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Abstract 
Conflict and violence has become one of the fundamental problems affecting the 

nature of societal living in Africa,  because of the various categories of violence 

and conflict that emerge as result of power grapping, ethnic –religious difference, 

economic and social variable differences that has led to raising of  internal conflict 

between various groups in many African countries since in the early 1980s  to date 

bring birth to  pockets of  conflicts in Rwanda, Liberia , Sudan and some  terrorism 

activities by  militants in Nigeria and some part of Niger. The paper was aimed at 

critically reviewing the efforts demonstrated by African Union AU in managing the 

escalation of violence in various African Countries. The paper has three major 

findings one conflict is unavoidable but the process of conflict growth was as result 

of negligent by policy makers to address the issues at infancy stage, secondly, most 

of conflict management strategy was only addressing topical issues not the main 

root of the problem, lastly conflict in Africa was raised based on political and 

ethnic –religious differences. The paper recommend that for countries in Africa to 

live in peace and harmony, we must to provide leaders with patriotic mind whose 

can developed African continent through the conduct of operating good 

governance in African continent and AU  as  international instrument for  

promoting peace should adopt to offer intervention of social problem from the root 

based to solve the problems from   root genesis  not only talking of  topical issues 

to allowed peace to remain the major focus for Development in Africa. 

 

Keywords: Peace, Violence, African Continent, Development, Conflict 

Management. 

 

Introduction 
After more than a decade following 

the establishment of the African Peace 

and Security Architecture (APSA) by 

the African Union (AU) and recent 

efforts by African governments and 

institutions to ensure sustainable 

funding for conflict prevention and 

management in Africa, questions are 
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raised by policy makers and observers of the APSA about its contribution to 

peace and security in Africa, and how the implementation of this policy 

framework can be better monitored in the future. The question is highly topical 

in view of the evolving African peace and security problems in the region. 

The paper is directed towards giving a better understanding about the efforts of 

the AU and other African regional organizations to promote peace and security 

in the continent, but it also contains findings which might be relevant for the 

initiated followers of the African Peace and Security Architecture. Taking this 

focus into account, the paper has provide an overview of how the AU and 

African regional organizations have positioned themselves institutionally since 

the early 2000s to promote peace and security in Africa. The paper highlighted 

a brief overview about the APSA’s key instruments to engage in conflict 

prevention and management and describes in brief the methodology of this 

APSA Impact Analysis project. Lastly, the paper present and briefly discuss key 

findings from this monitoring exercise, followed by a conclusion and 

recommendations. 

 

Background to the Study. 

The conflict context in Africa is not static and has been witnessing a number of 

fluctuations in the past two decades. Since the establishment of the APSA, 

African and regional organizations have achieved significant gains in peace and 

security on the continent. African capabilities to prevent, manage and resolve 

conflicts have grown substantially. At the same time, a reversed trend in the 

number of conflicts is visible since 2010. Following the end of the Cold War, a 

number of frozen conflicts in Africa reignited violently, including those in 

Liberia, Sierra Leone, Rwanda and the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC).   

However, several databases point to a growing number of civilian casualties, 

and a rise in conflict-related fatalities and events in the past decade. Since 2010 

there has been a reversed trend from the initial decrease in war sincethe early 

2000s. Guebenno, (2017) has cited, data from the Armed Conflict Location and 

Event Data Project (ACLED) shows that both conflict-related fatalities and the 

number of political violent events declined to their lowest levels in 2005-2006 

before increasing again.  
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Cilliers (2015) According to the Uppsala Conflict Database Program (UCDP), 

2014 African Region was the most violent time since the end of the Second 

World War, including in Africa but also the Middle East, with more than 

100,000 people killed in organized violence.  This makes it the highest number 

in 20 years, as the death count in organized violence had not exceeded 100,000 

since the Rwandan genocide took place in 1994. In the past while the majority 

of Africa is generally at peace, most conflict-related casualties in Africa have 

become concentrated in a relatively small number of countries, including 

Nigeria, South Sudan and Somalia.  According to ACLED, Africa together with 

the Middle East remain the most heavily burdened with violent conflict, 

meaning that Africa and the Middle East endure the most armed conflict when 

measured by population size over time. 

According to the Heidelberg (2015) Conflict Barometer, the Sub-Sahara 

African region remains the one with the most ‘high-intensity’ level conflicts 

with 14 of a total of 38 conflicts globally in this category.  Most United Nations 

peacekeeping operations are in Africa, with the highest number of UN troops 

deployed there. However, Hill (2017) has indicated recent years have also 

shown a growing number of terrorist attacks in Africa, with primarily civilian 

deaths. Data from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD), an open-source 

database including information on terrorist events around the world from 1970 

through 2015 based at the University of Maryland, shows an exponential growth 

in terrorist attacks in sub-Sahara Africa between 2010 and 2015, with a peak in 

2014. 

In 2015, ACLED recorded a decrease of 14% in armed conflicts compared to 

2014, with 14,640 individual conflict events, marking the first negative conflict 

trend since 2009. However, 15 states witnessed an overall increase in political 

violence, so the trend, though counting for the whole continent, is not 

necessarily representative of the level of the individual state. 

