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BUILDING AFRICAN PEACEKEEPING CAPACITY: DONORS AND 
AFRICAN UNION’S EMERGING PEACE AND SECURITY 

ARCHITECTURE 
 
Introduction 
 

“No more, never again.  Africans cannot … watch the tragedies developing in 
the continent and say it is the United Nations’ [UN] responsibility or somebody 
else’s responsibility.  We have moved from the concept of non-interference to 
non-indifference.  We cannot as Africans remain indifferent to the tragedy of our 
people”.2   

 

As this proclamation by Ambassador Said Djinnit, Commissioner of Peace and Security for the 
African Union (AU) in 2004, suggests, over the past several years Africa has directed increased 
attention towards developing indigenous conflict management capabilities in order to better 
respond to the continent’s manifold security crises.  Various international organizations and 
Western nations have correspondingly initiated peacekeeping capacity-building programmes to 
accompany and augment this commendable process.3  Specifically, as Mark Malan describes, 
rather than having simply concentrated on developing “African participation in and leadership of 
international peacekeeping operations under the auspices of [the] UN”, donor programmes have 
also ambitiously sought to develop “African efforts to launch, lead and sustain their own 
peacekeeping interventions under the auspices of the African Union and/or one or more of the 
sub-regional organizations”.4 
 
However, as the following statement by Alex Ramsbotham et al demonstrates, an analysis of the 
conflict management initiatives of Africa’s regional organizations (ROs) would seem to intimate 
that such donor projects have thus far not been entirely successful in producing their intended 
results:  
 

“the fact that the UN Security Council has taken over African-led missions in 
Liberia, Burundi and Cote d’Ivoire during 2003/2004 suggests that ten years of 
Western capacity-building programmes in Africa have, to date, had a relatively 
moderate effect, while African regional organizations’ capacity to undertake and 
sustain PSOs [peace support operations] remains similarly limited”.5 

 
In light of this, it will be argued that peacekeeping capacity-building programmes must begin to 
recognize that – while no doubt possessing a variety of unique conflict management faculties – 
African ROs such as the AU nevertheless lack the required skills to undertake the wholly 
independent peacekeeping missions (especially those of a multidimensional or integrated character) 

                                                
2 K Powell, The African Union’s Emerging Peace and Security Regime: Opportunities and Challenges for Delivering 
on the Responsibility to Protect, The North-South Institute, 2005, p 1. 
3 By ‘capacity-building’, this paper is referring to donor programmes designed to assist ROs in developing their 
ability to undertake peacekeeping operations – it does not refer to direct operational support during a peacekeeping 
mission. 
4 M Malan,  “African Solutions to African Problems” – with G-8 Funding: African peacekeeping and the challenges 
for the G-8 action plan,  Draft paper for the Chatham House Meeting on Africa & the G8: Assessing the G8-Africa Partnership 
and Recommendations for Sea Island and Beyond,  2004,  p 1. 
5 A Ramsbotham, A Bah and F Calder, The Implementation of the Joint Africa/G8 Plan to Enhance African 
Capabilities to Undertake Peace Support Operations: Survey of current G8 and African activities and potential areas 
for further collaboration, Chatham House,  2005,  p. 10. 
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that have been envisaged by the international community and African leadership.6  The ROs 
have to consequently be, at least minimally, complemented by global actors in order to both carry-
out their peacekeeping operations, as well as to make use of their distinctive conflict 
management assets.  Donor programmes must acknowledge and reflect this, and in fact, the 
capacity-building relationship between Western patrons and African ROs should meet two 
overall criteria.   
 
Firstly, there needs to be a better understanding of the comparative advantages and 
disadvantages of each peacekeeping actor.  Instead of merely pursuing “mile wide and inch 
deep” capacity-building agendas, programmes should be designed around more modest, but 
efficient and sustainable frameworks – ones that work at enhancing those areas of the AU that 
stand a chance of making a meaningful contribution to the continental peace and security 
architecture, while at the same time compensating for those aspects that present a liability.7  The 
concept of comparative advantage recognizes that both global (for example the UN) and 
regional (for example the AU) security institutions present unique peacekeeping possibilities and 
limitations, and as such, sole use of one to the exclusion of the other is an inadequate means to 
ensure effective peacekeeping.  The two have to be combined in a manner that utilizes their 
respective assets, compensates for their specific deficiencies, and prevents the duplication of 
functions that are better executed by an alternative actor.   
 
Secondly, the partnership should be conducted from a needs-based, as opposed to a self-
interested and supply-directed, perspective.  Interestingly, as Malan explains, initial popularity 
with capacity-building arose because it challenged the usual ‘top-down approach’ to assistance, 
and instead “put emphasis on participatory approaches and partnership”.8  The concept 
recognized that donor support could be more effective if the conventional methods of 
prescription and imposition were replaced with an emphasis on “nurturing local ownership”.9  
However, in the African context capacity-building has been disproportionately driven by the 
interests of donors, with too little consideration given to the real needs of ROs.  A panellist at a 
recent International Peace Academy (IPA) forum commented that UN and Western assistance to 
African peacekeeping bodies typically results “from expedient political trade-offs rather than 
strategic consideration”.10  Thus, in light of the limited effort by the West to actually evaluate the 
wants and requirements of African ROs, there is a noticeable lack of substance and genuineness 
to their constant rhetoric of partnership.  As Funmi Olonisakin et al muse, “one must wonder 
what ‘partnership’ means and how intimate it will be after the experience of the OAU 
[Organization of African Unity] in the 1990s, when Western partners made much fanfare about 
supporting its conflict mechanism but appeared to be very distantly involved”.11  Unfortunately, 
due to African states and organizations lacking an ability to thoroughly conduct proper needs-
assessments, they have often been unable to adequately define and articulate their continent’s 

                                                
6 Although the AU is Africa’s only ‘regional organization’, and bodies such as the Economic Community of West 
African States (ECOWAS) are technically ‘sub-regional organizations’, for simplicity purposes, this paper – in line 
with the majority of the literature on the subject – will use the term ‘regional organization’ to refer to both. 
7 Malan, op cit, p 2. 
8 M Malan, The European Union and the African Union as Strategic Partners in Peace Operations: Not Grasping 
the Planning and Management Nettle, KAIPTC Paper No. 13, 2006,  p 5. 
9 Ibid. 
10 IPA,  The Regionalization of Conflict and Intervention,  Seminar Report,  2003,  p 7;  C Samii,  Peace Operations in 
Africa: Capacity, Operations, and Implications,  Conference Report from the 34th Annual Vienna Peacemaking and 
Peacekeeping Seminar,  2004,  
<http://www.peacekeepingbestpractices.unlb.org/pbpu/library/Samii_Vienna04_040924.doc>  (Accessed 1 
March, 2007). 
11 F Olonisakin and C Ero,  Africa and the Regionalization of Peace Operations,  in M Pugh and W Sidhu (eds)  The 
United Nations & Regional Security: Europe and Beyond,  Lynne Rienner Publishers,  Boulder,  2003,  p 247.  
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security requirements for donors.12  This situation has subsequently been manipulated by their 
‘partners’, who have refrained from direct collaboration and instead preferred to independently 
determine what African ‘needs’ supposedly are.13   
 
In essence, then, this paper advances the argument that if capacity-building programmes were to 
instead operate from the idea of a strategic global-regional partnership – and thereby practical 
division of peacekeeping roles, responsibilities, and labour – conflict management conducted by 
the AU could not only perhaps be made more feasible, but could ultimately be transformed into 
a pivotal component of the African peace and security architecture.  As Louise Fawcett states in 
broader terms, “in a world where global government remains an illusion, there is no option but 
to seek to regionalize peace and security.  The UN cannot ‘deliver us from evil’, nor indeed can 
any regional agency”, but together, regional and global governance have the potential to 
strengthen each other.14  In fact, “robust regionalism goes hand in hand with robust globalism: 
this is a common project, not a zero-sum game”.15    
 
To this purpose, the paper is divided into five chapters.  It begins with an overview of the 
development of regionalized peacekeeping in Africa.  This is followed by an analysis of the 
positive and negative attributes associated with RO-led conflict management in general, drawing 
special attention to its ‘pitfalls’ that need to be accordingly addressed by global actors such as the 
UN.  Chapter Three then looks at the AU’s emerging peacekeeping agenda in particular, using it 
as the object of reference for Chapter Four’s concise, three-pronged, survey-based examination 
of the peacekeeping capacity-building programmes of the principal donors in the field.16  In light 
of the paper’s overall findings – namely, that the global-regional relationship underpinning such 
initiatives has lacked an overall sense of strategic orientation, having been largely unsuccessful in 
meeting the above-mentioned criteria, and thereby having failed to adequately address the gaps 
in the AU’s security architecture – it will ultimately conclude by offering policy recommendations 
for the various donors, with the hope that their capacity-building projects in the future will make 
more constructive contributions to the management of Africa’s conflicts.    
 

