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The implementation matrix of the AU reforms, led by Rwandan President 
Paul Kagame, states that the second bi-annual AU summit will be 
dedicated to coordination between the AU and RECs. The upcoming 
summit in Nouakchott, Mauritania, will thus be the last full mid-year AU 
summit, if these reforms are implemented. 

Apart from the issue of reducing the number of Assembly summits – 
intended to streamline decision making – a number of other proposed 
reforms were adopted at the 30th AU summit in January:

•  The establishment of goal quotas for women (50%) and youth (35%) in 
the AU staff by 2025.

•  The delegation of the power to adopt the budget to the Executive 
Council, composed of ministers of foreign affairs and finance. This is a 
result of the move to hold only one summit at the level of heads of state 
starting 2019.

Current PSC Chairperson 

His Excellency Osman Keh 

Kamara, ambassador of Sierra 

Leone to Ethiopia and permanent 

representative to the AU.

PSC members 

Angola, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial 

Guinea, Gabon, Kenya, Liberia, 

Morocco, Nigeria, Rwanda, 

Republic of Congo, Sierra Leone, 

Togo, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Staying the course to reform the AU 

The institutional reform of the African Union (AU) will once again 
be a major item on the agenda of its 31st summit, from 25 June to 
2 July 2018. This summit, in fact, symbolises one of the outcomes 
of the reform process, since it is supposed be the last July summit 
to be held at the level of heads of state and government. Other 
issues to be discussed include a possible roadmap to define the 
relationship between the AU and regional economic communities 
(RECs) and a review of staffing at the AU Commission. 

The upcoming summit in Nouakchott, Mauritania will 
be the last full mid-year AU summit, if the reforms 
are implemented

•  A new statutory budget line for the Committee of Ministers of Finance – 
now composed of 15 ministers, three per region – to play a budgetary 
oversight role. (It remains unclear what added value the addition of 
this supplementary layer of ministers of finance brings to the budget 
process, as the Executive Council will include all of them, as well as 
foreign ministers.)

•  On the 0.2% levy, the heads of state and government decided that 
for the moment, member states would retain the surplus from the levy 
when the amount exceeded their annual assessed contribution. The 
Assembly also adopted an instrument on the enhanced governance and 
management of the Peace Fund.

•  A mechanism to ensure that legally binding decisions are implemented. 
The final draft strongly differed from the one presented in the initial 
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package of the reforms. The decision focuses on ensuring the proper 
categorisation of decisions (regulations, directives, recommendations); 
taking into account all financial implications; and strengthening the 
capacity of the Office of the Legal Counsel and the Bureau of the 
Chairperson. The mechanism moved from ensuring that member 
states implement and comply with AU decisions to assessing the 
status of implementation of decisions and policies by the Permanent 
Representatives Committee, the Executive Council and the Assembly. 
The inclusion of an external actor such as the African Court of Justice 
and Human Rights to assess compliance by AU member states was  
not retained.

Mechanisms for greater consultation

A critical decision was also taken in January to address criticisms by 
various member states regarding Kagame’s lack of outreach. The 
Assembly requested further consultations to be undertaken to deepen 
consensus on the reforms. As a result, the reform troika (Guinea, Rwanda 
and Chad) was expanded to include the Bureau of the Assembly (currently 
Libya, South Africa, Republic of Congo and Guinea). Fifteen foreign 
ministers are to play an advisory role to the implementation process.

The Assembly requested further consultations 
to be undertaken to deepen consensus on 
the reforms

THE LAST CONSULTATIVE 
MEETING ON REFORMS

May 2018

While these steps were taken to ensure greater buy-in to the reforms 
from all regions and member states, it is unclear whether they have gone 
far enough. 

In Southern Africa, indications are that there is a new, more cooperative 
approach mainly due to the impetus from the new South African president, 
Cyril Ramaphosa. This new approach consists of making constructive 
propositions to enhance the reform process rather than just opposing it in 
its current form. Such a shift is yet to be seen among regional powers in 
North Africa, where reservations remain about the whole process’s legal 
compliance with the AU Constitutive Act.

Extraordinary executive council meeting to look 
at reforms?

During a consultative meeting in May 2018, some member states argued 
that the reforms should be discussed at lower levels – ambassadorial or 
ministerial – before the heads of state endorsed the outcomes. 

This means that an extraordinary meeting of the Executive Council could 
be organised in this regard. Article 10 of the Constitutive Act provides that 
such an extraordinary meeting can be requested by any member state, 
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upon approval by two-thirds of the AU membership. In addition, it is left to 
the discretion of the Assembly to refer a matter back to be discussed at the 
technical, ambassador and ministerial levels. 

However, this possibility has been opposed by supporters of the reforms, 
stating that in terms of protocol, a decision taken by heads of state cannot be 
discussed by foreign ministers or ambassadors.

While this argument might hold, as Kagame happens to be leading the 
reform while chairing the AU for 2018, it is unclear what will happen if a 
subsequent AU chair decides to convene such an extraordinary executive 
council on the reforms.

Which deliverables can be expected?

