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ABSTRACT

The peacekeeping partnership between the United Nations (UN) and the African Union

(AU), which started in 2002, occurred at three levels: strategic, institutional and
operational. The strategic partnership involves the UN Security Council (UNSC) and the é
AU Peace and Security Council (PSC); the institutional partnership comprises the U!v
Secretariat and the AU Commission, while joint peacekeeping operations have been ¢

out in Sudan, Somalia and Mali. Existing studies on how to improve the partnershi e
focused on the operational level to the detriment of the other two. This study ore,
moved from the minimalist view to a more comprehensive approach, by foc&on the
normative frameworks, practice and challenges of the partnership. g

The study adopted a qualitative approach and utilised a combinat@o descriptive,
explorative and case study research design. Purposive sampling tgchnique was used to
select respondents who had knowledge of the partnership. spondents included
officials of the UN, AU, and sub-regional organisations; y, police and civilian
personnel; and academics. A total of 39 in-depth intervie re conducted in Ethiopia
(12), Mali (13), Sudan (seven) and Ghana (seven). Four roup discussions were held

with police personnel of varied nationalities and pe ing backgrounds. Secondary
data were sourced from UN and AU official docu especially the provisions of the
Chapter VII1 of the UN Charter, the AU Constit ct and the AU PSC Protocol. Others
consisted of books, journal articles and c ce reports. Data were subjected to

descriptive content analyses. 9

The frameworks forming the basis of ma nership embody the general principles, values,
expectations and prescriptive guideli f responsibilities of both organisations. However,
both institutions lack a shared und&wding of the interpretation and application of these
frameworks, partly due to th ar nature of roles. The partnership has, in practice,
remained asymmetrical wit N always taking the decisions and responsibilities. Apart
from Somalia, all the jai erations are controlled by the UN, with the AU playing
minimal roles. While t rtnership has resulted in pragmatic and flexible responses to
conflicts in Sudan a ali, and provided a way of sharing resources, it suffers from a

variety of challe% etween the UNSC and PSC and their respective secretariat, power
diﬁerential% rated mutual suspicion, disagreement, competition, coordination and

bureaucrati ems. These have undermined consensus and cohesion during joint
operationx ali and Sudan, the two organisations competed over the mission’s chain of
command,“disagreed on the appointment of senior officials, and took decisions without
co each other. Although the situation was different in Somalia, both organisations
inlie to have contradictory approaches regarding the resolution of the conflict.

comprehensive approach to understanding the nature of the United Nations/African

éUnion peacekeeping partnership revealed some fundamental challenges. Future

é partnerships should be based on mutual trust, comparative strengths, and a shared
0 interpretation of the normative frameworks especially the Chapter V111 of the UN Charter.

t Keywords:  Peacekeeping operations, Peacekeeping partnership, United Nations, African
Union
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CHAPTER ONE OV'
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND ov'

1.1. BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY OQ

Partnerships between the United Nations (UN) and regional %tions (ROs) in the

field of peacekeeping operations (PKOs) have become a ¢ Nfeature of global security
&ebajo (2011), can be traced

to the early 1990s, following the end of the Cold d the subsequent failures of the

cooperation. The genesis of this phenomenon, accordin

UN in Somalia, Rwanda, and the former Yu (see also Aning, 1997; Anyidoho,
1997; Bowden, 1999; Dallaire, 2003). The e high-profile setbacks, which stemmed
from the multifaceted nature of Contemio conflicts and the strains on UN’s operational

capacity, in terms of personnel, |
Q uncil (UNSC) became reluctant to establish new

situation where the UN Secugi 0
operations in the mid and 990s. A report by the Lessons Learnt Unit of the UN

Department of Peacek Operations (DPKO) in March 1999, for instance, indicated

, funding and polical support, contributed to a

that, the number of Meacekeepers fell from a peak of 78,744 men and women in mid-
1993 to approx y 14,500 in November 1998 (DPKO, 1999: 4). While this trend was
global in s&ﬂ became most evident in Africa. For instance, in 1993, the number of
peaceke on the continent was about 40,000. However, by 1999, the number had
@1 to less than 10,000 (Adebajo, 2011). Likewise, the number of peacekeeping

@ tions also dwindled from seven in 1993 to three in 1999 (Adebajo, 2011).

ée The reduction in UN PKOs in the 1990s was accompanied by a rise in the active role of

0 regional and sub-regional organisations in peacemaking, peacekeeping and peace
* ' enforcement actions globally. In Europe, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)

deployed peacekeeping missions to the Western Balkans and Afghanistan (Gowan and



Sherman, 2012). Similarly, the Arab League, which deployed its first military
peacekeeping force in Lebanon in 1976 was also instrumental in the resolution of conflicts

in the Middle East and Somalia. Likewise, the Organisation of American States (OAS) in e
Latin America, also deployed small observer missions to the Dominican Republi
Nicaragua and Honduras in the 1990s (Fortna, 1993:1-2). In Africa, the Organisa i(@
African Unity (OAU) undertook peacekeeping initiatives in Chad (1982) an %di
(1996), whilst the Economic Community of West African States (ECO A& eployed

what Aning (2007) describes as the first African-led and funded peace g mission to
Liberia in 1990 and later in Sierra Leone and Guinea-Bissau. Howevgr, Stmilar to the UN’s

experiences, many of these regional and sub-regional organisations*also faced the same

resource constraints. e\

Subsequently, to confront the peacekeeping challw e 1990s, the UNSC responded
by encouraging a move towards decentralisatiO\ e field of peacekeeping operations,
including the increased involvement of regi ganisations (ROs) under Chapter VIII of
the UN Charter! (UN, 1992: para. 64, é).

(2000: 202, cited from Bellamy, Wi s and Griffin, 2010: 305) posited that unlike the
period between 1945 and 1990g UNSC Resolutions contained only three references

In demonstrating this relationship, Gray

to ROs, the situation chan matically after 1992, as many references were made to

ROs in UNSC Resolu@e ating to Angola, Haiti, Mozambique, Western Sahara and

Former Yugoslavia.v cularly, in 1992, the prospect of increased cooperation with ROs
prompted Bou utros-Ghali, the UN Secretary-General (UNSG), to urge the UN to
make bett f their potential in five peace-related activities: preventive diplomacy,

early w@g systems for crisis prevention, peacekeeping and post-conflict peacebuilding
(v 2, 1995). This proposal was contained in the UNSC report, An Agenda for Peace:
ntive diplomacy, peacemaking and peace-keeping, issued in 1992. The
upplementary report to An Agenda for Peace in 1995, further reinforced it and outlined

diplomatic support, co-deployment, joint operations and operational support (UN, 1992,

éi the forms that the cooperation between UN and ROs should take namely, consultation,



Following a series of meetings and discussions between the UN and regional bodies on

how best they could coordinate their efforts to maintain peace and security, the concept of
global-regional security partnerships became more prominent. From this period (mid- e
1990s) onwards, the UN entered into a variety of relationships with regional and su

regional organisations in the maintenance of international peace and security, but o 30
hoc basis (UN, 1999a, 1999b, 2000, 2008 and 2011). In Europe, NATO, fo %Ie,
cooperated with the UN in Bosnia and Herzegovina during its first peacekee ir&raﬁon,
the Implementation Force (IFOR) in 1995.% In the same way, the UN al perated with
ECOWAS in Liberia in 1993 and Sierra Leone in 1998/9. After tm*? ion of the OAU

Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolufi CPMR) in 1993, it

also cooperated with the UN in a number of peacemakin@ and conflict prevention
initiatives in countries such as Burundi, Comoros, De Republic of Congo (DRC),
Central African Republic (CAR), Liberia and Sie ne in the 1990s (Aning, 1997;

Adebajo, 2002; Boulden, 2003; Adebajo, 20(& s, 2006).
Over the past two decades, the partnegship®between the UN and ROs have continued to
expand, especially, in Africa whe %AU was transformed to the AU in 2002 (Murithi,
2009; Bah and Lortan, 2011:5 %g adopted one of the most comprehensive security
regimes anywhere in the ghe AU, in partnership with its Regional Economic
Communities (RECS), ing a more pivotal role in the management and resolution of
Africa’s security Mments. Since its establishment, the AU has deployed several
peacekeeping éions to countries like Burundi, CAR, Mali, Somalia and Sudan
(Appiah-M& 2005; Birikorang, 2009; Murithi, 2009; Bah and Lortan, 2011:5).
Cons qtg/, since 2002, the UN’s relationship with the AU in the maintenance of peace
curity, primarily through peacekeeping operations has developed as one of the most
nt partnerships in the world. In practice, the partnership has occurred at three different

a
i
éievels namely, the strategic,® institutional* and operational® levels respectively.

'0 At the strategic level, links have been established between the UN Security Council
(UNSC) and the AU Peace and Security Council (AUPSC) through annual joint

consultative meetings (AU, 2012, 2013). Eight of such consultative meetings have been



held in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia and New York, United States of America (USA) since it
began in 2007. Generally, members of the two Councils discussed issues of common
interest pertaining to peace and security in Africa during these joint meetings. At the
institutional level, the UN Secretariat and the AU Commission which are the operation
arms of both organisations have also been working together since 2002. Officials

two secretariats maintain constant working-level interactions through d esk
exchanges and capacity-building programmes.® In praxis, while there is no acc way of
cataloging the various peacekeeping partnerships between the two o ations at the

operational level given their sui generis character, four possible sets 'f catégories appear.

The first type of partnership which is the most pronounceddnvglves the construction of a
hybrid or joint operations, where both the AU and the rate within a single or joint
chain of command (Bah and Jones, 2008; Bellamwms and Griffin, 2010:65-66). An

example of this type of partnership is the ongo'r‘ /AU Mission in Darfur (UNAMID).
The second type involves AU-led peacekee eration with UN logistics, technical and
financial support. The UN Support Offic the AU Mission in Somalia (UNSOA) is a
typical case in point. The third of partnership involves a kind of sequential
operations, where the AU initia ducts an operation, and then passes the peacekeeping
baton to the UN. The tran@)n of the AU Mission in Burundi (AMIB) into a UN
mission in 2004 is a @nple (Malan, 2008; Murithi, 2009:5-7). The last form of
partnership, which Vmilar to the sequential operation, is also a kind of ‘trilateral
peacekeeping on where a UN mission follows a peacekeeping operation by the AU
and its RE& example is the transformation of the African-led International Support
MissionO/lali (AFISMA) in July 2013 by the AU and ECOWAS to the United Nations
idimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA). Evidently, these

rent forms of partnerships are symptomatic of the shifting nature of how peacekeeping
perations are being conducted on the African continent. But in general terms, through
these partnerships, the UN and the AU have demonstrated the capacity to respond with the
required flexibility and pragmatism to complex political realities on the African continent.

S



1.2. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Although the UN/AU partnership is organised within the spirit and intent of Chapter VI
of the UN Charter and the Article 17 (1) of the AU Protocol Relating to the Establishment
of the Peace and Security Council, a wide range of challenges and limitations hampefsi

effectiveness. Currently, one of the principal difficulties is how to apply Chapt I
without prejudice to the role of the UNSC and at the same time, without und @ g the
efforts of the AU to develop its own capacity to provide adequate resp African
security problems (Bah and Lortan, 2011:6). A typical case in point, a ﬁg to Akande,
Plessis and Jalloh (2010), as well as Bah and Lortan (2011), was the failure of the UNSC
to formally consider the AU’s repeated requests for a de of the prosecution of
President Omar al-Bashir of Sudan by the International @I al Court (ICC). Another
instance was the differences in approach between t@nd the AU during the Libyan
crises in 2011 (Ping, 2011; Aning, et al., 2013; S% 13; Smith-Windsor, 2013; Abass,
2014).” In this particular case, for instance, \e AU insisted on a political solution to
the crises, the UN and the Western cou \%ed for a military intervention under the
pretext of protecting civilians (Bellamy& Williams, 2011). These existing difficulties and

incoherence in approach undoubt aises some fundamental questions about the status
of the partnership, especial@a principled position by one is openly disregarded by

the other. 0
\

What factors exp iMe differences in approach, and in what ways do these differences
affect the rela c%p between the two organisations? And do these challenges call for a
re-exami f the relationship envisaged under Chapter VIII of the UN Charter? These

issues, W mostly emanate from the normative frameworks underlying the partnership

n @ther interrogation to ensure a more coherent and systematic partnership. But more

ﬁcitly, the lack of political coherence raises two key questions. First, what are the
éconsultatlve decision-making frameworks between the two organisations and how effective

é are they? And second, what are the existing modalities for division of labour and
*0 burden-sharing given that partnership refers in theory, to equality, shared values and a high
level of trust and reciprocity? Whereas the issue of burden-sharing was addressed by the

UN Report of the African Union-United Nations Panel on modalities for support to African



Union peacekeeping operations, commonly referred to as the ‘Prodi Report’, the issue of

frameworks for decision-making and division of labour is yet to be adequately addressed

(UN, 2008a, 2008c). e

With respect to the issue of burden-sharing, in particular, the Prodi Report recomme ;
C
authorised AU peacekeeping operations for a period of six months, instead o Gelot,

the use of UN assessed contributions on a case-by-case basis to support onl

Gelot and Coning (2012:28) describes as a generic framework of su@rt. The AU,
however, thinks otherwise about this proposal and argues that once th°\l authorises an
AU mission, it has to provide all the necessary resources (fundin specially, logistics)
to sustain it because the AU is undertaking the mission on its% f (AU, 2012). Besides,

the AU also argues that it contributes to the UN assessed g for peacekeeping through
its 54 members states that are part of the UN. Howev. UN has not yielded to this idea
because of its implications on funding all unauthgfis€d peacekeeping operations conducted

by regional organisations. é

O

Most importantly, the lack of a clear dg@ision-making framework in responding to conflicts
on the African continent has also@ed several daunting challenges in the management
and sustainment of the p ip. This is particularly evident, during joint field
operations regarding is@ ch as decision-making, appointments and modalities of
burden-sharing as IN the division of labour. The problem this generates is clearly
indicated by Anyidoho (2012:50), who noted that the initial stages of UNAMID were
complicated %

such as @Ievel appointments, division of labour and reporting. Williams and Boutellis
(20 also indicate that the initial stages of MINUSMA were fraught with disagreements

understandings and disputes between the UN and the AU on issues

n the UN and the AU over senior mission leadership appointments (i.e. the head of

%ssion, his/her two deputies, the force commander and the police commissioner). For
ééexample, the UN appointed Albert Koenders from the Netherlands, as head of the mission
0 instead of the AU’s candidate, Pierre Buyoya, a former president of Burundi and head of
* AFISMA. The UN also sidelined Nigeria’s Major-General Shehu Abdulkadir who was the
AFISMA force commander and appointed Rwanda’s Major-General, Jean-Bosco Kazuran,

as force commander. Undeniably, these tensions and disagreements are just nothing, but a
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clear manifestation of mistrust, weak communication, bureaucratic politics, and different

institutional cultures.

