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1. Contextualising Support 
Models for African Peace Operations

Linnéa Gelot, Ludwig Gelot and Cedric de Coning

Introduction

In contemporary peace operations, it is rare that one organisation, such as the 
UN or AU, will be the sole international actor in any given theatre. In fact, in 
most cases where there is an international peace operation deployed in Africa, 
it is likely there will be some form of UN, AU and EU presence. In many 
cases there would also be several special envoys from interested countries and 
most likely also from the relevant sub-regional organisation. With so many 
stakeholders and actors deployed or otherwise engaged in the same country or 
region, cooperation and coordination become a major consideration.

In this broader context, the relationship between the AU and other key 
stakeholders such as the UN, EU and most donor countries is of particular 
importance in Africa. This relationship is complicated by the fact that the AU 
is not only the primary regional organisation in Africa, but is also engaged in 
various partnerships aimed at building its own capacity and to carry out its 
responsibilities. This is especially the case when it comes to AU peace opera-
tions. The AU has played a critical role in several such operations, deploying 
when no other organisations were able or willing to do so. The African conti-
nent is home to the bulk of the world’s least developed countries, so it is 
not surprising that the AU lacks the economic base to finance its own peace 
operations on the continent. Various support models have developed over the 
years to sustain AU operations. 

Given the importance of AU-UN support arrangements for African sta-
bility and international peace and security, this report aims to address the 
following key questions:

•	 What can be learnt from the opportunities and challenges of previously 
developed support models?

•	 What shaped the emergence of these models?
•	 What are the financial, political, organisational and capacity challenges 

encountered by partners in establishing support models? 
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•	 How does the relationship and emerging partnership between the AU and 
UN affect the evolution of support models? 

•	 How do AU member states and the UN affect the evolution of support 
models?

Challenges of Peace Operations in Africa

The challenges that AU, EU and UN peace operations face in Africa arise 
from three main factors: the diversity of conflicts in Africa; the ‘capacity crisis’; 
and the different peace operational cultures of the organisations that actively 
deploy missions in Africa.

Conflicts in Africa are as diverse in background, conditions and conflict 
drivers as they are in their dynamics, consequences and amenability to resolu-
tion. Political violence must be understood through a combination of histori-
cal and structural features, and elite survival. Conflicts in Africa have at once a 
transnational and regional character; they are spurred on by international and 
global factors; and state capacity to provide security and stability to its citizens 
can differ hugely. The largest and most expensive current UN peace operations 
are those deployed in Darfur (UNAMID), South Sudan (UNMISS) and in 
the DRC (MONUSCO). All three are among the most complex scenarios 
faced by the UN today. In these missions, the peacekeepers have operated 
amid ongoing conflict, and they have been asked to protect civilians and pro-
vide stability, often without adequate capabilities (strategic airlift, utility and 
tactical helicopters, mobile infantry, etc.). The peacekeepers have had to carry 
out their tasks in a situation where the political process is weak, stalled or 
simply absent, and often with limited or declining consent from key parties 
on the ground (de Coning and Lotze 2010:109).

We use the term ‘peace operations’, since many of the UN’s contemporary 
missions cannot be adequately captured by the term ‘peacekeeping’, which 
suggests that there is a peace agreement or ceasefire in place that the mission 
is helping to monitor and implement. Peace operations include everything 
from low intensity peacekeeping operations, such as unarmed or lightly armed 
military observer missions, to high intensity peace enforcement operations. 
The protection of civilians, ‘robust operations’ and the peacebuilding tasks 
performed during the course of peace operations present particular challenges 
to the UN peacekeeping enterprise. In the debates about strengthening and 
improving the this enterprise, the Department of Peacekeeping Operations 
and the Department of Field Support have emphasised the mismatch between 
the scale and complexity of peace operations today and existing capabilities 
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(UN DPKO 2009:20). The diversity of mission mandates and the scope of 
operations have overstretched the UN’s capacity and put enormous pressure 
on the organisation to meet the expectations of improved stability and peace 
consolidation that come with the deployment of UN peace operations. In 
December 2011, the UN had over 119,000 deployed personnel across 15 
missions around the world. The budget has soared to almost US$8 billion a 
year. This creates a significant credibility challenge for UN peace operations.