Despite a growing trend in Africa over the past two decades from inter-state 

wars to intrastate wars, pockets of extremely intense conflict are not limited to 

national borders. Nevertheless, Cilliers (2015) notes, most armed conflicts 

today are internal rather than between states, making internal wars the 

predominant form of conflict in Africa. Threats to peace and stability in Africa 

have increasingly emerged as a result of governance challenges and attempts 

for unconstitutional changes of government. According to ACLED, riots and 
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protests have seen the sharpest absolute and proportional increase in the period 

1997-2013, while the proportion of political violence involving battles has 

decreased.  Following the wave of post-Cold War democratization in sub-

Sahara Africa – and more recently the pressures for democratization in North 

Africa – the continent has faced increased instances of contestations of the 

quality of multiparty democracy and electoral outcomes. Electoral violence 

flared in Côte d’Ivoire, Kenya, Nigeria, Zimbabwe, Madagascar, and recently 

in Burkina Faso, The Gambia and Burundi.16 In 2015, no less than 13 countries 

in Africa had elections scheduled, and in 11 of these, there was a considerable 

risk of electoral violence given pre-existing tensions and conflicts. The pressure 

of potential electoral violence will remain high in the coming years: in 2016, 17 

elections were scheduled, while 13 countries has been to election in 2017. 

 

The establishment of the African Union: from non-intervention to non-

indifference 

The establishment of the African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA) took 

place within the context of the transformation of the Organization of African 

Unity (OAU) to the African Union (AU). Desmidt (2016) has highlighted that 

the transformation was the result of developments both in Africa as well as 

broader global developments at the end of the Cold War. Already in 1990, the 

OAU adopted a Declaration on the Political and Socio-Economic Situations in 

Africa and the Fundamental Changes Taking Place in the World, these initiated 

a new period in the way the OAU aimed to deal with human rights, democracy 

and peace, and with security and development. However, the domain of peace 

and security continued to be considered the exclusive domestic jurisdiction of 

member states. Whenever the OAU was expected to intervene in internal 

disputes or systematic violations of human rights, it declined, insisting on 

existing principles of sovereignty and non-interference in internal affairs 

(Article III of the OAU Charter). The conflicts in Somalia, Liberia and Sierra 

Leone and the genocide in Rwanda painfully brought these gaps to the forefront 

(Dersso, 2013) 

In 2002, the African Union was established as the successor of the OAU, 

symbolising a normative shift from non-intervention to non-indifference 

accompanied with the establishment of an elaborate institutional architecture. 

The AU Constitutive Act (2000) includes a commitment to respect for 

democratic principles, human rights, the rule of law and good governance (Art. 
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4(m)), respect for the sanctity of human life (Art. 4(o), and condemnation and 

rejection of unconstitutional changes of governments (Art. 4(p), amongst other 

principles. But above all, a ground-breaking principle was adopted in the 

Constitutive Act, giving the AU the right “to intervene in a Member State 

pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in respect of grave circumstances, 

namely: war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity” (Article 4(h). AU 

Along with the establishment of the AU was the establishment of the African 

Union Peace and Security Council (PSC) as the sole decision-making body of 

the AU and the anchor of the APSA’s institutional framework. 

At the same time, the importance of sovereignty had been firmly upheld in the 

AU’s Constitutive Act, reflected in Article 4(h) where it states, “the right of the 

Union to intervene in a Member State pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in 

respect of grave circumstances” (own emphasis added). Article 3 of the AU 

Constitutive Act further notes that the objectives of the AU will be to “defend 

the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of its Member States” 

(Art. 3(b)) as well as “promote peace, security, and stability on the continent 

(Art. 3(f)). Thus while the PSC has played an increasingly important role in 

setting the strategic direction and agenda of the AU’s conflict prevention and 

management, the role of the AU Assembly as “the supreme organ of the Union” 

(Art. 3(2)) indicates that AU member states and their Heads of States and 

Government continue to play a decisive role as gatekeepers. Some conflict 

situations, including South Sudan and Burundi.  

Interventions by the AU or other regional organizations in conflict situations, 

Member States continue to set clear ‘red lines’ despite these normative shifts 

that went with the transformation of the OAU to the AU. However, as the 

situation in The Gambia shows, the AU and RECs have also upheld principles 

of democracy and the rule of law in line with the AU Constitutive Act. As such, 

the functioning and operationalization of the APSA should be firmly 

contextualized in political realities. 

 

The institutional framework of the   African Peace Security Architecture 

(APSA) 

With the establishment of the AU and the APSA, a number of bodies were 

established which function as the institutional skeleton of the AU’s and REC’s 

day to day interventions and activities in peace and security in Africa. The 

APSA is institutionally diverse and far from static. The APSA and its 

institutions, while building on experiences by selected RECs and similar 
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structures in the RECs, function as a platform for cooperation and coordination 

within the APSA, with similar bodies at the REC level, as well as with external 

partners. It is composed of the following elements: 

The Peace and Security Council (PSC) is the AU’s standing decision-making 

organ for the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts (PSC 

Protocol, Art. 2(1)) body and the cornerstone of the APSA. The PSC is made 

up of 15 members, 10 of which are elected for a term of two years, while five 

are elected to serve for three years. The PSC is designed to provide “a collective 

security and early-warning arrangement to facilitate timely and efficient 

response to conflict and crisis situations in Africa. Bah et all (2014) 

The African Union Commission is responsible for the implementation of PSC 

decisions and provides operational support. This happens mainly through the 

AU Commission Chairperson and the AU Commissioner for Peace and 

Security, who report to the PSC on the implementation of PSC decisions and 

their own initiatives. The Chairperson and Commissioner are supported by the 

Peace and Security Department (PSD). 

The African Standby Force (ASF) is the multi-dimensional force of the APSA 

covering police, military and civilian dimensions. It was established by Article 

13 of the PSC Protocol and is made up of five regional and multidisciplinary 

brigades. The ASF includes military, civilian and police elements, which are 

expected to complement each other when mandated to implement PSC 

decisions that have to do with Peace Support Operations (PSO).  