Aside the issues raised above, the doctrinal gap between the UN and the AU, with regardve
to peacekeeping deployments have also not been adequately addressed. Thus, whil

AU and ECOWAS are willing to deploy peacekeepers in the absence of peace Wnts

or what the 2000 ‘Brahimi Report’ terms as “no peace to keep”, the UN is not WAS,

1999; Murithi 2009; UN 2009; AU, 2012). The practical implication of&n the division

of labour and burden sharing cannot be underestimated. The role of, th
Economic Communities (RECs) in the UN/AU partnership is aI&Ac

h

rican Regional
lear. What role, for

example, can RECs play to strengthen the partnership betw; UN and the AU? This

issue is missing or not given particular attention in the s and discussions about the
future of the partnership. !0
Undoubtedly, all these dilemmas bring to t the need for a proper appreciation and

application of the principle of subsidiar@But more ominously, though peacekeeping

partnership looks likely to dominate*African security landscape in the years to come

due to the rising level of comple %cts and the resource constraints of both the UN, the

AU and its RECs, few atte & comprehensively evaluating the associated problems,

lessons learnt and outc gs.pecially at the strategic and institutional level have so far

been made. Instead of the existing studies like Appiah-Mensah (2006); Nethling

(2006); Kreps ; Othieno and Samasuwo (2007); Murithi (2007b, 2009); Andrews &

Holt (20 &ah (2010) look at isolated cases, such as specifics of AU/UN partnership

in Darf&lhout any holistic approach to the issue. In other words, although the
par?ip occurs at three different levels, existing studies on how to improve the system

ectiveness have focused largely on the operational level to the detriment of the other

els. These gaps are what this study sought to fill — to provide a more comprehensive
éérewew of the partnership, instead of focusing on isolated case studies and how the
0 partnership can be strengthened to address the complex African peace and security
* challenges. The study, therefore, moved from the minimalist view of the UN/AU
partnership to a more comprehensive approach, by focusing on the normative frameworks,

practice and the inherent challenges of the partnership.
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1.3. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The aim of the study was to examine the normative frameworks, practice and challenges of
the partnership between the UN and the AU in peacekeeping operations. é

Specifically, the objectives of the study were to: oi

14

Based on the objectives outlinev

V.

explore the motivations behind the UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping o@ ns;

examine the normative frameworks guiding the UN/AU partnershipdhypeacekeeping

operations; o

interrogate how the UN/AU partnership works in pr&e at the strategic,
institutional and operational levels respectively;

. assess the intended or unintended outcomes and bene\f the UN/AU partnership;

and @

identify the challenges facing the UN/A nership and the modalities for

resolving them. e\
RESEARCH QUESTION?

e, the following research questions were posed:

What are the vations behind the UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping

operations? v\

What & normative frameworks guiding the UN/AU partnership and their

im tation challenges?

%10 does the UN/AU partnership work in practice at the strategic, institutional and

&

perational levels;

What are the intended or unintended outcomes and benefits of the UN/AU

partnership in peacekeeping operations?

What are the challenges impeding effective cooperation and collaboration between
the UN and the AU and how can they be resolved?



1.5. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

This study contributes to knowledge, policy, practice, and future research. In terms of
contribution to knowledge, the study demonstrates that the UN/AU partnership i e
peacekeeping operations can and should be studied from a multiplicity of levels. v
from UN and AU official documents, scholarly studies of the partnership have fo Lwre
on the operational level, which is just one of several potential levels of a& The
strategic and institutional level politics that usually influence the natur€gdirection and
impact of a peacekeeping operation have not received much rese@ attention. The
analytical focus on the operational level is not enough, thereforiétudy illustrated that
the partnership can be studied from three different but interrela‘ vels. In that regard, the
study has widened the scope of analysis beyond the @onal level, highlighted its
relationship with the strategic and institutional Ievel&hat is often overlooked when
the focus is only at that level. \4
The policy contributions are twofold. l@ﬁe policy implications of this study are
important for improving the effectiveness of inter-organisational partnerships in
peacekeeping operations gIobaIIy.Qdessons learnt from the case study, in particular, will
help the organisations to im eir operational partnerships and better integrate their
approaches in the peace environment. | also propose that the partnership should be
institutionalised wit w orandum of understanding (MOU), specifying the roles and
responsibilities eMrganisation, to avoid the problems caused by ad hoc cooperation
and personn&/er. Although the past decade has witnessed a strengthened UN/AU
partnershi \ still occurs on an ad-hoc basis and largely driven by operational exigencies.
To gthe predictability and sustainability of the partnership, it is important to
se it with an MOU, which clearly delineates the responsibilities of each
%anisation in the maintenance of peace and security in Africa. Admittedly, whiles the
éésigning of an MOU may not necessary ensure compliance or bind the two organisations to
0 the principles inherent in the document, it does set the stage for the modification of the
* vague provisions of the Chapter V111 of the UN Charter and the clarity of roles.



Second, the findings of this research could be applied to other areas of inter-organisational
cooperation beyond the field of peacekeeping operations. Thus, there is also partnership
between the following organisations: EU and AU; NATO and AU; UN and EU; OAS and e
UN; UN and Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN); AU and World Ban
ECOWAS and EU, in the areas of infrastructure development, governance, ecq Q
development, agriculture, science and technology, climate change, information t ogy,
transnational organised crimes, and counter-terrorism. Understanding th &s and
mechanisms of the UN/AU partnerships in peacekeeping operations cou eneficial for
understanding how these partnerships also work in practice. In othm , the findings of

the research, in terms of, what motivated the partnership bet e UN/AU could be

applied beyond the field of peacekeeping operations. e
Practically, there is a general lack of shared under iNg regarding the application and
implementation of Chapter VIII of the UN r within the context of the UN’s

collective security framework. This studfégs into focus a re-examination of the

normative frameworks that guides th nited Nations cooperation with regional

organisations as far as implementati ues are concerned by bringing out the shortfalls
and gaps. The study does this Iding an alternative perspective to the understanding
and real meaning of the r VIII in order to encourage concrete and improved

partnership between the\ond the AU as well as other regional organisations.

With respect t contribution to future research, the study has shown that the
effectivene e UN//AU partnership is also connected to the Regional Economic
Comm RECs) in Africa and how the AU, especially, manages its cooperation with

oth anisations like the EU and NATO on the continent. Presently, the RECs do not

éa major role in the UN/AU partnership although they are the building blocs of the AU

é ace and Security Architecture. The importance of the RECs was, in particular,

é illustrated in the Malian case study where the UN/AU cooperation involved ECOWAS.
0 Moreover, in the case of Somalia, the study also revealed the role that the EU, in particular,
* plays in that mission. Currently, no comprehensive studies exist to examine the roles that

the RECs and organisations like the EU that are also undertaking peacekeeping in Africa
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can play in the partnership. Future research on how to strengthen the partnership can focus

on the roles these organisations can play.

1.6. SCOPE OF STUDY oi

The study covered all aspects of the UN/AU partnerships, both at the headq @i:evel
and at the field level. Principally, it covered the strategic partnership betqa‘n e UNSC
e AUC; and

operational partnership in Mali, Sudan and Somalia. This to provide a more

and the AUPSC; institutional partnership between the UN Secretariat

comprehensive review of the partnership, rather than focusing t&)ecific cases of UN/AU
peacekeeping partnerships which limits the in-depth unders@ g and proper appreciation
of how it works in practice, its associated challenge mes and benefits. The study

&U in 2002 to 2014. The selection

of this time frame was not a random one, but r Xpremised on two major considerations.

extended over the period since the establishment

First, apart from the fact that the AU was shed in 2002, the period also witnessed an
ambitious partnership between the AUSand the UN in peacekeeping operations. This was
evidenced by the various forms tnership that emerged between the UNSC and the
PSC in the deployment of p %ping missions to Burundi, Sudan, Somalia and Mali.
The second reason had t ith the more distinctive and ‘revolutionary’ way in which
these partnerships eme . Thus, the spontaneous manner in which the UN and the AU
responded to the@&mging peacekeeping environment during the period.

Clearly, tf\*oice of this period promises a rich contribution to the in-depth
understangiing of the partnership and how it should evolve in the future. But while the

@ncentrates on the period since the inception of the AU, it is important to also
@e ion that there can be no clear-cut date for a research of this kind. Therefore, the study
Is

o draws on the events that took place during the period of the OAU, the predecessor of
the AU in the 1990s when it also cooperated with the UN.

&
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1.7.  ARRANGEMENT OF CHAPTERS

The study is organized into six (6) chapters. Chapter one constitutes the introduction and
background to the study. It covers the statement of the problem, the research objective e
research questions, significance of the study, and the scope of the study. Chapter?v
presents the literature review of the UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping operatio ?( e
theoretical framework adopted for the study. Chapter three discusses &search
methodology of the study which includes the research design, sampling tequues, and the
methods of data collection and analysis. Chapter four discusses and a es the research
findings based on the research objectives of the study. Chapter fi strates the research
findings using three case studies of UN/AU partnership in Maﬂ ISMA to MINUSMA);
Somalia (UNSOA & AMISOM); and Sudan (UNAMID y, Chapter six presents the
summary of findings, states the conclusion and offer atic recommendations on how

to further strengthen the UN/AU partnership at rategic, institutional and operational

4°é
1.8.  CONCLUSION Q.

The partnership between th@]d the AU in the field of peacekeeping has become a
central feature of glo curity cooperation since 2002. Despite the fact that both

levels respectively.

organisations pursuev ar objectives in Africa, their efforts in responding to existing and

emerging pea security threats have not always been coherent and consistent as it

should be. &been fraught with a range of challenges and difficulties. Moreover, the
relationsgremains more ad hoc than systematic and piece-meal than comprehensive.

A ough the partnership occurs at three different levels (strategic, institutional and

perational), most existing studies apart from UN and AU official documents on how to

%prove the system for effectiveness have focused largely on the operational level to the

detriment of the other two levels. These were some of the gaps and difficulties that

*@ motivated this research, in order to find ways through which both organisations can create
a more coherent and systematic partnership. After the introduction and background to the

study, this chapter presented, among others, the statement of the problem, the research
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objectives, the research questions, significance of the study, the scope of the study and the

arrangement of chapters.
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ENDNOTES

to the settlement of disputes and the maintenance of international peace and security.
2See NATO, 2014, “NATO’s relations with the United Nations”
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_50321.htm, accessed 20 October 2014.

3 The decisions and management of peacekeeping operation at the United Nations Security Council and the Afr@
Union Peace and Security Council is considered to be the strategic level.

4 The management of peacekeeping operation at the level of the UN Secretariat in New York, USA and @ of

!Chapter VIII of the UN Charter acknowledges the scope for contribution of regional organisations or coalition force E

the AU Commission in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia is referred to as the institutional level.

5The field-based management of peacekeeping operations at the mission headquarters is considere
operational level (UN, 2008)

& Department of Political Affairs. (2014). United Nations — African Union Cooperation.
http://www.un.org/wcm/content/site/undpa/main/activities_by region/africa/unlo. Accessed onOecember 2014.
" See the Communique, of the Peace and Security Council, 265th meeting, Addis Ababa, arch 2011,

PSC/PRICOMM.2 (CCLXV). ‘
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CHAPTER TWO v'

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK v

Q

2.1. INTRODUCTION Q

This chapter reviews the existing literatures on UN/AU partner ipgl peacekeeping
operations in line with the research objectives, defines the maw&%ts and discusses the
theoretical framework adopted for the study. It begins \dlscourse of two major
concepts used in the study namely, peacekeeping op and partnership. Second, the
available literatures on UN/AU partnerships are re % with a view to identifying the
gaps and how they inform or justify the stu , the theoretical framework adopted
for the study is discussed. In this particu Q ion of the chapter, two different types of

inter- organlsatlonal cooperatlon thEOI’

emphasized. @
22. THE CONCEPT@% ARTNERSHIP

change theory and attraction theory are

and administr onomics, sociology, anthropology, psychology and political science.

