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7. Challenges, Key Issues and Future Directions
Linnéa Gelot, Ludwig Gelot and Cedric de Coning

Introduction

Over the last decades, various models of AU-UN collaboration have been im-
plemented with varying degrees of success. All stakeholders have faced nume-
rous challenges and obstacles at all levels. Far from being solely financial, major 
issues also arose at the political, operational and technical levels. As one semi-
nar participant stated, the ‘challenges of peacekeeping go far beyond funding 
issues. Lessons learned from previous African-led missions are important.’ 

Therefore, this part of the report identifies the various obstacles faced by 
the stakeholders in the cases of AMIS, UNAMID and AMISOM. In the first 
section, we consider a series of cross-cutting issues that have affected stakehol-
der relations in all three missions. In particular, we consider issues of strate-
gic thinking, funding and AU-UN synergy. This short assessment of relations 
between AU, UN, donors and host states is followed by discussions of the four 
case studies: AMIS; UNAMID; peace operations and joint mediation; and 
AMISOM. Seminar participants have written detailed assessments regarding 
the implementation of ‘jointness’, hybridity and support models in their res-
pective areas of expertise.

Stakeholder Relations and Strategic Thinking

The key stakeholders in the AU-UN support models debate are the Secreta-
riats, the key donors of APSA, the African RECs and all the AU and UN state 
members. The seminar emphasised that the AU and the UN need to invest 
more in the relationship, as do all stakeholders. As one participant explained 
‘Thus far, little strategic thinking has gone into the cooperation.’ Another par-
ticipant added, ‘The understanding of challenges is looked at differently from 
New York, Brussels and Addis Ababa.’ In turn, this lack of shared strategic 
vision has had important implications for the mandates of peace operations 
jointly led by AU and UN as well as for missions led by the AU but sup-
ported by the UN and/or donors. Stakeholders have implemented different 
interpretations of international peace and security thereby affecting the overall 
effectiveness of missions. But the lack of strategic agreement has also had ad-
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verse implications for international consensus, sustainable funding, effective 
synergy and adequate peacekeeping standards.

In the case of Sudan, the lack of strategic agreement has rendered interna-
tional consensus too elusive to create political conditions propitious for the 
success of operations. Indeed, the lack of consensus in regard to the Darfur 
conflict has made it easier for the government of Sudan to manipulate and 
withdraw its consent on critical aspects of the peace operations on its terri-
tory. When international consensus on how to address a conflict is weak or 
nonexistent, a host state can exploit the gaps in policies to further divide the 
players involved and to ensure slow or ineffective action. While strategic dis-
cussions will not unify the views and positions of the stakeholders on the most 
effective approach to a specific conflict, greater institutionalisation (such as 
coming with prepared positions to joint meetings, sending the best people to 
consultations, exchanges, training sessions, etc.) would help smooth AU-UN 
consultations and high-level meetings. In turn, this would facilitate the emer-
gence of a shared understanding of the situation and possibly a more united 
front in tackling conflicts on the African continent. 

Besides international consensus, the lack of strategic agreement has also 
affected the securing of a sustainable and relatively predictable source of fun-
ding for peace operations. All seminar participants agreed that the AU needs 
long-term and sustainable funding as well as capacity building. This would 
not only facilitate operations but would also strengthen stakeholder relations. 
In this context, the AU demand for some sort of automatic funding from the 
UN is unlikely to be answered affirmatively and some sort of middle way must 
be found to avoid the current gaps in funding. Seminar participants were can-
did on this issue and explained that the conversation of recent years will not 
progress since ‘the UNSC will not decide on automaticity for AUPSC deci-
sions’. Indeed, UNSC members fear that such a decision would lessen their 
political control. But besides funding from the UN, the AU must also face 
current challenges in the context of uprisings in North Africa. The existing 
yet insufficient AU funding mechanisms are faced with great uncertainties as 
a result of the Arab Spring, as noted by one seminar participant: 

Will the AU as a political project be viable, with funding no longer there from 
North African countries (Libya and Egypt – the operating budget of AU)? 
What about the recession and the Euro crisis? When discussing hybridity we 
need to think about the financial limits faced by the AU after the Arab Spring. 

There is a widespread agreement that funding models should be appropriate, 
timely and more predictable. While this is clearly not a remedy for all the 
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problems arising from AU-UN collaboration, it will facilitate joint action. 
Specific issues that require further discussion include the proposal that AU 
headquarters could standardise internal audits of PSOs [authors: spell out] 
from the beginning to the end, as well as the proposal that a board of direc-
tors manage the Peace Fund to increase its transparency and effectiveness. 
Steps such as these might encourage member states and Western countries to 
increase their contributions. Also, as one participant put it, ‘if the AU member 
states do not invest long-term in the AU’s peace and security role, how can 
they ask donors to continue the funding?’ 

This lack of stable strategic agreement at the continental and international 
levels places a strain on relations that, as contributions to this report have 
shown, have already adversely affected operations on the ground. Participants 
agree that there is a need to further discuss the comparative advantages to all 
stakeholders of increased synergy and capacity building. What are the com-
parative advantages of the AU and how can one leverage them? First of all 
this would avoid duplication of roles and it could harmonise the relationship 
between the AU, members states and the RECs. Second, it would be easier 
for AU staff to formulate needs to the UN and other partners. And third, it 
would be easier for the AU and partners to know what they are preparing 
and training peace operation staff for (what types of skills, tasks, missions). If 
comparative advantages could be clarified and better understood, this could 
enable capacity-building projects to be based on a principle of complementary 
rather than capacity-substitution, as it is too often the case now. AU member 
states must be directly engaged in this discussion in order to ascertain their 
vision of the role of the AU in peace and security on the continent. This would 
cover issues of non-compliance and assessed contributions of AU member 
states as well as the ability of the host state to withdraw/manipulate consent. 
Indeed, this is not a technical issue since it springs from AU principles and 
organisational structure. 

Finally, the lack of strategic agreement is also being felt in regard to pea-
cekeeping standards. During the seminar, this issue led to intense debate. On 
one hand, the AU might have certain comparative advantages such as the 
speed with which troops can be deployed and the willingness to deploy to 
volatile and insecure areas. On the other, some military units deployed on AU 
missions may at times have lacked the training, preparedness and capability 
expected of UN contributors. In AMISOM, for instance, some troops were 
deployed with insufficient training and without critical equipment for the 
tasks expected of them. In this regard, one participant said, ‘We talk about 
international standards of peacekeeping but the reality is different.’ 
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Another participant argued that this lack of common or minimum stan-
dards can at times also be a positive attribute. For instance, when the mis-
sion leadership has to use troops optimally and when those troops are not 
overly cautious or concerned about all kinds of minimum standards, they can 
sometimes be used more flexibly than in UN peace operations, where units 
sometimes use minimum standards as a reason not to be deployed into more 
dangerous or uncomfortable locations. It was suggested that UN standards 
go too far in terms of welfare and troop protection, and that they could be 
reviewed and made more flexible.

The perceived difference between UN standards and AU practice can, 
however, contribute to a culture in which stakeholders and AU partners come 
to expect African actors to conduct peace operations ‘on the cheap’. In the sup-
port models debate, this could result in partners supporting AU missions at 
minimum levels, that is, enough support to have peacekeepers on the ground, 
but not enough to enable them to achieve their mission. 