                                                
12 Ramsbotham et al, op cit, p 45. 
13 Olonisakin et al, op cit,  pp 247-248. 
14 L Fawcett,  The Evolving Architecture of Regionalization,  in M Pugh and W Sidhu (eds)  The United Nations 
and Regional Security in Europe and Beyond,  Lynne Rienner Publishers, Inc.,  Boulder,  2003,  pp 26-27.  
15 Ibid, p 24. 
16 This paper has identified the Group of Eight (G8), European Union (EU), United States (US), United Kingdom 
(UK), France, and Canada as the primary donors in the AU peacekeeping capacity-building field; they thus 
constitute the focus of analysis for Chapter Four.  The UN has not been included in this study, because as IPA 
notes, “so far, DPKO’s [Department of Peacekeeping Operations] assistance to the AU has focused more on day-
to-day operations than capacity-building”;  IPA,  The United Nations Contribution to African Capacity-Building for 
Peacekeeping,  Meeting Note,  2006,  p. 5.  
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Chapter One: Background and History of Regionalized Peacekeeping 
 
Before delving into the dynamics of regionalized peacekeeping, it is important to more 
thoroughly examine the context in which this phenomenon has developed.  The concept and 
practice of peacekeeping arose during the Cold War as a means for the UN to address inter-state 
conflicts in the restrictive bi-polar security environment.  Former UN Secretary-General Dag 
Hammarskjold famously characterized this specific form of global conflict management as 
‘Chapter VI½ ’ of the UN Charter, denoting its position between the pacific resolution of 
disputes found in Chapter VI, and the more forceful measures of military intervention located in 
Chapter VII.17  Throughout the Cold War, peacekeeping largely adhered to the principles of 
impartiality, consent of the parties involved, and the use of force only in self-defence.   
 
However, this first generation peacekeeping confronted serious challenges with the end of the 
Cold War and the advent of multiple intrastate ‘new wars’.  In response to the changing nature of 
conflict, the complexity and scope of mandates significantly expanded, leading to a new and 
more robust phase that became known as ‘second generation’ or ‘multidimensional’ 
peacekeeping.18  The UN undertook an unprecedented number of highly ambitious operations, 
but was ill-prepared and ill-equipped to adequately manage such conflicts, as the disastrous 
missions in Somalia and Rwanda demonstrated.  The significant loss of confidence in 
peacekeeping that immediately ensued from these debacles – which manifested itself most clearly 
in the drastic reduction of Western support for operations on the African continent – generated 
a multitude of reform proposals and serious analysis within the UN. 
 
The August 2000 Brahimi Report and other restructuring-oriented initiatives not only produced 
a series of crucial peacekeeping recommendations, but also served as catalysts to the 
development of a (largely) new trend in the global conflict management field: regionalized 
peacekeeping.19  A 1999 report from the UN’s DPKO, for example, acknowledged that 
“increased peacekeeping activity had strained the Organization’s resources and capacity because 
of both quantitative and qualitative changes in the operations themselves”, and thus suggested 
that the UN take greater advantage of the peacekeeping capabilities of other institutions.20  While 
it was undoubtedly the fiascos of the mid-1990s that most clearly signalled the limitations of the 
UN – and thereby brought the issue of regionalized peacekeeping to the fore – it should be 
pointed out that a legal framework for a division of labour between the UN and ROs in the 
security field has been in existence as long as the UN itself.  Chapter Eight of the UN Charter is 
devoted almost entirely to the subject, and Article 52 (1) states that “nothing in the present 
Charter precludes the existence of regional arrangements or agencies for dealing with such 
matters relating to the maintenance of international peace and security”.21  Nevertheless, there is 
no doubt that since the late 1990s to the present day, the issue of regionalized conflict 
management has acquired a momentum of its own. 
 
While the UN and Western states have framed this impetus towards regionalized peacekeeping 
in terms of ‘partnership’ and ‘burden-sharing’, others such as Cameroon, Cote d’Ivoire, and 

                                                
17 D Francis, Dangers of Co-deployment: UN Co-operative Peacekeeping in Africa,  Ashgate Publishing Limited,  
Aldershot,  2005,  p 9. 
18 L Graham and T Felicio,  Regional Security and Global Governance: A Proposal for a ‘Regional-Global Security 
Mechanism’ in Light of the UN High-Level Panel’s Report,  Egmont Paper 4,  2005,  pp 18-19.  
19 M Pugh and W Sidhu,  Introduction: The United Nations and Regional Actors,  in M Pugh and W Sidhu (eds)  
The United Nations & Regional Security: Europe and Beyond,  Rienner Publishers, Inc.,  Boulder,  pp 1-2;  M 
Hirsh,  Calling All Regio-Cops,  Foreign Affairs 79 (6),  p 3. 
20 Lessons Learned Unit, Cooperation Between the United Nations and Regional Organizations/Arrangements in a 
Peacekeeping Environment: Suggested Principles and Mechanisms, Research Report from UN DPKO, 1999, p 3. 
21 United Nations, The Charter of the United Nations, 1945. 
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Burundi have questioned whether the trend is truly as demand-driven as is claimed.22  On the 
African continent there has been a certain degree of suspicion that it more accurately represents 
an attempt by leading members of the international community to ‘burden-shed’ conflict 
management responsibilities onto under-capacitated ROs.23  Indeed, as the ‘Somalia-Rwanda 
syndrome’ took hold of Western governments throughout the 1990s, making them increasingly 
hesitant to commit their personnel to UN peacekeeping missions, many African nations feared 
an abandonment of their continent by the West.24  Africans’ recognition that they could not “be 
dependent … on whether the Security Council takes an interest or not”, spawned what some 
have called an ‘African renaissance’: a conscious attempt by ROs on the continent to institute 
‘African solutions to African problems’.25 
 
Africa’s principal RO, the AU, and its main sub-regional organization, ECOWAS, have been 
particularly forward-looking in assuming conflict management responsibilities.  The AU, for 
example, as its 2000 Constitutive Act and 2002 Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the 
Peace and Security Council make clear, envisions “a strong continental security regime that is 
capable of preventing, managing, and resolving conflicts”.26  It has undertaken peacekeeping 
missions in Burundi and Sudan, while ECOWAS has conducted operations in Liberia, Sierra 
Leone, Guinea-Bissau, and the Cote d’Ivoire.  There have been a multitude of other sub-regional 
African organizations active in the conflict management field as well, including the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC), the Intergovernmental Authority on Development, 
and the Community of Saharan and Sahelian States.27   
 
Yet, as Victoria Holt et al point out, “with all this movement … African organizations and 
nations can be misunderstood as having more advanced capacity for peace operations than they 
actually possess.  African troops may be available, but they are not yet self-sustaining and often 
lack logistical support”.28  Indeed, although some operations have enjoyed a greater degree of 
success than others, the performance record of nearly all African RO-conducted peacekeeping 
missions – including those that have involved some measure of co-deployment with the UN or 
other Western bodies – has been at best patchy, and at worst controversial and even counter-
productive.  Unfortunately, as the current African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS) has 
demonstrated, political will and a resolve to act has not necessarily equated to having an ability to 
do so.  Severely lacking amongst Africa’s ROs are the adequate structural, institutional, and 
military resources to independently prepare, execute, and sustain effective peacekeeping 
missions.29  
                                                
22 C Gray, Peacekeeping and enforcement action in Africa: the role of Europe and the obligations of multilateralism, 
Review of International Studies 31,  2005,  p 219. 
23 Ibid. 
24 IPA, 2003, op cit, p 5. 
25 D O’Brien,  The Search for Subsidiarity: The UN, African Regional Organizations and Humanitarian Action,  
International Peacekeeping 7 (3),  2000,  p 63;  The Fund for Peace,  Neighbors on Alert: Regional Views on 
Humanitarian Intervention,  Summary Report of the Regional Responses to Internal War Program,  2003,  p 53.  
26 S Klingebiel, T Blohm, R Eckle, K Grunow, F Heidenreich, P Mashele and A Thermann,  Donor Contributions 
to Strengthening the African Peace and Security Architecture: Final Report of the DIE Country Working Group 
Ethiopia/South Africa,  Institute for Security Studies,  2006,  p 15. 
27 The enthusiasm within Africa for assuming greater conflict management responsibilities has not only contributed 
to the growth in African RO-led peacekeeping operations, but has also resulted in an increased willingness on the 
part of African governments to participate in UN peacekeeping missions.  This largely explains the recent 
resurgence in UN operations, including an improved level of engagement with Africa, as compared to the later half 
of the 1990s.  Of course, UN and Western commitment to Africa still remains somewhat dubious, with the demand 
for peacekeeping there as high as ever. 
28 V Holt and M Shanahan, African Capacity-Building for Peace Operations: UN Collaboration with the African 
Union and ECOWAS,  The Henry L. Stimson Centre,  2005,  p 9. 
29 The Fund for Peace, Realizing “Never Again”: Regional Capacities to Protect Civilians in Violent Conflicts, 
Research Report, 2006,  p 13. 
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Unwilling to meaningfully intervene themselves, yet recognizing that “African countries and ROs 
were experiencing growing pains as they assumed these new responsibilities”, Western states and 
organizations – particularly the G8, EU, US, UK, France, and Canada – have over the past 
decade initiated a potpourri of programmes to increase African peacekeeping capabilities.30  
These capacity-building projects are undoubtedly a pivotal component in the quest to increase 
African security.  And yet, the peacekeeping performances of African ROs are still usually 
problematic on at least some level.  Not surprisingly, therefore, the regionalization of peace 
operations has raised some fundamental questions, with many wondering how this new security 
architecture could be better adapted to provide a more feasible response to Africa’s conflicts. 
 