Partnership is a&wonsmerable interest in disciplines such as business management
The term W\ used in business law during the second half of the 20th Century to refer
to a con for sharing fairly the profits and loss of a joint business (Uhlik, 2007: 33).
I—@ over time this understanding of partnership as a fair division of profit and loss

aswranslated into the organisational development and management fields. Since the past

0 decades, partnership has been employed as one of the predominant architectures for
global peacekeeping operations, particularly, in Africa (Derblom, Frisell, and Schmidt,
2008:39; Murithi, 2009; Balas, 2011). However, there exists a lack of conceptual clarity
surrounding what exactly is meant by partnership. Commenting on this difficulty, Ling

(2000:82) concludes that the literature on partnership amounts to methodological anarchy
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and definitional chaos because of the lack of a common and accepted meaning of the term.
Generically, it has been used without any precise definition, resulting in multiple
interpretations. This is why Sullivan and Williams (2007), for instance, posit that many e
partnerships encounter difficulties due to different interpretations of their nature an

purpose. More often than not, partnership is typically used interchangeably to d s@
other forms of inter-organisational relationships such as collaboration, wﬁtlon

coordination, alliance and joint working, though these terms mean differe ings to
different people. Accordingly, in line with the literatures on partnership boration and
cooperation will be the associated synonyms for this study. ‘

Sullivan and Skelcher (2002:1) assert that “partnership is abé\ﬁxring responsibility and
overcoming the inflexibility created by organisatio ctoral and even national
boundaries.” Stuart, Walker and Minzner (2011'&% other hand, also define
partnerships as a “strategically formed relatio between organisations that involve

varying degrees of resource sharing, jointé on-making and collaborative work to
address common interests, achieve shared s or benefit mutual stakeholders.” Likewise,

Mohiddin (1998:5) also defines pa ip as the ‘highest stage of working relationship
between different people or or ion brought together by commitment to common
objectives, bonded by long nce of working together, and sustained by subscription

to common visions.’ 2#@ , the various conceptualizations above are very useful in

better understandin partnerships are, the study finds the explanation by Stuart,
Walker and Mi @2011:3) very useful. Hence, it was adopted as the working definition
for the study: ce the purpose of the study is to examine the UN/AU partnership in
peaceke@ operations, it is important to adopt a restrictive definition that will facilitate
the is of the research findings. And predictably, the conceptualization of partnership

art, Walker and Minzner sufficiently does that.

ee Admittedly, while the definition of partnerships by Stuart, Walker and Minzner (2011:3) is
0 not very comprehensive, it does help distinguish partnerships from other forms of

* relationships. What their definition implies is that a partnership is a shared commitment,
where all partners have a right and an obligation to participate and will be affected equally

by the benefits and disadvantages arising from the partnership. Essentially, their definition
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emphasizes three important points: (a) it shows that partnerships are initiated by
organisations with common objectives or goals; (b) it shows that there should be a mutually
agreed division of labour; and (c) there should be equal share of benefits and risks. e
Significantly, these points reverberate well with Walsh’s (n.d) assertion that, the partnerinv

process implies a commitment to working towards common objectives; a high lev

mutual trust; a willingness to cooperate, share responsibility and accept account
where necessary, to alter the prevailing institutional structures. Put differen Iyx\ nership
goals are generally premised on the need for organisations to combine esources and

strengths to produce positive outcomes and reduce unintended negati‘e outComes.

Carroll and Ashford (1995) opine that partnerships can occur @ levels: The formal and
informal levels. According to them, formal partnership@waracterized by contractual
obligations and formal structures of control. This f partnership requires formal
hierarchy, or rules and regulations, where organi I structures and processes can detail
how they function. On the other hand rmal partnership involves adaptable
arrangements in which behavioural nor her than contractual obligations, determine
the contributions of parties. This typ artnership is voluntaristic and organic according
to Astley (1984, cited from C nd Ashford, 1995). The conditions under which
informal partnerships can at lude: Partners perceiving they will be in contact with
each other for a long ti leving that it is to their advantage to be in partnership; and
recognising the nee ciprocate for any benefits received (Axelrod, 1984, cited from
Carroll and Ashf@lQQS:lO). For Carroll and Ashford (1995), the type of partnership can
also vary wj organisations are horizontally or vertically connected to each other. A
horizont ed organisation involves those organisations engaged in common tasks or

ever?petitors while vertical linked organisations are those where there is a superior and
i

Q

2.2.1. Key Components of Partnerships

nate or the top and down levels of organisations.

*a According to Fowler (2000), partnerships are associated with the following characteristics:
long-term shared responsibility, reciprocal obligation, equality, mutuality and balance of

power. Equally, Wanni (2010) and Crawford (2003) also identified or emphasized
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principles such as reciprocity, accountability, joint decision-making, respect, trust,
transparency, sustainability and mutual interests as underlying partnerships. In the same
way, Newman (2001:123) also points to the fact that partnerships could as readily be
characterised by instrumentalism, bargaining and pragmatic compliance as well as trus

equality and reciprocity. While these elements of partnership are not exhaustiv Q
nevertheless help in understanding the range of factors that may influence the de %ent
and efficacy of partnerships. Particularly, following these elements will ns& hether
there would be effective working relationships that will successfu é\able partner
organisations to achieve their overall goals or not. Some of these el e@ of partnerships

are examined in much more details below. &

annisations can collectively
Gash, 2007). Thus, whether or

nds, to a larger extent, on: (i) their

To begin with, a common or a shared understanding of

achieve must exist for a partnership to succeed (An
not organisations will cooperate with each oth
expectations about whether such partnershj
against the balance of time and energy that

their goals to be dependent on cog 4&3

| yield meaningful results, particularly,
quires, and (ii) the perceived achievement of
n from other organisations. Also important is a
clear understanding of each orgamisation’s roles and responsibilities regarding the division
of labor as well as an under g of the frameworks, culture, values, and approaches of
partnering organisation t, Crowther and O’Hara, 2003, cited from Ansell and Gash,
2007 ; Bailey & DoMOll). Having shared objectives and purposes help to build trust
and openness ognizes the value and contribution of each partner organisation. In
addition, it eads to improved coordination of policies, programmes, and service
deliveryQ ultimately, better outcomes. Lastly, organisations must acknowledge the
exi of separate organisational aims and objectives and their connection to jointly

reed aims and objectives in order to succeed in a partnership (Bailey & Dolan, 2011).

ée The level of commitment and compliance with agreed norms and objectives of participating

organisations is another critical variable in explaining the success or failure of partnerships
(Aning, 1999; Hasenclever, Mayer and Rittberger, 2000; Gunton and Day, 2003; Tett,

Crowther, and O’Hara, 2003). Some organisations may engage in partnerships for some
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egoistic reasons such as to either secure legitimacy for their position or to fulfil a legal
obligation. Commitment also requires the willingness of partner organisations to abide by
the results of joint deliberations even if they do not support it fully. However, this is not
necessarily so in practice as the interests of organisations may influence them to tak

arbitrary actions and ignore joint deliberations. Above all, it is also conting ng

deepening the trust that all organisations will respect the perspectives and i s of

others. Q\

Closely related to the above is the need for effective communication at Qvels within the
partnership and within organisations to share and access all kn ge and information
(Brinkerhoff, 1999; Ansell and Gash, 2007). This is an effecti hanism for developing
and maintaining trust which is a very important charactgsi of partnerships. Ideally, in
partnerships, there is the need for an open and hones unication between partners for
the exchange of information in an open network ild shared understanding and values.
To put it briefly, effective communications li e heart of the process of building trust,
mutual respect, shared understanding an mmitment to the processes in partnership.
However, in reality, factors such *power dynamics, organisational interests and
bureaucratic politics makes co ation between partners sometimes very difficult to
achieve. This is particularly I"§the UN and the AU, where both organisations struggle
to build trust, mutual res@% shared commitment due to the bureaucratic politics and
power imbalance b them. For example, in the UN, any decision about the
partnership is s to the explicit consent of the members of the UNSC, especially, the
Permanent fi ) members, who by virtue of their influence and financial muscle or
‘power 0@ purse’, control the way the UN operates in general (Adebajo, 2007, Othieno
and suwo, 2007: 34). This bureaucratic dynamics makes it difficult for strategic

ions and policies to be taken without the influence of the P5.

A shared decision-making process in which partners have equal powers must also exist in
partnerships. Brinkerhoff (1999), for instance, argues that equality of decision-making and
mutual influence is the key characteristics distinguishing partnership from other types of
relationships. Issues of power, especially, in partnerships are very critical because it has an

impact on trust and the development of effective and sustainable cooperation (Bailey &

19

S



K\
&

&

Dolan, 2011). But in reality, as argued by Rummery (2002), partnership sometimes
reinforces power inequalities that are already in existence, placing stronger organisations in
a relatively powerful position vis-a-vis weaker ones. Murithi (2009: 16) observes this in the
UN/AU partnership and argues that, the relationship remain an asymmetric one due to th

fact that the UN is a much older institution, with more resources and experieice

compared to the AU. 0

Clear working arrangements are required if the shared decision-ma process in
partnerships is to be successful as it will help avoid domination by organisations
(Ansell and Gash, 2007; Bailey & Dolan, 2011). Specifically, p@ips must emphasize
the clarity of roles and responsibilities while valuing the se roles and the different
experiences and skill levels required from each organi g
2008, the UN Secretary-General reiterated the import %his in the UN/AU partnership
and encouraged the UNSC and the AUPSC to clafifyptheir relationship (UN, 2008a). The
significance of this, he noted, is for both sations to exercise their comparative

In the UN Prodi report in

advantages in initiating peacekeeping operations in Africa.

Joint work also enhances the per of one’s own role and expands the knowledge of
the partners’ work (UN, 2008 v 2012). It also helps organisations to learn about each
other much better, and str ns organisational trust which can result in a more intensive
and open sharing of inftﬁ ion (Haugevik, 2007). Raisiene (2010), for instance, posits that
sufficient informati Meases efficiency of joint work and prompts performance progress.
For example, ring of information has inspired the UN and the AU to work together
at vario@s to respond to African conflicts, and also to learn from each other’s
experignces, knowledge, skills, administrative procedures and working methods (Boutellis
ﬁams, 2013a).!

2.2.2. Benefits and Limitations of Partnerships

Ideally, partnership in the generic sense is to help organisations achieve their overall goals
more effectively and efficiently. However, in practice, this is not always the case as it is
often fraught with numerous barriers. This section assesses some of the potential benefits
and limitations of partnerships.
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In terms of the potential benefits or advantages of partnerships in general, Kogut (1988)
and Polanyi (1966) argue that effective partnerships help in reducing transaction costs,
enables an improved strategic position and afford an opportunity for organisational e
learning, particularly, the transfer of tacit knowledge. Contractor and Lorage (1988) alsv
point out that it helps in risk reduction, achievement of economies of scal
rationalisation, technological exchange and to gain comparative advantage in n to
organisations outside the partnership. Partnerships also facilitate the sharin N eas and
formation of creative solutions, enhances more effective communicati ternally and
externally, provides increases in jobs and training opportunities for “6rganisation staff
(Miller & Ahmad, 2000; Frank & Smith, 2006; Radermac éal., 2011). Equally
important is the fact that partnerships also benefit the targe@lation who are recipients

of service provision (Newman, 2001; Frank & Smith, 20@

Additionally, partnership involves mutual bene@at range from additional resources
which results from the exchanging and shagi f resources to achieve jointly agreed
purposes, increased credibility, better standing and responsiveness to common

problems or needs (Newman, 200l4wSkelcher & Sullivan, 2008). More significantly,

partnerships adopt a multi-age roach to multidimensional problems and have the

ability to manage uncertaint omplex problems. It also helps organisations to do more
with less resource and
Sullivan (2008), part

have been achie organisations acting independently. The partnership between the UN

s the incentives to specialise or diversify. For Skelcher &

s can as well bring about some accomplishments that could not

and the AU'\ alia and Sudan is a typical example. Both organisations could not have
made a ificant progress in stabilizing the situation in the two countries by acting

ind ntly due the dependency on each other’s resources and comparative advantages.
éﬂ together, these benefits or advantages offer a clear explanation of why organisations

é y seek to collaborate.
Qe On the limitations or disadvantages of partnerships, it can include a loss of status and
* legitimacy, loss of control and autonomy, conflict over domain, goals and methods, and

delays in finding solutions to problems. According to Newman (2001), cooperation can

render decision-making more complex and time consuming, leading to increased delays and
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reduced responsiveness. Partnerships may also lead to the loss of autonomy and the ability
to unilaterally control outcomes. In the context of the UN/AU partnership, both
organisations have to consult each other or agree on any decision concerning how, for e
example, UNAMID should operate in terms of its mandate. None of the organisations ha
exclusive control over the operations of the mission. This is a typical example f@
organisations loose their autonomy in partnerships. However, this is not always e as
there have been instances where partners take decisions without consulting acN er. The
request by the UNSC to the International Criminal Court (ICC) to &whether war
crimes had been committed in Darfur which led to the indictmen%ﬂdent Omar Al-

Bashir of Sudan is one specific instance (Bah and Lortan, 2011: nyidoho, 2012; Agwali,

2012; Gelot, Gelot and Coning, 2012; ). The AU was not ed on the issue and even
when the AUPSC made repeated formal requests for rral of his prosecution, the
UNSC failed to consider it. :

In partnerships, organisations also risk being ki with failure because they have to share

the costs of failing such as loss of reputatiotatus and financial position (Newman, 2001;
Frank & Smith, 2006). Partnership %Iso result in the loss of resources which can be
time, money, information, loss_0 nological superiority; risk of losing competitive

position. Furthermore, orga%t% may not always share the same values and interests,

which in turn can createe

delivery goals. Partgershwp difficulties may also commonly stem from lack of trust,

Ities in reaching an agreement on partnership and service

difficulties of a tability, inequalities and power differentials between organisations
(Newman, 2 nk & Smith, 2006; Radermacher et al., 2011).