Historically, most UN missions in Africa have deployed to intra-state 
conflicts involving varying degrees of internationalisation. These conflicts 
have proven to be very difficult to transcend, and in most cases the countries 
remain in transition, fragile and at risk of relapse into violent conflict. In 
fact, countries such as the Democratic Republic of Congo, Liberia and Sierra 
Leone have relapsed into violent conflict after or during the deployment of 
a UN peace operation. Initial post-Cold War UN missions in Namibia and 
Mozambique were perceived as relative successes, yet they were the exception. 
They went beyond traditional peacekeeping operations, but only in scope and 
comprehensiveness. They were still established on the basis of peace agree-
ments, and they still operated according to the UN’s three core peacekeeping 
principles: neutrality, impartiality and the use of force only in self-defence. 

The experiences of the United States and the UN in Somalia (the US-led 
Unified Task Force – UNITAF – in 1992-93 and its successor UN operation 
in Somalia, UNOSOM II in 1993-95), as symbolised by the ‘Black Hawk 
Down’ debacle in Mogadishu, resulted in increased wariness in many Western 
countries about contributing their own troops to UN peace operations in 
Africa’s civil wars. As an alternative to direct intervention or to contributing 
troops to UN peace operations, the US and other leading Western countries 
opted to invest in building the capacity of African countries and African regio-
nal organisations to manage their own conflicts (de Coning 2010a:8).

The five permanent UNSC members (P5) were not only unwilling to 
involve themselves in some of the most deadly African civil wars, they also 
limited the involvement of the UN in Southern Sudan, the DRC, Liberia, 
Rwanda and Sierra Leone. This was in part because these civil wars raised 
the prospect of peace enforcement, and the prevalent view in UN circles at 
the time was that ‘pre-conditions for success’ of peace operations included 
the consent of the warring parties (at a minimum, host state consent), com-
mitment to a comprehensive peace agreement (peace to keep), a clear man-
date with a specified end-state and international support. UNSC members 
unwilling to intervene justified their position on the grounds that all of those 
preconditions were not in place. Other significant reasons were that they had 
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no direct strategic or economic interest in Africa that could justify taking 
risks with their own soldiers or taxpayers’ money, or that they wanted to 
avoid clashing with other P5 members over influence in former colonies or 
countries that were aligned with either side during the Cold War (UNGA-
UNSC 2000:§ 105). 

Background to African-UN Joint Missions

As pointed out by Abdallah and Aning in this volume, the UN-ECOWAS co-
deployment in Liberia in 1993 – the UN Observer Mission in Liberia – was 
the first experiment in joint peace operations. The pattern of UN-ECOWAS 
collaboration continued in Sierra Leone when the UN deployed a UN Obser-
ver Force in Sierra Leone alongside ECOMOG forces in 1998. These West 
African examples, and what was learned from these experiments and deve-
lopments, have helped to situate the current debate about improving support 
models for African peace operations.

ECOWAS deployed troops to Liberia and Sierra Leone without prior 
UNSC authorisation, and both engagements quickly evolved into peace en-
forcement missions. Had a formal UN-ECOWAS relationship already existed, 
such actions would have presented serious challenges for the UNSC’s political 
control. The UNSC chose to retroactively endorse the operations in Liberia in 
1990 and Sierra Leone in 1997 and took on a ‘partner’ role, yet its monitoring 
attempts were unconvincing. UNOMIL was a small and unarmed mission 
co-deployed alongside the ECOMOG force, and dependent for protection on 
the very force it was meant to monitor. 

The UN’s involvement in Sierra Leone and Côte d’Ivoire were variants of 
support missions, not viable in themselves but reliant on ECOMOG’s conti-
nued presence for their functioning. It could be said that the UNSC ‘by de-
fault’ permitted ECOWAS’s peace enforcement actions. The UNSC welcomed 
regional engagement in these two conflicts where it did not wish to intervene 
itself from the outset. The Liberian government had sought UN involvement 
in June 1990, but the UNSC declined. ECOMOG had been deployed in Li-
beria for two years when the UNSC passed its first resolution on the conflict. 
In Sierra Leone, the UNSC adopted a policy of ‘malign neglect’ towards the 
conflict between 1991 and 1999 (Adebajo 2008: 486). These two examples 
sparked lively debates among legal specialists on how far these violations of 
UN Charter Article 2(4) set precedents that threatened this foundational rule 
(whether a ‘customary right’ of unauthorised humanitarian intervention can 
be said to exist). Nigeria launched its Liberia and Sierra Leone interventions 
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in breach of both international law and internal ECOWAS rules (Coleman 
2007:77). It is worth noting that the trend continued with the later SADC 
intervention in Lesotho, and the AU Mission in Burundi. AMIB had been 
authorised by the UNSC, but on the ground the mission carried out enforce-
ment activities that can be said to have exceeded its mandate.

