmetric warfare arguably couldteeto the concept of “Fourth

Generation Warfare”, which refers to conflicts imish one of the parties in the
conflict is not a state and where the state losesbnopoly to wage war against
decentralized non-state actors not adhering tortihes of conventional warfare

(Lind 2004: 13-14). This involves irregular or gka warfare waged by non-state
actors (or sub-state actors, micro territorial geumotivated by ideology, revenge,
lust for power, ethnicity, religion or some unifgirbond (Corbin 2001:2). When

practised outside the laws of war, irregular warfés often pejoratively called

“terrorism*“ (Botha,2007:3). Notable is that frotretasymmetric warfare dictionary
the elusive non-state actor is also labelled “t&stb According to Grange (2000:3),

terrorists and transnational criminal organisatidreve a completely different

mindset, believing they are constantly at war. Theg violence as a primary tool
against democratic people worried about a thretitdiv way of life.

The new way of asymmetric warfare exhibited overldst decade against
the US, for example the September 11, 2001 attackhew York also refers to
international terrorism. This attack is not comjéeavith intrastate wars in Africa,
because strategies and circumstances differ signifly in the manifestation of
irregular conflicts in Africa (cf. Bowie et al 20(30). There seems to be an
important difference between the concept asymmetiacfare used and applied
elsewhere when compared with the reality of irraguvarfare in contemporary
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Africa. Opportunistic guerrilla strategies agaittstal governments and civilians in
Africa are different from expensive high technotmdj planned attacks against the
US or what can be described as “transnational iem3 against which a “war on
terror” is waged. However, in both cases the ugitey concept is a term
originating from violent confrontations between taomore forces or belligerents,
whose military strength, power and resources asmaiched. The main notion of
irregular warfare in Africa is that the state’s ropoly on violence is something of
the past, and any understanding of African corfflivteds to take into account the
history, specific ethnic cultures, politics, teclogy and irregular, unconventional
tactics, unorthodox equipment and strategy usedoffset the conventional
superiority of opponents which may itself represantveak or suspended state
(Hugo 2009:105). The use of the term asymmetricfamarin the African context
thus needs some qualification or broadening tauttelirregular guerrilla strategies.
“Asymmetric” warfare in Africa is exemplified by nestate warfare between two
forces rather than between formal militaries. T¢osld be seen as a classic action-
reaction-counteraction cycle. “Asymmetric” warfdrere combines guerrilla tactics,
civil disobedience, social, cultural and econontiategies, as well as disinformation
to attack the opponent’s political will directly iarder to maximise influence
(Jackson 2007:4).

Most African conflicts are waged by a mixture obgps such as non-state
actors, state organisations, militaries and inférgraups. Examples of the latter
include “warlords”, ethnic entrepreneurs — everafgis or smuggling networks.
These groups range from organised revolutionaryements to local cells of global
insurgency movements and even localised criminaigga The conflicts are
primarily driven by economic motivations based ba greed model of Collier and
Hoeffler (2002). The political history of the Afda continent focuses on militaries
that have become politicised and involved in gowent, with little separation
between the military and executive functions of govment (Jackson 2007:6). This
could be seen as one of the causes of an increasieastate conflict in Africa since
the 1960s after independence from colonialism.

Groups in terms of the greed-model frequently fighe developing or
failed state not because of a well defined ideoldgy rather to gain control over, or
access to scarce resources. On the African contitten difference between
asymmetric and irregular needs to be kept in mimgrwintrastate conflict is at
stake.

African irregular intrastate conflict

Intrastate conflicts, also called civil wars, hde=n more common during
the 20" century than interstate wars. War between Afristates has been a relative
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scarce phenomenon compared to civil conflicts. rAitelependence from colonial
powers in the 1960s, disputes over natural reseusceh as diamonds, gold and
cobalt often led to armed conflict that evolvedoimuerrilla warfare. These wars
were by-products of historic disputes kept hiddenrdy the Cold War. When the
ideological Cold War confrontation ended, they aced again (Eyal 2000:1).
Therefore, the end of the Cold War in 1989 and daen of new international
conflicts worldwide brought new challenges of uma@ented scope and complexity
to Africa in the early 1990s. Consequently, thendiag nature of international
politics and subsequent conflicts, motivated bgeginces and economic greed, led
to an increase in irregular warfare, which if weniveo term it asymmetric warfare
needs some modification of the term asymmetric avarf