Q

2. @EFINING PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

@e practice of peacekeeping began in 1948 when the first United Nations military
éobservers were deployed to the Middle East. However, the Charter of the United Nations
zé does not contain any explicit provisions for peacekeeping operations. As a result,
* peacekeeping operation is seen as an innovative creation of the United Nations. The former
UN Secretary-General (UNSG), Dag Hammarskjéld, described it as “Chapter VI and Half”
of the UN Charter, placing it between the traditional method of resolving disputes
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peacefully (Chapter VI) and more forceful action such as embargoes, sanctions and military
intervention (Chapter VII) (UN, 1945; Goulding, 1993; Diehl, 1993; Thakur, 1994;
Galadima, 2006: 298; Bildt, 2011). Generally, there is no clear-cut definition of e
peacekeeping operations. Many of the definitions including that of the UN itself accordin

to Bellamy, Williams and Griffin (2010:18), have depended on the lessons learnt si c@

first peacekeeping deployment in 1948 and peoples own experiences, kno and
understanding of the concept. \

&

Historically, the concept was first used and developed by Dag Ha deld in 1957 to
mean the deployment of unarmed military observers and lightly roops to monitor or
observe a ceasefire between hostile parties with their consent ulding, 1993; Diehl, 1993;
DPKO, 2012; Bildt 2011). Hammarskjold’s definition Q

peacekeeping operations where peacekeepers % ed as a buffer zone between

ted the traditional form of
hostile factions and provided crucial support f itical efforts to resolve conflicts by
peaceful means. Diehl (1993) also defines eeping operations as any international
effort involving an operational componen romote the termination of armed conflict or
the resolution of longstanding disputeS®=@ther scholars like Goulding (1993) also defines it

as a technique set up to help sett d conflicts.

In its traditional sense, N@ge.(zom) maintained that peacekeepers do not usually play a

direct role in the political efforts to resolve the conflict. The political processes were left for

regional organis , bilateral partners and special United Nations envoys (UN, 2008b).

Moreover, i aditional peacekeeping operations, there were also peace agreements that

were bei x

ope s included the UN Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO), the UN Military
ver Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP), and the UN Operation in the Congo

onitored or implemented by peacekeepers. Examples of this type of

e UC). These missions were mainly deployed as an interim measure to help manage a
é conflict and create conditions in which the negotiation of a lasting settlement can proceed

0 (UN, 2008b). As noted by Shimizu and Sandler (2002), the tasks usually assigned to
* traditional peacekeeping operations were essentially military in character. They included:

observation, monitoring and reporting; supervision of cease-fire and support to verification

mechanisms; and interposition as a buffer and confidence-building measure.
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Traditional peacekeeping operations also highlighted the significance of the basic principles

of peacekeeping which consist of: consent of the parties; impartiality; and the non-use of

force except in self-defence and in defence of the mission mandate (UN, 2008b, 2013). e
This body of guiding principles were developed after the deployment of the first Unitev

fip

Nations Emergency Force (UNEF1) in 1956 in Egypt, following the Suez Crisis. Acc

to Marrack Goulding (1993, cited from Nkiwane, 2001), these principles, “aros

fact that peacekeeping operations were interim arrangements set up, as UN d been,
without prejudice to the claims and positions of the parties.” OQ
More concretely, whilst consent implies that peacekeepers are d@ with the consent of

wpers to implement their
, 1993:; Diehl, 1993; UN,
ence of the mandate means that,

the main parties to the conflict, impartiality requires pe

mandate without favour or prejudice to any party (G
2008b). Non-use of force except in self-defence and,f
although peacekeeping operation is not an enfor tool, it may use force at the tactical
level, with the authorization of the UNSC ing in self-defense and defense of the
mandate (Goulding, 1993; Diehl, 1993; 2008b). Although most of these principles
have been contested and challenge &)

(2004:3) in recent times, they

rding to Hansen, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse,

efine the essence of peacekeeping in contemporary

times. Indeed, they distingui

N

2.3.1. The Chamgyng Nature of UN Peacekeeping Operations: From Traditional to
-dimensional Operations

cekeeping from other forms of military actions.

The reali } the post-Cold War period led to an evolution in the structure and meaning

of tw)nal peacekeeping missions. In the early post-Cold War era, Hansen, Ramsbotham

é oodhouse (2004:3) assert that peacekeeping operations were characterised by a

damental change in their nature, function and composition. The functions associated

éewith traditional peacekeeping operations according to them became more diverse and
0 complex. In their book, “Keeping the Peace: United Nations in an Emerging World
* Order”, Durch and Blechman (1992) attributed this changing context to the shifting nature
of conflicts from inter-state to intra-state conflicts and the internationalisation of modern

conflicts. The 2008 Capstone Doctrine of the UN reiterated this and noted that, while the
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end of the Cold War coincided with a general decline in the incidence of conflict around the
world, internal armed conflicts constitute the vast majority of wars (UN, 2008b). The
challenges posed by intra-state wars in countries such as Liberia, Angola, Mozambique, e
Somalia, Rwanda and Bosnia, thus called into question the traditional conceptualisation ov

RS

In the early 1990s, the conceptualisation of peacekeeping by Dag Hammar kp&langed
considerably. Traditional peacekeeping which mostly involved observati tasks by the

peacekeeping operations, as the UN‘s capabilities was tested to the limit.

military and police shifted to complex “multidimensional” peacekC€ping operations
(Goulding, 1993; Diehl, 1993; Hansen, Ramsbotham and W ﬂse, 2004; Bellamy,
Williams and Griffin, 2010). In his important report “A for Peace” in 1992, the
former UN Secretary-General, Boutros-Ghali gave an i lonal voice to the changing

nature of peacekeeping. He argued that peacekeepi s one of four tools that the UN

could use to prevent and resolve conflicts, th three being preventive diplomacy,
peacemaking and peacebuilding (UN, 1992
as the “deployment of UN presence in Ge

concerned, normally involving UN pailitary and/or police personnel and frequently civilians

rther described peacekeeping operations
d, hitherto with the consent of all the parties

as well (UN, 1992). Although inition marked a watershed in the way peacekeeping
was conceptualised, it e non-UN actors like regional organisations such as
ECOWAS and OAS 6

Nevertheless, his eMn distinguished the nature of post-Cold War peacekeeping and

the traditional i of the concept.

Generall@ new “multi-dimensional” operations combined robust military forces capable

ere also involved in peacekeeping operations at the time.

of li peace enforcement tasks with a strong civilian component including, police, civil

istration, humanitarian agencies, justice and correctional officers (Bellamy, Williams
é d Griffin, 2010). In contrast to traditional operations, multi-dimensional operations play a
é direct role in the political efforts to resolve conflicts and are often mandated to provide
0 good offices or promote national political dialogue and reconciliation. Peacekeepers also
* perform a wide range of tasks comprising, assisting in humanitarian relief, security sector

reform (SSR), disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) of former combatants,
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protecting civilians, restoring the rule of law, promoting human rights, and development
assistance. The missions were usually deployed in the context of internal or civil wars to
support the implementation of comprehensive peace agreements and sometimes, the e
transition to legitimate government, in the absence of a formal peace agreement (Ul\v
2008b; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010). Examples of such missions included the:
Angola Verification Mission | (UNAVEM I) and the UN Angola Verification i
(UNAVEM 11); UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC); and the U eration
in Mozambique (ONUMO2Z). o

In some exceptional cases, peacekeeping operations were temp@deployed to assume
the legislative and administrate functions of the state, in ord\t support the transfer of

authority from one sovereign entity to another, or %Ip the state to establish
administrative structures that may not have existe iously (UN, 2008b; Bellamy,
Williams and Griffin, 2004). The UN Transiti ission in Haiti (UNTMIH), the UN
Transitional Administration for Eastern ila, Baranja and Western Sirmium
(UNTAES), and the UN Transition A@nce Group (UNTAG) in Namibia, were
examples of such missions. Peacekeepifig missions were also deployed in situations where
conflicts were still ongoing in c
(UNPROFOR); Rwanda, U
UN Operation in Somali OSOM 11) (Stewart, 1993; Bowden, 1999; Boulden, 2001,
Dallaire, 2003; Ndul@)

such as: former Yugoslavia, UN Protection Force

istance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR); and Somalia,

The transformation” and expansion of peacekeeping was not without challenges. In
Somalia&n (1999) maintained that the UN and the United States had to pull out, after

severah military disasters that killed eighteen US soldiers in October 1993 (Spear and

I&&%G; Fleitz, 2002; Aning and Bah, 2008; Aning and Aubyn, 2013a). The
@xsequences of the UN’s retreat from Somalia became apparent in Rwanda when it
éwatched from the sidelines as 800,000 people were killed in the 1994 genocide (Anyidoho,

Qé 1997; Jones, 2001; Dallaire, 2003). A year later after the Rwandan genocide, the Bosnian
* Muslim town of Srebrenica, was besieged by Serb militias. This was one of the worst war

crimes committed in Europe since the end of the Second World War. During this siege,
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8,000 Muslims were killed under the eyes of the UN peacekeeping contingent deployed
there (Thakur and Thayer, 1995; Boulden, 2001; Fleitz, 2002; Ndulo, 2011).

Following these setbacks, the UN came under severe criticisms. From then onwards, th é
UN limited the number of new peacekeeping deployments and began a process of v

reflection to prevent such failures from occurring again (UN, 1999a, 1999b, 2000 IWer
to better improve the capacity of the UN to respond to the various forms of &t, and
also to address the mistakes of peacekeeping in the 1990s to meet future chQnges, the UN
launched the Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations known as the
“Brahimi Report”) in August 2000 (UN, 2000). According to 2001), the Brahimi
report just like Boutros Boutros Ghali’s 1992 Agenda for Pe \ ewed the commitment

of UN member states to the maintenance of internation e and security. The Report

made several recommendations on strategic, political erational level to ensure a more

effective peacekeeping operation. \

Among the numerous recommendations is@ the Brahimi Report (UN, 2000), there are
five key issues which can be assume the minimum criteria for peacekeeping operations.
These include: (i) The internati@community must ensure that peacekeeping is an
appropriate option, given th of the conflict; and (ii) there must be peace to keep.
Thus, the parties to a co %

through political and@ non-violent means; (iii) all key parties to a conflict must agree
to the UN’s i

peacekeepin

ust be willing to cease fighting and pursue their objectives

vement and its role in helping them resolve their conflict; (iv)
tions must be part of a more comprehensive strategy to help resolve a
conflict ing into account its regional dimension, and addressing the political,
eco iC,

:&. UNSC must ensure that the mandate is achievable. This includes authorising the

evelopmental, institution-building, humanitarian and human rights aspects; and

loyment of an appropriate number of troops to implement a mission’s mandate and the
ee provision of adequately trained and equipped troops (UN, 2000; Gray, 2001; Durch, 2001;
0 Durch, Holt, Earle and Shanahan, 2003; Durch, 2006; Murithi, 2009).

While these five recommendations are not representative of the complete range of

suggestions proposed by the Brahimi Report, they can be conceived as embodying the
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minimum “Brahimi Criterion” to ensure the successful implementation of peacekeeping
operations. However, Murithi (2009) argues that the reality of contemporary conflicts is
such that even this minimum Brahimi criterion is not always met when undertaking
peacekeeping missions. For example, Murithi underscores the fact that the basic condition
required for an effective peacekeeping operation based on the Brahimi criterion WEI’E&Q

da

in Darfur. Thus, there was no peace to keep as the government and the partie %
ensah,

military solution to the conflict even when UNAMID was deployed (A p&
2006; Patrick, 2008). In spite of the shortcomings, the progress made b eacekeeping
since 2000 has been partly, influenced by the publication of the geport (Shireen, 2002;
Williams and Bellamy, 2007; Johnstone, 2010; Ban Ki Moon, Zw

N\

Essentially, one important area that has been influenced Brahimi report is the focus
of today’s peacekeeping operations on conflict pr , post-conflict reconstruction,
development and sustainable peace. Specifically wing the publication of the Brahimi
Report in 2000, and the changing strategic ¢ \Nithin which peacekeepers operate, the
UN Department of Peacekeeping Operati PKO) and the Department of Field Support

(DES) further broadened the conce eacekeeping in 2008 in the Capstone Doctrine?
(UN, 2008b). Without giving a %cit definition, the DPKO and the DFS categorised
peacekeeping operations as @e following range of peace and security activities (this
is represented in figure @

i. Confli@eVention and mediation: Conflict prevention involves diplomatic

me 0 keep intra-state or inter-state tensions and disputes from escalating

usually involves diplomatic action to bring hostile parties to a negotiated

@lolent conflict.
t acemaking: It generally includes measures to address conflicts in progress and

agreement.

ee. Peacekeeping: it is a technique designed to preserve the peace, however fragile,

where fighting has been halted, and to assist in implementing agreements

achieved by the peacemakers.
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&

iv.  Peace enforcement: It involves the application of a range of coercive measures,
including the use of military force which requires the explicit authorization of the
UNSC. e

v.  Peacebuilding: it aims to reduce the risk of lapsing or relapsing into conflict b?
strengthening national capacities at all levels for conflict management, and t@
the foundation for sustainable peace and development. (DPKO, 2008: 1@

N\

Figure 2.1. Range of Peace and Security Activities of UN Peacekeepianeration

CONFLICT
PREVENTION

COnflICt .................................................................................

PEACE- PEACE

MAKING ENFORCEMENT
Cease-fire

PEACEKEEPING
v

POST-CONFLICT PEACE-BULDING AND -
PREVENTING RELAPSE TO CONFLICT Political

Process
\4
Source: UN, ZOO%V

The DPKO/&%\finition, as illustrated in figure 2.1, shows that peacekeeping operations
are rare ited to one type of activity. Thus, whiles peacekeeping missions may be
de . in principle, to support the implementation of comprehensive peace agreements,

ey?are often required to play an active role in peacemaking efforts and peacebuilding
ctivities (UN, 2008b). Peacekeeping missions may also use force at the tactical level, with
the authorization of the UNSC, to defend themselves and their mandate, mainly in
situations where the state is unable to provide security and maintain public order (UN,

2008b). As figure 2.1 shows, peacekeeping, peace enforcement, conflict prevention,

29



peacemaking and peacebuilding, are mutually reinforcing. Therefore, they do not provide a

comprehensive approach required to address the root causes of conflict if used in isolation.

The recognition of these linkages led to the development of the concept of “integrate e
missions” where all actors, including the military, police, humanitarian agencies, v
administration, correctional and justice officers, political officers, electoral o

human rights officials, work together with the Special Representative of tl\ retary
General (SRSG) as the overall head of mission (Eide, et al , 2005).% The uQuate objective

of integrated missions is to foster coherence between the polit peacekeeping,
humanitarian, and development branches of missions to help@es in the transition

from war to lasting peace and sustainable development. It% initially developed for
Kosovo and has since been revised, refined and adapte missions in Timor-Leste,

Sierra Leone, Afghanistan, Liberia, DRC, Burundi, H te d’Ivoire, Sudan, and Mali.