One participant exclaimed, ‘There is no such thing as African standards 
of peacekeeping.’ Many participants agreed that African troops should be 
afforded the same training and equipment as other troops in UN and mul-
tilateral peace operations. But others disagreed, describing UN standards as 
too high. One participant used the example of the culinary needs of Afri-
can troops from a specific nation to make the point that there always has to 
be accommodation between general standards and specific cultural practices. 
Some participants observed that when the UN supports African missions, UN 
standards can become obstacles that undermine progress and efficiency in the 
field, especially in warlike situations such as Somalia. In the case of AMISOM, 
there seems to have been a gap between the level of support the AU needed 
for its high intensity operations, for instance, the munitions expended and the 
number of wounded soldiers needing medical treatment, and the standard for 
UN peacekeeping operations, where munitions are rarely used and the num-
ber of peacekeepers needing medical care is much lower. 

The above issues are broadly representative of the adverse implications of 
the lack of strategic agreement among the AU, UN and other stakeholders. 
They affect peace operations and should be seen as an incentive to further 
institutionalise collaboration. It is necessary to work on the strategic relation-
ship between the UNSC and AUPSC since there is ‘no doubt that AU-UN 
collaboration must continue and must be deepened’. 

Having outlined the key cross-cutting issues in stakeholder relations, we 
turn to the specific challenges faced by existing support models. The thread 
running through all the experiences to date is the sense that the models have 
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not come about as a result of long-term strategic thinking. Rather, they deve-
loped organically in response to what was politically expedient and as a constant 
process of working around obstacles. However, participants also acknowledged 
that planning has its dangers, since pre-designed fixed models can become 
straitjackets when flexibility is most needed. Instead, it seems that what must 
be strengthened is the quality of the relationship between partners, the esta-
blishment of effective communication channels and shared strategic thinking. 

Direct Donor Support Model (AMIS)

AMIS (2004–07) began as a military observer mission. In October 2004, 
AMIS grew into a larger peace operation comprising approximately 2,200 
personnel, including force protectors and unarmed civilian police. The AU-
led peace operation had the strategic consent of the government in Khar-
toum, but all the operational actions of the mission had to be negotiated over 
and over again to maintain that consent. The AU also had to balance global 
humanitarian appeals, the divergent views of the AU membership and the 
priorities of foreign donors. Amid rampant violations by all parties, the AU 
upgraded AMIS’s mandate and increased its force levels. AMIS’s new tasks 
were to monitor the situation proactively and report any violations to the 
relevant organs; assist in the process of confidence-building; and to contribute 
to a secure environment for the delivery of humanitarian relief. 

AMIS was also tasked with ‘protect[ing] civilians whom it encounters 
under imminent threat and in the immediate vicinity, within resources and 
capability, it being understood that the protection of the civilian population is 
the responsibility of the government of Sudan’ (AU 2004:65–7). This was the 
first time an AU peace operation was explicitly mandated to protect civilians. 
The UNSC endorsed the enhanced mandate (UNSC 2004). 

By December 2005, AMIS had almost 7,000 personnel on the ground and 
a stronger civilian police component of about 1,320. This increase in numbers 
helped stabilise the security situation in the region. During 2005 and 2006, 
AMIS carried out some innovative – yet selective and ad hoc – civilian protec-
tion measures, such as water and firewood patrols and on market days. The 
AUPSC and AUPSOD provided the mission leadership with very little stra-
tegic guidance or directives concerning its key tasks. In practice, the priority 
was monitoring the humanitarian ceasefire agreement. AMIS did not engage 
armed groups when they attacked civilians. All along, the Khartoum govern-
ment ignored the AUPC’s condemnations and ‘appeals’ for it to disarm the 
Janjaweed. The unwillingness to challenge the sovereignty of the government 
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of Sudan, whose consent was required for the mission to be able to carry out 
its work, characterised not just the AU but all the international actors involved 
in supporting AMIS. 

The UN Secretariat advised and assisted the AU with human resources 
(military and police advisers and civilians), training, skills and limited logis-
tics. Donor support was important. The mobility of AMIS was highly de-
pendent on the vehicles, civilian helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft provided 
by its partners. However, such support was piecemeal, short-term and unre-
liable. AMIS operated at a standard far below what is normal in UN peace 
operations. For instance, partners did not follow through on a March 2005 
recommendation to provide AMIS with attack helicopters, the lack of which 
in the subsectors of Darfur was a substantial hindrance. Civilian pilots could 
not be ordered to fly in dangerous circumstances, so helicopters could not be 
used to avert attacks on civilian populations. The civilian helicopters had to 
be back in El Fasher before 6 pm owing to the 6 pm to 6 am curfew that the 
government of Sudan imposed on AMIS in 2005. 

The signing of the Darfur peace agreement on 5 May 2006 was the culmi-
nation of the AU-led mediation. Only the government of Sudan and the 
Minni Minawi faction of the SLM signed, while JEM and the Abdel Wahid al 
Nur faction of the SLM rejected the agreement. The process was rushed and 
abruptly ended by the British and US envoys, who grew tired of funding the 
talks. Soon after, more elements of Darfuri society began to perceive AMIS as 
siding with the host state. The Darfur rebellion fractured into more than 15 
groups. The US, Canada and the EU were keen to stop funding the AU force. 
They argued for a UN takeover, since there was formally a peace agreement 
in place. A UN takeover would shift the financial responsibility to the UN 
in place of continuing donor money. Significant pressure was placed on the 
government of Sudan, which still objected to a UN takeover. On 31 August 
2006, the UNSC adopted Resolution 1706 ‘inviting’ Khartoum to consent to 
a UN takeover. AU-UN joint political and technical assessment missions were 
deployed to Sudan and Darfur to persuade al-Bashir to allow in a Chapter 
VII UN force. Khartoum still did not consent. The intensified AU-UN col-
laboration and a mood of compromise in the international community were 
key factors for the agreement by the US and China to a compromise proposal 
by Kofi Annan on 16 November 2006. The five permanent members of the 
UNSC, the AUPSC members, a number of African countries, the govern-
ment of Sudan, the EU and the Arab League agreed to the ‘hybrid’ UN-AU 
force proposal at a high-level meeting co-chaired by the UN Secretary-Gene-
ral and the AU Commission chairperson. 
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The agreement indicated that the mission should have a predominantly 
‘African character’ and troops should, as far as possible, be sourced from Afri-
can countries. The transition would occur in three phases, with UN-funded 
light and heavy support packages before the actual takeover. This allowed the 
UN to boost AMIS and simultaneously build up its presence in steps, without 
provoking the Sudanese regime. Sudan eventually consented in June 2007. 
On 31 July 2007, the UNSC unanimously adopted Resolution 1769, which 
authorised UNAMID under Chapter VII of the UN Charter to implement 
the Darfur peace agreement and to protect both civilians and its own person-
nel. 

‘Ad-hocery’ 

Seminar participants pointed to several challenges with direct donor support 
models. In the case of AMIS, most agreed the mission led to insufficient capa-
city building because the support mechanisms and structures were ad hoc and 
reactive, and were not designed to be made permanent. Anyidoho in his paper 
calls the support disjointed. Too little technical know-how and knowledge 
stayed with the AU afterwards. By that time, the AU did not have many 
civilian and military staff, and partners had to provide experts for the Darfur 
Integrated Task Force. But this was a one-mission office and the capacity built 
over this time was not harnessed in a strategic way by AUPSOD or the AU 
Commission. In terms of ownership, the AU remained dependent and reliant 
on the complex web of interested, disjointed donors, and had no option but 
to accept the conditionalities. The force commander could not instruct a 
donor-contracted helicopter to evacuate people because the contractors were 
civilians. Civilian pilots cannot be ordered to carry out high-risk tasks. This 
problem is not unique to AMIS, as normal UN peace operations face the 
same constraints when utilising civilian-contracted helicopter services. Howe-
ver, what made the situation even more difficult in the AMIS context was that 
the contracts were not between AMIS and the service providers, but between 
a specific donor and a service provider. This necessitated complicated negotia-
tions when the tasks performed by service providers needed to be adapted to 
changing circumstances.