Chapter Two: The Pros, Cons, and Dynamics of RO-led Peacekeeping 

 
In order to even begin to address these queries, it is crucial to first understand the positive and 
negative attributes associated with RO-led peacekeeping.  The degree to which ROs are even 
suited for conflict management responsibilities is one of the questions acquiring increased 
attention within the academic and policy-making communities.  Proponents of RO-conducted 
peacekeeping commonly cite the greater enthusiasm of regional arrangements to become 
involved in conflict management in the first place.31  With the UN often overstretched and 
politically hamstrung, African regional actors have not only shown a greater propensity to 
quickly intervene, but have also demonstrated a significant willingness to endure casualties to 
their personnel, thereby reducing the likelihood of aborted missions.32  Whereas the US 
infamously pulled out of Somalia after eighteen of its peacekeepers died, and the Belgians left 
Rwanda after ten fatalities, Nigeria sustained a casualty toll of approximately 1,000 in Liberia and 
Sierra Leone.33   
 
Having a vested interest in ensuring adequate conflict management has also propelled African 
ROs to act in a faster and more decisive manner than the UN.34  While the Security Council was 
deliberating over whether the violence in Darfur equated to genocide, for example, the AU was 
sending 4,000 troops to the region.35  Former OAU Secretary-General Salim A. Salim describes 
another oft-cited advantage of peacekeeping by ROs when he says, “the proximity of these 
organizations to the theatre of conflicts gives them incisive knowledge into the genesis of those 
conflicts and of the key players involved”.36  Indeed, regional actors are not only inherently 
endowed with cultural sensitivity, shared historical understanding, and local knowledge of their 
region, but these factors have also provided them with a better ability to utilize early warning 
systems.37   

                                                
30 E Berman, African Regional Organisations’ Peace Operations, African Security Review 11 (4),  2002,  p 1.  
31 A Adebajo,  Introduction,  in A Adebajo and E Rashid (eds)  West Africa’s Security Challenges: Building Peace in 
a Troubled Region,  Rienner Publishers,  Boulder,  2004,  p 3. 
32 T Nguyen, Beyond Good Offices? The Role of Regional Organizations in Conflict Resolution, Journal of 
International Affairs 55 (2), 2002,  pp 481-482.  
33 IPA and ECOWAS, Toward a Pax West Africana: Building Peace in a Troubled Sub-region, The Changing Security 
Landscape in West Africa Seminar Report, 2001,  p 15.  
34 Samii, op cit, p 5. 
35 T Felicio, Managing Security as a Regional Public Good: A Regional-Global Mechanism for Security, 
Regionalisation and the Taming of Globalisation? Economic, Political, Social and Governance Issues Conference, 2005,  p 7.  
36 C Adibe, Do Regional Organizations Matter? Comparing the Conflict Management Mechanisms in West Africa 
and the Great Lakes Region,  in J Boulden (ed)  Dealing with Conflict in Africa: The United Nations and Regional 
Organizations,  Palgrave Macmillan,  New York,  2003,  p 86.  
37 J Lepgold,  Regionalism in the Post-Cold War Era: Incentives for Conflict Management,  in P Diehl and J Lepgold 
(eds)  Regional Conflict Management,  Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.,  Lanham,  2003,  p 10;  T Weiss,  
Preface,  in T Weiss (ed)  Beyond UN Subcontracting: Task-Sharing with Regional Security Arrangements and 
Service-Providing NGOs,  Macmillan Press Ltd.,  London,  1998,  p xiii.  
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Furthermore, as scholars at a recent conference hosted by the Centre on International 
Cooperation pointed out, the very nature of many conflicts in Africa has demanded regional 
responses.38  The wars throughout West and Central Africa, for example, have been termed 
‘regional conflict formations’: “sets of transnational conflicts that form mutually reinforcing 
linkages with each other throughout a region”, often characterized by transborder processes such 
as illegal trade, trafficking, and arms transfers.39  Since the protracted and complex character of 
such wars has made responses by individual nation-states largely futile, and effective intervention 
by the wider international community extremely difficult, proponents of subsidiarity argue that 
regional-level action has been the only logical answer.40   
 
However, there are those ‘regio-skeptics’, such as former head of the UN’s Department of 
Political Affairs, Marrack Goulding, who contend that “the arguments for regionalization are 
specious and the arguments against it are strong”.41  African ROs, being largely composed of 
weak and unstable states, lack solid normative foundations, are structurally underdeveloped, and 
suffer severe financial deficiencies.42  Moreover, the clustered nature of African conflicts, 
together with the regional actors’ close proximity to them, has at times made it difficult for RO 
interventions to be impartial or neutral.  While partiality is not necessarily an impediment to a 
successful peacekeeping mission, direct involvement in a conflict situation – such as the support 
given by the different ECOWAS states to various warring factions during the first Liberian war – 
definitely is.43   
 
An additional and related issue regarding regionalized peacekeeping flagged by the sceptics, 
concerns the issue of hegemons such as Nigeria in ECOWAS and South Africa in SADC.  Of 
course, in many important respects, these dominant powers are crucial players in interventions, 
as was demonstrated by Nigeria’s leadership role in the ECOMOG mission in Liberia, for 
example, where it shouldered 90% of the operational costs and provided a bulk of the troops.44  
As Bjorn Moller explains, “it seems that those subregional organisations which function best, i.e. 
ECOWAS and SADC, do so thanks to the commitment of their dominant powers, i.e. Nigeria 
and South Africa, respectively”, while “the lack of strong subregional hegemons in the Great 
Lakes Region and the Horn of Africa may go some way towards explaining the absence of 
strong organizations”.45  At the same time, however, local hegemons have sometimes been 
accused of compromising the legitimacy of peacekeeping missions.  According to Kristiana 
Powell, “the dependency of ECOWAS and SADC on a regional hegemon means their peace and 
security agendas may be shaped by the domestic problems and national interests of these 
powerful states”.46 
 

                                                
38 IPA,  2003,  op cit,  p 3;  A Armstrong and R Barnett,  Policy Approaches to Regional Conflict Formations,  Policy 
Approaches to Regional Conflict Formations Seminar Report,  2002,  pp 3-4.   
39 IPA, 2003, op cit, p 2. 
40 B Moller, The Pros and Cons of Subsidiarity: The Role of African Regional and Subregional Organisations in 
Ensuring Peace and Security in Africa, Danish Institute for International Studies Working Paper No. 2005/4, 2005,  pp 4-5. 
41 M Pugh,  The World Order Politics of Regionalization,  in M Pugh and W Sidhu (eds)  The United Nations and 
Regional Security: Europe and Beyond,  Lynne Rienner Publishers,  Boulder,  2003,  p 38;  I Martin,  Is the 
Regionalization of Peace Operations Desirable?  in M Pugh and W Sidhu (eds)  The United Nations and Regional 
Security: Europe and Beyond,  Lynne Rienner Publishers,  Boulder,  2003,  p 53.  
42 Moller, op cit,  p 6.  
43 Jackson,  op cit,  pp 56-57.  
44 Klingebiel et al,  op cit,  p 28. 
45 Moller,  op cit,  p 46. 
46 Jackson,  op cit,  pp 56-57;  G Wilson,  UN Authorized Enforcement: Regional Organizations versus ‘Coalitions 
of the Willing’,  International Peacekeeping 10 (2),  2003,  p 100;  Moller,  op cit,  p 33;  Powell,  op cit,  p 20. 
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Additionally, as Alex Bellamy and Paul Williams describe, regionalized peacekeeping has raised 
the more serious issue that “poorer parts of the world could be denied access to high-quality 
peace operations by virtue of their geographic location and strategic insignificance to Western 
powers”.47  Indeed, Goulding argues that RO-led peacekeeping has weakened the moral 
authority of the UN’s vision of universalism, and has created a two-tiered, fragmented security 
architecture, where regions receive “only the level of peacekeeping that their regional 
organization can provide”.48  Powell comments on this “troubling double standard” when she 
states, 