In terms of capacity and logistical and financial support, the West Afri-
can examples showed the need for more predictable and sustainable support 
structures. The costs of ECOWAS peace enforcement operations were lar-
gely borne by the lead-state, Nigeria. Similarly, the cost of AMIB was largely 
borne by South Africa. ECOMOG troops were deployed to Liberia and Sierra 
Leone without arrangements being in place for logistics and finances. There 
were around 10,000 troops at the height of each mission in Liberia and Sierra 
Leone. Several ECOWAS members declined to contribute, in part because 
their financial and logistical needs could not be met. When the UN deployed 
UNMIL, it was largely as an attempt to replace ECOWAS with a more inde-
pendent, neutral mission that had the mandate and the financial and military 
capacity to bring peace.

First, the West African and AMIB precedents showed that some African 
states would shoulder financial and military costs if their strategic or national 
interests were at stake. The most dramatic and/or best equipped interventions 
in Africa have been dominated by states that had important interests in the 
particular target state (Herbst 2000:28). One explanation for why Nigeria, for 
example, wanted to act through ECOWAS was to increase the international 
and African legitimacy of the missions. However, Nigeria never managed to 
shake off accusations that it was a biased intervener interested in a certain 
political development in its neighbourhood. Hence, its interventions were 
not primarily designed to promote human rights, civil-military relations or 
sustainable peace. National interests will continue to influence regional inter-
vention patterns.

Second, these precedents helped develop a collective African acceptance 
of African-led intervention as a response to intra-state wars. Partly because of 
this experience of ECOWAS engagement, AU member states approved the 
first armed peace operation, AMIB, in February 2003. This force, too, was 
severely hampered by its lack of material capabilities and financial resources. 
Funds coming mainly from the US, UK and EU were slowly disbursed and 
inadequate. Ultimately, South Africa provided most of the soldiers and equip-
ment and absorbed most of the costs, and although the AU is under an obli-
gation to reimburse South Africa for these costs, this is unlikely to happen (de 
Coning 2010a:20). Nonetheless, and as with the ECOWAS examples, AMIB 
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displayed the AU’s preparedness to shoulder responsibility for the manage-
ment and resolution of conflicts on the continent. Today, ‘African solutions 
to African problems’ is a much cited vision or slogan associated with African 
conflict management. 

Third, it is important to acknowledge that then, just as now, political rea-
lities brought about these first experiments in joint deployment. They were 
not the fruits of careful anticipation or strategy. In the immediate post-Cold 
War context, the UN’s peace and security engagement in Africa evolved dra-
matically in step with the fast changing environment. The UNSC members 
‘disengaged’ from the African continent and most civil wars after the early 
1990s experiences in Somalia and Rwanda.3 Unless clear strategic or economic 
interests were involved, UNSC members did not support a direct UN role in 
African civil wars. This made it evident that the UN could neither mobilise 
nor manage the enormous capabilities required for peace operations in many 
complex operational environments simultaneously. Thus, ‘demand’ in Africa 
will need to be met in cooperation with African actors.

Past examples of African-led regional and sub-regional peace operations 
have led some to caution that these these regional missions often step in as 
first-responders, using sometimes high levels of force, before they are trans-
formed into complex UN peacebuilding operations (de Coning 2007:9). For 
instance, the coercive ECOMOG forces first stabilised the situation and col-
laborated with small UN observer missions, and these observer missions were 
transformed into comprehensive multidimensional UN peace operations: 
UNMIL (2003-still ongoing) and UNAMSIL (1999-2005). The result is that 