Importantly, the study finds the conceptualisati \/ the DPKO and DFS very pertinent, in
the sense that it situates peacekeeping o es in the broader spectrum of measures
designed to prevent and limit the incidghce and lethality of armed conflicts. Hence, for the
purposes of this study, peacekee peration is used to refer to the broader range of
operations including conflict %ion; peacekeeping; peacemaking; peace enforcement;
and peacebuilding as illu in figure 2.1. In this sense, it is not used in the traditional
form or generic sense 0 erm which implies that there is a peace agreement or ceasefire

in place that is bei nitored or implemented (Gelot, Gelot and Coning, 2012). Rather,

peacekeepin ion is used to refer to the broad range of activities described by the

thus what the UN and the AU would today refer to as peace operations and

peaceqsupport operations respectively. For that reason and to avoid any confusion with
traditional 'peacekeeping’, peacekeeping operations, peace operations and peace support

@rations are used interchangeably in the work.

é The transformation of the nature and scope of traditional peacekeeping operations to multi-
'0 dimensional operations was also accompanied by the rising role of regional organisations in
peacekeeping. Thus, more and more regional organisations became engaged in

peacekeeping operations independently of, or in parallel or cooperation with the UN.

30



Therefore, having defined PKOs and examined the changing dynamics of UN peacekeeping
from traditional to multi-dimensional operations, the subsequent section reviews literatures
on cooperation between the UN and regional organisations, in general as well as UN/AU
peacekeeping partnerships in Africa, in particular. For the purposes of simplicity and easv

understanding, the review is categorized into three clusters or thematic areas, but th

between the categories are blurred, and more importantly, many of the works als gto

more than one category. The three clusters are: UN cooperation with regional organisations
in peacekeeping operations; AU peacekeeping operations; and the evoluti@fgand nature of

UN/AU peacekeeping partnerships. A summary of the existing gapS™n the reviewed

literatures is also provided. &

2.3.2. Cooperation between the UN and Regional @aﬁons in Peacekeeping
Operations 4

Cooperation between the UN and regional Qisations in PKOs has become a central
feature of the global peacekeeping land cQWhilst Norrie MacQueen (2006, cited from
Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 20 refers to this as “partnership peacekeeping”, St-
Pierre (2007) calls it “hybrid o ns.” In reality, most contemporary or post-Cold War
UN missions have arguabl hybrid in nature. Jones and Cherif (2004) identify four
different types of coope that exists between the UN and regional organisations. These

are described in tabl
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Table 2.1: Various forms of UN/Regional Cooperation in PKOs

Type
INTEGRATED

COORDINATED

Characteristics

UN and regional organisation operate with single

or joint chain of command

UN and regional organisation are coordinated but

operate under different chains of command

Examples

S

Darfur (UN and AU), Kosovo
(UN/EU/OSCE)

Kosovo UN/NATO | 4
Somalia (AU, UN)

PARALLEL UN deploys alongside other regional Afghanistan (UN, NATO,
organisation with no formal coordination EU), Democratic Republic of
Congo (UN, EU), Irag (UN,
NATO)
SEQUENTIAL UN precedes or follows a regional Liberia (ECOWAS, UN),

Burundi (AU, UN), Mali
(UN/AU/ECOWAS)

-
S

2in terms of its nature and motivations.

peacekeeping forces

Source: Jones and Cherif, 2004.

Each category as illustrated in table 2.1 dj
Sequential operations, for instance, usual ork when the UN lacks the political will or
simply do not have the capacity to i/
to (Bah and Jones, 2008) an

operations, several factors s

ith an urgent violent conflict situation according

na (n.d). For parallel, coordinated and integrated
. institutional competition; concerns about UN command
and control systems; al and financial issues; political divisions at the Security
Council; and challenwto the legitimacy of the UN can motivate their formation (Jones

and Cherif, 20043 cini, 2011; Gowan and Sherman, 2012, Koops).

As note(@}m UN (1945, 1992, 1995); Malan (1998); Bellamy, Williams and Griffin

(20 ray (2004); Diehl and Cho (2006); and Aning (2008a), the normative framework

lying the UN’s cooperation with regional organisations in the maintenance of

é ernational peace and security can be found in the UN Charter, particularly under the
é Chapter VI1II on Regional Arrangements. Referring to some provisions of the UN Charter,
0 Bellamy, Williams and Griffin (2004) point out that majority of regional activities relating
* to international peace and security is governed under Article 33 (Chapter VI) and Article

52-4 (Chapter VIII). These Articles encourage ‘regional arrangements or agencies’ to be
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proactive in peacefully resolving conflicts that occur within their neighborhood.
Specifically, Article 33(1) specifies that parties to a dispute should first of all seek to
resolve their difficulties through negotiations and/or by ‘resort to regional arrangements or e
agencies.” According to Article 52, regional organisations or agencies may engage iv

matters of international peace and security provided their activities uphold the princ

and purposes of the UN Charter. It further stipulates that regional organisations cies
must keep the UNSC fully informed of their activities. Article 53, on the
emphasizes that regional organisations or agencies may not conduct e ment actions

without authorization from the UNSC. ‘

For Robert (2003), the meaning of these provisions is that the @eated a system flexible
enough not to grant the Security Council a monopoly of y on issues of international
peace and security. However, Gray (2004) posi despite this relatively clear
framework, in practice the legal bases both for ation between the UN and regional
organisations for peacekeeping and enforce Stions have not been made clear within
the resolutions of either the UNSC or th nisations concerned. There is vagueness in
the division of responsibility betwee UN and regional organisations in the maintenance
of international peace and securl ning (2008a:17) seems to support this view by
indicating that in seeking to j %the cooperation and coordination between the UN and
regional organisations, I@%everal issues that should be resolved concerning how to
interpret Chapter Vliée UN Charter. According to him, the type, nature and division of

responsibilities e clarified. This will involve addressing some of the definitional and

conceptual J inherent in the relationship. But on the contrary, for scholars like
Henriks 96:43), the ambiguities in Chapter VIII was deliberately intended by its

des% to enable the UN and regional bodies to work, at least theoretically in unison.

A
@cording to Henrikson (1996:38), the UN was intended to be the paramount world
ééinstitution, nonetheless, some fundamental concessions were made in 1945 to the idea of
0 regionalism and region-based peacemaking in order to give regional entity elbowroom to
* deal with local disputes in the first instance and make it less necessary for the UN itself to
become involved. Agreeing with this assertion, the UNSC Special Research Report in 2011

(UN, 2011a:3) also concluded that the ambiguity and imprecision of Chapter VIII were

33



most likely deliberate and allows flexibility for future understandings and arrangements.
Murithi (2007b) draws on this argument and makes the point that the UN and AU were able

to establish the hybrid mission in Darfur because of the flexibility of Chapter VIII which e
provides the leeway to interpret and operationalise such a relationship. Gelot, Gelot an
Coning (2012) also maintain that the flexibility and ‘constructive ambiguity’ with res mo

the regional arrangements serve many useful purposes. According to them, they the
UNSC to rapidly share the burdens with an array of actors. Moreover, so e% g states

and regional actors have also at times preferred flexibility, so that they d &have to share

authority over ownership of a particular intervention with the UNSC (Gelot, Gelot and

Coning, 2012).
%Jment proffered by Barnett

e UN Charter did stake out a

Related to Gelot, Gelot and Coning’s line of thought is
(1995:441). He maintains that though Chapter VII

potential role for regional organisations, the lang

dopted reflected the contentious and
unresolved nature of the proceedings at S ncisco Conference in 1945. But more
importantly, it also suggests that the UN only limited use for regional organisations.

In addition, he states that the lack o ing and well-defined relationship between the UN

and regional organisations sh so be attributed to superpower conflict that both

paralysed the UN and viewe nal organisations as an extension of the Cold War. In the
same way, Durward (@s also of the view that the origins of Chapter VIII lie in
disquiet about the |EW\ cy of the UNSC as the prime source of authority for regional
action. She maintaifs that during the drafting of the UN Charter, Chapter VI1I came about

as a compr olution between those who wanted a single collective security body in

the form°1e UN, with a Security Council that was free to consider the problems of any

re '@rersus those, particularly from the Americas, who wanted to preserve their
endence and limit United States hegemony. She concluded that essentially, it was a

é rgain between the powerful and the weak, in which the weak agreed to cooperate in

&

* On whether or not cooperation between the UN and regional organisations represents a

return for a strengthening of their own position.

better mechanism for pacific dispute settlement, Bellamy, Williams and Griffin (2004: 304-

305), in their book, “understanding peacekeeping” argue that although regionalisation of
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peacekeeping is a very important issue, it is misleading in several aspects. First, they
maintain that regional organisations are not the only important non-UN actors in relations

to peace operations: coalition of the willing and individual states as well as private security e
contractors all play significant roles. Second, regionalisation is occurring unevenly acrosv

the planet. Thus, while some parts of the world have regional organisations that are wi

ities
ike the

and able to conduct peace operations, others have the will but lack the relevant
(Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2004). Moreover, some regional organisation
idea of conducting military operations but are keen to undertake politi nd observer
missions. Others have no desire at all to engage in collective peacekeeping operations of
any sort and also some parts of the world have no regional o ﬁtions that deal with
conflict management issues. Lastly, they conclude that not \gional organisations have
confined their activities to their own region as some Ily those in the West have
operated beyond their neighborhood. However, th jled to provide specific examples
&

m 05), they reiterated and supported the views

and evidence to support these assertions.

In another article by Williams and Bell

expressed by some former UN S y-General and other officials of the UN and

concluded that regional arran s do not offer a panacea to the challenges of
contemporary peacekeepin rding to them, former UN Secretary-General Boutros-

weaken the internati t basis of the UN. This was after he presented his Agenda for

Ghali, for example, &@ed regionalisation as a "dangerous" idea that threatened to

Peace report to @JNSC in 1992 and 1995. Again, they also indicate that former UN

Under Secr: -General, Brian Urquhart, also insisted that all peacekeeping operations

confront lar challenges and that non-UN actors could make only a limited contribution

(W'% and Bellamy, 2005). A former head of the UN's Department of Political Affairs,

arback Goulding, was also quoted to have cautioned that most regional arrangements

é cked the experience, bureaucratic structures, and resources necessary to conduct

é peacekeeping operations effectively (Williams and Bellamy, 2005). Based on the foregoing
*@ assertions, Williams and Bellamy (2005) concluded that partnerships between the UN and

regional organisations rather bring additional problems. However, they failed to identify the
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specific problems associated with UN-regional organisations partnership in peacekeeping

operations in their work.

Arguing along the same lines as Williams and Bellamy, Smith (2011) outlineve
contemporary peacekeeping challenges such as inadequate personnel, technical

whether a focus on partnerships will endow the UN with ‘predictable, pro al and

financial constraints and the complex nature of conflicts. And ask the quest'?& to
adaptable capacities to confront them. He suggests that partnershi ith regional
organisations may not solve the most pressing or the most persist néblems because
according to him, ‘partnership’ is an overly broad concept that to be disaggregated
for its implications to be understood. He ended by saying th% tter what the diagnosis,

partnerships at least with regional organisation Wi@

peacekeeping. @

Tanner (2010:212), however, offers contra@/iews on the utility of UN-regional
organisation partnerships in peacekeepi rations. He calls for the broadening of

r be a cure-all for UN

partnerships between the UN and the&ous regional organisations to meet the challenges
of global peacekeeping operatio@uch efforts, he noted, should rely on existing
institutions, normative arra s and practice. Tanner (2010:212) advocated for a
common political frame etween the UN and regional organisations to provide a
viable foundation f joint vision, a joint strategy, and the joint responsibility of
stakeholders. Ac ko him, the annual retreat between the UN Secretary-General and
heads of re *%ganisations is not sufficient. He advised that the relations between

Ked to be strengthened and formalised (UN, 2008a; AU, 2012). Similarly,
KOO%O 2) argues that coordination between the UN and regional organisations is

rtan

headqua

& t in order to avoid duplication or outright inter-organisational rivalry. As indicated

¢Fortna (1993), an institutionalised relation between the UN and regional organisations
ééwill lead to beneficial burden-sharing and mutual reinforcement. Therefore, there should be
0 conscious efforts to move from ad-hoc cooperation to more permanent and predictable
* mechanisms because effective peacekeeping partnerships depend on coherent and
strategically structured relations at the inter-secretariat level. In that sense, different

organisational cultures, agendas and approaches need to be systematically integrated.
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Closely related to the arguments by Tanner and Koops, Gowan and Sherman (2012) opine
that although peacekeeping partnerships are complex, it is very necessary. They premised
this claim on the fact that while the North African Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the UN
are the main actors in global peacekeeping operations today, it is likely that a variety
other organisations including the AU, the Arab League, Organisation of American S@
(OAS) and the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) will play an i ngly
prominent role in the future. However, this assertion is untrue because the A EN s RECs
like ECOWAS plays a very significant role in global peacekeeping especially in

Africa. ‘

Gowan and Sherman (2012) further argued that these acton@uld require assistance,
he UN, NATO and the EU

. In Africa, this seems to be

ranging from military assistance to administrative back-u
will be called upon to play significant supportin
happening now with the establishment of the EU an peace facility which is providing
financial support to AMISOM and the es ent of a ten year capacity building
programme for the AU by the UN. Mana hese complex partnerships will be essential
in making existing and new peacekeeping operations succeed because it is likely to involve
more and more organisations wi different backgrounds, priorities and abilities in the
years ahead. They conclude organisations will have a better chance of cooperating
effectively if they wor @1 ee issues in advance: (i) Researching and discussing each
others’ capabilities éeaknesses (i) nurturing strong formal and informal networks

across organlsa and (iii) using these networks to share knowledge as freely and
quickly as p $

On tg coqrary, Mancini (2011), in examining the various peacekeeping partnerships,

N&

ed that partnerships are rarely productive and reliable. According to him,

E tnershlps are increasingly a fact of life for UN peacekeeping operations due to the

proliferation of actors involved. However, with the expansion in mandated tasks, and the
general complexity of conflict dynamics, he contends that partnerships are inherently
complicated and generate further problems. Partnerships create additional challenges
including strategic ambiguity, an over-emphasis on process, weakened command and

control and unequal burden-sharing. In the same vein, Paddon (2011) also cautions against
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the prioritization of external partnerships by the UN with regional organisations, security
alliances and ‘ad hoc’ member-state coalitions at the expense of strengthening meaningful
internal partnerships among the UN Secretariat, Troop Contributing Countries (TCCs), e
Police Contributing Countries (PCCs) and the UN Security Council (UN 2009; Paddov
2011). Paddon (2011) warns that the heavy focus on external partners which is
driven by operational exigencies could distract from the ultimately more import. k of
repairing relations and strengthening partnerships within the UN, azm& many
components and member states.