 

“The fact that AMIB [African Union Mission in Burundi] was deployed to an 
insecure environment with half the resources and personnel as ONUB [United 
Nations Mission in Burundi] risks creating a two-tiered system of international 
security where the lives of some peacekeepers and the people for whom they are 
keeping the peace are implicitly accorded less value than others”.49  
 

Building on this idea of a ‘peacekeeping apartheid’, Michael Pugh argues that the regionalization 
of conflict management has “ghettoized ‘undisciplined’ parts of the world”, while giving 
“authorities in the core areas varied opportunities to express the mission civilatrice of ‘liberal 
peace’”.50  Along the same lines – and briefly alluded to earlier – is perhaps the most 
fundamental danger posed by regionalized peacekeeping, namely leading Western states using it 
as a cover for buck-passing global conflict management responsibilities on to under-equipped 
ROs.51  Regio-skeptics argue that mantras such as ‘African solutions to African problems’ have 
too easily been used by the international community as a cover for political and military 
disengagement from Africa.52 
 
Clearly, there exist both pros and cons with regards to the current direction of African conflict 
management.  African RO-led peacekeeping missions certainly offer various benefits over more 
internationally-conducted operations.  However, their problematic history demonstrates that they 
unquestionably have inherent weaknesses as well.  Thus, it would seem obvious that in order to 
take advantage of the ‘pros’ associated with regionalized peacekeeping, while at the same time 
limiting the negative effects of the ‘cons’, Africans and donors alike would have to practice a 
strategic approach to peacekeeping capacity-building – basically, designing programmes to 
strategically align regional and global peacekeeping actors to produce effectual and sustainable 
‘mixed’ or ‘hybrid’ forms of peacekeeping.53  This could mean taking advantage of a ROs’ rapid 
deployment capabilities and abundance of troops (assets the UN often lacks), while at the same 
time using the UN to give the intervention a heightened degree of credibility and also provide 
expertise and resources in the peacebuilding arena (shortcomings of ROs).  Or, as former UN 
Deputy Secretary-General Louis Frechette proposes, a ROs’ “motivation and knowledge of local 
actors” could be combined with “the legitimacy, expertise and resources of the UN”.54  In effect, 

                                                
47 A Bellamy and P Williams,  Who’s Keeping the Peace?: Regionalization and Contemporary Peace Operations,  
International Security 29 (4),  2005,  p 195. 
48 Pugh,  op cit,  p 38;  P Williams,  International peacekeeping: the challenges of state-building and regionalization,  
International Affairs 81 (1),  2005,  p 174.  
49 Powell,  op cit,  p 40. 
50 Pugh et al,  op cit,  p 3;  Pugh,  op cit,  pp 42-43. 
51 Moller, op cit, p 5;  A Bellamy and P Williams,  Conclusion: What Future for Peace Operations? Brahimi and 
Beyond, International Peacekeeping 11 (1),  2004,  p 196. 
52 O’Brien, op cit,  p 63. 
53 This paper recognizes that hybrid missions and the re-hatting of regional forces in Africa have taken place on 
numerous occasions throughout the past decade.  The peacekeeping operations in Sierra Leone, Liberia, Cote 
d’Ivoire, and Burundi, for example, all began as RO-led missions, which then laid the groundwork for later 
absorption by the UN.  However, operations such as those were too often implemented in an ad hoc, unplanned, 
reactionary, and crisis-driven fashion, and there thus remains substantial room for improvement in this arena. 
54 Francis,  op cit,  p 58. 
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a strategic division of peacekeeping labour equates to the negative externalities of regionalized 
peacekeeping, such as those pointed out by the regio-skeptics, being compensated for by the 
global actor’s positive attributes, and vice-versa.  Unfortunately however, as Chapter Four’s 
examination of donor programmes will make apparent, capacity-building programmes in practice 
rarely seem to be pursued in such a manner.   
 

Chapter Three: The Emerging African Peace and Security Architecture, and 
the AU’s Burgeoning Peacekeeping Agenda 
 
Yet before delving into the donor analysis, it is helpful to look even more in-depth at the 
dynamics of regionalized peacekeeping, in order to acquire a better picture of the emerging 
African peace and security architecture – and ultimately the donor’s place within such a 
framework.  Indeed, to add a deeper dimension to what was discussed above, as well as provide 
a precise point of reference for Chapter Four’s study of donor programmes, it is useful to now 
turn to a case study of AU peacekeeping.  The AU was born in July 2002, when the leaders of 53 
African states came together in Durban, South Africa to normatively and physically replace the 
OAU.  According to Powell, “the transition of the OAU to the AU ushered in far-reaching 
changes to the pan-African peace and security agenda particularly with respect to the parameters 
of sovereignty and intervention for human protection purposes”.55  At the centre of this more 
robust stance towards conflict – as delineated in its 2002 protocol which explicitly declares “the 
right of the Union to intervene in a Member State pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in 
respect of grave circumstances, namely war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity” – is 
the Peace and Security Council (PSC). 56  Established in 2004, the PSC strives to be “a collective 
security and early-warning arrangement to facilitate timely and efficient response to conflict and 
crisis situations in Africa”.57  While the AU Commission conducts the “day-to-day work on 
peace and security issues”, the PSC is the principal decision-making body. 58  It sits at the centre 
of a wider institutional framework which, among other things, includes a Panel of the Wise, a 
Continental Early Warning System, and an African Standby Force (ASF). 
 
The PSC is clearly the pivotal body defining and directing the AU’s overall conflict management 
agenda.  Nevertheless, the ASF has become somewhat of a ‘donor pet’, and thus for the 
purposes of this paper, deserves further elaboration.  Indeed, the notion of an African rapid 
reaction capability, empowered to intervene in a wide variety of scenarios, has been accorded 
high priority by the international community, Western donors, and African leaders.  South 
African President Thabo Mbeki, for example, urged member states to give precedence to the 
development of the ASF when he declared that, “recent international events have confirmed the 
need for us Africans to do everything we can to rely on our own capacities to secure our 
continent’s renaissance”.59  In essence, and as Theo Neethling states, “it seems that the ASF 
concept is intended to provide the AU and other role-players on the continent with a firmer 
foundation for undertaking peacekeeping endeavours and thus to move towards a less ad hoc way 
of responding to crises than in past years”.60 
 
                                                
55 Powell,  op cit,  p 40. 
56 T Mays,  African Solutions to African Problems: The Changing Face of African-Mandated Peace Operations,  The 
Journal of Conflict Studies 23 (1),  2003,  p 9;  African Union,  Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and 
Security Council of the African Union,  2002,  <http://www.africa-
union.org/root/au/organs/psc/Protocol_peace%20and%20security.pdf>  (Accessed 1 March, 2007).  
57 African Union,  op cit. 
58 Holt et al,  op cit,  p 16. 
59 T Neethling,  Working Towards an African Peacekeeping Capability: Key Issues, Challenges and Dilemmas in 
Darfur,  University of Stellenbosch,  p 94.   
60 Neethling,  op cit,  p 94. 
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Specifically, the ASF calls for a system of five regionally-managed brigades, located in Central, 
North, South, East, and West Africa – as well as a sixth continental contingent centred at the 
AU’s headquarters in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.  Each brigade is to be composed of police units, 
civilian specialists, 300-500 military observers, and 3,000-4,000 troops, thereby bringing the 
proposed total stand-up capacity of the force to between 15,000-20,000 peacekeepers.61  In light 
of the multidisciplinary character of the ASF, a great deal of attention has been directed towards 
ensuring that it will be capable, by 2010, of undertaking a variety of operational scenarios, 
including everything from observation, monitoring, humanitarian assistance, and preventive 
deployment, to intervention in ethnic cleansing and genocide, post-conflict disarmament and 
demobilization, and general peacebuilding.62   
 
However, while the AU may have normatively and theoretically succeeded in developing a 
comprehensive peace and security framework revolving around the PSC, there nevertheless 
remains a pivotal divergence between aspiration and actual implementation.  Indeed, at the 
conceptual level the AU has undoubtedly made great progress in moving towards an African 
peace support operations capability, yet as Neethling says, “significant challenges and even 
problems remain in translating political statements and ideals into reality”.63  One significant 
stumbling block hampering development of the ASF, for example, is the continued absence of a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the AU and the Regional Economic Communities 
(RECs), and the resultant lack of coordination between the AU and regional standby brigades.  
Certain bodies such as ECOWAS are now moving at a much faster pace than even the AU itself, 
while other regions such as the North appear to be practically disengaged from the entire 
process.64  More fundamentally, “the AU is currently lacking the organizational structures to 
deploy integrated missions or to substantially implement long-term oriented peace-building 
programmes”, such as those envisioned for the ASF.  Jakkie Cilliers observes that, due to the RO 
being so critically reliant on external support to carry-out its peace operations, “the exit strategy 
for the AU remains a UN operation because only the UN is able to provide a response to the 
type of complex emergencies that characterizes conflict in Africa”.65  And further hindering its 
ability to sustain peacekeeping missions like those in Burundi and the Sudan are serious financial 
constraints, such as the fact that donors have to provide almost the entire AU Peace Fund’s 
programme budget of $90 million.66   
 