According to the implementation matrix of the reforms, two final outputs are 
supposed to be discussed at the summit.

Firstly, the division of labour among the AU and RECs should be clarified. 
Rather than a definitive decision, it is expected that member states will draft a 
roadmap in order to clarify this division of labour over the short and mid term. 
It is unclear whether the issue of overlapping membership will be addressed 
in this roadmap.

In terms of protocol, a decision taken by heads 
of state cannot be discussed by foreign ministers 
or ambassadors

The second final output is a complete review of the AU’s staffing needs 
and conditions of service, which will address options to improve the 
commission’s performance. This review will be over and above the audit 
of the commission, whose conclusions were due at the last summit. 
The presentation of these conclusions was postponed, and will likely be 
considered in Nouakchott.

In addition to these two items, three outputs are supposed to be 
considered before their full implementation in January 2019:

•  The state of implementation of the Kigali financing decision. 

•  Complementary measures to reinforce previous decisions   
on funding. 

•  The evaluation of the size and capabilities of AUC structures. It 
seems that a reflection could be launched on the optimal structure 
of the commission rather than a clear proposal to overhaul the 
current setting. Any proposition to overhaul the current structure may 
have far-reaching political implications, such as on elections for the 
commission. Because of the requirement of regional representation, 
any reduction of the number of departments or commissioners will 
increase competition among member states.

THE FULL 
IMPLEMENTATION OF 

SELF-FINANCING

January 2019
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Nouakchott, the capital of Mauritania and the host of 
the upcoming mid-year AU summit, was the birthplace 
of the major AU initiative in the Sahelo-Saharan strip in 
March 2013 widely known as the Nouakchott Process. 

Mauritania is also the seat of the G5 Sahel Joint Force, 
established when the crisis in Mali spread across the 
centre of the country and spilled over into neighbouring 
Burkina Faso and Niger. These three countries plus 
Chad and Mauritania make up the G5 Sahel Force 
aimed at addressing the threat of terrorism. The 
5 000-strong G5 Sahel Force was authorised by the 
PSC in March 2017.

While welcomed by some, the deployment of this 
force has, however, opened up an internal debate on 
the African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA), 
specifically when it comes to ad hoc coalitions where the 
AU plays an increasingly limited role. This shift is taking 
place against the backdrop of the greater regionalisation 
of the AU’s peace and security strategies.

peace support operations (PSOs) and has to approve 
their guidelines and mandates. This authorisation 
provides the legal grounds for such deployments and 
ensures their legitimacy, allowing them to be considered 
by the UN Security Council and possibly qualify for 
financial support from the UN. 

Such UN authorisation and support is not a given, even if 
these operations are backed by the PSC. The G5 Sahel 
and the MNJTF, for example, were authorised by the PSC 
but not explicitly authorised by the UN Security Council. 
Nor have they received any UN financial support. 

The deployment of this force has 
opened up an internal debate on the 
African Peace and Security Architecture 

What role for the AU in the Sahel?

The crisis in the Sahel is expected to be one of the main topics of discussion at the upcoming summit 
in Nouakchott. This comes after the postponement of an earlier meeting of the PSC to develop a 
framework to coordinate the various security initiatives in this area.

The question being asked is whether ad hoc forces such 
as the G5 Sahel and the Multinational Joint Task Force 
(MNJTF) against Boko Haram are not usurping the role 
of the AU and regional economic communities (RECs), 
which have the constitutional mandate to act in conflicts 
on the continent.

The role of the AU in legitimising peace 
support operations

The AU plays a critical role in the crisis in the Sahel, from 
both a political and a legal point of view. From a legal 
perspective, the PSC, according to its protocol (article 
7.1.c:d), authorises the organisation and deployment of 

The AU plays a critical role in the crisis 
in the Sahel, from both a political and a 
legal point of view

While the UN, as the primary institution dealing with 
peace and security globally, does not legally require 
PSC authorisation for PSOs – the PSC’s role is more 
political here – authorisation by the PSC is mandatory 
for any Africa-led PSO to be eligible for funding from the 
European Union’s African Peace Facility. This has been 
the case for both the MNJTF and G5 Sahel Joint Force.

Technical support from the AU

The AU is also meant to provide technical support to 
these ad hoc deployments. For the G5 Sahel, the AU 
was to establish a strategic coordination cell in order 
to support the mission in resource mobilisation and 
provision, and advocacy with partners. This cell is yet to 
become operational.

Another crucial role the AU has played has been 
channelling EU support to ad hoc regional initiatives. 
This role is critical, as these regional mechanisms 
seem to lack the capacity and experience to manage 
external financial support. However, the challenges 
encountered by the AU in conveying the EU’s support 
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to the MNJTF have eroded its profile in this regard 
among many stakeholders.

The subregion has moved on 

To fill the gap left by the perceived limitations of 
continental responses, Mali and its neighbours have 
since reactivated several other regional mechanisms, 
such as the Liptako–Gourma Authority (ALG), which 
preceded the G5 Sahel Force. As this development 
was supported by many non-African stakeholders, 
some in Addis Ababa have pointed to the limited African 
ownership of the G5 Sahel Force. The PSC’s request to 
include references to the AU strategy for the Sahel region 
and the Nouakchott Process in the G5 Sahel’s concept 
of operations illustrated this concern.