Camp facilities were a particular problem. One participant remarked that 
the ‘accommodation was in bad shape: had they not been African troops they 
would have mutinied’. Some participants were more positive about the les-
sons learned during AMIS: ‘There has been a lot of consolidation of learning 
by the AU after this operation.’ The progress is seen in how direct donor 
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support works better today in the AMISOM mission. Support is accounted 
for in better ways, the AU finance department is bigger and its auditing and 
management is of higher quality. In AMISOM, external auditors come back 
from the field and have nothing to report. The EU has not had to recover 
any funds for lack of auditing. However, while the finance department might 
have grown and improved, there was still the concern that, ‘lessons learned are 
really pockets of learning and not systematic or long-term capacity building.’ 
Especially in AUPSOD there is a need to increase capability, human as well as 
material. The unit needs more political direction, greater ability to plan ahead 
and more independence from donor interests.

Start-up phase vs bridging mission 

Direct donor support models work best when the urgency of the situation 
requires quick action, before normal political decision-making has had time 
to run its course. That makes such models more suitable by nature for small-
scale, time-limited operations and in the early stages of missions. While direct 
donor support allows both the AU and partners to make a start before the 
UNSC has decided to transform the AU mission into a UN mission, it can 
just as easily be a negative if it contributes to UNSC’s postponement of taking 
over the mission on the grounds that a ‘good enough’ mission is already on 
the ground. With reference to ‘African solutions’, the UNSC might justify 
international inaction for a long time, until the mission donors put enough 
pressure on the UN or withdraw their funding for the African mission. If 
donors do this when no other funding is in place, the mission is left in a diffi-
cult tactical position (as was the situation for AMIS in 2006).

One tool in the toolbox

Even if there were problems with direct donor support to AMIS, a few partici-
pants said that the model should still be considered as one tool in the toolbox. 
Just as AMIS was a pilot project for the AU, the direct support to AMIS was 
also a first for donors, such as the EU. The specific challenges involved in the 
AMIS mission should not be equated with problems with the model. Some 
of those challenges arose from the AU’s decision to launch AMIS without the 
ability to fund, plan, recruit for or manage the mission. Others had to do with 
the EU and other donors, who had to work out in real time what to support 
the AU with and how to ensure accountability. Around 20 donors provided 
funding for the start-up of the operation. Coordination between these donors 
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and with the AU was a challenge – the AU being understaffed and each of 
the donors coming with its own instructions on how to spend the money and 
report on it. The EU spent more than €300 million on this operation alone. 
EU funding was as flexible as possible but was drawn from a development 
fund and could not finance weapons. Some partners preferred to give support 
in kind rather than financial support. This complicated the AU’s task of allo-
cating and efficiently managing the different streams of support. As one parti-
cipant noted, ‘Given all these challenges … AMIS was reasonably successful.’

To sum up, direct donor support is one model in the toolbox and appro-
priate for small-scale operations or for the early stages of an operation, when 
the UN is unable to provide support or before it takes over a mission. Howe-
ver, funding disruptions can jeopardise the peacekeepers’ tactical legitimacy. 
Funding needs to be better harmonised. The AUPSC needs to give clearer 
instructions on what type of mission it deploys. AMIS started out as a military 
observer mission, but over time became a peace operation with a broad man-
date, including protection of the civilian population of Darfur. The AUPSC 
and TCCs are directly responsible for the mission’s mandate and activities in 
the field, and so are UNSC members and other stakeholders.

Hybrid AU-UN Mediation Model

Shared agenda

The seminar recognised that the AU-UN joint mediation process was chal-
lenging for both organisations, largely due to their different interpretations 
of conflict situations in Africa. This meant that AU-UN mediators and their 
staff at times worked with different approaches and priorities to secure peace 
in Darfur. Banseka’s reflections on AU-UN joint mediation conclude that 
although the UN brings with it the requisite finances for political talks, the 
organisational culture – the UN’s modus operandi – constrains the emergence 
of a genuine partnership. The UNSC approach has sometimes led to negative 
perceptions on the part of the AU as well as some African leaders and parties 
to conflicts. Too often the UNSC is seen as dictating Western priorities and 
treating the AU as less capable, knowledgeable and professional. This frag-
mentation made it easier for individual states with an interest in the Darfur 
issue to appoint envoys to try to influence and direct the process. A few par-
ticipants criticised the AU for pursuing its own approach and for its inability 
to stand up to a strong AU member state. A mediation initiative took place in 
Sirte, Libya, where Gadaffi’s involvement was not constructive. The AU, alrea-
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dy seen as a state-biased mediator by being too soft on the Sudan government, 
lost further credibility. The lack of shared agenda rendered joint mediation 
imprecise and ambiguous. This weakness became more apparent, as Banseka 
explains in his chapter, after the AU later created an AU high-level panel on 
Darfur. This panel was to articulate the AU vision, thereby raising the ques-
tion of why the AU would not articulate this through the policy mechanism 
already in place, the joint Salim-Eliasson and the later Bassolé initiatives. One 
participant explained that the ‘AU and UN decided that it would be better to 
have one mediator, resident in Sudan. But some in the AU complained that 
Bassolé was West-leaning and reported only to the UNSC. But the cables were 
sent to both the UNSC and the AUPSC.’ The tensions culminated over the 
International Criminal Court indictment of Al-Bashir, an issue supported on 
the UN side and vehemently opposed on the AU side.

Mutual legitimacy

Joint AU-UN mediation recognises that African wars are not just an African 
affair. As Banseka’s chapter explains, bringing in the UN as joint mediator was 
meant to mirror the international community’s concerns about the Darfur 
crisis. Joint mediation can strengthen legitimacy of the participating organi-
sations. In the Darfur case, the UN lent political support to the AU so that 
the AU could stay as a lead mediator at a time when rebel factions saw it as 
deeply biased in favour of the government of Sudan. In a partnership, reci-
procal political support is especially important where a strong host state such 
as Sudan is very distrustful and obstructs or breaches agreements and UNSC 
resolutions. Joint mediation in Darfur was perhaps a decidedly ‘hard case’, 
but the AU-UN partnership would do well to be prepared for similar cases 
in the future. It is telling that, according to one person, ‘the neutrality of the 
mediators became a major issue. The UN had to spend the first 6 months of 
the mediation convincing the parties to accept the AU’s role. The AU was seen 
as pushing Bashir’s agenda, many Darfuris felt (after the experience with the 
Abuja/Darfur peace agreement process).’ The AU and the UN should reassess 
how to better support one another. Such support needs to be genuine and not 
simply a façade.