The Panel of the Wise (PoW) is an advisory component of the APSA with 

‘silent’ and preventive diplomacy as its main areas of engagement. It consists 

of five prominent African personalities. Each member represents one of the five 

regions of the continent. Members of the Panel act to promote peace and resolve 

conflicts either on the invitation of the PSC, the Chairperson of the Commission 

or on their own initiative.  The Panel of the Wise has been engaged in different 

conflict contexts since its inauguration in 2007, including Madagascar, Egypt 

and Kenya. 

The Peace Fund is a financial instrument created under Article 21 of the PSC 

protocol. The PF shall provide the necessary financial resources for the 

operationalisation of the APSA. The Peace Fund is supposed to be funded 

through contributions from donors, member states, private sector, civil society 

and individuals. 



61  africascholarpublications@gmail.com                                                                               
 2019 

 

The Continental Early Warning System (CEWS) is the AU’s early warning 

system and aims to provide timely and reliable data to warn the PSC and the 

AU Commission of potential conflicts and outbreaks of violence. The CEWS 

coordinates efforts where possible with similar structures in the RECs. 

 

The foundations of the APSA 

Before the official establishment of the African Union (AU) in 2001, most 

Regional Economic Communities (RECs) were already in place. These RECs 

developed individually and have differing mandates and mechanisms, including 

for peace and security. The objective of the RECs was generally seen as to 

facilitate regional economic integration between members of the individual 

regions in the wider African Economic Community (AEC) established under 

the Abuja Treaty (1991). The APSA is built upon the five regions of Africa 

(North, South, East, West and Central). Since the AU recognises eight RECs 

and two Regional Mechanisms (RMs), the membership of REC/RMs and the 

five regions of the APSA overlap. Beyond the institutional challenges this 

creates for effective coordination and cooperation, the underlying question and 

tension is one of subsidiarity, leadership and political will in responding to 

situations of conflict and crisis.  

The relationship between the AU and REC/RMs is covered in a number of legal 

frameworks and documents. First and foremost, Article 16 of the 2002 Protocol 

Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council of the African 

Union (PSC Protocol) outlines the relationship between the AU and REC/RMs 

for conflict prevention, management and resolution. The article states that the 

REC/RMs are part of the overall security architecture of the AU, which has the 

primary responsibility for promoting peace, security and stability in Africa. A 

second key legal basis is the 2008 Memorandum signed between the African 

Union and the REC/RMs, which is discussed in more detail in section below on 

The Regional Economic Communities and Regional Mechanisms (REC/RMs). 

 

The African Union (AU) 

Since the creation of the African Union, peace and security, including the 

operationalization of the APSA, has arguably become the most demanding and 

most expensive part of the AU’s budget and agenda. In a context of sustained 

political unrests and violent conflicts on the continent, the AU increasingly 

engages in complex efforts towards conflict management and prevention and 
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peace support operations. Never have more African troops been deployed in 

Africa, both as part of AU/REC peace support operations as well as part of 

United Nations peacekeeping operations. According to Williams (2014), not 

only are many of the interrelated and overlapping institutions and organizational 

structures of the APSA steadily in place, they have also “massively increased 

the tempo and scope of its conflict management activities” which shows that 

peace and security is at the top of the African Union’s agenda. 

Given the expanding agenda and the exponential number of meetings and 

decisions taken in the field of peace and security by the AU, its regional role 

has been increasingly recognized by external partners and donors. The 

relationships between the African Union and the European Union and United 

Nations respectively are the most crucial. The expanding role and agenda have 

also led to a growing self-confidence of the AU, which frequently underlines 

the burden it bears through conflict management and prevention and thus its 

contribution to international peace and security, in meetings and engagements 

with external partners. 

Since its establishment, the AU and its Member States have had to rely on 

external funding for its peace and security activities. Experts assume that close 

to 90% of the peace and security bill of the AU is currently footed by external 

partners.  External partners of the AU and AU Member States contribute directly 

to peace support operations through separate mechanisms and accounts, and in 

kind, according to the type of peace operation and the role a particular member 

state plays in that operation. As external partners provide the bulk of financial 

resources, as well as training, logistics and planning support, this reliance on 

external sources of financing has created considerable tensions both within the 

AU and between the AU and its external partners. In its search for predictable, 

flexible and sustainable funding, the AU has recently aimed at setting a new 

strategic direction.  

In January and June 2015, AU Member States agreed to contribute up to 25% 

of the costs of AU peace and security efforts, including peace support 

operations, by the year 2020, as part of the AU’s commitment to “Silence the 

Guns” by 2020 within the larger Agenda 2063 for Development.  In July 2016, 

the AU Summit adopted the recommendations made by the High Level Panel 

for the Peace Fund headed by the AU’s Special Envoy Donald Kaberuka, 

including introducing a 0.2% levy to defined imports by AU member’s states to 

increase the funding of the AU.  It is expected that the 0.2% levy will endow the 
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Peace Fund with $325m in 2017 rising to a total of $400m by 2020 against an 

estimated overall Peace Fund budget of $302m in 2020. This is expected to fund 

100% of running costs and 75% of programmes of the AU and 25% of 

AU/REC-led peace support operations. As regards to peace support operations, 

it is expected that 75% or the remaining funding will be provided by the UN 

through assessed contributions. Lastly, any unutilized balances will be held in 

the Crisis Reserve Facility to enable rapid response to unforeseen crises. 