These bottlenecks are compounded by a lack of human and other resources, which helps to 
explain why personnel at the AU have difficulty not only in supporting current missions, but also 
in tending to forward-looking ventures such as the ASF.  Participants in a recent conference at 
the Kofi Annan International Peacekeeping Training Centre (KAIPTC) noted some of the 
staffing-related problems which the AU is saddled with, including: inability to accomplish tasks 
when leaders are in the field, a bureaucratic structure which necessitates that all decisions – no 
matter how simple or straightforward – be made only by those at the highest of levels, and a 
difficulty in retaining the ‘best and brightest’ when salaries in other organizations stand in a more 
competitive light.67  Together, these factors all severely affect the organizations’ capacity to 

                                                
61 Neethling,  op cit,  p 94;  Powell,  op cit,  p 15. 
62 Powell,  op cit,  p 16. 
63 Neethling,  op cit,  p 101. 
64 Ramsbotham et al,  op cit,  p 46. 
65 As mentioned previously, however, this ‘exit strategy’ is currently in great need of improvement if it is to achieve 
the global-regional strategic division of labour called for in this paper.  As Klingebiel explains, “the debate on the 
UN take over of AMIS shows that there is a need to further discuss the modus operandi for future operations in 
general and the ‘AU first, UN later’ model in specific”;  Klingebiel et al,  op cit,  p 49 and p 100. 
66 Ibid,  p 39. 
67 Author’s Notes,  AU Multi-Dimensional Missions: Lessons Learnt from the African Mission in Sudan (AMIS) for 
the African Stand-by Force (ASF),  IPA and KAIPTC Conference,  2006. 
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absorb monetary, technical, or other types of assistance.  Indeed, many note that it is ultimately 
not a lack of financial or other resources per se that is so problematic with the AU, but rather as 
Stephan Klingebiel et al describes, “absorption of capacity and coming up with alternative, and 
often novel ways of organizing peacekeeping without the experience built up by the UN and its 
DPKO”. 68   
 
Of course, as participants at an IPA conference importantly pointed out, “Africa has made much 
progress over the past few years in mounting and managing peace operations”. 69  Indeed, not 
only is operational progress obvious, but the abundance of political will to take action and 
intervene is impressive.  Nonetheless, challenges certainly abound, and the AU clearly has some 
daunting obstacles to overcome if it is to bring about the emergence of a meaningful African 
peace and security architecture, and fulfil its goal of providing African solutions to African 
problems.  In consideration of the substantial financial, infrastructural, and organizational 
limitations of the AU, its aspiration to create complex mission capabilities and an ASF 
“mandated to conduct the full range of operations and tasks associated with contemporary 
multidimensional UN operations”, appears idealistic. 70  Indeed, recommendations such as the 
following, by Cedric de Coning, are perhaps simply impractical:  

 

“Future AU and REC peace operations should probably as a minimum, and 
depending on the mandate of each specific mission, provide for civilian 
components that can render the following services: political liaison and 
monitoring; legal advice; planning, coordination and monitoring; public 
information; human rights; humanitarian liaison and mission support.  
Depending on future mandates electoral advice and monitoring, DDR 
[disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration], rule of law and justice sector 
reform could be considered as well”.71  
 

This seems particularly unviable when one considers the immense effort, sheer time, 
‘practice’/experience, and vast resources it took the UN to build-up a multidimensional 
peacekeeping capacity.  It is not only African leaders who are pursuing such tall aspirations for 
the AU, however.  Equally as guilty of promoting unrealistic goals, are those donor organizations 
and countries that are involved in building its peacekeeping capacity.72  Indeed, among donor-
AU initiatives there appears to be little acknowledgement that, as Malan warns, “too great a 
focus on ambitious regional capacities may ultimately have negative consequences”.73   
 

Chapter Four: Donor Support for the AU’s Nascent Peacekeeping 
Capabilities 
 
4.1 Assessment Explanation 
 
A concise, survey-based assessment of the principal donors’ peacekeeping capacity-building 
programmes certainly helps to reveal this.  To provide as clear and succinct a picture as possible 
of the donor architecture, this paper considers the following three broad issue-areas.  Firstly, it 
begins by conducting a brief background examination of the country in question’s specific 
initiatives, addressing the following queries in particular: what are the designs and stated goals of 
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the donors’ programmes?; what are the areas of focus and priority?; and are the concepts of 
multidimensional and/or integrated missions being endorsed?  The second aspect of the 
assessment concerns the actual policy agendas and concepts behind such initiatives.  It is 
interesting to consider, for example, whether the specific programmes are being implemented 
with the intent that, (a) Africans will better develop peacekeeping capabilities in order to 
undertake their own, independent AU peacekeeping operations, (b) Africans can better integrate 
into, and participate in, UN peacekeeping operations, or (c) both?  In line with this, it is also 
helpful to question whether the capacity-building projects show evidence that robust thinking 
has taken place regarding the gaps in the AU’s current conflict management capacities.   As Holt 
asks with regards to the G8 (but which could easily apply to all relevant donors): “what is the 
baseline behind the G8’s own commitments: are the action items based on clear gaps, on what 
the G8 could offer, or some analysis of where valuable assistance was most needed?”.74  Thirdly, 
when evaluating the capacity-building initiatives it is important to ask how synthesized and 
harmonized an actor’s various programmes are.  It is furthermore essential to understand 
whether they are streamlined with outside donors, and how much emphasis is placed upon 
converging policies with others, in order to both limit donor overlap and wasted resources, as 
well as to present a united, cohesive, and needs-based programme to the AU.   
 
4.2 G8 
 
In many respects, the G8 represents the AU’s most important partner in the peacekeeping 
capacity-building field, as it provides a point of departure for several individual actors’ initiatives.  
The G8’s commitment to the promotion of African peace and security stems from the 2002 
Africa Action Plan (AAP), which agreed to provide: “technical and financial assistance so that, by 
2010, African countries and regional and sub-regional organizations are able to engage more 
effectively to prevent and resolve violent conflict”; train “African peace support forces including 
through the development of regional centres of excellence for military and civilian aspects of 
conflict prevention and peace support”; as well as “better coordinate our [G8 nations’] respective 
peacekeeping training initiatives”.75  The AAP was then built upon at subsequent G8 meetings, 
including at the 2003 Evian Summit, where the Joint Africa/G8 Plan to Enhance African Capabilities 
to Undertake Peace Support Operations was produced.  Using the AU’s protocol as a platform, G8 
member states ambitiously agreed to help with “the establishment, equipping and training by 
2010 of coherent, multinational, multi-disciplinary standby brigade capabilities including civilian 
components, at the AU and regional level, in particular integrated mission planning capability”, 
as well as “the development of capacities to provide humanitarian, security and reconstruction 
support in the context of complex peace support operations”.76  
 
In light of both the previous, as well as following quotation from the 2004 Sea Island Summit’s 
G8 Action Plan: Expanding Global Capability for Peace Support Operations, it would seem that the G8’s 
response to the second issue-area’s question is ‘c’: “given the fact that most of the peace support 
operations around the world, particularly those in Africa, are operating under the aegis of the 
UN and with a UN Security Council mandate, all actions undertaken by the G8 to expand global 
capability for peace support operations should be implemented in close cooperation with the 
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UN”.77  And while the G8 clearly supports a full multidimensional mission capability for the AU, 
it would also appear that it has given at least some measure of careful thought to determining both 
the AU’s realistic capabilities, as well as its most pressing peacekeeping needs.  At Sea Island, for 
example, it acknowledged how important institutional capacity-building is, particularly with 
regards to headquarters staff.78  Unfortunately, however, it is somewhat difficult to ultimately 
determine exactly how genuine the G8’s promises are, or how successful its compliance record 
is.  As Holt points out, the “G8’s own benchmarks include few timelines, little by which to 
evaluate either G8 activity or African capacity, and no baseline by which to judge ‘success’ in 
supporting African capacity”.79  Not surprisingly, then, participants at a recent IPA conference 
reflected on “the discrepancy between generous pledges of financial assistance at summits and 
press conferences, and the reality of much more modest, and often untraceable, 
disbursements”.80  They also noted how, “even in a single country, tracking the total amount of 
aid was extremely difficult since assistance was often delivered via multiple programmes 
managed by different institutions or ministries, and aggregation was seldom undertaken”.81 
 
The G8 has nonetheless repeatedly recognized the importance of donor co-operation, stating for 
example in the Evian document, that “there is a need to enhance coordination among donors 
and with African partners to avoid duplication and ensure cost-effectiveness”.82  Various 
recommendations concerning how to do this have been proffered over the past several years, 
including suggestions of holding regular donor consultation conferences on civilian and military 
programmes, and establishing a series of G8 expert-level meetings to function as an information 
exchange.83  However, while the G8 has acknowledged the need to enhance donor coordination, in 
practice it has nevertheless fallen victim to member states pursuing bilateral programmes, largely 
determined by the demands of their own domestic constituencies.   
 