Organisational cultures

Banseka states that the AU approach to conflict resolution tends to be more 
ethnocentric, while the UN has longstanding bureaucratic and ‘universal’ me-
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chanisms for resolving differences. The AU promotes the fostering of shared 
African values, and criticises ‘undue interventionism’ by the West in African 
politics. Just as frequent is the rhetoric that the AU needs to work with, invite 
and learn from the UN’s wealth of experience (desirable multilateralism). The 
AU position, namely that the conflict in Darfur was an African conflict requi-
ring an African solution, impacted the organisation’s modus operandi. Banseka 
shows us that the AU regarded both Eliasson and Bassolé as ‘Western’ and 
‘foreign’, leading to frictions in the mediation team. For their part, the UN 
partners insinuated (in private) that the only interest AU authorities had in 
the mediation was nepotism. The political reality of the Darfur mediation was 
partly that, as one person said, ‘the AU does not have in-depth experience of 
mediation.’ 

The AU is a multilateral organisation but lacks international weight since 
it lacks its own financial support structure and is not financially independent. 
This was evident when the Darfur peace agreement came to a premature close 
after the bilateral donors (UK, US) stopped their funding flows. The joint 
mediation model held out the promise of easing funding issues. Even so, des-
pite access to a multimillion dollar trust fund, the mediation was dependent 
on UNAMID for its financial and administrative operations and delays and 
other problems were numerous.

Participants nonetheless held that there may be further opportunities for 
joint AU-UN mediation. In future cases, common strategic decisions at a 
political level are needed early on to bridge the different approaches favoured 
by the UNSC and the AUPSC and the divide between the conflicting par-
ties. Often in Darfur, only ‘lowest common denominator’ decisions could be 
made. Another perspective in the group was that the ‘jointness of approach’ 
notion undermined both partners, at least in the case of Darfur (as in the 
Salim-Eliasson mediation track). Striving for jointness is too ambitious, and 
‘parallel partnership’ seems more realistic (for example, the Haile Menka-
rios-Thabo Mbeki high level panel as it applied to the implementation of the 
Sudan-South Sudan comprehensive peace agreement). While jointness might 
work in some cases, the political context can change quickly and can result in 
tension as both organisations respond differently. In the Darfur process, the 
International Criminal Court indictment of Al-Bashir was an instance of how 
political context can rapidly change the stakes and potential for the AU and 
UN. Related to this, one participant held that a model requiring high levels 
of harmonisation and cooperation (such as the envisaged genuine joint and 
hybrid peace operations) may not be suitable in volatile situations, such as 
ongoing wars.
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Summing up, the AU-UN partnership has to be understood against the 
backdrop of an asymmetrical power relationship. The UNSC has the autho-
rity to define what counts as a threat to international peace and security and 
the big powers can use their privileged memberships in this body to pursue 
what they view as best for them and what they feel is right. These policies and 
decisions sometimes run counter to the dominant AU perspective on what 
approach would ensure peace in a given African crisis. Partnership between 
the AU and UN under these circumstances will always have to strike a fine ba-
lance between national interests and multilateralism. The AU is acutely aware 
of its lesser power in this relationship and, among other things, continues to 
push for an African seat on the UNSC. When it comes to joint mediation 
processes, the mediators need to spend considerable time in building confi-
dence among all stakeholders in the region. A single AU-UN mediator may 
work better than two. The local politics will always impact and sometimes 
undermine joint AU-UN mediation ventures.

Hybrid AU-UN Mission Model (UNAMID)

UNAMID is the UN’s first hybrid mission with the AU, and it became ope-
rational on 31 December 2007. It is funded through the UN assessed contri-
butions budget. UNAMID was authorised at force levels of 26,000 person-
nel, and a US$1.48 Billion budget was approved for the first year. This was 
the UN’s biggest ever approved estimate for a single peace operation (UNGA 
2007). UNAMID led to intense debate about political control, leadership and 
access to UN resources. One sticking point was whether the operation should 
be viewed as a true example of, or as an attempt at hybridity.

When AMIS was transformed into UNAMID, the ‘Annan package’ was 
that the hybridity would become a reality in three steps: the light support pac-
kage, the heavy support package and finally the full hybrid mission. Partici-
pants debated whether UNSC members and donors, as well as the host state, 
implemented this consensus package to the letter. UNAMID began operations 
with little of the logistical and lethal equipment (critical parts of the heavy 
support package) that it needed to implement its mandate. Thus, Anyidoho’s 
chapter wonders: was it hybridity, or direct donor support by another name? 
The group discussed the weaknesses to date of support models that include 
military components, especially when military equipment does not materialise 
quickly or in sufficient amounts. The mission was constrained by its limited 
mobility, inadequate logistical capacity, poor radio access and weak command-
and-control. Only Ethiopia sent acceptable tactical helicopters, numbering five 
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in 2010. The build-up of the mission was slow. In July 2008, after six months 
on the ground, UNAMID comprised only 9,400 troops, mostly ex-AMIS 
forces. By 30 November 2008, the total strength of UNAMID had reached 
15,444. By 31 October 2010, UNAMID’s total strength was 21,797. As of 
30 June 2011, UNAMID’s total personnel strength was 25,231. As one parti-
cipant explained, ‘African countries that offered to provide troops and police 
were still waiting for donor support from outside. In the first year we had only 
one formed police unit from Bangladesh instead of 17.’ 

Another participant was even more critical, ‘Was this because countries 
do this for visibility back home, more so than to help AU peacekeeping? Or 
did they forget what they had agreed to in these packages?’ The feeling was 
that this undermined the hybrid mission significantly: since UNAMID began 
operations with such little visible difference between AMIS standards and its 
own standards, the people of Darfur immediately lost hope that this hybrid 
mission could bring peace, protection or stability. Agwai’s chapter stresses the 
national interest factor and suggests that the AUPSC and UNSC need to work 
closely, and, 

… if need be, to lobby neutral countries such as Sweden, other Nordic 
countries, other regional organisations and powers to push the permanent 
UNSC members to be more even-handed in mandating peacekeeping mis-
sions in Africa or to help provide resources for the AU to effectively undertake 
missions, for example in Somalia. Having the support of ‘sponsors’ such as the 
US, UK, France, Russia and China in their historical spheres of influence is a 
critical factor 

Good leadership

It was held that a senior joint head of mission has the challenging task of 
bringing the organisations closer together, and of mediating among the AU-
UN and the host state. Joint Special Representative Ibrahim Gambari was 
considered to have done this well, given the challenging circumstances. UNA-
MID’s primary mission objective is civilian protection and in strategic docu-
ments this role has been clearly formulated and described. However, initially 
there was no strategy to prepare and empower the UNAMID leadership or its 
troops for this task in a comprehensive way. Practically, UNAMID ‘engages 
and assists’ the government of Sudan in carrying out its primary responsibili-
ties for protecting civilians in Darfur in accordance with international obliga-
tions. Above all, Ibrahim Gambari and his office have been negotiating with 
the national authorities in carrying out their protection responsibilities and to 
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follow up at relevant levels in those numerous instances when access is denied 
and the Status of Forces Agreement is breached. 

UNAMID’s leaders have argued all along that implementing the mandate 
was very difficult in a situation of ongoing hostilities and in the absence of a 
comprehensive peace deal between Khartoum and the rebels. Both the UNSC 
and AUPSC were unwilling to directly enforce decisions on the government 
of Sudan, sovereignty and international order weighing heavier than speci-
fic human rights concerns. This can be seen in what the mandate (UNSC 
Resolution 1769) did not include, such as detailing robust sanctions against 
Khartoum in cases of non-compliance and the authorisation of UNAMID to 
collect arms. Moreover, Anyidoho’s chapter recounts that at the time of the 
indictment of Al-Bashir in July 2008, UNAMID at one point had to relocate 
some of its staff and the security phase of the mission was raised. Even then 
the mission had to continue to deal with the indicted president in order to 
implement its mandate. 