O

Tardy (2010) seems to agree with this argument by asserting th@ugh partnerships are
0

officially promoted by all institutions, internal coordination erence are, for each of

them, a more important task than building inter-instituti nks. He notes that regional

organisations are highly heterogeneous in their , Institutional form, resources,
political clout and level of development as anagement actors and that make
partnerships difficult. Arguably, what the :\éof Tardy (2010), Mancini (2011) and

Paddon (2011) failed to recognise is the fa t in spite of all these challenges, there are at

least some benefits and positive out and this study seeks to uncover some of them.
2.4. THE AF g UNION AND PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

The AU has bec
2002. In his

e am important stakeholder in peacekeeping operations in Africa since

‘Between Paternalism and Hybrid Partnership: The Emerging UN and
Africa R? hip in Peace Operations,” Murithi (2007b) probes the AU’s efforts in
confliet. management through peacekeeping operations since its creation in 2002 and

C % it with its predecessor, the OAU. He specifically highlights the new innovations
@he AU, in terms of, the new bodies, mechanisms, protocols and institutions and how this

eéwas caused a paradigm shift from the limited achievements of the OAU.

'0 Equally, Williams (2011) also compares the conflict management capabilities of the AU
and the OAU and argues that the AU has conducted a significant number of complex
peacekeeping operations as compared to its predecessor, the OAU. And that, although the
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AU still suffers from some of the same structural impediments of its predecessor such as
dependence upon external financing and insufficient bureaucrats, standing forces, and
logistical capabilities as manifested in its past and current missions in Burundi, Somalia and é
Sudan, it has pursued a much more active peacekeeping agenda than the OAU. Accordin?

to Williams (2010) and Murithi (2011), addressing these challenges together with the

of political consensus among African leaders on collective security norms and es is
the only way that the AU can become more effective in its peacekeeping
However, the comparison of the OAU and the AU by Williams (2010) urithi (2011)
is practically inaccurate because peacekeeping was not the OAU’s pgiority. Its priorities, as
stated in the OAU charter were: (a) to promote the unity and s &y of African States;

(b) ending colonialism and apartheid; and (c) defending \overeignty and territorial

integrity of African states. These priorities only change early 1990s when apartheid
ended in South Africa, and the OAU adopted the hanism for Conflict Prevention,
Management and Resolution™” in June 1993 (A , 2007). Therefore, to compare the two

organisations is methodologically inaccurmé

Writing on the first AU mission 4 rundi (AMIB), Aboagye (2004) discusses the

strategic and operational challenges and draws some

rationale behind its establishme
lessons for future operation es AMIB contributed to peace and stability in Burundi,
Aboagye (2004), arg t the mission’s logistical sustainment and funding was,
particularly, problenfagigedue to lack of substantive support within Africa, the UN and the
international ¢ nity. He noted that the UN and the international community should
help build r acity for African regional bridging operations, in order to plug the gap in
the gloncurity architecture, arising from the hesitance of UN intervention and the

abdi

of the West from UN-mandated peacekeeping operations. In a similar way,
ff and Francis (2003) also discuss the AU mission in Burundi, but with a focus on the
chnical and operational dimensions of the mission. Unlike Aboagye, they focus on the
operational level challenges in the theatre of operations such as security threats from the
warring factions, weak mandates, troop generation and lack of funds for the effective

implementation of the mission’s mandate.
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In his article “Working towards an African peacekeeping capability: key issues, challenges
and dilemmas in Darfur”, Neethling (2006) discusses some dilemmas of the AU mission in
Sudan (AMIS). According to him, the challenges faced by AMIS such as political and e
technical difficulties, weak mandate and poor planning, financial, logistical as well a

uld

mental

human resource constraints, suggested that the organisation does not have the cap Q
undertake complex peacekeeping operations on its own. He concluded that the %

join forces with other institutions like the UN, donor agencies and Non-G&
Organisation (NGOs) whenever it deploys in a complex peace operaii@igwhere it can
exploit it comparative advantage. However, important as his analystS”was, Neethling
ignored the complexities and challenges involved in such colfaborative endeavours as
discussed by de Coning (2006:6-7). According to de Conin % the AU’s dependency
on external resources will deny it the freedom to indep y take decisions on some of
the strategic, operational and even tactical aspects peacekeeping operations it may
wish to undertake. Therefore, instead of depend]\ ly on external resources, finding the
appropriate balance between Africa and s interests should dominate the AU’s

relations with external partners. '

In the same way, Mansaray (20 argues that although external assistance is required
to support AU operations, ican-led efforts to resolve these conflicts must be made a
priority in the 21st cent %Africa is the continent that plays host to more intra-state
conflicts. He advised@ frican leaders must demonstrate genuine political will and make

the necessary s to invest in AU peacekeeping operations on the continent and move

away from ition of knocking at the UN’s door every time there is a crisis. On the
contrary,o) rt (2007) rather commends the commitment and willingness of African

lea solve the continents complex conflicts through the adoption of several conflict
éntion mechanisms such as the OAU Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management

é d Resolution (MCPMR) of 1993, the AU PSC protocol and the Constitutive Acts of the
é AU. Nonetheless, Albert (2007) agrees with Mansaray (2008) on the point that inadequate
%

funding and military capacity is a major challenge for the sustainment of AU peacekeeping

* ’ operations.
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All the same, in spite of the acute resource constraints that confronts the AU, Bah (2010)
maintains that its intervention in Sudan demonstrated that it enjoys some degree of political
legitimacy among its member states and internationally. He, nonetheless, admits that the e
intervention exposed the gap between the AU’s ambitious mandate and its capacity t
implement it. Thus, as a result of the inability of its members to provide res @
(financial and logistics), the AU had to rely almost entirely on donors to sup %IS
which also highlighted the complex challenges of developing an interlock'n&em for
peace operations. This is to say that in reality, the willingness and the ility gap that
dogged the AU in Darfur exposed the risks of mounting a responsegwi t the necessary
resources to alter the dynamics on the ground in a positive way. %010) concluded that

mandates should be matched by resources, otherwise it wo@dermine the credibility of

the AU in the long-run. @

Similarly, Birikorang (2009) also indicates that

gh the AU declared its intention of
seeking ‘African solutions to African probl ith the signing of the Constitutive Act
and the ratification of the Protocol Relati the Establishment of the Peace and Security
Council, AMIS highlighted its major*lenge in that regard. That is, AMIS revealed the
operational challenges of the A rms of the required human, financial and political
commitment from the Sudal vernment and the rebels that were needed to achieve the
mission mandate. Sh 0: uded that the concepts of ‘African solutions to African
problems’ and ‘Try Africa”first’ have to be matched by careful planning and coordination at

all levels, other\A@ey will remain mere ‘trials.’

Equally, o\h-l\/lensah (2006:2-3) in his article, “The African mission in Sudan: Darfur

dile s”, also examines the operations of the AU mission in Sudan (AMIS) and what he

c&% as the lessons learnt along the tortuous path towards establishing peace in Darfur.

@noted that part of the challenges that confronted AMIS came from the intransigence of

ééthe parties to the conflict and the cross-border tension between Chad and Sudan. Others
0 included issues of force generation and the AU’s over-dependence on external partners for
* funding and logistical support (Appiah-Mensah, 2006:3). He, however, opined that by all
measurable standards, and given the unfavorable environments under which AMIS

operated, its performance was remarkable. The mission provided the platform for
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continuous dialogue among the parties and contributed to a stable environment for the
delivery of humanitarian assistance. Muganga (2007), however, disagrees and states that it

was the challenges and inability of the AU to stabilize the situation that led to the transfer e
of the mission to the UN which had the sustainable resources and predictable funding tv

Y

v'
The AU mission in Somalia (AMISOM) is yet another African Union miss&at has
attracted several scholarly works from different dimensions. Whiles some Q]e works like
Boutellis and Williams (2013a) and Gelot, Gelot and de Coning (2012) s at the nature
of the UN/AU partnership in AMISOM, others such as Beadl ), Williams (2012,
2013), Freear and de Coning (2013) examines the successe w allenges that confront

manage and sustain the mission.

the mission. With respect to the nature of the UN/AU co on in Somalia, Gelot, Gelot
and de Coning (2012) and Gadin (2012) describe i ee forms namely, institutional
capacity building: technical advice by the U AU to plan, deploy and manage

work examined how the cooperation is w

AMISOM; and the provision and delivery istical support to AMISOM. While their
ég in practice, the aspect about the outcomes
nt.

of these cooperative frameworks wer

Regarding the successes of M/I Freear and de Coning (2013) identified factors such

as: The determination of olice contributing countries and their funding partners; the

blending of bilateral, support with a long-term and predictable funding streams; the

provision of ke cialised equipment and enablers to AMISOM; support of the host

population; a&mdfulness of the unfolding political process by the mission. These are

issues t x contributed to AMISOM’s relative success according to them. In the same

Wayﬁin (2012) also mentions voluntary contributions to the AMISOM trust fund by

rs and funding from UN accessed contributions as well as the provision of logistics

ough UNSOA as some of the factors underpinning the mission’s success. While all these

ééfactors have been instrumental to the successes of the mission, the role of the AU and

0 IGAD through the numerous political dialogues between the warring factions as well as

* lead states such as Uganda, Kenya and Ethiopia who have consistently provided combat
troops to fight Al-Shabaab cannot be underrated.
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On the limitations of AMISOM, Williams (2012) reflects on five main challenges
confronting the mission. These challenges include: the legacy of the “Black Hawk Down”
episode of October 1993; the shadow of Ethiopia’s military campaigns; the African Union’s e
capacity problems; the conflict environment in Mogadishu; and finding an appropriate exv
strategy for the mission. He concluded that AMISOM was an ill-conceived missio

dangerously under-resourced operation that has placed several thousand peace s in
harm’s way for morally and politically dubious reasons. However, it is im o& to state

that in spite of its challenges, AMISOM has at least done what the UN misSion in Somalia
(UNISOM) could not do in the 1990s, in terms of, stabilizing the golitical situation and
forcing Al-Shabaab to retreat from certain occupied territories ér/Z.(CDLXII)] (AU,

2014).* Besides, it is still in operation due to the reluctance N to establish a mission
in Somalia. Therefore, for Williams (2012) to conclude it 1s an ill-conceived mission is
premature and unjustified. :

Q

25. THE UNITED NATIONS/ FQAN UNION AND PEACEKEEPING
OPERATIONS

The literature on UN/AU partn &in peacekeeping operations has grown immensely

since the past decade. Esse this segment reviews literatures on the evolution of the
partnership between the\ institutions at the strategic and institutional levels as well as

some of the cases \,v

stability on the AdiCan continent.

both organisations have cooperated to bring about peace and

2.5.1. @}/olution of the UN/AU Partnership in Peacekeeping Operations

K&forms a very critical pillar in the overall security architecture envisioned by the

@. The genesis of the relationship between the two organisations can be traced to the
ééperiod during the OAU, when a cooperation agreement was signed between the UN
0 Secretary-General U Thant and the OAU Administrative Secretary-General Diallo Telli in
* 1965 (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010:305; UN, 2011a:9). This cooperative agreement
covered areas such as mutual consultations, reciprocal representation, exchange of

information and documentation, and cooperation between secretariats and assistance in
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staffing (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010:305; UN, 2011a:9). The signing of this
agreement marked the beginning of the UN’s relationship with an African regional
organisation. However, due to the paralysis of the UN as a result of the Cold War politics, e
Gray (2000:202) maintains that this cooperation was not given significant attention until thv
early 1990s when conflicts in Africa occupied the bulk of the UNSC’s time and ener$

The improved cooperation between the UN and the OAU on African peace &curity
issues in the 1990s was influenced by three main reasons. First, as argue@y Aning and
Aubyn (2013a), the early post-Cold War period saw a shift from 'ntgate conflicts to
violent intra-state conflicts on the continent, with devastating co nces on human life

and property. For example, there were internal conflicts in ¢ NI such as Mali, Nigeria,

Algeria, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), Egypt, Liberia, Rwanda, Somalia,
Sierra Leone and Burundi. The complex nature of nternal conflicts meant that no
single organisation could tackle the challenge o n, hence the need for collaboration

between institutions (UN, 1998). é

Second, the 1990s saw an increased* of the OAU and other sub-regional groups like
ECOWAS in regional conflict ma ents in Africa. Albert (2007) notes that the OAU
established the Mechanis &Conﬂict Prevention, Management and Resolution
(MCPMR) in 1993 as egic framework for addressing conflicts in Africa, and
subsequently undert l&nportant peacekeeping initiatives in Burundi and the Central

?)-Therefore, as indicated by the former UNSG, Kofi Annan (UN,

1998), it bes ecessary for the UN to compliment African efforts to resolve African

African Republi

conflict

SECL@

@t' , the improved cooperation between the UN and the OAU was motivated by the
epublication of UNSG, Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s report, An Agenda for Peace: Preventive
Qe diplomacy, peacemaking and peace-keeping in 1992 (UN, 1992). This report, together with

it holds the primary responsibility for maintaining international peace and

the Supplementary report to the Agenda for Peace, in January 1995, identified five possible
forms of cooperation between the UN and regional bodies like the OAU through preventive

diplomacy, peacemaking and peacekeeping. This included: consultations to exchange views
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on issues of conflicts; diplomatic support to regional peacemaking efforts; operational
support through the provision of technical advice to regional peacekeeping efforts; co-
deployment with regional bodies; and joint operations, where the staffing, direction and e
financing of missions are shared between the UN and regional organisation (UN, 1992?