Some do not necessarily see the 
Nouakchott Process as an adequate 
or relevant framework

This effort has received a mixed reaction. Some do not 
necessarily see the Nouakchott Process as an adequate 
or relevant framework, as it has stalled over the years. 
It has also been pointed out that the G5’s security 
development approach is a more appropriate response 
to the current multidimensional challenges in their 
respective countries.

G5 Sahel states insist that initiatives in the region 
revolve around priorities defined by them and not the 
AU Commission (AUC). They strongly advocate the 
subsidiarity principle. At the same time, in the case of 
the Sahel, the AUC tends to stress its coordination role 
based on its primacy in the AU Constitutive Act and the 
PSC protocol.

The trouble with increasing subsidiarity

The question of the AU’s role in the Sahel is at the heart 
of several challenges currently faced by APSA.

The first challenge is the increased subsidiarity in the 
functioning of the architecture. While the PSC protocol 
gives primacy to the AU and the PSC, practice in recent 
years has differed from the legal framework. The PSC 
has supported regional mediation initiatives rather 
than coordinating or even overseeing them. This trend, 
observed in South Sudan, Burundi and Guinea-Bissau, 

has now been translated into military action by the G5 
Sahel Joint Force, the MNJTF and the recent SADC 
Preventive Mission in Lesotho. The specificity of initiatives 
in the Sahel is their pragmatic redefinition of regional 
frameworks in responding to perceived common threats. 

However, the subsidiarity trend, particularly when it 
comes to mediation, has shown mixed results. 

More importantly, the AU seems to lack the leverage 
to take over an ineffective regional initiative. The ability 
of the AUC to influence the course of action in various 
current PSOs is already subject to discussion because 
of the major role played by the troop/police-contributing 
countries in the decision-making process. They are the 
ones sending their soldiers into a conflict – sometimes 
paying the ultimate price for doing so – and they feel they 
should have a say in how operations are run. 

Who should draft the intervention strategies?

The second challenge is the framework of regional 
strategies drafted by the AU. As the AU is considering a 
new strategy in the Horn of Africa, after having starting 
one in the Sahel, several questions can be asked. 
Should it be a regional strategy, a strategy drafted by 
the concerned member states – and RECs – and then 
endorsed by the continental body? Or should such a 
strategy rather be a combination of regional preferences 
with continental views and oversight? 

The PSC has supported regional 
mediation initiatives rather than 
coordinating or even overseeing them

In the prevailing fragmented vision of security challenges, 
it is challenging for the AUC to impose its will on regional 
actors, as this would hamper their ownership of the said 
strategy, and thus its implementation. As such, there is 
a gap between the legal framework emphasising the 
primacy of the AU and a political reality where most 
member states only recognise the primacy of their 
interests (resulting in flexibility when it comes to choosing 
the institutional setting).

Impact of violent extremism

The third challenge has to do with the impact of violent 
extremism on the AU’s peacemaking efforts. Violent 
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extremism is helping to reshape African PSOs, fuelling 
their militarisation while limiting the role of the police 
component. Progress had been made at the AUC 
regarding the role of the police in Africa-led PSOs, but 
the new ad hoc security arrangements could undermine 
this, as fighting violent extremism is still reliant on the use 
of military force. 

The over-reliance on military force poses the risk of 
simplifying the nature of these crises. Insecurity in 
the Sahel results from the convergence of violent 
extremism and inter-communal conflicts related to 
pastoralist–farmer rivalries. This situation calls for an 
equally multidimensional response. However, most 
AU responses originate from the Peace and Security 
Department, as the organisation struggles to position 
itself on governance-related issues outside elections. 
The crisis in the Sahel thus offers the AU an opportunity 

to clarify its roles and missions when it comes to the 
security–governance nexus in a protracted crisis.

The AU’s lack of capacity

The fourth challenge has to do with the positioning 
of the AU. While the AU has gained legitimacy as the 
representative of African solutions on the global stage, 
it has not necessarily done enough in certain areas. 
Indeed, as the multidimensional challenges in the 
Sahelo-Saharan strip require funding and capacities that 
are sorely lacking in the AU, one can only wonder how 
the pan-African organisation can play a coordinating role 
without the necessary leverage.

In conclusion, any role that the AU wishes to play in the 
Sahel depends on its ability to increase its leverage both 
financially and politically, while ensuring alignment with 
the preferences of member states.

Since the start of the crisis in Mali in mid-2012, the 
AU has adopted several initiatives to respond to the 
situation, alongside the French–African intervention 
and the UN Mission of Stabilization in Mali (MINUSMA). 

In 2013 it established the Nouakchott Process to 
deepen security cooperation in the region. The 
aim was to combat criminal and terrorist networks 
operating in northern Mali and facilitate the 
operationalisation of the African Peace and Security 
Architecture (APSA) in the Sahelo-Saharan region. The 
participants in this process were Algeria, Burkina Faso, 
Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Libya, Mali, Mauritania, 
Niger, Nigeria and Senegal.