Knowledge transfer/capacity building

In UNAMID, many senior officials have gained important experience from 
working side by side. Some knowledge transfer resulted from this proximity. 
One participant felt that hybrid models are a good idea, but ‘to improve pea-
cekeeping in Africa what is needed is technical know-how and knowledge.’ 
Another critically remarked:

If donors wanted to help the AU with peacekeeping in Africa why not contri-
bute genuine and useful support? Why bring old, used things for which there 
are no spare parts? Why contract the Pacific Architects and Engineers to do 
food, and tell us that even the FC [force commander] has no mandate to ask 
about what troops eat. Why bring communication equipment where one still 
has to ring London for support?

Shared ownership by both partners

Hybrids might increase a mutual sense of ownership, but drawing on the case 
of UNAMID several participants stressed that the AUPSC would need to 
show more involvement in future hybrid missions. This includes communi-
cating more with mission leadership and giving more visibility and support 
to the mission. Even though it was agreed that UNAMID would follow UN 
command and control procedures, the mission’s leadership often felt that 
AUPSC and AU member states should stay more involved. 
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We felt closer to UN headquarters in New York. The UN provided modern 
communications systems and visited regularly. Addis was silent. It was hard to 
follow directions from two HQs when it took so much time and Addis was not 
up to speed. We had to take bold decisions and bear consequences or people 
would die. 

One critical perspective of the AUHQ was that it did not want to visit or 
spend time in Darfur. In the UNAMID case, the AU is not supposed to res-
pond to all cables coming in on a day to day basis. Strategic political guidance 
should come from UN and AU with one voice. Anyidoho also counters that 
it was unclear what was meant by UNAMID’s operating under UN rules 
and regulations. For the UN, once the mission was to be financially suppor-
ted from UN assessed contributions, everything was to be done according to 
established procedures. But what sense of ownership would this leave the AU?

For the hybrid model to work better, AU member states would need to be 
more united behind the AU peace and security role. ‘For the AU, peacekee-
ping is a flagship enterprise. The AUPSC needs to be more active and serious.’ 
This includes what people the AU employs and how it attempts to keep good 
staff within the organisation. During the course of UNAMID’s operations, 
‘too many AU officers became UN officers and will not come back except as 
well paid consultants.’

AU-UN comparative advantage

The viability of hybrids depends in part on how well they are constructed. As 
the Abdallah and Aning chapter argues, hybrids may bring together several 
advantages: the AU harnesses troops to intervene in situations where arguably 
there is no peace to keep, responds as a stabilisation force, reduces civilian 
casualties and maintains relative peace and security with funds and logistics 
provided by the UN. For its part, the UN has a demonstrated capacity to 
sustain long-term multidimensional missions. Hybrid missions need to place 
a responsibility to finance and provide logistics on the developed and Western 
states. One advantage with hybrids is that the UN’s involvement helps secure 
more troop contributions, also from TCCs outside Africa. Many African 
states are reluctant to accept postings under AU-sponsored missions because 
the organisation lacks the financial capacity to meet its commitments and to 
supply the logistics and equipment needed to ensure the safety and security 
of peacekeepers. 

Abdallah and Aning make a cautious argument for developing the hybrid 
model, on condition the AU-UN partnership is further formalised. Another 
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condition is that future mandates for hybrid missions must be comprehen-
sive and reflect the size of the peacekeeping force and the broader security 
challenges in the mission state (not setting the mission up to fail). Mandates 
should be realistic, not using language which promises physical protection 
when the UNSC and AUPSC in reality lack the appetite to challenge the 
sovereignty of the host state. A third is that the UN and other bilateral donor 
agencies should coordinate their efforts in developing a much stronger APSA 
and the operationalisation of its pillars, particularly the ASF. 

To these conditions, Banseka’s chapter adds the quality of relationships. 
Hybrid operations ‘will only work if both organisations wield considerable 
political and financial power, and have the same vision and modus operandi, 
and if they are able to deal with one another in an equitable, open and respect-
ful way’. He continues:

As long as there are competing ideologies and each seeks to push its own 
agenda and insist that its vision should prevail; as long as there is not enough 
flexibility on the part of both organisations; and as long as the AU does not 
have the money and human resources for self-help, the hybrid concept and 
contemporary support models might come to have more ingredients for fai-
lure than success.

Anyidoho emphasises the need of the AU to clarify its strategic approach and 
its political initiatives. He adds that in a hybrid model in a Darfur-like sce-
nario, the mission needs to have a humanitarian mandate. UNAMID had 
to support one of the world’s largest humanitarian operations without the 
requisite mandate. Agwai’s chapter also notes that hybrids are only successful 
if national, regional and international powers work together.

Staff Training, Capacity Building

Anyidoho proposes that in future hybrids it is important that absorbing AU 
staff into AU-UN missions leads to AU capacity building. Qualified AMIS 
staff were taken on board as UN staff, since this was financially rewarding 
to the individuals. Instead, the AU could second some of its current staff to 
UNAMID on a rotational basis for six months. The placements should be 
in both substantive sections and mission support. Officials would then learn 
how the UN operates: financial regulations and compliance, recruitment pro-
cesses, logistical support and supply chain management, coordination with 
humanitarian organisations, political reporting, accountability, etc. Anyidoho 
concludes that the AMIS/UNAMID models, which were born of necessity, 
have reduced violence and saved many lives.
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UN Assessed Contribution Model (AMISOM)

The AMISOM section of the seminar focused on challenges arising from ha-
ving several support models at play simultaneously and from unclear concepts 
of operations, especially in a highly volatile and complex warlike context. The 
support to AMISOM included a trust fund, the use of the EU African Peace 
Fund for troop allowances and equipment, direct donor support (key donors 
include UK, Spain, Germany, Italy, Turkey, China), and UNSOA, which runs 
on the UN assessed contributions budget. The panel primarily evaluated the 
UNSOA-AMISOM relationship.

UN and flexibility

The UN Secretariat has gone to unprecedented lengths to provide support 
flexibly through UNSOA. For example, UNSC Resolution 1863 broke new 
ground, since it allowed the use of the assessed contributions budget and has 
since extended the mandate and the terms of the mission beyond a strict six 
months. Nonetheless, participants agreed that UNSOA has not always met 
the needs of the mission. The AMISOM-UNSOA relationship is hindered 
by two rather large bureaucracies. As one participant put it, ‘AMISOM is 
out there fighting and dying for the mandate.’ A problem with UN’s well-
established peace operation culture is that, ‘counterinsurgency operations are 
different from regular peacekeeping.’ The UN ‘is not flexible enough … to 
meet combat reality like that in Somalia. It cannot supply lethal ammunition.’ 
Water and fuel are also too low to enable troops to be effective in battle. The 
UNSC allowed for 12,000 uniformed troops for AMISOM, but made no 
mention of the civilian components. In practice, the mission has had to move 
towards having a civilian component.

