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CHAPTER FOUR

Transnational Ethnic Ties and Foreign Policy

WILL H. MOORE AND DAVID R. DAVIS

CONSIDER the following stylized account of events in northern Zaire in the fall of
1996.! Zairean rebels of Tutsi heritage launched military attacks with the avowed
goal of toppling Mobutu Sese Seko’s regime. This rebellion followed a shift from
Hutu to Tutsi control of the Rwandan state, which borders Zaire to the north. One
consequence of the Tutsi rebellion in northern Zaire was strained relations
between Rwanda and Zaire: conflict short of war. These events provide an exam-
ple of what we refer to in this study as an “ethnic alliance,” and provide a con-
crete example of the phenomenon explored here: the extent to which shared eth-
nic ties between a group that controls a state and kin who are disadvantaged in a
neighboring state lead to international tension between the two states.

The Zairean case is but one example of ethnic conflict behavior in the 1990s,
and these events have produced an upsurge in interest among international rela-
tions scholars, policy makers, and pundits. Concern over ethnic conflict might be
driven by a number of motivations: first, a partisan interest in the winners and
losers; second, a humanitarian interest in stopping the suffering and killing;
and/or third, a security-driven interest in global peace. The first motivation is
generally held by politicians and pundits with axes to grind whereas scholars typ-
ically hold either the second or third motivation, or a mix of both. Like the oth-
ers in this volume, this chapter is motivated by the third interest.

Several scholars have sought to contribute to our understanding of conflict res-
olution, peacekeeping, and policy prescriptions for third parties who seek to
intervene (Halpern 1964; Modelski 1964; Luard 1972; Suhrke and Noble 1977;
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Touval and Zartman 1989; Ryan 1990; Stedman 1991; Licklider 1993; McGarry
and O’Leary 1993b; Carment and James 1997). Yet, as Lake and Rothchild note
in the introductory chapter, it is difficult to find work that theoretically specifies
the linkage between ethnic conflict and global peace. Further, although it is pos-
sible 1o find assertions that such a linkage exists, there is little systematic, empir-
ical work that demonstrates the existence of such a linkage. This paper addresses
those shortcomings.

What is the conventional wisdom regarding the escalation of ethnic conflict
(that is, the relationship between domestic ethnic conflict and international con-
flict behavior)? Until recently, little has been said beyond “ethnicity matters.” Let
us examine the state of the literature. Maynes (1993) criticizes the Clinton admin-
istration’s efforts to employ a collective security solution to contain ethnic con-
flict. His argument is motivated by the contention that ethnic conflict must be
contained because “animosity among ethnic groups is beginning to rival the
spread of nuclear weapons as the most serious threat to peace that the world
faces” (5). This assertion rests on the claim that an ethnic conflict between Russia

and the Baltic states would dim “many of the hopes for a new, more cooperative
world” (5). Beyond that, Maynes does not explain this assertion. Perhaps he, like

Moynihan (1993), is drawing “lessons” from the past. Moynihan approvingly cites
Halévy (1930) and Schmitt (1958), who contend that World War 1 was the out-
come of conflict between minorities and states over the right to self-determina-

tion. He then asserts: “The ethnic perspective can lay claim to some predictive .
power. Only some. But enough to warrant more respect than it has perhaps '
received” (Moynihan 1993, 32). Moynihan is not speaking solely about interna-

tional relations, but it is clear that he believes that ethnicity ought to be consid-

ered as an important variable when discussing international relations and global

order and peace. Yet he, like Maynes, fails to specify for us precisely what linkage
exists between ethnic conflict and foreign policy behavior. Surely, there is more
that we can say than “19141”

In fact, Midlarsky (1992, 173) sketches for us “an influence of communal vio-

lence on the probability of systemic war” (that is, war that leads to the breakdown

of the international system). He embeds his analysis in his (1988) model of sys- -

temic war in which resource inequality triggers alliance formation, and memory
of past conlflicts can then generate an overlap in conflict domains or structures.

He contends that this is typically followed by an actual or perceived change in the

balance of power, which leads to systemic war. What is the impact of communal

conflict on this sequence? Midlarsky contends that the most likely entry points *

are the distribution of resources—triggering resource inequality—or the balance

of power. Presumably, some sort of balance or power image undergirds the argu-

ments made by Maynes and Moynihan. Hence, Midlarsky sketches a theoretical
argument that enables one to identify a linkage between ethnic conflict and inter-

national conflict: it directly or indirectly upsets the balance of power and can lead
to systemic war. That said, we must note that Midlarsky (1988) identifies only °

eight systemic wars between 500 B.C. and the present. Thus, although these link-
ages clearly can have an enormous impact, they apparently do not do so fre-
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quently. It is worth asking whether these linkages exist not only in the case of sys-
temic wars or crises but also in run-of-the-mill foreign policy behavior.

Carment and James (1995, 1997) and Brecher and Wilkenfeld (1995, 1997)
have also studied the impact of ethnicity on international crises. Carment and
James (1995) begin by rejecting the distinction that is frequently made between
affective and utilitarian models of ethnic conflict in favor of a rational choice syn-
thesis of the two. They then propose a series of hypotheses suggesting that crises
with an irredentist dimension will be more violent and drawn out. They use the
International Crisis Behavior (ICB) data to demonstrate that crises with an irre-
dentist dimension display higher levels of perceived threat, more conflictual cri-
sis management techniques, and greater violence. In a different study, Carment
and James (1997) develop a two-level game theory argument about the linkages
between ethnic national mobilization and international crisis behavior. They
hypothesize that states that are ethnically homogeneous and have low constraints
are most likely to be involved in interstate conflict, and those that are ethnically
heterogeneous and highly constrained will be the least likely to be involved in
interstate conflict, with the others filling out the continuum. They further
hypothesize that the same rankings will be observed across the types of states
with respect to the extent to which the conflicts become protracted, and the
opposite rank order will be observed with respect to the effects of ethnic affinities
and cleavages on the severity of the violence that results from the crisis. They per-
form a data analysis using the ICB data, and find support for the second and third
hypotheses, but not the first.

Following work by Carment (1993; Carment and James 1995), Brecher and
Wilkenfeld (1995, 1997) engage in more ad hoc hypothesis-generating exercises.
They simply propose that crises that have ethnic dimensions are likely to be dis-
tinct from those that do not. More specifically, ethnic crises are more likely to:
have more violent triggers; involve higher perceived threats to basic values;
induce a resort to violence and to higher levels of violence; involve the use of vio-
lence as the primary means; induce political rather than military activity by major
powers; attract greater participation by global organizations; have a higher inci-
dence of stalemate/compromise outcomes; and to be terminated by less formal
agreements. Although the data analysis—also using the International Crisis
Behavior data—does not provide unequivocal and strong support for each of their
hypotheses, most receive some support, and the general pattern that emerges is
that interstate crises with an ethnic dimension do differ from those without one.

Marshall (1993) argues that an unnecessary and counterproductive dichotomy
between interstate and intrastate conflict has been constructed, a situation that
needs rectification. He develops a macrosociological theory of social conflict that
seeks to explain communal conflict and systemic war as driven by a single
Process. Preliminary statistical analyses (1997) offer support for the hypotheses
derived from his theory. Without either presenting or critiquing his work, we
wish to make note of another point he makes during his critique of extant con-
struction of conflict typologies: wars are rare events. Further, so are crises.
However, states interact with one another with high frequency. Whereas studies