In 2014 the AU adopted a Strategy for the Sahel 
in order to address the instability in the region. The 
strategy relied on three pillars: security, governance 
and development. The AU Mission in Sahel (MISAHEL) 
was to be the focal point for the implementation of 
this strategy.

However, the record of these initiatives is uneven. 
One the one hand, the establishment of the Fusion 
and Liaison Unit in the framework of the Joint Staff 
Committee has fostered a culture of exchange, sharing 
and harmonisation among the intelligence services in 
the subregion. In addition, MISAHEL, mainly through 
his head – former Burundian president Pierre Buyoya – 

has been playing a consistent role in the implementation 
of the Algiers Peace Agreement, signed in 2015. 
MISAHEL’s contributions notably relate to the political 
and institutional provisions of the Algiers Agreement. 

In other areas, the record is mixed. Over the years, the 
Nouakchott Process has lost its momentum, with the 
last ministerial meeting taking place in 2015. At the 
same time, while the AU Strategy identifies relevant 
areas of intervention, many stakeholders have pointed 
out that it lacks a clear implementation plan and 
allocation of responsibilities at the continental, regional 
and national levels. In addition, MISAHEL, like other AU 
liaison offices, has faced challenges relating to limited 
capability, caused by the disconnect between the goals 
set by the AU strategy and the capacities allocated by 
the headquarters.

In 2016 the AU considered deploying a force in northern 
Mali to fight terrorism, which is not part of the mandate 
of the UN mission currently deployed in the country. Yet 
despite several technical meetings, these plans never 
got off the ground.

Against this institutional and operational backdrop, 
terrorist groups have deepened their local socio-
economic linkages and expanded their reach through 
the formation of strategic partnerships. This is why the 
AU should revisit its role in the Sahelo-Saharan region.

The mixed record of the AU in the Sahel 
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The recent South Sudanese peace talks, held in Addis 
Ababa from 17–23 May 2018, were a continuation of 
a process that started in December 2017. This had 
resulted in a ceasefire agreement that the warring parties 
continue to violate.

It also followed a visit by the PSC to Juba in April this 
year in support of the IGAD-led peace process.

The conflict has seen gross human rights abuses 
and displaced 4.2 million people. Over 7 million 
South Sudanese are in need of humanitarian aid, 
and warring parties continually obstruct humanitarian 
access. Refugees, civil society groups and women 
representatives strongly advocated compromise during 
the peace talks. 

Meanwhile, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) 
has ramped up its threats to impose sanctions against 
six key individuals in South Sudan if no compromise is 
reached before the end of this month. IGAD also said it 
was developing punitive measures against violators of 
the ceasefire agreement, although it is uncertain whether 
this will materialise in a region that has been reticent to 
impose sanctions.

The recent peace talks were facilitated by the leaders of 
the South Sudan Council of Churches. IGAD mediators 
developed the proposal based on a report by the 
church leaders. 

Power-sharing formula

The sticking points in the proposal relate to the nature of 
the power-sharing arrangement, which was contested by 
all the conflicting parties for different reasons.

The proposal allocates 55% of cabinet positions to Kirr’s 
Sudan People’s Liberation Movement in Government 
(SPLM-IG), 25% to Machar’s SPLM in Opposition 
(SPLM-IO) and 20% to other parties and entities. 

Why another power-sharing deal in South Sudan has collapsed 

The parties to the conflict in South Sudan again failed to reach an agreement at the recently concluded 
High-Level Revitalization Forum in Addis Ababa. They rejected the Intergovernmental Authority on 
Development’s (IGAD) proposal aimed at reconciling the positions of the warring factions. IGAD now 
wants to organise a face-to-face meeting between President Salva Kirr and his opponent Riek Machar 
before the AU summit in Nouakchott in June/July 2018. The PSC is also expected to hold a summit 
meeting on South Sudan on 30 June, on the eve of the summit. 

It also allocates the presidency to the SPLM-IG, the first 
vice president position to the SPLM-IO, the vice president 
position to the SPLM-IG and an additional third vice 
president position to other parties and entities.

The perception of bias

The opposition objects to the fact that the proposal 
disproportionally empowers the Juba administration. The 
proportional representation for the SPLM-IO, for instance, 
is less than in the previous 2015 deal, which gave it 33% 
of cabinet positions. 

The opposition further disagrees with the proposal that 
the SPLM-IG be given 65% of state governors, while the 
SPLM-IO has 25% and others 10%. 

Many accuse IGAD of attempting to strengthen the 
SPLG-IG through the proposal. This highlights the inherent 
advantage of incumbency and a shift in allegiances – from 
the opposition to the government and vice versa.

The United Nations Security Council has 
ramped up its threats to impose sanctions

For instance, Vice President Taban Deng Gai’s SPLM-IO 
officially joined forces with Kirr’s SPLM-IG only a few days 
before the peace talks. 