4.2 EU 
 
In contrast to the G8, the EU has been determined to keep its relationship with the AU 
“‘organisation to organisation’, i.e. continental/regional, rather than bilateral”.84  The EU is 
widely regarded as one of the “most important supporters of the AU peace and security agenda, 
in terms of the volume and the predictability of the funds”.85  The main vehicle through which it 
has leveraged this support is the 2004-established African Peace Facility, which plans to provide 
a total of €250 million to the AU over three years.  While the majority of the funds are being 
directed towards operational support, €35 million have been designated for long-term 
peacekeeping capacity-building.  A €6.5 million programme geared towards boosting the 
underdeveloped institutional capacity of the AU – via recruiting thirty additional staff, for 
example, and attracting various African peace and security experts – has been one of the main 
areas of focus.86  Another priority has been the development of the administrative infrastructure 
of the ASF, and supporting its workshops throughout 2006.87  Being a jointly managed EU-AU 

                                                
77 G8,  G-8 Action Plan: Expanding Global Capability for Peace Support Operations,  2004,  
<http://www.g7.utoronto.ca/summit/2004seaisland/peace.html>  (Accessed 2 March, 2007). 
78 Ibid. 
79 Holt,  op cit,  p 2. 
80 IPA,  2006,  op cit,  p 5. 
81 Ibid. 
82 G8,  2003,  op cit. 
83 Ibid;  G8,  2004,  op cit.  
84 Ramsbotham et al,  op cit,  p 27. 
85 Klingebiel et al,  op cit,  p 59. 
86 Ibid,  p 27. 
87 Ibid,  p 56. 



 15 

construct, and built around the principles of ownership and solidarity, the AU has been able to 
stay actively involved and informed in the Peace Facility’s decision-making procedures.88 
 
The ideas of ‘African ownership’ and AU participation are clearly important concepts behind the 
overall operation of the EU’s programmes.  However, despite “the capacity-building component 
of the EU [being] the largest in volume of any donor”, due to its immature infrastructure, the 
AU has been largely incapable of absorbing such funds.89  Hence, it would appear that there has 
actually been a lack of robust thinking on the part of the EU, regarding the AU’s most pressing 
needs.  Perhaps a more practical scenario, for instance, would instead involve directing attention 
away from the establishment of multidimensional ASF structures for the time being, and further 
concentrating on enhancing the AU’s institutional capacity.  Nevertheless, the following 
statement from the European Commission demonstrates that there is still a certain degree of 
strategic orientation to the EU’s peacekeeping capacity-building approach: 

 

“today the UN faces two main challenges in accomplishing its mission.  First, the 
number of peacekeeping missions throughout the world continues to grow, 
risking to overstretch the UN’s ability to intervene quickly: this is particularly true 
of Africa … Secondly, the UN’s mandate to send peacekeeping troops is often 
dependent on the agreement of all parties to a conflict.  The African Peace 
Facility will support AU initiatives designed to promote and accelerate the 
establishment of the appropriate conditions for the UN to intervene and fulfil its 
international responsibilities”.90   
 

While perhaps not in a practical sense, at least conceptually, as the quotation reveals, the EU 
seems to be adhering to the concept of “a more limited mission capability for Africa, one which 
could stabilize and temporize a conflict situation until such time as the UN is ready and able to 
take over the responsibility for peacebuilding”.91   
 
Something which the EU stands committed to in both practical and conceptual terms, however, is 
donor coordination.  The EU recently initiated the Strategy for Africa, which aspires to not only 
“coordinate actions of member states but also aims at aligning the classic development assistance 
with the common foreign and security policy”, in order to create a ‘pan-African’ and ‘cross-
policy’ approach that “corresponds to African initiatives and dynamics and thereby treats Africa 
as one for the first time”.92  Furthermore, institutional synchronization between EU member 
states in Brussels regarding the channelling of Peace Facility funds appears strong, and co-
operation with outside donors such as the US, Canada, and Norway is maintained through ‘in-
country’ coordination, particularly via permanent representatives in Addis Ababa.93  
Nevertheless, the fact that various EU member states make their own capacity-building 
contributions to individual AU member states, to various RECs, and to the AU as a whole, helps 
to paint a somewhat confusing donor landscape.94   
 
4.3 US 
 
While the US supports a potpourri of peacekeeping capacity-building programmes, the most 
ambitious and all-encompassing is the Global Peace Operations Initiative (GPOI).  Launched at 
Sea Island in 2004 in response to the stated goals of the G8’s Africa Action Plan, GPOI is a five-
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year programme designed to train 75,000 foreign peacekeepers – 40,000 of whom are to be 
African – and assist the AU and other ROs with developing their headquarters capability in the 
arenas of preparation and implementation of peace operations.95  The $660 million initiative also 
aims to “support Italy in establishing a centre to train international gendarme (constabulary) 
forces to participate in peacekeeping operations”, and “foster an international deployment and 
logistics support system to transport peacekeepers to the field and maintain them there”.96  
American peacekeeping capacity-building assistance prior to GPOI was primarily implemented 
through the African Contingency Operations Training and Assistance Programme (ACOTA), 
and its predecessor the African Crisis Response Initiative.  Today ‘ACOTA’ denotes GPOI’s 
training component, and thus revolves almost solely around the provision of high-tech ‘train the 
trainer’ field instruction for African peacekeepers, to assist, for example, in the building of 
effective command and control.97  Indeed, GPOI overall retains a strong military focus, and thus 
constitutes one of the few major donors not relegating a high priority status to an AU 
multidimensional capability. 
 
The policy agenda behind GPOI is clearly two-fold: “to allow nations to contribute more and 
better-trained troops to UN peacekeeping operations, and to increase the potential of regional 
and sub-regional organizations to conduct peace operations in their own neighbourhoods should 
the need arise”.98  As the following quotation from Alex Ramsbotham et al would seem to 
insinuate, however, ACOTA conceptually seems more singularly designed for the latter, as “it 
aims to train African militaries to provide the backbone of African peacekeeping operations”.99  
Nevertheless, the US undoubtedly devotes a significant amount of energy to enhancing African-
UN interoperability, taking care to implement standardized training and direct its efforts at those 
nations with a proven track record of taking part in international peace operations. GPOI also 
makes various attempts to respond to perceived gaps in AU-conducted peacekeeping.  For 
example, recognizing that the AU is often unable to partake in contingency planning exercises, 
GPOI has made an effort to build local planning capacity and enhance the infrastructure for 
information exchange among African militaries, as well as between the AU and US.100  It is 
noteworthy, however, that some African states view the US initiatives in a sceptical light.  
Surmising it to be an “instrument of US strategic interest”, for example, Nigeria and South 
Africa refrain from participating in ACOTA.101 
 
Indeed, there is no doubt that a considerable portion of the US’ peacekeeping capacity-building 
programmes are motivated principally by self-interest.  The US’ preferred method of delivering 
assistance to the AU, for example, is through in kind contributions – a method that enables it to 
maintain heavy influence over the RO.102  Klingebiel et al note that “this self-interested approach 
also can account for the minor significance the US plays in the field of donor coordination”.103  
While one of GPOI’s supposed goals is to promote “the exchange of information among donors 
on peace operations training and exercises in Africa”, the US nevertheless has struggled to 
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coordinate its efforts with European training and support programmes.104  Indeed, although the 
US, UK, and France have formalized a common approach to capacity-building, the result has 
been mutual non-interference, rather than actual harmonization.  Moreover, internally the US 
has had interagency coordination difficulties, with discrepancies between the African capacity-
building approaches of the Bureau of African Affairs and the Department of Defence, for 
instance.105  Inconsistency has also characterized US capacity-building assistance in a more 
general sense.  According to the Council on Foreign Relations, on the whole, “funding is 
sporadic, heavily dependent upon supplemental appropriations, and more responsive to 
immediate crises than longer-term capacity-building”.106  
 