AUPSC and strategy

One positive development is that the AUPSC provides more strategic gui-
dance to AMISOM than it tended to do during previous missions. This is 
probably because AUPSC feels a higher sense of ownership of AMISOM than 
of UNAMID. The group still thought that AUPSC could improve in this 
respect. Knowledge and engagement still rests with a few individuals: ‘We 
have come a long way since AMIS but strategic thinking for AMISOM rests 
more on the shoulders of a handful of officers and the commissioner. Member 
states are not involved enough in oversight. Mandate renewal happens in an 
ad hoc manner.’ 
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AUPSC has maintained throughout that Somalia is a global issue nee-
ding more international attention and support. At one point, AUPSC debated 
whether AMISOM needed a peace-enforcement mandate. Uganda wanted 
this, but the AUPSC was not of one mind and ultimately did not upgrade the 
mission, since the UNSC and donors had not pledged the necessary logistical 
and lethal equipment.

AMISOM’s mandate

The support challenges are due partly to the gap between the mandate and the 
actual character of the mission. Participants debated whether AMISOM was 
best described as a peace operation or a peace enforcement or a Chapter VIII 
enforcement mission. As one participant commented: ‘We are dealing with so 
many issues: terrorism, state-building, peacekeeping, post conflict reconstruc-
tion, peacemaking.’ The AU’s limited support staff have to manage both the 
mission (with the lack of clarity about its basis) and several coexisting support 
models. The time and energy required to do this is significant, and sometimes 
the AMISOM mission has had to refuse offers of support because it cannot 
absorb, maximise and account for them. One participant noted: ‘There is a 
good management and finance division, but there are problems of transpa-
rency and dealing with the volume of work.’ At the mission level in Nairobi, 
the staff are too few and there has been no finance team. The mission can-
not manage or absorb the bilateral funds being offered. For example, a Spa-
nish contribution of $1.8 million for humanitarian work could not be used 
and was returned. The challenge with coexisting models is not always lack of 
funds. Sometimes it is the inability of the mission to maximise the support 
arrangements that are there. There has been a lack of dedicated support staff 
in AMISOM, as well as at AUHQ. 

The AU needs to clarify what mission support capacity it wants AMISOM 
to have. Does the AU want to limit itself to liaison or should it have its own 
mission support capacity? Currently, UN support is designed as a standard 
Chapter VI peacekeeping operation, but on the ground AMISOM is engaged 
in a Chapter VII-type robust operation, somewhere between peace enforce-
ment and war. 

Another question raised was the degree to which AMISOM should be a 
multidimensional operation. ‘Does the UN want to support a military mis-
sion in Mogadishu, or a multidimensional peace operation? If the latter, then 
AMISOM needs more support for its civilian police and civilian component.’ 
‘How much civilian capacity does AMISOM need (political affairs, humani-
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tarian liaison, communications) when you have the UN political mission and 
UN agencies fulfilling some of these roles?’ AMISOM does not necessarily 
need civilian capacity at the same level as a typical multidimensional UN 
operation. But a participant remarked that AMISOM needs its own dedicated 
political affairs capacity and that it should at least have the capacity to liaise 
among the mission, UN agencies and others that are providing these civi-
lian roles. At present, however, AMISOM’s small civilian component is not 
included in the UN logistical support package. 

High Casualty Rate 

One of the most tragic challenges facing AMISOM is the high casualty rate. 
One participant said that more troops have been lost in AMISOM than in 
the 50 years of UN peacekeeping. Many contributory factors were mentio-
ned, such as the intensity of the conflict, the insurgents’ tactics and the ter-
rain. From a support perspective, several factors were mentioned, including 
poor command and control mechanisms, insufficient training, inappropriate 
equipment and poor intelligence. 

‘Ad-hocery’

Gadin explains that the support for AMISOM has three pillars: institutional 
capacity building and technical advice by the UN to AU to plan, deploy and 
manage AMISOM; provision and delivery of logistical support to AMISOM 
by the UN; and voluntary financial and in-kind support to the AU and TCCs 
to AMISOM by bilateral partners and institutions. There are two financing 
systems: an assured financial system, which is the assessed budget of the UN, 
and an unpredictable, voluntary financial system. This was not the result of 
deliberate strategy, but has come about in an ad hoc organic fashion. AMISOM 
is performing a critically important role on behalf of the international com-
munity (‘AMISOM is there doing what international and regional peace and 
security demands’), but the support it receives does not seem to reflect this role.

Capacity building

The lack of predictable funding and other resources is a major obstacle to 
medium- to long-term planning. As a result, ‘we risk ending up with capacity 
substitution and not capacity building.’ The support package has resulted in 
significant improvements in AMISOM’s operation. The mission needs cate-
ring, furniture, welfare. A guaranteed, sustainable and predictable funding 
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mechanism is needed, argues Gadin in his chapter. More can be done, he 
continues, particularly if the UNSC mandates that the core needs of the mis-
sion must be met. But these needs have been left to voluntary contributions. 
As one person commented, the trust fund is a good idea, but leaving funding 
of core needs to voluntary contributions is inadequate. ‘When contributions 
are made to the trust fund there are caveats on how the money can be used. 
It boils down to what these partners want to provide and what interests they 
have at play. This needs to be resolved at the strategic level.’ 

Another view was that there has been organisational learning from AMIS, 
UNAMID, AMISOM. We would be less harsh on ourselves if we weighed the 
hard realities that forced us into these situations. Peace operations are success-
ful to the extent they lower the casualties and surpass non-intervention. Suc-
cess should be based on what was avoided rather than on ideals (the protection 
of civilians is one such ideal). 

The AUHQ has to date lacked a mission support capacity like the UN’s 
DFS, but this is now being developed. ‘We are getting better at institutio-
nalising knowledge but we still reinvent the wheel at so many levels.’ Troops 
have learned skills (storage, management, air support, etc.) but there is little 
knowledge increment in the mission. Training has to be given every year be-
cause of the rotation of troops, and one view was that ‘we should keep troops 
a minimum of 18–24 months.’

Ownership

The memorandum of understanding between AMISOM and UNSOA on 
implementation needs to be reviewed and revised. It spells out a coordination 
mechanism that identifies the head of mission [spell out] as the AU coordina-
tor and the UNSOA director as UN coordinator. However, there have been 
a few instances when communication and coordination between AMISOM 
and UNSOA did not originate with or involve the official coordinators, thus 
creating problems. In the period when there was insufficient civilian manage-
ment in AMISOM (for instance, when the chief administrative officer post was 
vacant), UNSOA had no choice but to engage force headquarters directly. A 
further complicating factor has been when the TCCs have been engaged direct-
ly by UNSOA without the necessary involvement of AUPSOD or AMISOM. 

UNSOA delivery aspects

UNSOA is an implementing agency. The problem lies with the mandating 
authority that sets out the policy directives and the Secretariat, which out-
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lines the operational guidelines. There needs to be enhanced engagement 
between the UN Secretariat and AU Commission on one hand and UNSC 
and AUPSC on the other, especially for the purposes of shared/joint analysis. 
Beyond transmission of decisions, there is a need for prior discussion on the 
rationale for such decisions in order to gauge UNSC’s appetite to endorse and 
authorise the support required for the implementation of such decisions. 

To conclude, the AMISOM session made a strong call for greater UN 
flexibility in delivering the support package. Neither the AU nor UN can go 
on, Gadin argues, doing things in the way they are used to. A comprehensive 
support package is required that guarantees resources to the AU in a predic-
table and sustainable manner such that it has sufficient capacity to meet the 
real challenges. This can only be assured through the UN assessed contribu-
tions budget. The UNSC has ‘stressed the importance of predictable, reliable 
and timely resources’ for AMISOM and called on the international commu-
nity to provide more support for the force. However, the P5 are still cautious 
about expanding the use of UN assessed contributions to support AMISOM, 
or any proposal that would significantly increase the financial burden on 
member states. 