3 There is a large literature on the nature and the changing conditions of UN pea-
cekeeping in Africa. See for instance, Adebajo, Adekeye and Chris Landsberg, 
‘Back to the future: UN peacekeeping in Africa.’ International Peacekeeping, Vol. 
7, No 4 (2000): 161–88; Berman, Eric G. and Katie E. Sams, Peacekeeping in 
Africa: Capabilities and Culpabilities, Geneva: UNIDIR, 2000; Boulden, Jane 
(ed.), Dealing With Conflict in Africa: The United Nations and Regional Organi-
sations, New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003; Carey, Margaret, ‘Peacekeeping in 
Africa: Recent Evolution and Prospects’, in Oliver Furley and Roy May (eds), 
Peacekeeping in Africa, 13–27, Aldershot: Ashgate, 1998; Clapham, Christopher. 
‘The United Nations and Peacekeeping in Africa’, ISS Monograph no. 36 (1999); 
de Coning, Cedric, ‘The Evolution of Peace Operations in Africa: Trajectories and 
Trends’, Journal of International Peacekeeping 14, nos 1–2 (February 2010a): 6-26; 
Hentz, James, Frederik Söderbaum and Rodrigo Tavares, ‘Regional Organisations 
and African Security: Moving the Debate Forward’, African Security 2, nos. 2/3 
(2009): 206–17; Murithi, Timothy, ‘The African Union’s Evolving Role in Peace 
Operations’, African Security Review 17, no. 1 (2008): 70-82.
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the highest risks and costs of peace operations are left to actors with the fewest 
resources to manage them. It has been argued that the result has been an 
‘apartheid-style’ division of labour between developed and developing states, 
characterised by the unequal treatment of crises in Africa and the Middle East 
in terms of resources and political commitment (de Coning 2007:23; Bellamy 
and Williams 2007:195).

Why are ‘jointness’, support models or hybridity seen  
as a way forward? 

Today, support for African peace operations and the AU-UN strategic peace 
and security partnership is a priority for the UN (Gelot 2012). There is growing 
recognition within UN circles that for the UN to achieve its own mandate, it 
needs to support the AU and other African organisations, because the UN 
cannot manage the conflicts in Africa on its own. This trend is not unique to 
Africa, but represents a more general shift towards burden-sharing between 
the UN and regional organisations (Gowan and Sherman 2012; Graham and 
Felicio 2006). Numerous senior UN officials and others, such as AU-UN high-
level panel chief and former EU Commission President Romano Prodi, have 
stressed that if the UNSC wants to rely on Africa to do its own peacekeeping, 
it must empower the AU to do so (UNGA-UNSC 2008; Prodi 2009). 

This shift is due to a number of complex factors. Africa is today seen as a 
strategically important continent by many major powers, yet when it comes to 
military involvement in African wars these same powers are seldom interested 
in committing troops or sufficient funds when the UN Secretariat calls for 
these. The UN’s capacity or supply crisis has led many to criticise the organi-
sation, especially the UNSC, for doing too little to ensure international peace 
and security, especially in Africa. 

By April 2012, Africa accounted for seven of the UN’s 16 peacekeeping 
missions. However, these seven included almost all of the UN’s large multi-
dimensional deployments. The combined strength of UN missions in Africa 
was 86,800 troops, close to 90 per cent of the worldwide total. Also included 
in the seven UN peacekeeping missions in Africa are 9,857 police officers and 
just over 12,500 international and local civilian personnel (DPKO 2012). 
The UNSC spends an estimated 60 per cent of its time discussing conflicts 
and concerns relating to Africa. As early as 1998, then UN Secretary-General 
Kofi Annan made clear the necessity of relying on regional and sub-regional 
initiatives in Africa, since the UN lacked the capacity, resources and expertise 
to address these conflicts on its own (Annan 1998). 



24

Linnéa Gelot, Ludwig Gelot and Cedric de Coning

These developments are not driven just by the UN’s need to find local 
partners. By the early 1990s, African regional and sub-regional organisations 
such as the OAU, ECOWAS and SADC were showing increased willingness 
to rapidly authorise, man and lead very challenging peace operations on the 
continent (de Coning and Kasumba 2010:55). The Rwanda genocide, and 
UNSC unwillingness to respond to the crisis in timely fashion, stiffened the 
resolve of the OAU, and its successor, the AU, to develop its own capacity 
to deal with such crises in future. However, the AU and the sub-regional or-
ganisations face serious financial and material challenges and need external 
resources to sustain their peace operations (de Coning 2010a:22). 