Some of the most challenging conflicts currentlytive world are in

Africa, e.g. the Somali and Darfur crises and tratrpcted conflict in the DRC. The
northern region of the DRC, Southern Sudan, RwardhNorthern Uganda could
be regarded as one conflict in view of open bordéndact, these confrontations are
a cluster of different conflicts. Border regiong @entral to African conflicts, since
conflicts start in particular countries and mostpill over at least one border. An
important reason for this is the permeability ofriédn state borders and the
weakness of African states themselves (Cilliers91B®8). However, almost all
internal conflicts have regional dimensions sinegghbouring countries involved
themselves in the internal affairs of others ahowadd their territory to be used by
rebel groups. Alternatively, cross-border actionstake place, such as in Rwanda
and the DRC, because most countries are simplypaida of controlling their
borders (Cilliers 1999:139).

Border regions sustain conflicts by providing egitategies for armed
groups beyond the reach of conventional Africaruggcforces. In Central Africa,
Zaire collapsed, and vast areas of the DRC effelgtibecame lawless, while
supporting many different groups of armed belligéseas well as those in Sudan,
Uganda, Rwanda and Burundi. According to the UniB¢altes Institute for Peace
(Docking 2001:2), the conflict in the DRC was thesnhprotracted war in Africa
since 1998. The conflict involved the armed forodsnine different states and
approximately nine rebel groups. Most belligerangintained power with machete-
wielding intimidation and took advantage of weaktas for refuge. The discontent
of the local population provided support, and oestblished, belligerents operated
in and out of border areas with impunity (Grang®®8). Many border regions
provided safe havens for belligerents as they moaemind to wage irregular
warfare among the local populations.
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In West Africa, safe havens are created along thadvRiver countries of
Liberia and Sierra Leone, as well as Guinea-Bissadi Céte d’lvoire, providing
shelter for insurgents, gangs, smugglers and sgteditetworks. The Uganda-Kenya
border also supports violence by giving cattlelasstthe opportunity to cross the
permeable border regions. The notion is that ccisflcannot be contained within
national borders and have the potential to unde¥mégional peace, security and
stability (Aboagye & Bah 2005:xvi).

Collier and Hoeffler (2002) studied the reasonsdnd triggers of civil
wars. Two contrasting motivations for civil warsn@eompared, namely greed and
grievance. It was found that grievances as a miiveor civil war were mostly
rare, because it was empirically proven by thesbaas that many civil wars were
linked to the capture of natural resources. Grekdalligerents was the chief
motivation. This relates to a conflict perspectiveere both parties do not have
similar resources to utilise.

The link between the global nature of sought-afl@mmodities, such as
diamonds and oil, and the local nature of conflgtsignificant. For instance,
resources played a significant part in prolongedflazi in Angola, Sierra Leone and
the DRC in the latter part of the 20th century. l@alotrading networks engaging in
illegal activities have become frequent and havemirise to trade in diamonds in
Sierra Leone and Angola, uranium in Sudan, hardwoodLiberia and human
trafficking in Sudan and Liberia (Jackson 2007Mese illegal networks are self-
financed and able to propagate war. According tsahu(2002:1), private military
companies and local warlords are the principal racta illegitimate resource
appropriation in Africa. Non-state adversaries graith the help of criminal
financing and modern technology to suit their otijexs. This is an important
motivation for ongoing irregular warfare in Africa.

According to Jackson (2007:7), the continuatiomvaf becomes an aim in
itself to create conditions to profit from “greyatte” and for self-enrichment. Rebel
groups gain control of specific resources and themnit to prolong the conflict, e.qg.
in Sierra Leone. In Angola, the rebels under J@@asmbi had control over oil and
“blood” diamonds (initially also ivory), which prohged the conflict for years.
According to Jackson (2007:9), the prevalence of fidays an important role in the
motivation to continue violence. War and kilingeameans to loot property to
achieve financial gain as a survival strategy &tan rebel groups. In the absence of
a formal pay system for belligerents, “loot is tbleief method of payment for
fighting” (Jackson 2007:10). These actions are istest with the greed model.