 

Methodological approach 

For the analysis of interventions by AU and RECs in the frame of the APSA, 

four types of interventions were considered. These are i) diplomatic 

interventions, ii) mediation, iii) peace support operations (PSOs), and iv) Post-

Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD) activities. The monitoring 

for the years 2013 to 2015 was done annually on the basis of desk studies of 

publicly available material and concentrated on all conflicts above a certain 

level of violence (see Box 4 for more details as regards the methodology). The 

analysis covered AU and REC/RM interventions between 24 to 29 violent 

conflicts on an annual basis over the period 2013-2015. These violent conflicts 

were situated across the African continent with most of the conflicts identified 

in Central Africa, the Horn of Africa and the Sahel. Due to methodological 

challenges and difficulties in finding suitable material, the monitoring 

concentrated on the interventions i) to iii) and de facto had to exclude the PCRD 

interventions as explained in the following. Our research was based on a 

thorough scanning and analysis of publicly available documentation and 

secondary sources such as official reports, communiqués, statements, etc. It is 

plausible that the AU and REC/RMs undertook more joint efforts, but that these 

were not (yet) made publicly available. 

 

Diplomatic interventions 

Diplomatic interventions as understood under the methodology applied during 

our research include a wide array of activities and decisions ranging from 

holding meetings on the conflict situations (at various political levels), to 

varying levels of diplomatic statements (wording), to taking actions such as 

setting up high-level panels and adopting sanctions. Diplomatic interventions 

are undertaken by a whole range of actors by both the AU and REC/RMs.45 We 

also looked at efforts of preventive diplomacy in countries where violence has 
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not erupted yet or might erupt in the near future. Unsurprisingly, finding 

publicly available information on these preventive efforts has been challenging. 

Preventive diplomacy presumably takes place before conflicts escalate, and 

before AU and REC/RMs become visible engaged through more silent 

diplomacy. 

 

Mediation efforts and preventive diplomacy 

As regards mediation, we primarily focused on mediation efforts between 

conflicting parties, including warring or political parties, also as part of missions 

of the Panel of the Wise and election-related missions. Consultations between 

various parties are standing practice as part of election-related missions, and 

were analysed as such. Mediation efforts were understood as ranging from 

establishing mediation teams, organising consultations between parties, and 

reaching an intermediate or final peace agreement. 

 

Peace support operations (PSOs) 

A third important set of activities centre around PSOs and activities around the 

authorisation, deployment and maintenance of PSOs. In general, activities 

analysed under this type of instrument range from convening of a resource 

mobilisation meeting, to authorising or mandating the deployment of a peace 

support operation, the deploying a peace support operations or extending a 

mandate. Over the course of the establishment of the African Union (AU) since 

2001, the AU and REC/RMs have launched eleven PSOs in Africa. These PSOs 

have seen a variety of organisational set-ups, financing modalities and troop 

composition. Given the importance of external financial support for peace 

support operations and peacekeeping in Africa, diplomatic efforts are invested 

in political dialogue between the AU and its external funders.48 Given the 

primacy of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) for international peace 

and security, all peace support operations mandated by the AU Assembly 

ideally seek UNSC approval, a difficult negotiation and process at times. Also 

between the AU and REC/RM, tensions have flared around the launch and 

leadership of peace support operations, given the unresolved issue of 

subsidiarity and regional leadership. 

 

Post-conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD) 
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As part of the monitoring of the activities of the AU and REC/RMs under the 

APSA, efforts were made to uncover post-conflict reconstruction and 

development (PCRD) initiatives and efforts.  Some challenges were 

encountered in mapping these PCRD efforts. Firstly, we found little publicly 

available information on the activities under PCRD from AU and RECs. The 

implementation of PCRD efforts often happens at lower levels of governance, 

for example by national governments, rather than at the regional level. This 

issue of subsidiarity is shared among all instruments deployed under the APSA 

and is an import element in the current review of the PCRD Policy framework. 

Secondly, the assessment period of one year is probably too short to fully 

appreciate the effect and quality of PCRD measures within a specific conflict 

context. 

 

The methodology of the APSA Impact Analysis Tools 

This methodology was developed by ECDPM and GIZ based on a pilot 

monitoring exercise (for the years 2007-2012) and informed by a recognition 

that the complexity and multidimensional structure of the APSA needed to be 

adequately captured. The methodology was reviewed with experts during an 

IPSS hosted workshop in November 2016 and has further refined during the on-

going involvement of IPSS in this project as well as an exchange with the AUC. 

The methodology which aims to understand the conflict context and assess the 

effectiveness and quality of the AU and/or REC interventions in a gradual 

process, is labour intensive51 and consists of the following steps: 

 

Step 1: Understanding conflicts 

A first step is to identify the different conflicts in Africa during the year under 

assessment and provide a background and updated assessment of main events 

and developments for each conflict. The conflicts identified in the Heidelberg 

Conflict Barometer (HCB) are organized into what is called ‘political conflict 

units’, often at sub-national level, and measured by intensity on a scale of 1 to 

5. The annual HCB is used as a baseline, enriched with other databases and 

sources. 

 

Step 2: Clustering of conflict units 

In a second step, the ‘political conflict units’ are clustered based on qualitative 

analysis of collected data along three criteria. These are: 1. whether conflict 

actors were linked, 2. whether conflict drivers were linked, and 3. whether or 
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not the AU or/and REC considered certain conflicts together. For those conflict 

clusters that attain the level of 3 to 5 and have seen AU/REC interventions, the 

next step is taken. 

 

Step 3: Extent and intensity of AU and REC interventions 

In a third step, the extent and intensity of AU and REC engagement in violent 

conflict clusters (levels 3 to 5) are mapped in a chronological timeline. These 

interventions are mapped by actor (AU and/or REC) and the instruments used. 