Prominent figures within the SPLM-IG have also defected 
to form their own opposition parties. For instance, Lt. Gen. 
Thomas Cirillo Swaka, a former deputy chief of general 
staff for logistics, and Lam Akol, a former minister of 
agriculture, left the SPLM-IG to form an opposition group. 

These defections should have had an impact on the new 
power-sharing proposal, but these leaders complain that 
no explanation was given for the large allocation of cabinet 
seats to the SPLM-IG. 
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Proliferation of parties and groups

Since the 2015 peace deal, new armed groups have also emerged to seek 
recognition and inclusion in the peace and governance process.

The most recent armed group is that of Paul Malong, former chief of staff of the 
South Sudanese army, who formed the South Sudan United Front (SSUF). 

Some of these groups have since joined forces and formed the South 
Sudan Opposition Alliance (SSOA). They aim to work together during the 
peace process, but the strength of these armed groups varies significantly 
and reaching agreement within the alliance remains a major concern. The 
SSOA forms part of the ‘other parties and entities’ defined in the peace deal, 
alongside former detainees and other opposition parties.

The resultant fragmentation in South Sudan now belies a narrow consideration 
of the conflict as between Machar’s Nuer and Kirr’s Dinka alliances. 

Is the call for inclusivity driving fragmentation? 

While inclusivity is key, IGAD mediators should critically assess whether the 
power-sharing approach does not foster fragmentation in South Sudan. This 
approach inherently prioritises the interests of a few individual leaders over that 
of the majority of ordinary South Sudanese. It could also encourage individuals 
to establish armed groups in order to be included in the peace talks. 

The new proposal is also criticised for expanding the cabinet (from 30 to 
42) and the Parliament (from 320 to 440 members) with a view to increased 
representation, without taking into account the economic issues in the 
country. Can South Sudan afford such a big government and Parliament? 

The major challenge for mediators therefore will be securing a peace deal that 
is people-centred rather than elite-centred.

Divisions over sanctions

International and regional actors remain divided on the nature and intensity of 
the sanctions and punitive measures needed to secure agreement from the 
parties to the conflict. 

Since the targeted UN sanctions on six South Sudanese in 2015, the UNSC 
has failed to agree on further sanctions or arms embargoes on the country. It 
recently approved a United States-led resolution to impose sanctions on an 
additional six individuals by the end of June if the fighting does not stop. Yet 
these sanctions are limited and certainly not comprehensive enough to end 
the conflict. 

The AU and IGAD have also recently ramped up threats of sanctions and 
punitive measures, but it is unlikely that these will be implemented. However, 
without decisive and far-reaching international enforcement measures, there 
is little hope for peace in South Sudan.

These sanctions are limited and certainly not 
comprehensive enough to end the conflict

THE PROPOSED 
NEW CABINET

42 members
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One of the priority issues to be negotiated before 

the Cotonou Agreement expires in 2020 is how to 

reconfigure the African Peace Facility (APF), which has 

made most of Africa’s peace initiatives possible. 

Since its establishment in 2004 in line with the ACP, 

the APF has provided over €2.3 billion in support of 

African peace initiatives. It was established in 2004 

following the AU’s request for support for African 

peace and security efforts at the Maputo summit in 

July 2003. This was in line with Article 11 of the ACP, 

which highlights the development–security nexus. 

The African missions in Somalia, Sudan, Mali, the 

Central African Republic (CAR) and The Gambia, 

among others, were all made possible by the APF 

– together with some irregular support from other 

external actors. APF funds have also supported the 

institutional development of the AU’s African Peace 

and Security Architecture (APSA), including the 

payment of staff salaries at the AU Peace and Security 

Department (PSD). 

The future of EU support for APSA: issues to look out for  

As the European Union’s (EU) partnership agreement with African, Caribbean and Pacific countries 
(ACP) – also known as the Cotonou Agreement of 2000 – expires in February 2020, negotiations for a 
new deal are set to begin in August 2018. At the AU Summit in July 2018, AU Commission Chairperson 
Moussa Faki will present a report on the African Common Position on ACP Post-2020. While EU funds 
are crucial for African responses to crises, the AU and subregional organisations should use the 
renegotiation process to prioritise Africa’s interests.

Since its establishment, the African 
Peace Facility has provided over 
€2.3 billion in support of African 
peace initiatives

This extensive and consistent support to the AU and 
regional bodies highlights the indispensable role of 
the EU in African peace initiatives. Peace and security 
remains a priority for both the EU and the AU, and 
they are thus exploring ways to reconfigure the APF 
post-Cotonou. There are three major issues to look 
out for. 

Shift from crisis-driven support to 
institutional development 

Firstly, thus far 90% of APF funds have been used to 
fund African peace support operations, with the AU 
Mission to Somalia (AMISOM) taking the lion’s share of 
over €1.3 billion. An EU-commissioned report shows 
that negotiations on the future of the APF will likely see 
a slight shift in focus towards the funding of institutional 
development to implement the APSA, rather than 
prioritising crisis-driven support.