Whatever the individual motivations of belligerefits entering into and
prolong fighting, be it grievance or greed, theiédn intrastate conflicts mentioned
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below correlate with these motivations and chareties of unconventional,
asymmetric warfare and serve as examples of thisatitbn of asymmetric warfare
in African conflicts. It is not the intention of ith article to give an extensive
exposition of intrastate conflicts. Rather somenepias of the various African
asymmetric or irregular conflicts since the 19908 ke discussed. These are the
conflicts in Liberia, Sierra Leone, the DRC, RwanBarundi, Somali and Darfur in
Sudan. According to Berdal (2005:2), the conflictsAngola, Sierra Leone and the
DRC were all shaped by the assumptions of the gmemdkl, referring to the illegal
extraction of minerals for sustaining forces.

Theconflict in Liberia

In West Africa, the end of the Cold War coincidedwthe outbreak of
civil war in Liberia, which lasted from 1989 untll997. This conflict between
former President Samuel Doe and rebel militias #air various splinter groups
was the first intrastate conflict in Africa. It ailed considerable humanitarian
crises; however, the international community péitelattention to this during the
1990s (Aboagye & Bah 2005:xiii). In July 1997, Lilzns went to the polls, but
were bribed and intimidated by warlord and formeesilent Charles Taylor's
factions and militias who made false promises thatwar would end if they were to
vote for him. He prevented opposing candidates freampaigning for votes.
Consequently, Liberia’s transition from war to peamder Taylor was a complete
failure. The country relapsed into another conflitt2001 (Gberie 2005:62). In
2001, conflicts between rebel groups of Charlesldragnd Liberians United for
Reconciliation and Democracy opposed to his rulealesed. Taylor fought for
control of territory and adopted a policy of taiggtunarmed civilians who were
sexually violated, raped, tortured and killed omegular basis (Jalloh & Marong
2005:194). In August 2003, African troops under thespices of the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS) deplogeNigerian-led force with
US support. Nigerian President Olusegun Obasadj@teextensive African Union
(AU) diplomatic effort to end the rule of Taylor,hev agreed to step down and
subsequently went into exile in Nigeria. The UN sios (UNMIL) took over in
September 2003 and in November 2005, after 14 yefrsivil war, the new
president, Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf, was electedfie@and fair election (Pan 2005:2).

The conflict in Sierra Leone

In Sierra Leone, civil war began on 23 March 199%tween the
government and the Liberia-backed Sierra LeoneawvolRgonary United Front
(RUF), mercenary fighters and soldiers from BurkiFeso, who invaded Eastern
Sierra Leone and the Mano River bridge linking @ieteone and Liberia (Ero
1999:62). Reports at the time suggested that Ghadglor of Liberia had organised
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and armed the troops for the attack. He tapped gmtwing dissatisfaction of
several dissident opposition groups to launch acltin order to undermine the
Sierra Leonean government under President Josepholldo send troops to assist
the ECOWAS Monitoring Group’s (ECOMOG) forces todethe civil war in
Liberia. Between March 1995 and January 1996, Nigetroops under ECOMOG
and the South African private security force, Extemu Outcomes, defeated the
RUF. Peace negotiations were ignored by the rededsattempts to rebuild Sierra
Leone were unsuccessful from the beginning (Er®@¥8®). Renewed fighting broke
out and ECOMOG “found itself compromised in itslapito respond to the jungle
warfare tactics” or asymmetric warfare of the reb@tro 1999:64). Over 3 000
civilians died and many were abducted, intimidat’dmaimed. Several peace
negotiations later in 1996 and 1997 still did not eéhe civil war, crippling Sierra
Leone until the eventual signing of the Lomé Peagesement in July 1999 (Ero
1999:64). The United Nations (UN) peace mission AMSIL, was established in
October 1999 with a well-defined mission and clegyal to assist in the
implementation of the agreement, after which demticrelections took place in
May 2002. However, experts reported that low-lewgiconventional, asymmetric
fighting still continued (Pan 2005:2).