Three (3) levels of intensity are ascribed to each intervention under each type 

of instrument, ranging from weaker (Level 1) to stronger (Level 3).  Cross-team 

corroboration and exchanges ensure consistency in ascribing levels to each 

intervention in all conflicts assessed. 

 

Step 4: Effectiveness of AU and REC interventions 

To analyze the effectiveness of AU and REC interventions, three lines of 

inquiry are used. The first line looks at whether AU/REC interventions were 

responsive to escalation. A second line looks at whether the AU/REC 

intervention achieved the intended result. Combining these two, a third line 

looks at whether the interventions resulted in de-escalating the conflict. This 

judgment is categorized as follows: ‘Overall successful’, ‘Partly successful’, 

‘Too early to tell’, ‘Rather unsuccessful’, accompanied with a justifying written 

analysis, using various conflict databases, expert analysis, and reports from 

international organizations, amongst others. Extensive peer review among 

researchers takes place to ensure consistency across all conflicts. 

 

Step 5: Quality of AU and REC interventions 

The methodology demands researchers to assess the quality of engagement by 

APSA actors. This assessment is based on three lines of inquiry. A first criterion 

is the relative significance of the role played by an APSA actor (i.e. Did the AU 

play a larger role than others?). The second is on the appropriateness of the 

degree of engagement (i.e. Was the AU’s supporting role to the UN/REC the 

best option?). Lastly, synergies between different APSA actors and other 

international actors in the framework of an intervention are assessed. The 

quality of interventions is then judged as follows: ‘Overall High Quality’, 

‘Medium’, or ‘Mostly Low Quality’, again with accompanying justification in 

written and extensive peer review among researchers. 
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Impact of AU-led peace support operations: the LRA and Al-Shabaab 

In August 2009, the African Union Assembly called upon countries of the 

region affected by the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) to renew efforts to 

neutralize the LRA. There had been prior regional efforts, but the willingness 

of countries previously leading the efforts to tackle the LRA, including Uganda 

and the Democratic Republic (DRC), had declined.  As there was no regional 

organization in the central Africa region with sufficient legitimacy and 

geographic regional coverage to effectively engage with all countries involved 

in this regionalized conflict, a solution was sought at the level of the African 

Union. The ministers of defense and security of Uganda, CAR, DRC and 

representatives from South Sudan jointly proposed to tackle the LRA problem 

through a regionally coordinated initiative, including a coordinated military 

force and the appointment of an AU Special Envoy. 

While some conflict-affected countries in the region had hoped for an AU 

“mandated” regional peace operation, the AU settled for “authorizing” a peace 

operation, and established the Regional Cooperation Initiative for the 

Elimination of the LRA (RCI-LRA) in November 2011. Unlike with a 

mandated operation, an authorized operation does not provide for 

reimbursement by AU funds of the troop-contributing countries, which can act 

as a disincentive for such countries. Under the RCI-LRA, the military 

operations are coordinated through the Regional Task Force (RTF), as separate 

part of the RCI-LRA. The participating countries jointly appoint the senior 

Force Commander of the RTF and provide the military personal for the RTF.  

The Chairperson of the AU Commission appointed an AU Special Envoy for 

the Issue of the LRA in 2012. The Special Envoy oversees the implementation 

of the RCI-LRA’s mandate, coordinates and mobilizes overall support for the 

mission, but has no direct political leadership over military operations.73 

Reimbursement for troop-contributing countries depends on the decisions of 

troop-contributing countries’ governments. But in the case of the RCI-LRA, the 

decision to launch the mission as an AU peace operation facilitated coordination 

between the LRA-affected states and opened the way for additional funding, 

including from the EU and United States. 

By comparison in Somalia, where the AU mandated the deployment of African-

led African Union Mission to Somalia (AMISOM), the situation is quite 

different in terms of political oversight and funding for troop-contributing 
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countries. AMISOM is headed by a civilian Special Representative of the AU 

Commission Chairperson (SRCC) for Somalia, appointed by the Chairperson 

of the Commission. The Chairperson also appoints the force commander who 

operates under the political leadership of the SRCC of AMSIOM. The SRCC is 

double-hatted, in the sense that the SRCC operates as the representative of the 

AUC Chairperson and as the head of the mission, which has political (civilian 

and police) and military components and activities. In the case of AMISOM, 

the political and military leadership are more integrated than in the case of the 

RCI-LRA and the RTF, an AU-authorized operation.  

The African Union funds AMISOM from a variety of sources, including AU 

member states, the AU Peace Fund, the UN Trust Fund for AMISOM (and, 

later, the Somali National Army), the UN Trust Fund for Somali Transitional 

Security Institutions, UN assessed peacekeeping contributions, and a range of 

AU/AMISOM partners, including the EU.  This variety of funding leads to some 

institutional complexity, for example between the AU and the EU, which has 

committed nearly €1.05bn to financially support AMISOM under the African 

Peace Facility (APF, see also box 5) between 2007 and September 2016. 

According to Williams (2017), the process of transferring this amount in 

periodic tranches between two large international organizations involves 

multiple layers of bureaucracy.76 Troop-contributing countries for AMISOM 

subsequently receive reimbursement from the African Union through their 

national central banks and governments. The contribution from the EU for 

AMISOM troops is aligned with the standard UN reimbursement rate ($1,028), 

but administrative fees from the governments of troop-contributing countries 

varies. This means that several cases (African soldiers who are part of AU-led 

PSO’s) do not receive the full reimbursement, and there are considerable 

differences between troop-contributing countries. For example, in the case of 

Kenya Defense Forces, the government deducts an administration fee of $200, 

meaning a soldier takes home $828 every month.  This has been an issue as 

regards the funding from the EU, as the financing agreement with the AU for 

AMISOM stipulates that beneficiaries of the funds shall be exactly documented 

and reported. This has not been the case and has been criticized by the EU Court 

of Auditors (ECA). 