4.4 UK 
 
In contradistinction to the US, which lacks “a single overall plan and a single point of 
coordination for assisting the range of African conflict resolution and peacekeeping capacities”, 
since 2001 the UK has pooled the peacekeeping capacity-building programmes of its three 
pertinent departments – the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO), the Department for 
International Development (DFID), and the Ministry of Defence (MOD) – into what is now 
known as the Africa Conflict Prevention Pool (ACPP).107  Estimated to have a programme 
budget of £60 million a year, the ACPP “is a tool for joint analysis, financing and coordination”, 
utilizing “in-country DFID offices, Defence Attaches, and Diplomatic Missions”, as well as 
“four Regional Conflict Advisers”, and providing support to organizations such as the KAIPTC, 
the Ghanaian Staff and Command College, and the Kenyan Staff College and Peace Support 
Training Centre.108  While it has traditionally tended to concentrate on ‘hard military’ areas, 
according to Klingebiel et al, this tendency seems “to be giving way to a wider approach, 
covering conflict prevention and early warning”, as well as post-conflict reconstruction – thus 
suggesting a favourable stance towards an integrated, or at least a multidimensional, capability for 
the AU.109  The UK has also pledged to “support AU efforts to build the capacity to plan and 
conduct peace support operations through an ASF”, and has consequently been very active in, 
for example, ASF logistics workshops.110   
 
Indeed, the UK’s programmes revolve around the idea that “many regional and sub-regional 
organizations have a mandate to intervene in peacekeeping operations, and therefore it is 
important that the peacekeeping capabilities at their disposal are capable of conducting 
operations in an appropriate way”.111  Still, UK capacity-building initiatives are not solely geared 
towards developing an AU faculty to undertake independent peacekeeping missions.  As one 
official affiliated with the MOD explained, they also operate from the recognition that, “basing 
PSOs and security capacity-building on UN standards has the benefit of African peacekeeping 
capabilities being better able to integrate into UN peacekeeping operations”.112  And while the 
bulk of British assistance concerns routine, long-term, and sustained training, there are also 
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various programmes that can tailor their modules to a country’s specific preparation needs for a 
particular peacekeeping mission.113  In fact, the AU and its troop contributing countries are 
encouraged to define their own priorities and objectives, so that the UK can then respond both 
with the relevant resources, as well as from the department with the clear operational 
advantage.114  
 
While the ACPP operates from the assumption that each of the three departments has its own 
area of conflict management expertise, nevertheless, when one takes the lead on a specific 
initiative, close contact with the others is still maintained.115  In fact, collaboration extends from 
the ministerial level in London, all the way to the operational grade in the relevant countries.  As 
the ACPP’s official information document describes, at the individual state level, “the UK’s work 
is coordinated by country conflict task teams.  Regular meetings are attended by key staff 
members from across the three departments and provide an excellent forum for interaction and 
policy discussion which can then be shared with officials in Whitehall”.116  Such a joined-up 
approach, according to various stakeholders and experts, seems to be functioning flawlessly.  It 
has resulted in a readily available wide range of financial pools and government networks to draw 
upon for programme implementation; uncomplicated coordination of activities in the field; and 
low overhead costs due to strategic coherence.117  However, external donor coordination has 
proven to be somewhat of a more problematic issue.  Although the UK has been instrumental in 
helping to coordinate donors’ resources for the ASF, for instance, it has nevertheless been 
unable to fully streamline initiatives with its main implementing partners, the US and France. 
 
4.5 France 
 
Like the UK, France has found it somewhat difficult to relinquish both its traditional spheres of 
influence in Africa, as well as its bilateral programmes with former colonies, in exchange for 
more multilateral approaches to capacity-building.  Since 1997, the bulk of France’s initiatives in 
the peacekeeping field have been instituted through the Reinforcement of African Peacekeeping 
Capacities (RECAMP), a “mechanism to establish an open partnership to strengthen African 
peacekeeping capacity, in terms of training, equipment and exercises”.118  RECAMP is based on 
the three principles of cooperation, training, and support for peace operations, thus involving 
everything from peacekeeping instruction courses and military seminars, to the operation of a 
network of fifteen regionally-oriented peacekeeping schools and centres.119  In general, France’s 
efforts tend to be quite military in orientation, strongly revolving around the mantra of ‘African 
solutions to African problems’.120  

 
Indeed, RECAMP is clearly focused on the ‘Africanization’ of peacekeeping, and thereby is 
geared more towards enhancing the ability of Africans to undertake their own peacekeeping 
operations, than necessarily promoting effective integration into UN missions.  In furtherance of 
the G8’s goal to assist the AU in developing a capacity to conduct independent operations by 
2010, France recently reshuffled “the deployment of some 7,000 soldiers to fit in with the way 
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the AU has divided up the continent into geographical zones”.121  French defence spokesman, 
Jean-Francois Bureau, explained the move when he said, “this is a very important shift which 
corresponds to changes made by the Africans themselves, since the AU intends to organise itself 
into sub-regions”.122  France has indeed made a conscientious attempt to boost cooperation with 
the AU, especially after it was recognized several years ago that RECAMP had “failed at first to 
gain support from those they intended to help because the programmes were not developed 
initially with sufficient consultation.  Actors from the continent saw the programmes as being 
imposed and misguided”.123 

 
As France increasingly pursues a coordinated programme with the AU, gradually embracing a 
regionalized approach to peacekeeping capacity-building, it has also directed attention towards 
improving internal cross-departmental cooperation – even establishing a think tank to focus 
solely on the issue.124  Moreover, it has recently opened its doors to collaboration with fellow 
European donors.  A strong bilateral agenda had previously made it extremely difficult for 
France’s programmes to be coordinated with others, but there are growing signs that France is 
interested in streamlining RECAMP with EU initiatives (albeit perhaps for reasons that relate to 
‘Europeanization’ being “a convenient way to share responsibility and the financial burden”).125  
Indeed, the lack of interface between France’s Koulikouro peacekeeping school in Mali, and the 
largely British-financed KAIPTC – two centres that in theory are supposed to be parts of the 
same tactical-operational training continuum – reveals the ever-persistent Anglo-Franco divide 
on the continent, and is testament to the fact that supposed donor colleagues are still finding it 
extremely difficult to adjust their individual practices for the sake of the AU.    
 
4.6 Canada 
 
Similar to France and many other donors, Canada’s capacity-building programmes largely stem 
from the G8’s commitments to African peacekeeping.  In fact, according to Powell, “Canada has 
been a central player in placing and keeping Africa on the G8’s agenda”, and has even “taken the 
novel approach of providing unearmarked funding for the AU”.126  Specifically, there are three 
main Canadian bodies giving assistance to the RO for the development of its conflict 
management capabilities.  Firstly, there is the Canadian International Development Agency 
(CIDA) and its Canada Fund for Africa, of which $4 million is directed towards “helping the AU 
to respond more effectively to emerging conflicts across the continent”.127  Secondly, the 
Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (DFAIT) runs the Global Peace 
Operations Programme (GPOP), where a principal area of focus lies on building the AU’s 
“peace and security architecture, to include elements of the ASF and Continental Early Warning 
System, as well as the command, control and management systems necessary to plan and execute 
AU peace operations”.128  A third significant actor on the Canadian capacity-building front is the 
Pearson Peacekeeping Centre (PPC), which among other projects, runs a major civilian police 
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(CIVPOL) training programme, “to provide leadership to CIVPOL missions within peace 
operations”.129 
 
According to one DFAIT official, Canada refrains from practicing a narrow, targeted approach 
to building peacekeeping capabilities.  Rather, its “focus is on increasing the overall capacity of 
peacekeeping operations, regardless of who is conducting them … One of the assumptions … is 
that the AU will hand over to the UN at some point, therefore the principles, standards, and 
procedures should be extremely close, if not identical, between the AU and UN”.130  A CIDA 
staff member echoed these sentiments when she stated,  

 

“the developing African framework for African-led peace operations is a key 
anchor point for Canadian capacity-building  
support … but the reality is that the UN (and other?) international PSOs will 
continue to be necessary in Africa, and African countries are significant troop 
contributors to missions in Africa and elsewhere.  So, when working with 
training institutions and individual country capacities, the reality is that these 
efforts serve to both strengthen capacities for African PSOs and they also 
strengthen the quality of African participation in other international PSOs”.131 

 

While pursuing this, the PPC largely concentrates its efforts on the provision of training courses 
to institutions such as the KAIPTC.  A PPC staff member identified the following areas as its 
key focal points: participation of women in peacekeeping, advancement of the ASF, and 
development of an integrated missions competence.132  As the PPC official explained, “where we 
can, we integrate”, and while at times courses are purely concerned with only one domain, such 
as police training, the PPC tries as often as possible to promote the integrated mission 
concept.133  Somewhat in contrast to the PPC, it would seem, DFAIT has made an effort to 
move away from the practice of course delivery, and instead concentrate on longer-term 
institutional capacity-building.  As a DFAIT representative described, the department’s aim is to 
build the AU as an institution, and thus the focus is on developing the design, delivery, and 
capacity of the organization itself.134  This means that even ‘training the trainer’ – a concept that 
has proven extremely popular with many donors – is not wholly endorsed, as it provides no 
guarantee that the trainer will necessarily remain permanently available or accessible to the AU.135   
 
Although Klingebiel et al claim that Canada’s “position in situ is well aligned and usually 
expressed with one voice”, in light of the above, it could perhaps be said that DFAIT and the 
PPC are not entirely joined-up.136  Indeed, the PPC self-admittedly acts quite independently; 
while it will take careful notice of other department’s initiatives when first setting-up a 
programme, it by no means makes donor streamlining an area of primary importance.137  
DFAIT, on the other hand, has at least attempted to develop GPOP’s programmes in 
cooperation with other departments.  In fact, many of its capacity-building initiatives are 
programmatically very linked-up with CIDA and the Department of National Defence (DND), 
with GPOP’s manager, for example, having a seat on the Steering Committee Working Group of 
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DND’s Military Training Assistance Programme.138  While coordination is by no means perfect, 
Canada certainly has the potential to practice strong cross-departmental cooperation.  And as the 
G8’s clearinghouse concept becomes more formalized, Canada will also have increased 
opportunities to align its programmes more closely to the AU’s myriad other donor projects.  
 