The necessity for a shared strategic vision between the AU, the UN and 
relevant stakeholders has been emphasised throughout this report. As we saw, 
lack of systematic strategic thinking has adverse implications for the strength 
of the international consensus, the sustainability of funding mechanisms and 
the effectiveness of AU-UN synergies. The next section expands on the role of 
the AU and on funding models.

Strategic vision and the Role of the AU

The lack of strategic thinking among all the stakeholders is weakening interna-
tional consensus with negative implications on the ground. During the semi-
nar, discussions of strategic visions and consensus often came back to the role 
and capacity of the AU. Participants time and again mentioned that one of the 
major obstacles to a shared strategic vision is the inability of the AU to muster 
the resources and capacity to play its role on the African continent. 

In fact, the AU also needs to clarify the role it wants to play in the inter-
national arena. Overall, four problems were highlighted: the lack of AU stra-
tegic thinking; the lack of AU unity; the role of AU member states; and the 
relationship between the AU and RECs. In the debate over hybrid models, the 
lack of a clear vision regarding the role of the AU is hampering development 
of effective solutions. A recent report notes that the AU sees hybrid peace ope-
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rations and other innovative approaches to peacekeeping, peacemaking and 
peacebuilding as the way of the future, ‘as the strength of such joint ventures 
draws from the universal character of the UN and the advantages embedded 
in regionalism’ (AU 2012 §105).5 

Nevertheless, seminar participants emphasised that for the AU to advo-
cate any type of hybrid mission, it must first have a clear view of its overall 
peace and security strategy. Developing a support model without such a vision 
would be like ‘putting the cart before the horse.’ How can one build a partner-
ship and move forward without understanding the strategic objectives of the 
AU as a peace and security actor in the region. In this context, one participant 
explained during the final discussion that: 

The AU needs to focus and prioritise. What we need is a paradigm shift in get-
ting involved in a conflict. Troops are expensive so we need to look at tools for 
prevention and mediation. The OAU has a very good track record for media-
tion but it is not sexy and rarely publicised. Why did we abandon it? There is 
a need for mediation in Africa. The AUPSC must understand its role, mission 
and events on the ground. The AUPSC probably does not know how many 
casualties there were last week in AMISOM. It does not register. Teams from 
NYC and the EU ask detail stuff and know much more [than the AUPSC].

In this context, there is a need for greater commitment and unity within the 
AU. The AU needs to discuss its political role and clarify the kind of peace and 
security actor it wants to be. 

We are building an institution with good offices, mediation, council of the 
wise, etc. but do we fully appreciate the comparative advantage of the AU as 
a peace and security actor in the region. How can we leverage the role the AU 
should play compared to other actors?

Many participants agreed these questions need to be answered. Only once 
the role of the AU has been decided can capacity begin to be built. Indeed, 
the issue of conceptual clarity is crucial since it must precede decisions about 
what capacity is most needed: ‘What are we training people for? Peacekeeping 
or multidimensional peace operations? Today we train for multidimensional 
operations, so states must think about the importance of these missions and 
reassess their commitments.’

5 The report also states that experience had demonstrated that support using 
UN assessed contributions was the most viable response to the challenge at 
hand, especially when the operations are undertaken with UNSC consent. 
Support packages should be in line with the UNSC’s global mandate (AU 
2012 §110).
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Discussion of the role of the AU must take into account the political reality 
and the influence of powerful states. For example, over the last decades, non-
compliance and free-riding among member states have constrained the orga-
nisation, especially its international standing. There is a political dimension to 
the AU and state collaboration goes beyond isolated peace operations. When 
Sudan does not allow in needed equipment (such as armoured personnel car-
riers) this is not a technical issue specific to one peace operation, it is a matter 
of AU members not complying with AU principles and rules. One obstacle is 
the lack of mechanism to ensure cooperation and implementation of principles. 
Non-compliance is not met with sanctions. Another issue is the need to place 
political principles above political expediency. The AU did not want to disagree 
with Libya regarding the location of the peace process in Sirte, and this proved 
counterproductive for the Darfur peace talks. These political issues are at the 
heart of the AU, and what is certain is that ‘the AUPSC and UNSC will need to 
think of whose political agenda they help advance with their decisions.’

Besides powerful AU states, it is necessary to consider the political in-
fluence of the host state. In this regard, the case of Darfur is telling. The go-
vernment of Sudan consistently undermined the ability of AMIS and UNA-
MID to carry out their mandates by obstructing their operations and placing 
limitations on their freedom of movement. 

Finally, we turn to the relationship between the AU and RECs. Tied to the 
question of the AU’s role is the question of what comparative advantages the 
AU has vis-à-vis the RECs. For the AU, it is problematic that it must compete 
with sub-regional organisations for funding: sometimes, AU member states 
are more inclined to fund sub-regional actors than the AU. For example, up 
to 17 December 2011 Rwanda has paid $8 million to the East African Com-
munity but less than $2 million to the AU. One participant was prompted to 
ask: ‘Is it not time that we reconsider criteria to assess the contribution of AU 
member states? Is it not time for the AU to say, when it looks for resources, 
that maybe it should rely on other regional organisations like ECOWAS?’ 
These issues are fraught with difficulty, since RECs are often more politicised 
and their effectiveness in peace and security matters is thereby curtailed. Ove-
rall, more discussion is certainly needed on how to coordinate and harmonise 
the strategic relationships between the AU, RECs and the UN. 

Funding Models

Support models are often based on original and ad hoc funding mechanisms 
that draw on voluntary contributions from states and international organisa-
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tions. In AMIS, UNAMID and AMISOM, the funding models are different 
but general issues have emerged. In discussing support models, funding is 
often said to be the key problem, but seminar participants time and again ex-
plained that funding is only one issue among many. Various factors make fun-
ding a challenge, including predictability, sustainability, the lack of working 
capital, independence and conditionalities. These are briefly discussed in turn. 

Most funding for peace operations in Africa comes from Western donors and 
in this regard two divergent views were expressed by seminar participants. One 
was that African governments who request predictable funding for AU peace 
operations from the UNSC ‘need to put their money where their mouth is’. 
The problem is that African states are asking for external funding but this must 
go hand in hand with member states taking the AU’s role more seriously. The 
need is also to close the gap between money pledged and money delivered and 
for future budgets to be in line with hopes, expectations and official discourse. 
A strong commitment by African states is all the more relevant given the current 
geopolitical and economic context, with Western donors facing a debt crisis and 
North African countries no longer able to play a leading role at the AU. One 
seminar participant posed the following question: ‘Will the AU as a political 
project be viable, with funding no longer flowing from North African countries?’ 

Some participants suggested that AU member states should be investing in 
the peace and security structure through assessed contributions and through 
voluntary contributions to the African Peace Fund. One perspective on fun-
ding and world economic context was that in harsh times, all donors are going 
to reflect on priorities and results. Donors and the AU’s partners will ask what 
the funding pattern of AU member states is telling us? Does it work? The 
development of the ASF is more donor-driven than AU member state-driven 
and this will be a growing concern for donors. This situation heightens the 
need for the AU to become more comfortable with internal criticism: ‘We 
have to be honest with our partners.’ 