The conflict in the Democr atic Republic of the Congo

The DRC with its vast areas rich in resources suchi@sahds and gold,
had suffered armed intervention since 1997 by ditudé of belligerents from nine
other African states, which were all involved ire tbivil, asymmetric warfare (Pan
2005:2). After increased ethnic conflict betweerakimilitias in the north-eastern
Ituri district, a French-led intervention took péadn June 1999. The Lusaka
Ceasefire Agreement was signed a month later aed the UN peace mission,
MONUC, was created to keep the peace. After Jan@861, when Congolese
President Laurent-Désiré Kabila was assassinatedoh, Joseph Kabila, took over
and moved towards peace and reconciliation, leattirthe withdrawal of the other
African nations, who were committed to an agreenmenpolitical transition. After
the civil war, MONUC took over in 2003 to monitoegce. However, in the last few
years renewed asymmetric warfare has broken otiteifituri and Kivu provinces,
which are still presenting new challenges suchllagal trade and small arms
smuggling in 2010. It was also proven that the Wdbps from Pakistan and India
had exploited their position of power to trade oidgwith militias in exchange for
weapons and ammunition to restart and prolong thdlict (Institute for Security
Studies Briefing 2008). The question is whethes ttonduct is purely for economic
reasons such as illegal “grey trade” or for ide@aband political reasons as well.
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The conflict in Rwanda

In Rwandain 1994, the genocide of Tutsis occurred at thedhaithe
majority Hutu. The causes of the genocide were Imosthnic clashes over
superiority and self-determination (grievance mhd&éhe Rwandan UN mission
(UNAMIR) proved to be the greatest failure in terofshuman rights abuses in our
times. The UN stood by and watched while the 198dogide of Tutsis at the hand
of the Hutu occurred. Lacking manpower and the s&mgy mandate to intervene to
stop the mass murder, UNAMIR as a skeletal forabeatime was, forced to act as a
passive observer and unable to change the courswenits (Bah 2005:27). The
international community and the UN remained ind#fe, instead of creating a
well-defined mission and operational goal and plkarsecured source of funding,
manpower or commitment and leadership to see tleepenission through. The
UNAMIR forces watched the genocide unfold, appdyepbwerless to intervene,
leaving thousands of innocent civilians at the mearfcthe genocidal Rwandan army
and their allies, the Interahamwe militia, consigtimostly of government-backed
child soldiers. Calls by the UN commander, Lieutgr@eneral Roméo Dallaire
(2004:backpage), for an expanded mandate and maresfto keep the peace fell on
deaf ears. Over a period of 100 days, the gendefti800 000 Tutsis and moderate
Hutu dead and thousands more injured, and causextless people to become
refugees and internally displaced persons.

The conflict in Burundi

Alike Rwanda, Burundi, the long-standing ethnic ftioh between the
Hutu majority and Tutsi minority engulfed the coyntBurundi was seen as part of
the spill-over effect of the DRC conflict, as wel the crisis affecting the Great
Lakes region (Naidoo 2001:45). The Arusha Peaceorkctor Burundi was signed
in August 2000. It was mediated by former Presidéalson Mandela. Under the
auspices of the AU, 700 South African troops wexnet $n 2001 to protect 150 Hutu
politicians returning from exile to negotiate Budiie transitional government
(BuaNews (Tshwane) 2009). The South African intetiee or protection force was
seen as potentially risky, given that not all tighting groups had accepted South
Africa as neutral. A ceasefire was not yet in exse in Burundi during deployment
and the mission was worrisome. The protection fdrad to use force to protect
politicians, which was not in line with peacekeepiprinciples, supposed to be
impartial and not using force. This led to the tfeser AU peacekeeping force
intervening in violent conflicts between Hutu andit§i factions. Troops from
Ethiopia and Mozambique deployed only partiallycdngse of lack of funding. The
UN mission (ONUB) took over the peacekeeping ineJ@004 and consequently
considered successful (Pan 2005:2). In August 208@er eight years of
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peacekeeping, the South African contingent of pessgers withdrew from
Burundi. The withdrawal signified an end to thedestanding conflict (BuaNews
(Tshwane) 2009).

