The need to consolidate power has opened up fosttiuggle for power at all levels within

society even outside elections. The presence obsfpn groups which do not share the same
ideology with those in the military has forced mhds the military to act as custodians of the
society and countries security as noted in Egyptdveloping countries, the lack of democratic
means of changing governments has meant that militece has been made an alternative as
noted in Gambia. Ideologies such as Marxism aeveglt to understand how the military acts as
gate keepers to defend the liberation movementSaathern Africa through open political

support and ideological requirements for one talliloé highest office in government as noted in

Zimbabwe.

Onder (2010) identified five theories of militarymtervention in politics which are socio-
economic development theory, political developntbabry, the centrality of military theory, the
conflict theory and regional differences theory.eflh is need to understand the different
dimension which the military can use to be involwegbolitics, this can be through military rule
usually in the form of a coup, as a military govaeent where the administrative agency is
managed by the armed forces and charged with gponsibility of exercising state power on
behalf of the whole social classes in a given politis therefore an institution of governance
that is derived unconstitutionally, The conceptnafitary intervention appears to be clearer
when compared to military rule, military governmamid military regime. Military intervention

in politics, in this context involves the exertiohinfluence on the political system either through
direct or indirect participation in political isssieMoreover it can be seen as the unconstitutional
takeover of political power from the civilians byetarmed forces by brute force. Armed forces
here include the army, the navy, the air force, $keret police and other sabotaging law
enforcement agencies (acemoglu et al, 2010). K(t®86) posits that while there cannot be
military rule without military intervention, therean be military intervention without military
rule. This implies that a dissatisfied military rigntervene to correct a societal anomie and
install a new government not necessarily contrdtigdhem. This is when the military intervenes
in politics only to stabilise the political systdm returning the rule of law as can be noted by the
ouster of Jammeh in Gambia by ECOWAS. Lahm (19%9®)eustands military intervention as
the conscious act of displacing and supplantingexsting political order, a government, by

soldiers with the objective either of governingimituencing the political affairs of the country



in particular direction determined largely by tiéerventionists themselves. It is directed at the
political system of a state so as to accomplistacepredetermined objectives which may be
political, economic, social or even military. Cri€¢k982) understands politics as an activity by
which different interest groups within a politicgét up are conciliated by giving them a share of
power in proportion to their importance within tsiate. Thus one can understand the definition
as social relations involving continuous struggte power or authority. Politics can be
understood as the continuous struggle for powerant manifest itself through wars and power
struggles.

Finer (2008) argues that military intervention wlipcs can be explained through the personalist
model. According to this model the military inteneés in politics for three reasons which are
personal power enhancement, poor socio econontc adso the personal interest of the
military’s top office holders. This is mainly comman developing countries where democracy
is still at infant stage and also the exchangeowigy between governments is over shadowed by

accusations of vote rigging, political assassimatiand vote buying.

The corporatist model helps in also understandimggleer view on why the military is involved

in politics. Welch (1987) is of the view that thalitary under the corporatist model sees itself as
a corporate entity divorced from civilian life arstharing a collective interest, such as the
maintenance of high military budget, the protectdmmilitary status, the protection of military

rules, procedures, and norms. Thus any changeetst#itus core can invite the military into the
political system. This is also supported by the ifesh destiny model coined by Finner (1988)
which sees the military as the savior of the natleurthermore under this model the military
justifies its intervention on the bases that cariliregimes suffer from mal administration and

need hand holding by the military.

According Huntington (2002) the sources of militamyerventions in politics have not only the
keen interest of the military itself, but it is althe result of weak political institutions and low
political culture of the developing countries. Tleak leadership and governance in Pakistan
has become the major source of military intervergio the politics of Pakistan since its birth.

Shuja nawaz is of the view that after the deatQuéid-e-azam Muhammad Ali Jinnah who was



the founder of Pakistan, the state is facing thablem of leadership. Recently general Pervez
Musharaf on 12th October, 1999 and overthrows thidan government of main Muhammadi
Nawaz Sharif. In this case the military interventiwas justified as the only way to strengthen
political institutions as they needed hand holding.

Leite et al (2002) argues that a justified reason why thetamyfiintervenes in politics is to act in

defense of human rights and also the constitufitis it intervenes in politics only to stabilise

the political system by returning the rule of lae @an be noted by the ouster of Jammeh in
Gambia by ECOWAS. This can occur especially where is a power vacuum which can be
easily exploited by those sitting in power. Thisrdze noted in Gambia were ECOWAS was
forced to intervene in Gambia after Jammeh faitecdcept the electoral results after he was
defeated by Adam Barrow. In this case one can ditatehe military intervened for a just cause
to defend the constitution and also to uphold deawcof the people who had voted. One in this
case is bound to justify such interventions byrttitary and support them as means of keeping

checks and balances on the political system.

Finer (1988) argues that one of the theories whenh help to explain military intervention in
politics is through the socio economic developnteabry. According to this theory, the density
of military interventions is more likely to decreawith increased socio-economic development
status. This can help to explain why in Nigeriagg@ahBabangila removed Buhari from power in
1985 as he accused his administration of failinget@mp the nation economy that had declined
during his rule. Babangida also complained of mas#iaud in the issuance of import licenses
and counter trade agreements. Huntington stresseéguatified that the military will intervene
when civilian governments lack legitimacy due t@dequate economic perfomance and an

ineffective executive (Huntington 1969).