Over the period 2013-2015, the AU and REC/RMs increasingly used a 

combination of their respective diplomacy and mediation instruments to 

address conflicts. 
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Based on calculations from available research material, in two-thirds of all 

conflict situations over the period 2013-2015 the AU and REC/RMS intervened 

through one or a combination of instruments, regardless of the level of intensity 

of these conflicts. This could be diplomacy or mediation, diplomacy and a PSO, 

or diplomacy, mediation and a PSO. A combination of these instruments should 

be expected, yet it is notable because it has increased steadily over the period 

2013-2015. 

As Graph 3 below indicates, the combination of instruments increased between 

2013 and 2015 from 32% to 40% and 44% respectively in dealing with violent 

conflicts. The most common combination is diplomatic interventions (meetings 

of the PSC, other high-level meetings) and mediation efforts (for example 

through shuttle diplomacy or mediation led by a special representative). The 

combination of diplomacy with a PSO, or a combination of all three 

instruments, has remained relatively stable in the past years. The combination 

of diplomacy and mediation is also commonly used during election periods, 

which was especially the case in 2015 with a relatively higher number of 

elections taking place across the continent. 

 

Graph 1: Various combinations of instruments by the AU and REC/RMs, 

2013-2015 
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In a reverse trend compared to the increased combination of diplomacy and 

mediation, diplomacy as the only instrument used in AU and REC/RM 

interventions has declined steadily. Most of the conflicts where only diplomatic 

interventions were applied, were of more limited effect and of rather low 

quality, most often in cases where the AU (and sometimes REC/RMs) 

responded to attacks by violent jihadist groups through official statements, for 

example when the AU and RECs condemned terrorist attacks in Egypt and 

Tunisia. In places where more elaborate conflict response and management 

mechanisms are already in place, such as Somalia or areas affected by Boko 

Haram or the LRA, diplomatic statements, such as condemning terrorist attacks 

by Al-Shabaab, have little effect on the conflict. Rather, these function as a way 

to signal political support to the ongoing efforts by AU and REC/RMs.  Only in 

a limited number of interventions by the AU and REC/RMs in violent conflict 

situations, there is a combination of all three instruments, namely diplomatic 

interventions, mediation efforts and peace support operations. 

 

Restraining and compelling factors for AU intervention 

A closer look at the AU Constitutive Act and PSC Protocol is needed to 

understand some of the reasons why the AU does not intervene, most often in 

conflicts that have little potential for escalation or take place at the subnational 

level as opposed to national or regional conflicts. As mentioned above (see 

section 2), the AU Constitutive Act sets out a number of grave circumstances 

for which the AU and RECs should intervene.  

The PSC protocol too sets out a number of both compelling as well as restraining 

factors for intervention. In theory, the PSC Protocol leaves us with a number of 

conflict situations in which intervention can be considered part of the mandate: 

1. War crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity; 2. Unconstitutional 

changes of government in a Member State; 3. When a Member State requests 

intervention from the Union in order to restore peace and security, in accordance 

with Article 4(j) of the Constitutive Act; and 4. Where the national 

independence and sovereignty of a Member State is threatened by acts of 

aggression, including by mercenaries.  Some of the elements from the PSC 

Protocol which would restrain the AU tendency to respond to a certain conflict 

are the respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Member States 

(Art. 4(e)) and the principle of non-interference by any Member State in the 

internal affairs of another (Art. 4(f)). The restraining and compelling principles 
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of the AU Constitutive Act and the PSC Protocol are weighted against each 

other in deciding whether or not to address a conflict and in what form. To 

assess whether or not the AU should have intervened a close look at these 

restraining or supporting principles is key, and needs to be contextualized in 

political reality. 

A closer look at the decision-making processes by the AU and REC/RMs in 

Burundi, and the fight against Boko Haram, highlights the difficult balance 

between the principles of non-indifference and sovereignty and shows that AU 

and REC member states are reluctant to set a precedent that goes against the 

political objectives and against the consent of a host state. Especially as regards 

military intervention (for example through a PSO) there is a strong tendency to 

uphold the principle of sovereignty and adhere to the consent of the host state 

to deploy a PSO in its territory. While diplomatic interventions and mediation 

efforts are less dependent on this consent, there are examples of it playing a role 

there too. For example, the deployment of an election related mission, as a 

diplomatic intervention, by the AU and REC/RMs in a country facing elections 

depends on the invitation, i.e. consent of the government. In theory, the AU and 

REC/RMs have the ability and the mandate to deploy the necessary instruments 

to respond to a wide variety of violent conflicts. In practice, the consent by 

recipient member states might be absent at times. It should be noted that peace 

support operations launched by the AU or RECs/RMs need authorization by the 

United Nations Security Council prior to deployment (UN Charter, Chapter 

VIII, Art. 53) As the above examples also show, however, these elements of 

consent and authorization by the UN are not static, and might fluctuate as the 

conflict situation escalates or expands. As a result, a member state might call 

for increased regional cooperation, or the AU or REC/RMs might gain more 

leverage on the stakeholders in the conflict. As such, the willingness and ability 

to deploy the instruments of the APSA is dependent on this balance between 

sovereignty and non-indifference. 