The conflict in Somalia

Somalia slid into factional conflict in 1991 aftidre repressive regime of
President Siad Barre. It can be argued that thidlict was characterised more as
irregular than asymmetric. Somalia collapsed intstate of chaos and civil war
where regional aggressors chose to use their piqrulas assets to be expended by
starving them (McKenzie 2000:40). With lawlessnéms)ditry, mass starvation rife
and no organised government at hand, humanitariablgms became serious.
Muslim extremists and different warlords fought caeother for the spoils, while
policing along Somalia’s coastline disappeared detgr 2009:8). Since then,
numerous UN-backed efforts to restore peace atulistehave failed and so have
many ceasefire agreements (Shabelle Media Netvidolg@dishu) 2008).

The humanitarian intervention by the UN missiotN(BOM) in Somalia
in 1992-1993 was generally considered as the gescekeeping failure. This was
the only time that US troops intervened in a waraion on the African continent.
There was a well-defined objective, as they werdy authorised to protect
humanitarian aid deliveries to end starvation am@&ugnalis, but according to
McKenzie (2000:5), it was an example of the failofean asymmetric approach at
strategic level. Although the US force used helteop for insertion and
sophisticated weapons, the operation turned sdw .hHElicopter were unexpectedly
shot down and the US troops ended up trapped inrban maze where it was
difficult to exploit technological advantages, vehthe enemy was willing to expend
large numbers of human lives. This ended in a 24-fice-fight with armed warlord
General Mohammed Farah Aideed in Mogadishu on 8l62ct1993, resulting in the
killing of 18 US Army rangers and hundreds of Samdtailure to know the enemy
in an asymmetric war situation and to understaedpitwer addiction of influential
Somali warlords and deal effectively with politicalocial, economic and cultural
aspects relevant to the situation had tragic, enoi¢d consequences. This event
concurs with the premise of this article that comienal high-tech precision
weaponry cannot always be utilised successfully Aflican unconventional,
irregular situations: Somali warlords waited patiietior the opportune moment to
spring a surprise but lethal counterattack. Thadient ended all Western and US
peacekeeping participation in Africa. They withdrewMarch 1994, sending only
observers and specialists to the troubled spofdrina since then (Anon n.d.). This
is an example of how a tactical event can diregtuence national policy and
strategy, particularly when the US has no intesiestake (McKenzie 2000:5).



60

Somalia is still plagued by renewed conflicts thi@rted in 2006 between
Muslim extremists and the Mogadishu governmentioter mediation efforts failed
as the Union of Islamic Courts seized Mogadishu amdh of the south in June
2006. However, by the end of 2006 the region wézedeagain from the Islamists
by forces loyal to the interim administration arldoabacked by Ethiopian troops
(Potgieter 2009:9). By 2008, the AU had deployedpragpimately 2 500
peacekeepers in Mogadishu, although it originalgdged 8 000 troops. A Somali
spokesperson, Jim'aile Mahmud Nur, requested the tdNgive additional
information about the deployment of UN peacekeepesause the peacekeepers
had to be neutral in the Somali conflict and théliain population must accept the
peacekeeping troops. Information on their functiansl eventual withdrawal was
necessary, since they would replace the Ethiopiaops. The Somali request was
also that UN peacekeepers should enforce a ceagefilogadishu to ensure lasting
peace(Shabelle Media Network (Mogadishu) 2008). Thisuest for military might
is, however, questionable because the underlyifgigad cause of the conflict
should be addressed first, as political problenysiire political solutions dependent
on the characteristics of the native populationteAfl7 years of violence and
anarchy, Somalia still needs a strong central gowent authority. In 2009,
peacekeeping negotiations were still under way pindcy of foreign vessels —
irregular conflict — against the shorelines of Staaontinued owing to lack of
government authority.