In line with the argument above, the communist nhqaesits that there is a close relationship
between the military and the civilian populatiotneTcommunist model further on explains that
the military engages in politics through the ruligjitical party and follows the ideology of the

party. This is evidenced in Zimbabwe were the mmjitonce announced that anyone who wants

to succeed the current president must have waregtiadl and must have participated in the



liberation struggle as any other option is tantamboto undermining the gains of the
independence. Perimutter (1982) supports the Maggproach by noting that the military
identifies itself with the values of the ruling paand the military is not free from politics artd i
political role depends on the ruling political parOne in this case can note that the military is
actively participating as gate keepers and alsetarcent force against imperialism. However
under Locke, this is tantamount to eroding demagcescthe people make a social contract with
the state not the military and therefore governasdey cosent. Hence military intervention is
not an option under the social contract theoryatitteat to democracy.

Huntington (1995) is of the view that the militasymost likely to intervene in politics especially
in states lacking institutionalized political cuks, which suffer from economic hardship and
social divisions. This school of thought has begsoaiated with the environmentalist view that
the prevailing state’s socio-political and economivironment is responsible for military take
over within society. They substantiate their argomiey noting the case of Algeria in 1992
where the military intervened because it fearedaieome of multi-party elections where an
Islamic movement was poised to win and form thet gexernment. Thus the military conscious
of its personal interest opted to abort the denimcrprocess and take over power. The
intervention came through when state of emergemay declared, troops were deployed to
maintain peace, in this case one can argue thatlébkaration of a state of emergency and
suspension of the constitution is a good as a anyliintervention in politics. However in

developing countries state of emergences have lismhas a smoke to entrench military power

and the ruling party in power.

Another reason why the military is involved in pa$ is when there is a fear and high
probability of national disintegration. This vie® emphasised by the believe that military
intervention in politics is at times a necessaryl decause civilian governments are often
characterised by corruption and incapable of gaagra country and as a result the country is
plagued by widespread political, economic and $atisrders. Finer (1975) argues that in such
a situation military intervention becomes easy le fpresence of a corrupt and incapable
government governing a country and as a resultto@try is plagued by widespread political,

economic and social disorders. This can be not&bypt were the former government of led by



Mohammed Morsi was removed from government jusradine year by the former Egyptian
military head Sisi after mass demonstrations aggiaer economic performance, the spread of
terrorism in the Sinai peninsula and also theselbnk between Hamas an alleged terrorist
movement and the Muslim brotherhood and the Madigovernment. As a result the military
promised stability if the government failed toabevith the problems resulting in a military
coup by the military head Sisi. One can note thiitaries promise to hand over power but once
in control they device ways of staying put in povesr general Sisi went on to contest in the
presidential election which he easily won. Thus @ae argue that the military is at times
involved in politics so as to maintain power withireir influence and also to maintain the status

core.

Involvement in politics by the military is made pdde by concept of national security to
include insecurities. The military is not only irgeted in devising military techniques and
doctrine for confronting domestic insurgence bwytlare also interested in political and social
reasons for the insurgency. Graeff (2003) arguastths can be noted when civilian dominated
governments gain power and are not responsivee¢arisy demands. This can be noted in
Turkey recently in 2016 when the military took otlee country and suspended the constitution
and declared a state of emergence accusing thergoest led by Tayip Erdogan of not tackling
security threats from Isil and also supportingdsast groups fighting Basher Assad in Syria.
However the coup was short-lived as the civiliaesalnced such a threat to democracy and
also the support received from the internationatesy. One can note that a threat to internal
security can force the military to intervene in tpelitical system as defenders of national

security.

The intervention of the military in politics has dme supported by Reno (1998) from a
conservative approach to politics which assumesdisa of a “protected democracy,” in which
the armed forces have a significant role in thetipal system. Burma/Myanmar is an example
of deeply entrenched military rule. Soon after ppeledence from Britain in 1948 the military
became the most powerful institution. The couphey $tate Law and Order Restoration Council
(SLORC) re-established direct military rule, whichntinued for over 21 years until 30 March
2011. This was after the military dismissed theiltsof the elections in May 1990, which ended



in a landslide victory for the oppositional Natibhaague for Democracy (NLD). Huntington
(1968) points out that the major driving factor imehthe military intervention in politics is
ideological difference and also a threat to nafiamarest. The military only handed power after
it succeeded in designing a political system tlad¢guarded its own core interests. Hence the
military passed the new constitution which guaradtg5% reserved seats for the military. One
can conclude that the military still remains théitar of power in the country, though it has

created new political institutions that might degeksome autonomy of their own in the future.

In summation it can be argued that there is stitiry way before the military is total divorced
from politics due to the link between the rulersdahe military which they share since the
liberation struggle. There is also need for coestin the south to have charismatic leaders
capable of initiating development and also balatheedemands of the society and upholding
national security so as to avoid social disordeowklver there is need for the military to
withdraw from politics so as to set a good demacrnatecedence and avoid the situation were

coups are perceived as an alternative in the defgrad democracy especially within Africa.
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