1995). vo

However, due to the failures of the UN in Rwanda and Somalia in the 19&nd the
subsequent retreat from Africa, these cooperative initiatives did not em a significant
issue though there were some periodic meetings on African security i SLéetween the UN
Secretary-General and the Secretary-General of the OAU ,011a). From 1997
onwards, when Africa accounted for about 60 per cent of thﬁ ’s activities, Aning and
Aubyn (2013a) posit that deliberations in the UN about p increased cooperation with
African regional organisations gained momentum, Iarly, with the launch of the
Secretary-General’s report in 1998 on “The caus onflict and the promotion of durable
peace and sustainable development in Afr 1998/318) In a UN Security Council
presidential statement (S/PRST/1997/46) receded this report, the Council welcomed
the efforts of the OAU and those sub-regional bodies in preventing and resolving
conflict in Africa and called fo nger partnership between the UN and the OAU, in
conformity with Chapter VI e UN Charter. One important statement which is relevant
to this study that the S@y-General, Kofi Annan specifically mentioned in the report
was that the UN show Ive to compliment rather than supplant African efforts to resolve
African proble @rever possible (UN, 1998).

Followi@report, the UN intensified its work in Africa. Subsequently, the Secretary-
Gen@a nched other reports that emphasized the need for UN cooperation with regional

o@

e ort of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations in August 2000, also known as

ations such as the OAU in peacekeeping operations. These reports included: the

é the Brahimi Report”; the December 2004 report of the UN Secretary-General’s High-Level
0 Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change; the March 2005 follow-up to the High-Level
* Panel, In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security and Human Rights for All;
Report of the Secretary-General on the relationship between the United Nations and

regional organizations, in particular the African Union, in the maintenance of international
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peace and security; and the 2008 report on the African Union-United Nations Panel on the
modalities for support to African Union peacekeeping operations, also known as “Prodi

Report.” These reports highlighted the vital role regional organisations could play, in terms

of preventive diplomacy, early warning systems, peacekeeping and post-conflicvE

peacebuilding efforts and recommended to the UN to improve its relationship with rieg

bodies. \o

Among all the reports, the “Prodi Report” (UN, 2008a:12-14) appears4t@ be the most
comprehensive report on the UN/AU peacekeeping partnerships. The r@ acknowledged
the fact that the Chapter V111 of the UN Charter is the starting poi designing a stronger
partnership between the UN and the AU. It further noted t hough the relationship
between the UN and the AU is evolving positively, the f both organisations in the
partnership is yet to be clarified. On this issue especi anner (2010:212) in his article

‘Addressing the Perils of Peace Operations: a Global Peacekeeping System’

advocated for a common political framework n the UN and regional organisations to
provide a viable foundation for a joint visie joint strategy, and the joint responsibility of
stakeholders. The Prodi report als%ommended ways on how best to enhance the
relationship between the UN AU based on a judicious combination of their
respective comparative adva &The report moreover stressed on the need for a shared
strategic vision to enabl % and the AU to exercise their respective advantages, but
also to reduce the dikelthood of duplication of effort and organisations working at
Cross-purposes ».2008a; UN, 2008c). Similarly, Tanner (2010) and Koops (2012) also
argued that ordination between the UN and regional organisations like the AU is

importaro) der to avoid the duplication or outright inter-organisational rivalry.

égspect to the implementation of the Prodi report, Bah and Lortan (2011) maintained
t

although five years after the report, some progress has been made in strengthening the

ée relationship, as evidenced by the establishment of the Ten-Year Capacity Building

Programme for the AU (TYCBP) and the creation of the UN Office to AU (UNOAU), the
relationship still remains largely undefined. Instead, the partnership between the two
organisations has focused on individual cases without any clear policy framework for

cooperation in peacekeeping operations (Boutellis and Williams, 2013a).
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2.5.2. The Nature and Scope of the UN/AU Partnership in Peacekeeping Operations

Since 2002 when the AU was established, both organisations have cooperated at the
strategic, institutional and operational levels respectively. At the strategic level, there is
cooperation between the UNSC and AUPSC. This relationship represents the v
important aspect of the UN/AU partnership because of their analogous but differe

and mandates in Africa. Thus, whilst on one hand, the UNSC has a universal and
primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and secu \ AUPSC
has, on the other hand, the mandate to address peace and security ¢ «;es in Africa
within the context of the provisions of Chapter VIII of the UN rter (UN, 1945; AU,
2002, 2012). Indeed, compared to other regional organisatio &m UNSC maintains that
the AUPSC has become its most frequent interlocutor and ély body, members of the
Security Council regularly meet with (UN, 2011a). A the UNSC has been working

with the AUC since 2002, its relationship with th C is a recent phenomenon which

only began in 2007. e

Aning (2007), for example, provides a tailed analysis of this emerging cooperation
between the UNSC and the AUPS
exceptional about his work is th

ow it can be effectively improved. What is very
UN/AU cooperation at the strategic level is provided
in a clear, detailed and consi anner in addition to cooperation in other areas of peace
and security. For the fir. , he clearly defines the role that non-state actors such as civil
society can play in tMerglng partnership which is less or not even discussed in any of
the existing lit . Aning (2007) concluded that the discussions on how to deepen
cooperation *en the UN and AU should revolve around how to interpret the Chapter
VIl of UN Charter. To him, this would involve addressing the definitional and
cwal issues inherent in the partnership and the type, nature and division of
spensibilities between the two organisations (UN, 2008c). Whiles Aning’s work

doubtedly gave an in-depth understanding of the UN/AU partnership, it focused more on

é the strategic level cooperation with little attention to the operational level cooperation
0 during field missions. The present study takes a broader view by providing a

t comprehensive analysis of the UN/AU partnership at all levels.
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More significantly, in seeking to improve the partnership between the UNSC and the
AUPSC, there have been about seven annual joint consultations between members of the
two Councils since 2007, alternating between Addis Ababa and New York (AU, 2012, e
2013). The last of these periodic meetings took place in October 2013 during the Ulv
General Assembly meeting in New York. During the first meeting in June 2007 at t
headquarters in Addis Ababa, members of the UNSC met with the Chairper %ha
Oumar Konaré, and other members of the AU Commission. In the joint co %e that
was issued after the meeting, both Councils agreed, among other thingsg@*Consider how
best to improve the coordination and effectiveness of AU and UN peace*efforts in Africa;
to consider the modalities for improving the resource base and gépactty of the AU; and to
examine the possibility of the financing of a peacekeeping o%@n undertaken by the AU
or under its authority (UN, 2012; AU, 2012). Most of sues have reoccurred in the
discussions of almost all the subsequent meetings en the two Councils. However,
these meetings have failed to discuss issues \ w to systematically integrate their
different organisational cultures, agendas pproaches which is one of the most
important factors to institutionalise th%re ns (Boutellis and Williams, 2013a:18). They
t

also make the point that througho e meetings, the two Councils have purposively

avoided discussing the issue of er VIII and focused on specific policy issues rather

than broad themes about thi

The UN Secretar'Ety the AU Commission which are the operational arms of both

ronship between the two councils.

organisations so been working together since 2002 at the institutional level. In the
past, the elationship with the UN Secretariat was dispersed among a number of

differ ﬁments within the UN (AU, 2012). However, the relationship between the
&etarlats was streamlined with the establishment of the UN Office to the AU
&AU) in July 2010. The UNOAU integrated the mandates of the different UN offices

o the AU namely, the UN Liaison Office to the AU (UNLO-AU), the AU Peacekeeping

é Support Team, the UN Planning Team for AMISOM and the Joint Support Coordination
0 Mechanism (JCSM) for UNAMID (UN, 2012; AU, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 2013a).
Bah and Lortan (2011) assert that this brought some degree of coherence to the UN’s

engagement with the AU. In 2010, the UN/AU Joint Task Force (JTF) on Peace and
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Security was also inaugurated to advance the partnership between the UN Secretariat and
the AU Commission, and to serve as a forum where the senior management of the two

institutions would exchange views on matters of common concern, and agree on common e

actions. v

The AU Commission and the UN Secretariat have also established a strong WOf
meeting regularly through desk-to-desk encounters as recommended by the& Prodi
report to discuss and exchange information and ideas on country-spegi nd thematic
issues of common interest (UN, 2008a; 2008c; AU, 2012, 2013). Cqoperation between the
AU Commission and the UN with regard to peacekeeping spg€ifically, has covered the
areas of planning, development and management of current ions, including support to
the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) a Itutional support to the AU
Commission for the operationalisation of the ASF pillar of the APSA (AU, 2012).
The outcome of these engagements is, how éﬁt to receive any rigorous scholarly

attention.

The two institutions have also enter: various cooperation arrangements in the area of

peacekeeping at the operational in the field. Practically, while there is no accurate way
of cataloguing the various eping partnerships between the two organisations in the
field, given their sui ge haracter, four possible sets of categories appear. The type of
partnership which ISVT]OSt pronounced and which most scholars like Jones and Cherif
(2004), Appl% h (2006), Bah and Jones (2008), and Bellamy, Williams and Griffin

(2010:65 66\

where b e AU and the UN operate within a single or joint chain of command. An

e referred to, involves the construction of a hybrid or joint operation

ex is the ongoing UN/AU Mission in Darfur (UNAMID). Analyzing the early stages
UNAMID operations in Darfur, Kreps (2007) gives an important insight into the
allenges involved in such hybrid operations. She mentioned some of the challenges as the
lack of resources, equipments and personnel and operational challenges such as command
and control issues. While her work provided an excellent insight into the challenges that

confront hybrid missions, Kreps (2007) failed to give the advantages or benefits involved in
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lr%

such operations as well as the specific recommendations on ways to mitigate such

problems.

Equally, Othieno and Samasuwo (2007:37) also argue that UNAMID was nothing morve
than a response to Africa’s political, financial and operational constraints. They concl

that there is a critical need to establish the parameters of genuine continental al
partnership, including role clarification between the AU and the UN in such&vours
Similar to Othieno and Samasuwo as well as Kreps, Murithi (2009:16) alQ-nakes a very
critical assessment of UNAMID and concludes that the relationship ean asymmetrical
due to the fact that the UN is a much older institution, with mor rces and experience
as compared to the AU. His assertion was based on the pre at it was not clear how
the AU can declare total ownership of the concep n, design, planning and
implementation of its peacekeeping operations, wh &ted UN personnel maintain a
dominant presence in its affairs (Murithi, 2009 , therefore, admonished the AU to
remain vigilant to ensure that it does not nd into a form of hybrid paternalism.
Nevertheless, Murithi (2009) indicates UNAMID heralded a novel approach to
managing Africa’s intractable crise suggested the need to foster more dialogue and

open communication between t and the UN at the strategic decision-making level on
how to improve the model. Q

The second type of rtN hip which has also been identified in the works of Jones and
Cherif (2004), Wand Williams (2013a:15-18), Gadin (2012: 75-83) and several
other scholar. ves AU-led peacekeeping operation with UN logistics, technical and
financial rt. The UN Support Office to the AU Mission in Somalia (UNSOA) is a
case point. According to Boutellis and Williams (2013a:15), the experiences of

g/l has exemplified both the positive and negative aspects of the UN/AU

e tlonshlp. As the biggest and most complex AU peace operation, it exposed the limits of

the AU’s capabilities, in terms of the material, financial and bureaucracy and reiterated the
importance of finding workable partnerships with various external actors, including the
UN. To them, the debates about how to sustain AMISOM led to the creation of the
unprecedented UN/AU collaborative mechanism, UNSOA, which provides logistical
support to AMISOM using UN assessed contributions and the AMISOM Trust Fund. They
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concluded that although the partnership has exposed some important differences in the
UN/AU approaches to peace operations, it has involved more institutional partnerships than
arguably any other peace operation in the post-Cold War era. e

Analysing this type of partnership, Gadin (2012: 75-83) also discusses the importanc V'
shortfalls of the UN logistical support to AMISOM. He opined that the logistical ﬁ
package delivered by UNSOA has contributed significantly to AMISOM esses.
However, the support by UNSOA is inadequate to facilitate the effective i mentation of
AMISOM’s mandate. According to him, this deficiency is as a FESIOf the fact that
UNSOA is an implementing agency delivering only what it has mandated to deliver
by UNSC and the UN Secretariat. On ways to improve the ogerations of UNSOA, Gadin
(2012:81) recommended that there is the need for enhan @gagement between the UN
%UNSG and AU PSC on the
other, for the purposes of shared/joint analysis in (Ato authorise the required support for

the implementation of joint missions like AM@

The third form of partnership invol a kind of sequential operations where the AU

Secretariat and the AU Commission on, one hand,

initially conducts an operation a n passes the peacekeeping baton to the UN. De
Conning (2006:7) looks at t 'We of partnership and cites the examples of Burundi,
where the AU deployed in 2003 followed by a UN operation (ONUB) in 2004; in

Liberia, where ECOV\N deployed ECOMIL in 2003, followed by a UN operation
(UNMIL) later i Me year; and again in Darfur, where AMIS was established in 2004
but was later % by a UN/AU mission in Darfur. This sequencing of operations, he
argued, @(lng well because it plays on the respective strengths of the UN, AU and

RECs&IhiS type of partnership works well according to Bah and Jones (2008) as well as

W§.d), when the UN lacks the political will or simply does not have the capacity to

%I with an emergency conflict situation. Regional bodies generally intervene in such
ésituations, with the view of transferring the mission to the UN when situations stabilize. In

zé Burundi, for instance, Aboagye (2004:13) recalls that the AU intervened with the
* understanding that the deployment of AMIB was a holding operation pending the

deployment of a UN Security Council-mandated peacekeeping mission.
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The last form of partnership which is similar to the above is what we refer to as ‘trilateral
‘peacekeeping partnership where a UN mission precedes or follows a peacekeeping
operation by the AU and its RECs. Analyzing this form of cooperation, Ayayi (2008)
brings out the challenges and opportunities involved in such enterprises. She identified th

lack of established frameworks between the UN and regional bodies that define g
responsibilities in specific crises context as one of the major challenges of coo@he

concluded by stating that cooperation between the UN, the AU and its Cs like
ECOWAS must be based, as far as practicable, on their comparati Q/antages and
informed by the principle of reciprocity. However, Derblom, Frisell, cmﬁ (2008) rather

ﬂdies like the EU and

AU is predominantly founded on a mutual relationship of r -dependency, legitimacy

state that the peacekeeping partnership between the UN and regi

and sharing of values. They opined that the UN, E AU have different internal
structures, levels of experience and resources for p ping operations, and this means
different comparative advantages for peace o $s in Africa. These ‘unequal’ traits
together with their inherent differences, ac to them, impact on inter-organisational
coordination. There is, therefore, time for enhanced strategic direction, enhanced

coordination arrangements and enr@ apacity building.