The conflict in Sudan

In Sudan, the root causes of the long-standing licbrdtretching over
three periods — 1955-1972, 1975-1982 and 1983 te darefer to cultural,
religious, historical, ethnic and political divagsbetween North and South Sudan.
The south regards itself as African, mainly Chaistiwhile the north regards itself
as an economically more advanced Arabic, MuslinitenThe colonial history
developed the two parts separately. The north weetetd as part of the Middle
Eastern world, whereas the south was part of titesBiEast Africa territories (Yoh
2001:28). Several power struggles between differighting groups led to
protracted conflicts. Reconciliation between wattowas never achieved. In June
2004, the AU deployed an observer mission to theteve Darfur region in Sudan to
monitor continuing attacks by armed, governmenkbdc militias against the
southern Sudanese residents and civilians. The lsion, established in March
2005 in Sudan (UNMIS), had a well-defined missiorlidise and coordinate with
the AU mission. This mission was taken over by e (UNAMID) in June 2006,
but the Sudanese government, led by President Ofhddashir, refused to
cooperate with the UN.
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In August 2006, the UN called for a 20 000-stroogcé to deploy to
Darfur by October of that year to assist the AUe TIN already had a 10 000-strong
force in Southern Sudan to maintain peace aftetwoedecade-long civil war. This
new resolution would have resulted in the largestpdacekeeping force in Sudan,
but disagreements among AU, UN and Sudanese repagses blocked its
deployment. Only in June 2007, after four yearblobdshed and no peace to keep,
the Sudanese representative finally agreed to #pmogment of an international
peacekeeping force (Patterson 2008:18). In Oct@b6éw, at least 10 AU soldiers
were killed in Darfur when 1000 rebels from thed&w Liberation Army
unexpectedly attacked the peacekeepers’ base eutsé&d town of Haskanita. In
January 2008, Sudanese government forces opemredrfipeacekeepers, although
they denied the attack was intentional (Evans-Raitd, 2008). The crisis in Darfur,
labelled by the UN as genocide, has revealed gjameaknesses in the AU’s ability
to conduct its own peacekeeping operations, whieAU/UN mission in Sudan has
been considered a failure by many experts (Pan:2p05

The reason for the failure was that the peacekgejoirce was too small
and its mandate too limited. The aim was for UNAMI® have 19 555 military
personnel, but only 13 443 troops were deployetlily 2009 (African Union 2009).
The problem was partly an issue of resources anstayfing the duration of the
mission. The mission was initially only intended thonitor the situation and report
cease-fire violations, but is not authorised totgeb civilians from attacks by
janjaweed, government-backed Arab militias” (Par0®8). In the ungoverned
border region between Western Sudan and Easterd, Gha primary non-state
belligerent is also the janjaweed militia, whichaisgroup of armed gunmen who
intermittently control the Darfur region of WesteBudan and who are responsible
for the ongoing genocide (Plant 2008:7). The nailithostly comprise nomadic
Sudanese fighters contesting with agrarian Sudafeesesources and land. Since
Sudan has sovereignty, the international commuwutid not intervene effectively
and this led to an estimated 1,8 million refugeds|e 1.6 million Darfurians fled to
other regions of Sudan and crossed the bordeOhtal, causing the conflict to spill
over into the neighbouring state. It was estimate@004 that 70 000 displaced
persons had died in the previous six months fronmatdtion and disease (Plant
2008:7). Although international organisations trigal find effective ways to
intervene against the stateless militias, it wéficdit to end the human tragedy. The
AU, the Arab League and the UN had been unable dtivate action under the
Genocide Convention (Plant 2008:7).

New peacekeeping demands in Sudan, Chad, SomaliahanCentral
African Republic required 30 000 to 50 000 moreop® over the period June to
December 2008. According to Patterson (2008:14),ctirrent situation puts strain
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on the already exhausted international peacekeepisgm that has seen a 600%
increase in the number of peacekeepers since 1988 probable that the newly
established African Standby Force will assist inqekeeping missions in Africa as
envisaged. Solving irregular or “Africa type asyniriee conflicts” will require
unified international actions between governmentsad anon-government
organisations. However, unequal forces competedditical and economic power
and supremacy in a “winner takes all’ environmeltis the contention that
peacekeeping cannot bring long-term security aalilgy if the basis for equitable
participation in wealth appropriation is not esisiibd. This notion refers to a
conflict perspective relating to power differengiabetween governments and
belligerents fighting for equity and resources.