The EU will in future take a more 
cautious approach by determining clear 
exit strategies 

The focus is likely to be on capacity building, conflict 
prevention and mediation initiatives. The AU and its 
member states should use the new funding 
arrangement that will be negotiated to ensure the 
full operationalisation of all APSA tools. This includes 
developing greater cohesion between the AU and regional 
economic communities in terms of the implementation of 
peace initiatives.

Nonetheless, there is recognition that crisis-driven support 
will continue to dominate because of the high cost of 
peace operations. This means that the EU will in future 
take a more cautious approach by determining clear exit 
strategies prior to committing funds, as well as providing 
targeted support packages for African missions.

This is as a result of the lessons learnt from AMISOM, 
where the EU eventually got trapped in a long-term 
mission with no clear exit strategy. The mission, which 
began with a monthly budget of €700 000 for troop 
allowances in 2007 in the hope of a United Nations 
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(UN) takeover the same year, by 2016 reached around 
€20 million per month – a significant increase. In 2016 the 
EU decided to reduce allowances by 20%, saying that the 
funds would be redirected to capacity development 
in Somalia.

Because of this experience, the EU now tends to favour 
providing support packages to African missions; a shift 
that is already apparent in its support package for the 
Multinational Joint Task Force against Boko Haram 
(MNJTF) and the G5 Sahel Force. For the latter, the 
EU provided €100 million for logistic support. Such an 
approach enables the EU to avoid participating in an 
open-ended mission with no clear timeframe. It also 
highlights the EU’s call for burden sharing in African 
peace operations.

Struggle between dependency and 
the quest for self-reliance

The second point to look out for is the tension between 
Africa’s determination to take ownership of peacekeeping 
on the continent and the fact that the EU, through the 
APF, has generated a level of dependency on the part of 
African actors. 

As the negotiation process draws near, rhetoric from the 
EU and the AU points to a desire to develop a partnership 
of equals; transitioning from a donor–recipient relationship 
to one of mutual respect. But the reality is that there 
cannot be an equal partnership if African actors remain 
recipients of funds from the EU, which in turns demands 
accountability, especially in terms of the APF.

its assessed contributions, but the UN Security Council 
has consistently rejected similar requests to fund 
African-led missions such as AMISOM and the G5 
Sahel Force. 

Hence, the EU funds remain highly relevant to the future 
of African peace operations, until African actors and the 
UN step up to the plate.

Potential carrots and sticks for donor funds

Finally, as migration has become a topical issue for EU 
member states, some of them have considered the 
possibility of using donor funds to get ACP countries 
to comply with their demands. One of the major 
demands of EU member states in terms of migration is 
for countries of origin and transit to prevent migrants 
from trying to get to Europe and to accept migrants 
sent back to their countries of origin. The EU warned 
that countries that failed to cooperate would not be 
beneficiaries of EU funding. 

EU member states are growing 
increasingly critical of the donor–
beneficiary approach 

Indeed, EU member states are growing increasingly 
critical of the donor–beneficiary approach and are 
challenging the AU to foot some of its bills. 

The new 0.2% levy on eligible imports, devised by the AU 
to raise funds, is intended to elevate African actors to the 
status of equal partners, with 25% of funding for peace 
operations in Africa to be generated locally. 

However, the implementation of the 0.2% levy is still 
in its infancy. The AU hopes that the UN will cover the 
remaining 75% of the costs of peace operations through 

African countries must safeguard 
the human rights of migrants, 
including refugees

While it is uncertain how these conditions will play out 
in the renegotiation of the APF, the AU and African 
countries must safeguard the human rights of migrants, 
including refugees. This includes ensuring the equitable 
application of international standards, which require 
all states to protect refugees seeking asylum without 
forcibly repatriating them. African countries such 
as Uganda and Ethiopia, which host the majority of 
refugees from the continent, have been providing asylum 
to migrants, and cases of local integration have been 
recorded in some African host countries.

African countries should also work with EU countries 
to address the racial overtones that affect migrants 
moving from Africa to Europe. This requires a significant 
shift from seeing the EU as an ‘ATM machine’ to a 
partnership based on mutual interests.

In conclusion, while EU funding remains extremely 
important for Africa, the AU and its member states will 
in future have to significantly reduce dependency and 
strive for self-reliance when it comes to peace and 
security in Africa. 
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What explains the silence of the PSC amid the 
unravelling of the Arusha Agreement in Burundi, and 
its limited effectiveness in stemming the conflict in 
South Sudan? Is the PSC hampered by its working 
methods and its limited capacity? Or is the protocol 
establishing the PSC no longer adequate to respond to 
contemporary security challenges?

The original report on AU reforms proposed by 
Rwandan President Paul Kagame hinted at this. 
It initially proposed a radical reform of the PSC, 
consisting of:

•  Revising the composition of the PSC (article 5[4])

•  Strengthening its working methods

•  Strengthening its role in preventing and  
managing crises

Heads of state at the AU summit, however, watered 
this down to ‘the PSC should be reformed to ensure 
that it meets the ambition foreseen in its Protocol 
by strengthening its working methods and its role in 
conflict prevention’. The reference to article 5(4) of the 
PSC Protocol on the criteria for becoming a member of 
the PSC was shelved in the process.