International endorsement and support is important for the effectiveness 
and success of peace operations (whether joint or not) and for the credibi-
lity of the UN peacekeeping enterprise. This is recognised in the DPKO/
DFS ‘New Horizon’ policy initiative, which calls for a renewed global ‘pea-
cekeeping partnership’ among the UNSC, contributing member states, host 
countries and the UN Secretariat. The partnership – the various actors having 
a shared understanding of the objectives of peace operations and a stake in 
their outcomes – is what UN peace operations depend on for their ‘legitimacy, 
sustainability and global reach’ (UN DPKO 2009:6–7). Similarly, former UN 
Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s 1998 report on conflicts in Africa argued that 
the UN’s legitimacy greatly depends upon African leaders and UN member 
states finding ways to act on their commitments to human security, including 
in Africa (Annan 1998).

Recently, policymakers have focused on how lesson-learning, informa-
tion-sharing and technical assistance will make the AU-UN relationship work 
better. At play behind these policy discussions are, of course, the larger is-
sues of authority, responsibility and efficiency. The UNSC guards its political 
authority. It has historically preferred a ‘flexible approach’ to regional-global 
delegation. UNSC members have not consistently applied the UN Charter’s 
legal principles and are fearful of setting precedents. They thus prefer using 
inconsistent and ambiguous language on matters such as UNSC delegation 
and authorisation. Moreover, the UNSC has assumed a detached and pragma-
tic response to situations where regional actors and coalitions have acted wit-
hout prior authorisation from it. Thus, the UNSC has permitted, through the 
insufficient establishment of oversight mechanisms, others to take the lead in 
peacekeeping and peace-enforcement operations without ensuring that those 
were informed by ‘pro-UN Charter’ motivations (Berman 1998:7). 

Flexibility and ‘constructive ambiguity’ serve many useful purposes. They 
enable the UNSC to rapidly share the burdens with an array of actors while 
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evading responsibility or future inconsistency if such efforts lead to anti-UN 
Charter or disappointing results. Some strong states and some regional actors 
have also at times preferred flexibility, so that they do not have to share autho-
rity over or ownership of a particular intervention with the UNSC. The Libya 
intervention has further stimulated debate on how UN-authorised missions, 
carried out by ‘coalitions of the willing’ or regional organisations, might be 
‘corralled’ within the UN Charter’s constitutional parameters.

Regional organisations, including the AU, have traditionally held that they 
have a comparative advantage over the UN at the early stage of responses 
to conflict. The assumption is that regional actors tend to be faster moving, 
with the contacts necessary to initiate peace talks without delay, and with 
troops standing by for fast deployment. The AU especially seems willing to 
engage in peace processes that entail high levels of risk, and require increasing 
robustness, in the belief that fragile peace processes need to be nurtured and 
that the international community cannot stand by until some form of cea-
sefire or peace agreement has been reached. Regional organisations can also 
help increase the political legitimacy of external interventions, especially since 
external interventions often stir up controversy in the host society for reasons 
of sovereignty, history or perceptions of lack of impartiality (de Coning and 
Kasumba 2010:61). 

The AU has also shown itself keen to expand its autonomy of action. 
When the UNSC does not authorise UN troops in cases of mass atrocity, one 
argument is that regional actors might ensure rapid and more context-sensi-
tive intervention. Despite outstanding legal issues and material weaknesses, 
populations at risk might prefer a small and underfunded response rather than 
none at all. Some regional actors might also ensure effective interventions, 
rapidly stabilising a very volatile situation. African states and institutions often 
cite situations where the AU should have been able to intervene, such as An-
gola, Somalia and, most dramatically, Rwanda. A peace and security structure 
in Africa was needed for those situations where the UN is unable or unwil-
ling to authorise an intervention in a Rwanda-like case. The African Standby 
Force was structured with the Rwanda-scenario in mind: to act when the UN 
hesitates and to bridge the gap between the UNSC’s adoption of a peace-
operation mandate and the arrival of the mandated forces on the ground (de 
Coning and Kasumba 2010:74).

The AU took over from the OAU in 2002. It has been lauded as the first 
international organisation to have enshrined a right to forcibly intervene in 
one of its member states on humanitarian grounds, what Article 4(h) of the 
AU Charter refers to as grave circumstances: war crimes, genocide and crimes 
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against humanity. Furthermore, AUPSC Protocol Article 16.1 states that the 
AU has ‘the primary responsibility for promoting peace, security and stability 
in Africa’, although Article 17.1 acknowledges that the UNSC ‘has the pri-
mary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security’. 
Due to the AU’s reliance on external funding, the AU membership’s ability to 
take decisions independently on some strategic, operational and tactical as-
pects of its peace operations has been severely constrained to date (de Coning 
2007:12). The regular AU budget relies heavily on contributions from its five 
largest member countries: Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Nigeria and South Africa. 
The AU Peace Fund has not attracted sizeable voluntary contributions from 
a great number of AU members. After the events of the Arab Spring, the AU 
faces a new funding reality, since Egypt and Libya may no longer be able or 
willing to contribute at their prior levels. 