Chapter Five: Conclusion and Recommendations for More Effective Donor-
AU Peacekeeping Capacity-Building Initiatives 
 
This paper set out to consider exactly how successfully the above-described African 
peacekeeping capacity-building programmes are meshing and harmonizing with Africa’s – and in 
particular, the AU’s – emerging peace and security architecture.  The above analysis, in particular, 
was presented in a condensed and forthright fashion, in the hope that the various shortcomings 
of the donors’ programmes would be made clear and apparent.  And indeed, many deficiencies 
were brought to the fore, beginning with the policy agendas behind the programmes themselves. 
 
As Chapter Four demonstrated, most donors are implementing their capacity-building initiatives 
with the intent that Africans will not only be able to integrate into UN and other international 
PSOs, but much more importantly, that the AU will develop a competence to undertake wholly 
independent, multidimensional (and perhaps even integrated) missions.  There seemed to be 
neither adequate appreciation of just how enormous a task this is, nor much thought given to the 
possibility of prioritizing AU objectives – concentrating on those areas of the AU that are most 
capable of being properly developed (for example its rapid reaction capabilities), and leaving its 
more immature capacities (for example humanitarian action) to be compensated for, and 
undertaken by, the UN.  Or even more basically, missing was any deliberation on the common 
sense idea of securing the AU’s absorptive capacity first, and then moving on to grander projects.  
Donors revealed some variation in their stances on the whole subject, however, as countries such 
as Canada demonstrated a higher level of enthusiasm for a full-blown multidimensional AU 
peacekeeping capability than more militarily-focused donors like the US and France.  As 
participants at a 2006 KAIPTC conference pointedly asked, “does the donor community have a 
common end state?”139  Thus, not only are there important discrepancies between the different 
policy agendas, but on the whole, there seems to be a lack of robust thinking regarding the gaps 
in the AU’s current conflict management capabilities.  Ultimately, the RO’s absorptive capacity is 
extremely problematic, and as evidenced by the donors’ ambitious and wide-ranging agendas, 
this is yet to be acknowledged or addressed. 
 
Compounding the somewhat confusing array of donor policies, are the awkward internal and 
external relationships between states’ capacity-building programmes.  As Malan describes the 
situation, there is first the “problem with establishing a common understanding of what exactly 
is to be coordinated”; on top of that, there are “the perennial challenges of donor co-
ordination”.140  The US, UK, and France, as early as 1997, recognized the lack of harmonization 
between their programmes and resultantly established what became known as the ‘P3’ initiative – 
a tool “to coordinate ongoing and future efforts in the realm of peacekeeping training in 
Africa”.141  Despite Eric Berman and many others immediately pointing out that the project was 
“clumsily packaged” and the “timing was not propitious”, Chapter Four demonstrated that there 
has been little attention paid to integrating these national initiatives into a synchronized 
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international approach.142  The G8 has recently made attempts to act as a coordinating body and 
provide a single point of contact between its member states and the AU, but this has been 
prevented by both the informality of its clearinghouse, and the distraction that Darfur has posed.  
As Cilliers explains, there is a “lack of coherence among key G8 Member States in the follow-up 
process for implementation of the G8 Joint Action Plan”, which is, “of course, simply a 
recognition of the lack, either of G8 machinery through which to implement policies, or of a 
formal relationship between the AU and the G8 as a group”.143  To create a truly harmonized 
approach to African peacekeeping capacity-building – to move towards donor convergence, instead 
of divergence – the competing agendas, contradictory policies, absence of serious dialogue, and 
duplication of resources, all need to be abandoned in favour of synchronized agendas, 
complementary policies, regular dialogue, and pooled resources. 
 
In light of the above, therefore, it would seem that the global-regional relationship underpinning 
peacekeeping capacity-building programmes has undoubtedly lacked an overall sense of strategic 
orientation.  Specifically, it has been devoid of an understanding of the comparative advantages 
and disadvantages of each actor, with programmes failing to enhance those areas of the AU that 
stand a chance of making a meaningful contribution to the continental peace and security 
architecture.  African ambitions for conflict management on their continent have been lofty and 
unrealistic, with a proposed peacekeeping capacity that far exceeds any competence they have 
now, or could have in the near future (as AMIS has so clearly demonstrated).  Unfortunately, 
rather than attempting to disaggregate the specific peacekeeping strengths and weaknesses of the 
AU, and thereby push in the more practical and effective direction of international-regional 
collaborative missions, donors have pursued equally, if not more, ‘pie in the sky’ agendas.  Malan 
explains the very real dangers of such an approach when he says,  

 

“while the developed nations have a healthy distrust of UN  command and 
control for PSO, the world body has proven far more adept at managing peace 
operations than any African organization will likely be in the foreseeable future 
… [Therefore,] channelling very limited and finite African resources and energies 
into the indigenous capacity project may yet prove counterproductive.  If 
ambitions are not tempered by realism, and a truly phased approach adopted that 
builds upon solid foundations, the danger exists of creating ‘virtual peacekeeping 
capacity’ for Africa … Ad hoc and wavering support to a whole shopping list of 
non-employable or ill-defined assets – from early warning centres to capacities to 
provide humanitarian, security and reconstruction support – will not result in any 
perceptible improvement in real capacity for UN or regional operations in 
Africa”.144 

 
Indeed, the time has perhaps come to move beyond the politically correct – yet practically flawed 
– rhetorical talk of ‘African ownership’ of peacekeeping, and move instead towards a feasible 
division of labour.  The AU definitely has various unique and distinctive peacekeeping talents and 
assets, but so too does the UN.  The task at hand, therefore, is to identify the arenas ripe for 
collaboration between the two bodies, develop niche relationships, direct resources towards 
those areas that will best reinforce existing capacities, establish effective interoperability, and 
ultimately work towards the development of a more constructive conflict management 
partnership.  In order to ensure that the AU and global actors are advantageously coordinated in 
this strategic manner, however, the donor-African RO partnership also has to be conducted 
from a needs-based, as opposed to supply-directed, perspective – this being the second of the 
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paper’s two overall necessary criteria identified for conflict management success.  As Chapter 
Four consistently revealed, despite constant rhetoric about the importance of ‘partnership’ and 
African ‘ownership’, donor agendas are nevertheless driven more by self-interest and ingrained 
patterns, than actual recipient needs.   
 
Peacekeeping training centres are important, for example, but pointless if sufficient provision for 
travel and accommodation are not provided; ‘train the trainer’ programmes are great on paper, 
but useless if the recipients lack the structural capacity to impart the lessons learned on to their 
colleagues; and declarations of financial donations or new training initiatives are exciting, but 
meaningless if programmes are not designed with long-term, or even generational, timelines in 
mind.145  In the end, to produce a strategic global-regional partnership and division of labour – 
and ultimately to make peacekeeping conducted by the AU more responsive to the needs of the 
African continent – there are a multitude of changes that must be undertaken by donors and the 
AU alike.   
 
As the demand for peacekeeping continues to increase, and the corresponding trend in donor 
support for the building of African conflict management capacities shows no signs of abating, it 
is pivotal that consideration be given to amending the various inadequacies of current capacity-
building practices.  Indeed, with the AU’s mission in the Sudan in as precarious a position as 
ever, now is an opportune time to closely assess these deficiencies and act upon them.  
Hopefully future support and focus will be applied in the strategic manner as called for by this 
paper, and conflict management actors will soon be fulfilling Kofi Annan’s vision of a global-
regional “interlocking system of capabilities able to respond to and deal with the range of demands 
related to peace operations”.146 
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