 

National interests and balancing the principles of sovereignty and non-

indifference: the examples of Burundi and Boko Haram 

In 2015 in Burundi, the objection by the government of Burundi to deploy a 

5,000 strong AU force through the EASF, despite the initial agreement in the 

PSC, was a clear rebuff of the principle of non-indifference. The escalation of 

tensions and violent incidents in Burundi initially prompted strong efforts by 
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both the AU and the East African Community (EAC). According to experts, the 

AU PSC was proactive in its efforts, but constrained to hand over leadership to 

the EAC.  Tanzania, the EAC chair, and Uganda, the EAC-designated mediator, 

were also members of the AU PSC at the time, which provided a direct link 

between the two organizations. But the AU as a whole was divided over the 

situation in Burundi and on the question of finding the balance between non-

indifference and sovereignty. Many AU member states favored a less 

confrontational and interventionist approach than the more proactive AU 

Commission and PSC.108 The EAC too was divided according to experts: while 

Rwanda has criticized President Nkurunziza’s management of Burundi, Uganda 

and Tanzania are seen as more favorable to maintaining the status quo. These 

differences between EAC member states paralyzed the EAC’s efforts. 

The principle of sovereignty was not just underlined by the government of 

Burundi and certain members of the EAC, but also by other members of the 

PSC at the time, including The Gambia.  According to some observers, the 

decision-making process around the deployment of a mission in Burundi 

highlighted the lack of coherence between the AUC and the PSC, where the 

AUC was seen as having overstepped its boundaries.111 Some AU member 

states felt the avenues of mediation had not been exhausted, and as such the 

proposal for a military intervention indirectly prompted new attention to the 

mediation efforts led by the EAC.  AU Heads of State and Government 

rescinded the December 2015 PSC’s decision in January 2016, partially out of 

fear of setting a precedent and lack of consensus among AU member states. 

Furthermore, the government of Burundi had made clear in December 2015 that 

it would not accept “foreign troops” in Burundi and would consider the 

proposed mission by the AU as an “invasion”. 

In the fight against Boko Haram, member states of the Lake Chad Basin 

Commission (LCBC) and the Republic of Benin decided to revive the dormant 

Multinational Joint Task Force (MNJTF) to coordinate the efforts to combat 

Boko Haram during an Extraordinary Summit in October 2014. Initially, the 

AU Assembly commissioned a study on the possible establishment of a 

Regional Task Force to combat Boko Haram, along the lines of the Regional 

Cooperation Initiative for the Elimination of the Lord’s Resistance Army (RCI-

LRA). Around the time where the AU PSC had its first meeting on Boko Haram 

in May 2014, regional coordination around Boko Haram was poor, mainly 

marked by ad hoc bilateral arrangements between Nigeria and its neighbours, 
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while the regional bodies ECOWAS and ECCAS, as well as the AU, mostly 

treated the matter as an internal Nigerian issue. Nigeria itself strongly advocated 

for this perception and understanding of the Boko Haram issue, projecting itself 

as a regional hegemon. As a result of Nigeria’s dominant military role in West 

Africa and the Gulf of Guinea, the Nigerian government framed conflicts within 

its borders as local issues that could be resolved by the country’s institutions 

including the situation concerning Boko Haram. While it initially remained 

relatively confined within Nigeria’s borders, the situation in the affected regions 

has amounted to a humanitarian crisis, one in which an early response could 

have prevented it from developing in a full-blown crisis. The inclination by 

Nigeria to primarily frame the issue as a Nigerian affair is one of the reasons 

given by experts for Nigeria’s delay in seeking international support from AU 

and other regional mechanisms in the fight against Boko Haram. 

 

Regional efforts that tackle conflict in Mozambique 

The conflict in Mozambique was not addressed or discussed by the AU or 

relevant RECs, in this case the Southern Africa Development Community 

(SADC), during 2015, while it was addressed in 2014, when elections were held 

in the country. But the situation in 2015 had not improved--on the contrary.  

The Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO), the government’s main 

political and armed opposition party, continued to reject the 2014 election 

results in 2015. Deaths of government troops and armed opposition reached 

approximately 45. In April, after a bill submitted by RENAMO to Parliament 

as regards the governance of the provinces failed to pass, undermining earlier 

peace talks in February 2015 by President Nyusi and Afonso Dhlakama, the 

party leader of RENAMO. As Dhlakama threatened to resort to force and take 

over control of Manica, Nampula, Niassa, Sofala, Tete and Zambezia provinces, 

fighting intensified in July, with over 700 civilians fleeing to Malawi, where 

already 10.000 Mozambican refugees resided.  Calls by Dhlakama for the 

secession of certain provinces of Mozambique from government and his claims 

that he will take control of these provinces in March 2016 fuelled tension and 

conflict.  

While SADC or the AU could have addressed the growing intensity of the 

conflict, and the potential escalation toward Malawi, this did not happen. South 

African President Zuma, upon the request of RENAMO, agreed to mediate 

peace between the two opposing parties, stating that doing so was necessary to 
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ensure stability in the region and continent122. However, this was not received 

favourably by the government, who felt it was not involved in the choice of 

President Zuma as a mediator. Even more, the choice of mediator was without 

any formal regional and continental backing by SADC and the AU nor any 

reference to their existing mediation structures. 

 

Conclusion/Recommendations 

This analysis summarizes the contribution of interventions by the AU and 

REC/RMs in the framework of the African Peace and Security Architecture 

(APSA) in violent conflicts across the African continent for the years 2013 to 

2015. It looks beyond the operationalization of the APSA structures for a 

limited period, which highlights some broad trends, supporting these with both 

qualitative and quantitative analysis originating from meticulous and extensive 

desk studies. Twelve key messages have been distilled from this wealth of 

information. Some of these confirm existing thinking or prior statements made 

by policy makers and practitioners, while others add new information or a 

different lens to existing knowledge. 