At the most recent AU summit in January 2012, during which the AU 
received its new headquarters complex as a gift from China, the significance 
of the partnership with non-African strategic partners such as China and the 
EU to the AU’s ability to undertake peacemaking and peace operations on the 
continent was acknowledged. Emerging powers such as China, India, Brazil 
and Turkey are becoming important partners of the AU, but they have not yet 
made significant contributions in the area of peace and security. In these fields, 
the EU, the US and other Western donors remain the AU’s most important 
strategic partners. 

The unwillingness of some AU member states to contribute to the AU 
Peace Fund or to contribute troops to AU peace operations may suggest that 
African states do not see how these contributions further their national inte-
rests. The troops for AU peace operations mainly come from a small number 
of African states: South Africa provided most of the troops for the missions 
in Burundi and the Comoros; until early 2008, Uganda provided almost all 
the troops for the operation in Somalia; and Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal and 
South Africa were the main troop-contributors for the AU’s operation in Dar-
fur (Williams 2009:619). Some African states do contribute troops to UN 
peacekeeping operations, but not to AU operations, while others tend to use 
their financial and military means only when their direct national interests 
are at stake. These decisions are probably informed by financial and resource 
constraints, but African regional actors need to clarify the political principles 
that should inform the relationship between member states, the AU and sub-
regional organisations when it comes to contributing personnel and resources 
to Africa’s peacemaking and peace support capacity. As the ASF develops, 
capacity to conduct independent peace operations might grow over time. 
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To date, ECOWAS, ECCAS, the Eastern African Standby Arrangement and 
SADC have the most developed capacity for use as part of future AU peace 
operations.

AU-UN Partnership in Support of African Peace Operations

The various issues outlined so far on the need for and difficulty of implemen-
ting joint support models have been the subject of much debate in practitio-
ner and policy circles. The seminar convened by NAI, DHF and NUPI on 15 
and 16 December 2011 was no exception, and the AU, EU and UN officials 
present paid particular attention to issues of funding, institutional capacity 
and political principles.

The seminar identified one of the key attributes of the AU-UN relationship 
as the increased political legitimacy the UN has derived in places like Darfur 
and Somalia through its partnership with the AU. Recent developments in 
the AU-UN peace and security partnership include the annual UNSC debates 
on peace and security in Africa, and the institution of an annual consultative 
meeting between the UNSC and AUPSC . 

Another step towards a more visible and formalised relationship was taken 
on 1 July 2010, when the UN Office to the AU was established. This office 
is headed by an official at assistant secretary-general level, currently Zachary 
Muburi-Muita. It integrated the various UN peace and security presences in 
Addis Ababa: the UN liaison office; the UN’s AU peace and support team; 
the UN planning team for AMISOM; and the administrative functions of the 
joint support and coordination mechanism of the AU-UN hybrid operation 
in Darfur. 

Moreover, an AU-UN joint task force on peace and security was launched 
on 25 September 2010. The task force will work in coordination with the 
UNOAU and the AU’s permanent observer mission to the UN and it will 
hold senior-level biannual meetings aimed at reviewing immediate and long-
term strategic issues so as to enhance conflict prevention, peacekeeping and 
peacebuilding. The UN Secretariat is developing a strategic vision for UN-
AU cooperation that involves closer interaction with the AU Commission to 
assist the UNSC and AUPSC in formulating cohesive positions and strategies. 
However, the UNSC permanent members want to avoid ‘rigid’ organisational 
structures between the UNSC and the AUPSC and are cautious about clearly 
defining the respective roles of the AU and UN in ensuring African stability.