Is the PSC Protocol still up to date? 

The PSC was briefed by the Head of the Reform Implementation Unit of the AU in May 2018 about the 
options to reform the body and increase its effectiveness. This could include strengthening its working 
methods and its role in managing crises. However, the AU should also consider updating the 
PSC Protocol. 

Is the protocol establishing the PSC 
no longer adequate to respond to 
contemporary security challenges?

There are two ways of looking at the issue. Either 
the protocol is adequate and the fault lies with its 
implementation, or there are weaknesses in the 
protocol that need to be corrected or updated. 

Progressive framework hampered 
by uneven implementation

Some say that the protocol is progressive enough in 
terms of both its mechanisms and its policies. Among 
the progressive aspects of the protocol are its human 
security orientation, illustrated by the article authorising 
the deployment of a force in the case of genocide, war 
crimes and crimes against humanity; and its emphasis 
on the promotion of democratic practices, rule of law, 
good governance, the protection of human rights and 
fundamental freedoms, and respect for the sanctity of 
human life, as both goals and principles. 

The powers vested in the chairperson of the AU 
Commission (AUC) to coordinate with the PSC and the 
establishment of the Panel of the Wise – a relatively 
independent body, which allows for early warning and 
preventative diplomacy – are also seen as progressive 
aspects of the protocol. In contrast, in the Organization 
for African Unity (OAU) era heads of state exerted firm 
control over any initiative related to peace and security.

It could thus be argued that the limitations encountered 
by the APSA have to do with flawed implementation by 
member states and the AUC, rather than flaws in the 
PSC Protocol. 

One of these flaws in implementation relate to 
inadequate staffing at embassies in Addis Ababa. 
The initial version of the Kagame report sought to 
address this by setting PSC membership criteria linked 
to a country’s capacity to carry out its mandate on 
the council. 

Another flaw is the lack of adequate funding, which 
limits the ability of the Peace and Security Department 

The protocol establishing the PSC was negotiated and 
adopted more than 15 years ago. As the Architecture for 
Peace and Security in Africa (APSA) has now entered 
a phase dominated by regional economic communities 
(RECs) and new security challenges, the question is 
whether the protocol and the working methods of the 
PSC are up to date. 
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to launch initiatives. Finally, the lack of political will – especially in the post-
Libya context in which many heads of state view the responsibility to protect 
as a disguised instrument to overthrow governments that are not favourable 
to the West – also causes implementation issues.

The protocol as a child of the 90s

On the other hand, the protocol cannot be separated from the context in 
which it was drafted; an era marked by the genocide in Rwanda and the 
wars in Sierra Leone and Liberia. This has resulted in the inclusion of human 
security-oriented provisions first in the AU Constitutive Act and then in the 
protocol establishing the PSC. 

Most of these provisions on human security were in fact included in the 
Kampala Declaration in 1991, which was not adopted because of the 
opposition of some authoritarian states. Almost 10 years later, under the 
leadership of former presidents Thabo Mbeki and Olusegun Obasanjo, these 
provisions were used to overhaul the continental framework on peace and 
security. In this regard, the protocol is the product of the 1990s. 

Under the leadership of former presidents Mbeki and 
Obasanjo, these provisions were used to overhaul the 
continental framework on peace and security

Yet the security landscape in Africa has changed over the last few years. 
Large-scale conflicts such as the current civil war in South Sudan are the 
exception rather than the norm. Most crises are low intensity and strongly 
related to governance issues, with peaks of violence and periods of calm. 
In addition, while insurgencies can threaten a state’s authority in remote 
areas, their structures are too loose to allow them to take full control of 
a territory.

The protocol’s emphasis on preventative action and early warning resulted 
from the assumption that the genocide in Rwanda, among others, was 
caused by a lack of continental monitoring and knowledge of the situation to 
inform appropriate decisions, notably the deployment of military missions. In 
consequence, the protocol has provided the framework for African military 
missions in Burundi, Darfur, Somalia and Mali. However, the AU’s ability 
to deploy military missions contrasts with its often-limited ability to foster 
political solutions. 

The roles of the AUC chairperson and the Panel of the Wise are also limited, 
as the protocol attempts to balance human security and state sovereignty. It 
is thus becoming increasingly difficult to identify options to pre-empt crises, 
or even to limit the humanitarian consequences of full-blown crises. 

Reality has set in

As most pillars of the APSA have become operationalised, reality has set 
in. The functioning of various mechanisms on paper has morphed under 

DETERMINES CRITERIA 
FOR PSC MEMBERSHIP

Article 5 (4)



14 PEACE AND SECURITY COUNCIL REPORT

pressure from political realities and changes in the ideological mindset of 
several member states.

One of the best examples is article 4(h) of the Constitutive Act and article 4(j) 
of the PSC Protocol. The crisis in Burundi has illustrated the challenges in 
implementing these critical provisions, ranging from obtaining the consent of 
the concerned state to finding unanimity among AU heads of state (as the AU 
favours consensus) and an authorising resolution by a divided United Nations 
(UN) Security Council (in a case of a lack of consent). The same crisis has 
affected other pillars of the APSA, such as the Conflict Early Warning System 
and the Panel of the Wise. 