The abovementioned African conflicts see exponkngeowth of
ungovernable areas, which provide fertile groundifieegular conflicts to flourish.
According to the UN office in West Africa, slum aseare the norm for urban
populations that are deprived of land ownership laasic sanitation and electricity.
The youth of West Africa constitute 60% of the top@pulation of about 270
million (Plant 2008:7). Most of them are unemployeshd destitute. High
percentages of youth, rapid urbanisation and dedinesources are demographic
factors that could be breeding grounds for future-state operatives. This fact is
related to the legacy of weak governance and pdimdaorders, leading to the
probability of more irregular warfare emanatingtie future. These reasons for such
warfare correspond with the grievance and greedetsadentioned earlier.

Pointsfor further discussion

The current use of the term asymmetrical warfats sheasy in the
African context as outlined above. The term irregularfare seems to be more
appropriate; alternatively, the concept of asymivetiarfare needs to be qualified
and honed for use with reference to conflict phemoan on the continent.
Motivations for asymmetric warfare as a refined aodlified concept specifically
in the African context, are based on a combinatbrthe grievance and greed
models and correlate with the different intrastaiaflicts promoting context bound
asymmetric or irregular warfare in weak and failddcan states:

 Democracy does not prevail in closed political ey, and non-state
organisations do not recognise the current govemtneeg. in Sudan.

e Weak governance in failed African states result&irourable conditions
for belligerents to assume new attacks on goverhnagad the local
population, e.g. in Liberia and the DRC.
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«  Open, uncontrolled borders give belligerents freeeas to neighbouring
states without being detected, e.g. in Burundi, R¥gaand the DRC.

e Ethnic groups clash over self-determination ancegopty, while feelings
of marginalisation led to genocide in the case whRda’s Hutu and Tutsi
population in 1994, as well as ethnic conflict id@n and Somalia.

¢ Natural resources such as gold, diamonds, oil aadium are always a
cause of conflict because profitable “grey tradelsed by belligerents to
fund and prolong the conflict, e.g. in Sierra LeoBadan and the DRC.

¢ Religious conflicts between Muslims and Christiaage relevant in
countries such as Somalia and Sudan.

¢ Long-standing conflict creates economic hardshigte local population
as well as the belligerents. Smuggling and illégede occur frequently in
war-torn countries where poverty is rife, e.g. onfalia and Sudan.

These motivations for intrastate conflict explaie treasons for the utilisation of
unconventional, irregular warfare as an expandedlified concept to understand
modern African intrastate conflicts.

Conclusion

This article maintains that irregular warfare irrié& will be the mainstay
of all contemporary and future intrastate confliciscountries where democratic
norms and values are not adhered to and whereeinhepntradictions exist in
societies where people have unequal access toreesouThe problem of the
universality of the definition of asymmetric wadarelates to the customary US
thinking of high-technological precision weaponrged in asymmetric warfare,
while this is not the case in African intrastatenftiots where mostly low-
technological guerrilla warfare is employed. Moreowvhe states that (has to)
contain such conflicts are seldom technologicallyaaced, nor always in control of
large scale, well disciplined, paid and equippedies. The premise is that these
different strategies cannot be compared, sincettd®egies are mostly incompatible
with the clash of intrastate wars in Africa. Foistheason, should one want to use
the term asymmetric warfare in the context of Adribie term should be suitably
expanded or at least qualified to specify and ieldifferent African low-intensity
bush war strategies.

Although several UN and AU peace missions deployrecconflict-ridden
Africa over the years, humanitarian actions hawves tfar not brought about the
peace and security searched for, because longsexnority and development cannot
be achieved unless equitable participation in vkeatid power is established in post-
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colonial states. This notion refers to a conflictrgpective relating to power
differentials between governments and belligerefighting for resources.
Democracy in African countries remains an ideaktygince many countries are still
struggling for peace and stability, political freed and good governance, while
economic and social needs bringing order and #tabib various African
populations may still take years to accomplish.
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