The AU has called for a deepening of the strategic partnership between the 
two bodies based on what it refers to as the ‘spirit’ of Chapter VIII of the UN 
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Charter. It wants the UNSC to give ’due consideration’ to the decisions of the 
AUPSC (AU 2012:45), even if the UNSC, given its primacy in the mainte-
nance of international peace and security, cannot be expected to be bound by 
AUPSC decisions on matters pertaining to Africa. For the AU, ’ownership’ 
and priority setting is a key principle, in part because this would help improve 
context-sensitivity in the agreed response (AU 2012:94). 

The challenge, as the AU sees it, is how the AU and UN can apply the spirit 
of Chapter VIII without prejudicing the role of the UNSC, on one hand, and, 
on the other, without undermining or curtailing the AU’s efforts to develop its 
own capacity to mount adequate responses to security challenges in Africa (AU 
2012:88). The strategy needs to set out appropriate consultative decision‐ma-
king frameworks, a clear division of labour and burden‐sharing. The AU calls 
for an enhanced relationship between the UNSC’s president and the AUPSC 
chair, and for an increased General Assembly role in determining the course of 
the partnership. The African position on financial support is that UN should 
provide funding for UNSC-authorised AU missions, citing the UN’s primary 
responsibility for ensuring global peace and security and the consequent need 
to collaborate in a substantial way with regional peacekeeping. 

The P5 remain reluctant to establish any generic or thematic decision on 
using the UN peacekeeping budget in this way. They prefer a case-by-case 
approach, such as was used for Darfur and Somalia. A UNSC resolution of 
January 2012 made the point that regional organisations have ‘the responsi-
bility to secure human, financial, logistical and other resources for their or-
ganisations, including through contributions by their members and support 
from partners’ (UNSC 2012:Res 2033). The UNSC reaffirms its primacy, 
while recognising that the AU is ‘well positioned’ to understand the causes of 
armed conflict in Africa and that this is useful in trying to prevent or resolve 
these conflicts (UNSC 2012:Res 2033). In this way, the resolution carefully 
refutes any sense of equivalence between the UNSC and AUPSC. The reso-
lution requested the UN Secretary-General, in consultation with the AU, to 
‘conduct a comprehensive analysis of lessons learned’ from UNAMID and 
AMISOM. It decided:

… in consultation with the African Union Peace and Security Council to elabo-
rate further ways of strengthening relations between the two Councils including 
through achieving more effective annual consultative meetings, the holding of 
timely consultations, and collaborative field missions of the two Councils, as 
appropriate, to formulate cohesive positions and strategies on a case by case 
basis in dealing with conflict situations in Africa. (UNSC 2012:Res 2033) 
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Participants at the December 2011 seminar raised the point that from the 
AU perspective, partnership with the UN is expected to move the discussion 
towards greater funding predictability and sustainability. In theory, the AU 
Commission should benefit from the vast experience of UN staff in managing 
peace operations, but, in practice, many of the UN ‘experts’ providing advice 
to the AU have limited peacekeeping experience. As many of these experts are 
from Africa, they might as well be hired directly by the AU. The problem is 
thus not that Africa lacks peacekeeping experience, but that the AU seems to 
lack the ability to mobilise that experience, probably due to weak institutional 
capacity within the AU and sub-regional organisations. 

If that diagnose is correct, UN expertise, however professional, would be 
rendered equally ineffective by the AU’s inability to absorb and act on the 
advice offered. Working together more closely will, it is hoped, lead to in-
creased knowledge transfer and institutional development. Anyidoho’s paper 
in this volume makes the point that working jointly in a conflict zone will help 
senior officials, troops and police officers deal more effectively with conflicts in 
different areas in Africa. Since the AU is not financially and logistically inde-
pendent enough to sustain its peace operations on it its own, joint missions 
will, it is hoped, help bridge this capacity gap. Proximity to the UN and sup-
port is important in the ‘transition period’ as the AU reaches its full potential. 
UN support of African missions will help draw international attention to and 
keep it focused on African conflicts. The AU-UN partnership is also a symbo-
lic way of recognising that wars in Africa are not purely African problems but 
global security issues worthy of attention.

Seminar participants discussed several factors that to date have jeopardised 
synergies in the relationship. On the AU side, participants focused on the 
organisation’s role, budget issues and political principles. As to the UN, parti-
cipants stressed the organisation’s need for P5 support and the pros and cons 
of the existing peace operations culture .