It is necessary to update the protocol to include 
the latest institutional and policy developments in 
the AU

The relative independence of the Panel of the Wise – set out in the protocol 
– is constrained both by administrative and financial challenges and by the 
fact that being an elder statesman (or woman) is not necessary the recipe 
for bold and unconventional thinking when it comes to solving crises on 
the continent. Another example is the relationship between the AU and the 
RECs. While the protocol empowers the AU to coordinate and harmonise the 
activities of regional organisations, member states increasingly favour RECs 
to manage crises.

Options for reform

Based on the above assessment, various reforms of the PSC Protocol 
may be considered: updating the protocol, filling some of the gaps and 
clarifying issues.

Firstly, it is necessary to update the protocol to include the latest 
institutional and policy developments in the AU. The main development 
is the establishment of the African Charter for Democracy, Election and 
Governance and the African Governance Architecture, as the PSC only refers 
to the Lomé Declaration on unconstitutional changes of government. Other 
developments that could be included are the rules on the functioning of the 
Peace Fund; the 2004 Protocol to the OAU Convention on Preventing and 
Combating Terrorism; and the AU framework on humanitarian policy.

Secondly, some gaps in the protocol may need to be filled. A few examples 
that could be looked at are:

•  Article 10(4) of the protocol, which states that the AUC chairperson should 
be assisted by the commissioner for peace and security. This should be 
changed to ‘assisted by the commissioners; especially those in charge of 
peace and security and political affairs’.

•  The provision for subsidiary bodies and subcommittees of the PSC, 
addressed in article 8(5). To this day, only the committee of experts has 

MISSING FROM 
THE PROTOCOL

The African 
Charter on 
Democracy
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seen an advanced degree of operationalisation. Other 
bodies such as the Military Staff Committee and the 
subcommittees on counter-terrorism, post-conflict and 
development, and sanctions have not. This provision 
needs to be revised.

•  The status of the PSC Secretariat, which is not 
elaborated at all. Over the years the secretariat 
has increasingly relied on the commission to 
fulfil its mandate, mostly owing to its lack of 
capacity. Consideration should be given to a clear 
definition of the secretariat’s terms of reference, to 
include controlling the legality and monitoring the 
implementation of decisions adopted by the PSC.

Thirdly, clarification is needed regarding the African 
Standby Force, which the protocol sees as the main 
military instrument of the APSA. However, a regional 
brigade has never been deployed. African peace support 
operations now vary in both format and mandate, 
especially with the loose regionalisation of missions 
such as the Multi-National Joint Task Force against 
Boko Haram and the G5 Sahel. It may be necessary to 
rather adopt a doctrine for African-led peace support 
operations than focusing on a specific format, in order to 
allow flexibility.

Obstacles to successful reform

The PSC and its protocol may still face many challenges.

The first is the controversial issue of delegations’ 
capacity, as pointed out in the Kagame report. Thus far, 
the criteria set out in article 5(2) have not been enforced, 
for the sake of sovereign equality among member states. 
Even member states that complain about the limited 
capacity of other embassies are reluctant to establish 
any coercive mechanisms in this regard. 

human security have a future within the AU when 

Obasanjo and Mbeki leave office?’ This question remains 

relevant. Few heads of state are willing to openly defend 

shared values at the continental level. 

The ideological mindset of the early 2000s has changed 

and issues such as the responsibility to protect and 

human security now tend to be rejected as ‘Western 

tools’. For example, progressive West African heads of 

state tend to limit such advocacy and implementation to 

their regional frameworks while remaining relatively silent 

in Addis Ababa. 

African peace support operations 
now vary in both format and mandate, 
especially with the loose regionalisation 
of missions

Secondly, any reform of the protocol could end up 
disrupting the fragile balance it achieves between 
human security and state sovereignty. In 2010, 
Ghanaian scholar Thomas Kwasi Tieku asked: ‘Does 

Clarification is needed regarding the 
African Standby Force, which the 
protocol sees as the main military 
instrument of the APSA 

The AU’s practice of consensus, the silence of some 
human security-oriented heads of state, plus the 
vocal dominance of conservative and authoritarian 
heads of state mean that any amendment of the 
protocol could see a reversal on this score, rather than 
an improvement. 

A crisis of effectiveness and adequacy 

In conclusion, while representing substantial progress 
when compared to the OAU, the protocol and the PSC 
face a double challenge.

The implementation of both the spirit and the letter of 
the protocol is flawed, owing to multiple factors: uneven 
political will, lack of adequate resources – both financial 
and human – and bureaucratisation that has resulted 
in stagnation.

At the same time, the context has changed significantly 
since the protocol’s entry into force in 2004. Some 
security challenges (terrorism, climate change-induced 
conflicts, governance-related crises) have gained 
intensity. The adaptation of various instruments is
thus necessary.

Both the implementation and contextual crises 
are urgent, but it is up to AU member states to 
decide which one matters most and requires a 
timely resolution. 
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