The quantitative and qualitative findings confirm a general observation by 

APSA stakeholders and observers that the APSA has been a useful framework 

to promote peace and security across the African continent. Compared to other 

more established international frameworks, it is generally perceived as one of 

the most effective and far-reaching frameworks for cooperative interventions in 

peace and security. It is still in its adolescence and with good potential to further 

grow, mature and to be adapted to recent trends and challenges to peace and 

security on the continent. Recent discussions about intra-African sources of 

financing for the APSA confirm this. However, there are many instances where 

the APSA framework has been used rather ad-hoc, where potential synergies 

were not used and where AU member states’ national priorities prevailed to an 

extent that the validity of some principles of the APSA were put into question. 

Coordination and cooperation: The analysis of this three-year period shows 

that the AU and REC/RMs have gradually increased their joint efforts when 

intervening in violent conflicts. This was in particular the case for joining 

diplomatic and mediation efforts initiated and executed either by the AU or the 

REC/RMs, or vice versa. In line with its Constitutive Act, the AU has addressed 

the overwhelming majority of violent conflicts on the continent, both through 
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APSA’s institutional elements as well as through ad-hoc and context specific 

channels. 

Concerning the cooperation and coordination of efforts to address violent 

conflicts with international, i.e. non-African, partners, a variety of cooperation 

models to strengthen collaboration and joint efforts towards solving highly 

intense conflicts can be observed. Despite these varied models of cooperation, 

results have been mixed, displaying room for further improvement. Instances of 

fragmentation or lack of agreement between the AU and REC/RM and 

international partners undermine the potential for synergy and sustainable de-

escalation of violent conflicts. 

Subsidiarity and division of labour: Questions about subsidiarity, comparative 

advantages and division of labour between the AU and REC/RMs for 

addressing violent conflicts remain unsolved. Quite often, ad-hoc and pragmatic 

solutions are sought in the absence of clear or shared interpretation of 

agreements, but also in view of political conditions in AU Member States and 

between AU Member States at a given point in time. This has an influence on 

the quality and effectiveness of the APSA’s application. 

Where the coordination and alignment of activities by the AU and REC/RMs 

was relatively high, the likelihood for effectiveness of their intervention 

increased – however, given the unresolved question of subsidiarity, as discussed 

above, such coordination and alignment was not a guarantee for a sustainable 

solution or de-escalation of violent conflicts. While the AU and REC/RMs 

gradually increased their joint efforts, as mentioned above, the results of 

coordination and cooperation between the AU and REC/RMs often led to 

unsatisfactory outcomes due to this subsidiarity issue. 

Use of APSA instruments: The AU and REC/RMs increasingly intervened 

through a combination of instruments, most commonly through mediation and 

diplomacy. Only in a limited number of cases, all three instruments, adding a 

peace support operation to diplomacy and mediation efforts, were deployed. In 

addition, the deployment of interventions and activities by the AU or the 

REC/RMs under the umbrella of the APSA was more likely for cases where the 

intensity of the violent conflicts increased, meaning that the overwhelming 

majority of high-intensity conflicts, including wars, has been addressed by the 

AU and REC/RMs. Nevertheless, on average, over half of violent conflicts on 

the continent were not addressed by the AU and REC/RMs, for a variety of 

reasons as highlighted below and further discussed in the analysis. 
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Expanding mediation and preventive diplomacy: For the period 2013 to 2015, 

findings show that the involvement of the AU and REC/RMs in mediation and 

preventive diplomacy in violent conflicts has increased. The AU’s role, in 

particular, displayed a growing engagement. It can be further noted that the AU 

and RECs were involved at different levels of intensity in around 73% of peace 

processes where peace agreements were signed. In the bulk of such peace 

agreement processes, the AU and RECs were rather supporting than leading 

actors, supporting efforts and activities of national, other regional or 

international actors. In practice, the mediation efforts of the AU and REC/RMs 

thus take a variety of forms. 

The analysis further highlights that election related missions have become a 

relevant platform for preventive diplomacy by the AU and RECs in conflict-

prone contexts, especially when high-level pre-electoral missions are deployed 

in combination with short and long-term election observation missions. In most 

cases, AU and REC/RMs follow similar patterns and engagements towards 

elections (through pre-election and election observation missions) in violent 

conflicts. 

Sovereignty and non-indifference: Decisions of AU Member States on how 

they position themselves vis-à-vis a violent conflict are heavily informed by 

national and regional political objectives. This takes place at the level of the AU 

(including through membership of the Peace and Security Council) as well as 

the level of REC/RMs. Not surprisingly, principles of non-indifference are often 

balanced, or traded, against principles of national sovereignty for which the AU 

Constitutive Act and the PSC Protocol provide both some compelling as well 

as restraining factors. 

In more than half of violent conflicts analyzed, the AU and REC/RMs refrain 

from intervening. This happens for a variety of reasons, reflecting also the 

relative strength of AU Member States in particular regions and their ability to 

solve violent conflicts by themselves or among neighbors without wider APSA 

engagements. Other reasons are that the AU or a REC/RM has not been 

requested to intervene or that the AU or REC/RMs has seen little risk for an 

escalation of the violent conflict. 

Finally, the specific role of regional powers and larger AU Member States has 

been particularly looked at and found to be an important element for assessing 

the probability, timing and opportunity for interventions and activities under the 

umbrella of the APSA. These larger AU member states tend to insulate 
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themselves relatively more from AU and REC/RM interventions than smaller 

AU member states, suggesting that violent conflicts in smaller AU member 

states are more frequently addressed than violent conflicts of the same level in 

larger AU member states. 
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