The AU’s strategic and planning capacity for peace operations is an aspect 
of the AU’s role in peace and security. The AU Commission and AU member 
states need to formulate what the AU’s role is in peace and security on the 
continent. What are the comparative advantages of the AU and can one leve-
rage them? Achieving an agreed vision could increase AU member states’ buy 
in for or ownership of the development of the African peace and security struc-
ture. It would help prevent duplication of effort by the UN, RECs and other 
peace and security actors. From this strategic debate would then emerge ideas 
on how best to improve strategic guidance and direction, strategy and military 
planning in the AUPSC-AU Peace Support Operations Division relationship. 
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Problem with the African Solutions for African Problems Model

The contributions from African member states to the AU Peace Fund have 
been disappointing. The seminar discussed the possible significance of this 
pattern. Could it be that many AU member states do not support the AU’s di-
rection in developing its peace and security architecture, and hence withhold 
funding? If so, the AU is unlikely to develop into a strong organisation or a 
credible voice on African peace and security issues. Could it be that AU mem-
ber states feel the AU’s peace and security agenda is a donor-driven project, or 
is developing into a more supranational structure than they support? Or do 
the majority of AU member states support the current process, but are simply 
unable to contribute financially? Or could it be that more AU member states 
could contribute financially, but are comfortable with donors filling this gap? 
It is high time to pause and reflect on these questions, and to ensure there is no 
gap between member state expectations on one hand, and AU Commission 
policies and projects on the other. 

Participants suggested that AU member states start treating AU peace ope-
rations as the flagship enterprise it has been presented as to the world. One 
question raised by several participants was: If AU member states do not invest 
long-term in the AU’s peace and security role, how can the organisation ask 
donors to continue funding the AU’s peace and security architecture? The 
question has gained in importance against the background of the Arab Spring. 
And with recession facing many large economies, donors are likely to increase 
demands for accountability and transparency. They are more likely to fund 
viable projects, that is, an AU peace and security structure supported and 
funded by African states also. 

Another area of concern for seminar participants was the underdeveloped 
political principles underpinning the AU peace and security structure. The 
AU does not have a clear position on non-compliance by member states with 
AU rules and communiqués. Here again we see the tension between the AU’s 
inter-state and supranational nature. Some AU member states treat the AU as 
simply an inter-state forum. States hosting AU peace operations attempt to 
direct the pace of the missions or use them as tools, with varying responses. A 
few participants observed that host state withdrawal/manipulation of consent 
is a political, not a technical or operational, issue, and that the AU needs a 
position on this rather than a reactive/selective approach. There was also a 
sense that tensions in the relations among AU, RECs and the UN jeopardise 
the smooth functioning of support models. It is not always clear to the UN or 
other donors when they should approach the AU or a REC on a specific issue.
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Contextualising Support Models for African Peace Operations

The UN Secretariat has a well-established culture and bureaucracy of how 
to initiate, plan and manage a peace operation. Reform of or change in the 
bureaucracy takes a very long time. The seminar noted that the large and rigid 
bureaucracy and earlier development of procedures and standards to improve 
the well-being and performance of UN peacekeepers in the field (DPKO 
peace operations) may not meet the realities and core needs of African peace 
operations today. The UN sometimes has to go beyond its own guidelines to 
help the AU respond to day-to-day operational needs. This can put UN Secre-
tariat officials as well as state representatives in an uncomfortable position as 
they try to avoid precedents for the future. In turn, this type of organisational 
conflict may undermine AU-UN collaboration in peace operations. 

The seminar also touched on the importance of a partnership resting on a 
sense of mutual benefit and complementarity, with each organisation valuing 
the complementary role of the other, and the respective strengths. To date, 
officials in Addis Ababa have occasionally felt bypassed in peace and security 
decisions. The UN Secretariat and influential UNSC members sometimes see 
the benefit of bringing the AU fully on board, but sometimes act as if they 
already have all the expertise, capacity and legitimacy to deal with a certain 
situation. On the AU side, there is a wish for the relationship to be more reci-
procal, and for the AUPSC to be consistently consulted on issues of African 
peace and security.

The above overview underscores the need for broad debate on support 
models. We cannot limit discussion to how to find willing funders, the AU’s 
financial limitations and the world economic situation. We also cannot look 
at isolated examples, such as the specifics of AU-UN collaboration in Sudan’s 
conflicts. For this reason, the seminar aimed at ranging beyond traditional 
critiques of specific peace operations and took a more holistic approach to and 
reflective stance on support models in general.