The recession and the need to find new funding avenues could provide 
an opportunity to reconsider donor relations and demands from the AU. In-
deed, the ‘AU, UN and EU do not see the situation in the same way and do 
not identify the same needs when it comes to intervention.’ It is ultimately 
the UNSC that decides which resolution will pass, and the AU side have 
the feeling that UNSC resolutions are often not comprehensive enough and 
do not reflect the specific challenges in a conflict and mission area. Another 
issue noted by some participants is that donors do not always align support 
with building AU capacity but are more intent on showing their domestic 
audiences what they are doing in the name of peace.
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Western-funded training and equipment sometimes creates more conflict 
when it is not commensurate with needs. All support models have caveats 
about and conditionalities on how the money can be used. ‘It boils down to 
what these partners want to provide and what interests they have at play.’ One 
potential solution would be to create the conditions to foster a shared agenda. 
The UNSC, UN Secretariat, AUPSC would need to meet regularly to clarify 
the strategic needs for peacekeeping and to determine what structure must 
be put in place that is appropriate to the mandate and the evolving situation.

The EU has been one of APSA’s keenest funders and the AU needs to value 
this long-term strategic partner and its willingness to support ‘African-driven 
and-owned approaches’. It is of concern to the AU that the EU ‘worries that 
the AU does not have working capital to bridge gaps in donor support. If we 
look at funding requirements for the next year the EU will have concerns. 
How to continue support?’ One proposal was to, ‘set up working groups and 
brainstorm on pragmatic issues together with governance experts and finance 
experts on how to finance and manage the peace fund’. In Somalia, the EU 
supported AMISOM from day one with a mission allowance for peacekeepers. 
More than €250 million has been spent overall on mission allowances alone, 
€12-15 million per month in total. In additon, ‘European officers have trai-
ned Somalis in Uganda, launched the first naval operation ATALANTA, have 
protected transport coming into Somalia and have been combating piracy.’

The relationship between the AU and UN is different and other issues 
have emerged. During the seminar, there was a feeling that the relationship 
needed to evolve and one participant declared that ‘the UN and the AU can-
not become two organisations doing the same thing. There must be synergies 
and officials must meet often, effectively and with less anger.’ Participants held 
that the UNSC’s conversations regarding automatic funding for AUPSC deci-
sions had stalled. ‘There will not be anything that will make the UNSC lose 
political control. But we need to discuss different means of funding.’ 

The issue of funding is often tied to broader issues of political commit-
ment, trust and national power struggles. As such, ‘we need to recognise that 
not all the stakeholders involved are committed to make operations work as 
best … they can.’ Funding models are also diminishing the independence of 
the AU: as long as the AU depends on funds from outside, it is not free.6 This 
is as true of long-term funding for APSA as of funding for individual peace 

6 The AU Commission chairperson argued in his report that member states need to 
shoulder their responsibilities fully in this respect by providing increased resources 
and thereby enhancing ownership of African peace initiatives (AU 2012 §114).
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operations. Without support structures, the AU cannot effectively lead or own 
peace operations, but current AU initiatives are too vulnerable to external 
pressures and demands. 

Transparency is also high on the list of donor demands. On this topic, ‘one 
idea is to have an AU Peace Fund board of directors to manage the peace fund 
independently.’ This might encourage partners to put money in the fund. 
Ultimately all donors and stakeholders should realise that their interests are to 
a large extent interdependent and that the credibility of the UNSC in Africa 
as well as the emerging AU role are at stake in the discussions of the strengths 
and weaknesses of support models. AMISOM is a good example, since Soma-
lia is a global issue, and yet the UNSC allows a peace enforcement-like mis-
sion to ‘go around begging for funding’. This impacts the legitimacy not only 
of the AU but also of the international peace and security architecture.

Between ad hoc planning and straightjackets 

The support models have not been the result of long-term and careful plan-
ning. Rather, they have tended to arise from the need to find solutions to 
complex situations. The different support models that have been implemented 
now form part of the peacekeeping toolbox. There is no one model suitable 
for all situations and the different models should not be used as straightjac-
kets. Support strategies must be holistic and flexible and models need to be 
adequate, early, predictable and institutionalised. In any event, flexibility does 
not mean complete ad hocery. Models need to be sufficiently flexible and poli-
tically viable as well as suited to the diversity of mission types and conflicts in 
Africa. For example, a model requiring great harmonisation and cooperation 
may not be suitable in volatile situations and ongoing wars. Likewise, the 
direct donor support model is appropriate for small-scale operations and for 
the early stages of an operation, when the UN is not yet able to provide sup-
port or before it takes over a mission. In Sudan, jointness undermines efforts 
at times but the partnership remains a strength. Jointness may work in some 
cases but in a fast changing political context can be perceived as a failing. The 
greatest difficulty with jointness lies at the political level, not the operational. 
Within AUPSC, too few member states are involved in reporting or oversight, 
as if they have no stake in the conflicts in which the AU intervenes. Moreover, 
mandate renewal happens in an ad hoc manner.

In a context where flexibility is central to the success of peace operations 
and yet where ad hoc planning has proven inadequate, an alternative must 
be found. Some sort of institutionalisation to ensure that lessons are learnt 
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and collaboration is effective is required, but this is by no means a call for 
acceptance of constraining models that would become straightjackets. Middle 
ground must be found. One path is to begin an in-depth discussion on sys-
tems, processes and models. Dependable systems as well as cooperation me-
chanisms that can be drawn on to implement solutions adapted to the situa-
tion on the ground are needed.

Conclusion

Over the last decades, the UN has strengthened its collaboration with regional 
organisations to maintain peace and security in Africa. As part of this relation-
ship, different support models have been implemented with varying degrees of 
success. UN member states benefit from better enabling their strategic secu-
rity partner, the AU, to do a more efficient job: they fulfil their duties and are 
less open to criticism that they are neglecting international peace and security 
in Africa. Despite its limitations, this cooperation between the UN and Afri-
can regional actors has become the sine qua non for successful conflict mana-
gement on the continent. In this context, it is interesting to consider whether 
past and present experiences with support models will lead to a shared stra-
tegic vision and new policies on peace operations, or whether they will only 
harden the positions of the AU and UN on leadership, principles, funding 
and organisational culture as applied to Africa. Collaboration is necessary, but 
as Banseka wonders: 

…whose modus operandi takes precedence and why? What are the determi-
nants of success offered by both organisations? What is their level of experience 
in peacekeeping and peacemaking? What is their understanding of and empa-
thy for local realities that will ensure success? Does the mere ability to fund 
these activities make a difference?

This seminar on support models is a first step in considering the various is-
sues arising from jointness and hybridity. Overall, there is a feeling that today 
people are more frank and honest about what the AU-UN partnership issues 
are. Seminar participants identified the following core issues: capacity building 
of the AU Commission; increasing political commitment by African member 
states; longer-term support relationships between the AU and partners, and; 
the reassessment by UNSC permanent members of the potential of a stronger 
AU-UN partnership. Continuing the debate on these issues is critical, even if 
the AU’s political and peace and security departments are reluctant to make 
space for these reflections. 
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This report has identified specific tensions between the AU and UN arising 
from joint missions. While there is no easy solution to all of these issues, pro-
viding an explicit outline of these tensions is a first step. What is certain is that 
AU-UN collaboration needs to be strengthened. Both organisations need a 
relationship that is at once flexible and institutionalised. Dependable systems 
need to exist to guide the two in responding to issues that arise at short notice. 
On this matter, the systems, procedures, processes that should be part of the 
‘toolbox’ of support models appropriate for the future must be discussed. Both 
organisations need to invest more in the relationship, especially when it comes 
to the interconnected issues of shared strategy, capacity building, funding, and 
the like.