2.6.  Summary of the& Gaps in the Literature Review

Several gaps were id@d in the review of the extant literatures which are critical to this

study. First, in | terms, apart from UN and AU official documents, the literatures on

the UN/AU rship is dominated by isolated case studies without any holistic approach.

In other@ s, the literatures do not provide a comprehensive overview of how the

par, ip works at all levels and the inter-linkages. Second, research focus on the

rategic level partnership between the UNSC and the PSC, on one hand, and the UN

é ecretariat and the AU Commission, on the other hand, is scanty. Most of the literatures are

é official UN and AU documents which are not scholarly in nature. Third, the benefits of the
0 partnership to both organisations have not been well researched. Instead, much of the work
* has focused on what the AU stands to gain from the partnership rather than what both

organisations stand to gain or loose from their cooperation. In that regard, an in-depth
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assessment of the outcomes, benefits as well as the cost implications of the partnership to
both organisations should be done. This will help address the possible shortfalls and
consolidate the good lessons learnt for future operations. e

v'

UN Charter has received tremendous research attention, however, the maogd@lities of
cooperation between the UN and AU has not been studied systematically. Fi h&e UN/AU
partnership has not effectively involved the RECs that are the buildin of the AU’s

Fourth, the frameworks for UN cooperation with regional organisations as stipulated,i

peace and security architecture. Overlooking the essential role that¢he RECs play in the
partnership can create operational and strategic problems becau ﬁare the first point of
call in the sub-regions when there is a conflict. Sixth, there \W studies on the role that
non-state parties such as civil society and Non-Gov%? Organisations (NGOs) can
play in the UN/AU partnership and its implicatio heir work. In the peacekeeping
environment, the UN/AU cooperation also inv $E humanitarian agencies and NGOs,
especially, in terms of sourcing for fundin aterials assistance for the implementation
of their mandate and integrating their agproaches. What are the implications of the UN/AU
partnership for their work in the o %nal theatres, particularly when they have to work
with two organisations with d t bureaucratic processes? Seventh, studies on AU
peacekeeping operations @fedominantly focused on the challenges confronting its
peacekeeping efforts ar&

peace and securi .Mly, there is little research on how the AU should manage its
cooperation wi &

e the EU, NATO and bilateral partners such as the United States of

looked the critical role the organisation has played in African

e UN in relation to its other cooperative endeavours with other

organisati

America, Wirkey and China, to mention just a few.

the relevance of all these gaps cannot be understated, the study attempted to fill the
é st six gaps identified. These gaps are considered critical to the realisation of the

&

* consolidated at the strategic, institutional and operational levels to address African peace

objectives of the study. It is, therefore, expected that an analysis of these issues will help
draw important conclusions on the UN/AU partnerships and how it can be improved and

and security challenges.
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2.7. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

There are many theoretical perspectives that can be used to explain the various aspects of
inter-organisational partnerships. These include: exchange theory; attraction theory; power

and conflict theory; modeling theory; and social structure theories (Oliver, 1990:18-

Each makes a singular contribution to the understanding of organisational partnershi
the purposes of this study, two of the above theories, namely, exchange @
attraction theory were used. These two theories in isolation best explain WS 'p%ekeeping

partnerships have become the predominant architecture for both th and the AU
peacekeeping operations in Africa. 4

2.7.1. Exchange Theory e\

Exchange theory arose out of the philosophical tradi f utilitarianism, behaviourism,
and neoclassical economics. It is a theory that found in the fields of psychology,

sociology, political science and economics. Aé h, some differences exist, these diverse
disciplines seem to have similar perspecti n how the social exchange process is related
to inter-organisational cooperation. nd in the work of Benson (1975, 1982), Pfeffer
and Salancik (1978), Mulford a %rs (1982), and Mulford (1984), the theory emerged
in the latter part of the twentj ntury as one of the important theoretical explanations for
inter-organisational com&on. Some of the earliest proponent of the theory included
scholars such as HOW 1961), Levine and White (1961), Emerson (1962, 1964, 1972)
and Blau (1964 @fundamental principle of the theory is that organisations at any given
situation ¢ *behaviours that maximize their likelihood of meeting organisational
interests@ are more willing to cooperate when the benefits of cooperation exceed the
cosfévine and White, 1961; Blau, 1964). For the UN and the AU, this means that they

éooperating due to their individual organisational interests and not because of an
r

uistic motive. The key assumptions underpinning the theory can be summarised as

follows:

The first assumption is that organisations are generally rational and engage in calculations
of costs and benefits in their exchange relations. What this means is that cooperation

between organisations such as the AU and the UN is motivated by the desire to increase
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gains and to avoid loss or to increase outcomes that are positively valued and to decrease
outcomes that are negatively valued (Molm, 1997, Molm and Cook, 1995). Second,
exchange theory builds on the assumption that organisations engaged in cooperation are
rationally seeking to maximize the profits or benefits to be gained from such cooperatio

in terms of achieving basic organisational needs. In this respect, the theory assum 0

exchange relations between organisations are influenced by efforts to Q asic
ro

organisational needs. In other words, organisations may seek relationships t mote
their needs but are also the recipients of behaviours from others that are ated by their
desires to meet their own needs (White, 1961). 4

Third, an exchange relation develops in structures of mutual deéence. This suggests that
both partnering organisations have some reason to enga change to obtain resources
of value otherwise there would be no need to form a ange relation. Lastly, exchange
theory assumes that organisations are goal orie in a freely competitive international

system and as such, exchange processes Ieé differentiation of power and privilege

among organisations. And as in any comp@titive situation, power in exchange relations lies

with those organisations that possess ighly valued resources. However, according to Blau

(1964) and Emerson (1972), th ences in the nature of the valued resources among

actors rather result in mterd? nce and hence the need for exchange. This is because
h

each actor has a resourc o

At the heart of yhange theory is the notion of resource dependency (Pfeffer &

e other actors want.

Salancik, 197, resource dependency aspect of the exchange theory is rooted in open
systems @/ork in which organisations must interact with their environment if they
want 4@ acquire resources (Ranaei, Zareei, Alikhani, 2010:24). There are three bases for
r %dependency as found in the works of Hall et al., (1977), Molnar (1978), Leblebici

These include voluntary exchanges, power asymmetry and the result of legal-political

E alancik (1982, 1988), Raelin (1982), Tolbert and Zucker (1983) and Balas ( 2011).

mandates. Voluntary exchanges involve situations where there is an agreement on the scope
of cooperation between organisations which leads to the exchange of information and
resources voluntarily (Hall et al. 1977; Raelin, 1982). This is purposely to increase the

efficiency of organisations by using the resources and services produced cheaper and better
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by other organisations. In that sense, each organisation focuses on its comparative
advantage in producing a specific resource and they exchange these resources so that they

can become more efficient. The explanation for power asymmetry maintains that e
organisations with scarcity of resources cooperate with other organisations, in order tv

K

But in contrast to this proposition, Aiken and Hage (1968); Paulson (1976), (1978)

supplement their limited resources (Benson, 1975; Blau, 1964).

and Oliver (1990), have argued that this approach of explaining organisatin cooperation
rather suggests that resource scarcity prompts organisations to atte exert power,
influence, or control over organisations that need the required s esources. However,
using the reciprocity model of inter-organisational cooperation son (1962) and Levine
& White (1961) put forward the case that it is rather moti eciprocity which motivates
organisations to cooperate rather than domination r, and control. In effect, this
perspective suggests that inter-organisational ration occurs for the purpose of
pursuing common or mutually beneficial interests. Therefore, what the power
asymmetry explanation maintains is that érce scarcity may induce cooperation, rather
than competition. The legal-political dates on the other hand, are situations when the
mandates of the organisations m ide the impetus for inter-organisational cooperation
or require them to work to@ For example, the mandate of the UN allows for some
form of partnership wi @ AU, as stated in Chapter VIII of the UN Charter which
acknowledges the sv&or contribution of regional organisations to the settlement of
international di (UN, 1945). Put together, these three bases for resource dependency

can be use lain patterns of cooperation and conflict between organisations such as

the UN a@n AU.

Kﬁ between the resource dependency aspect of exchange theory and inter-
%anisational cooperation in contemporary peacekeeping operations cannot be understated.

éln recent times, UN peacekeeping operations have come under severe resource and capacity

zé constraints reducing its reach and operational effectiveness. There is currently a mismatch
* between the scale and complexity of UN peacekeeping operations and existing capabilities
(DPKO, 2013). Peacekeeping operations have now become more robust, multi-faceted and

complex and the diversity of mission mandates have stretched the UN’s operational
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capacity to meet the expectations on them. The budget for global peace operation has as

well soared to almost eight (8) billion US dollars a year (UN, 2014). This is truly an
indication that the challenges that confront contemporary peacekeeping operations, e
especially, in Africa cannot be addressed by any single organisation, in this case the UN?
which holds the primary responsibility for global peace and security. Hence, there i@

need for productive burden or responsibility sharing with key stakeholders li U.
Undoubtedly, this may require inter-organisational cooperation as one solm to the
quandary of how to make resources stretch to meet the ever increasing n the UN.

Over the years, the AU has through its various missions d trated the value of
undertaking high-risk stabilisation missions needed for a lon ﬂ ost-conflict resolution

(Coning, 2006; Williams, 2011), what the Brahimi report

as the ‘No Peace to keep’
type of missions. In contrast, while the UN is reluct eploy peacekeeping operations
in situations where there is ‘no peace to keep’ i malia, it has shown the capacity to
sustain and backstop peacekeeping missions i s of funding and providing logistics for
the longer term. Therefore, cooperation een the two organisations is important to
maximize their comparative advant This explanation is more linked to the power

asymmetry aspect of resource deie cy of the exchange theory.

Again, another applica nd of the exchange theory to UN/AU partnerships in
peacekeeping operati n& e role played by mandates. As noted earlier, the mandate of the
UN allows for s m of partnership with the AU, as stated in Chapter VIII of the UN
Charter whi owledges the scope for contribution of regional organisations to the

settleme ternational disputes (UN, 1945). The Article 17 (1) of the AU Protocol

Relatifig to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council also allows for some form

c&%aﬂon with the UN in the maintenance of peace and security in Africa. In reality, as

@icated by Balas (2011), actual cooperation between the UN and regional organisations
éehas occurred out of a need of the UN, and not out of an altruistic desire to cooperate. This is

0 evidenced by the fact that though cooperation between the UN and other regional
* arrangements was stipulated in the UN Charter in 1945, it was only the early 1990s that it

became active when the conditions of conflict called for it (Balas, 2011).
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In spite of the significant contributions of the exchange theory to inter-organisational
cooperation, there are several limitations. First, Thompson and McEwen (1958) state that
inter-organisational cooperation requires ‘a commitment for joint decision of future e
activities and this places limits on unilateral or arbitrary decisions.” This is particularly tru

for the UN and the AU, as both organisations have to consult each other all the time Q

taking any decisions on their joint operations like UNAMID. Importantly, this % is
further endorsed by Aiken and Hage (1968) who see constraints de e& from
‘obligations, commitments or contracts with other organisations.’ és, whenever
organisations have to work together, their decision-making autonmhnishes, as they

have to pay attention to the other organisations demands. &

orable ramifications for

Second, inter-organisational cooperation may hav
organisational image or identity. Inter-organisation erative activities may adversely
affect organisational prestige, identity, or strat sition. This may create a tendency
where organisations in some settings will a eter-dependence with other organisations
according to Walton (1972). Thus, coo eéw means that there is a higher probability of
organisations losing their separate i . This is because usually, organisations will be
lumped together and an identi t may occur for the employees, who may start to
identify with the joint orga iohs (Aiken & Hage, 1968; Aldrich, 1979; Rogers, 1974;
Schermerhorn, 1981 B 9011). For instance, UN and AU employees in UNAMID do
not identify themsel&

themselves as ees of the hybrid mission. But more importantly, the identity shifts

workers of any of the two organisations, but rather, they see

may also d n the nature of the cooperation. In sequential operations (where the UN

precedesoAU peacekeeping) like AFISMA & MINUSMA and coordinated operations

(w e UN and AU are coordinated but operate under different chains of command)

NSOA, identity shift may not occur. The reason is that although both organisations

é e cooperating together, they operate under different chain of command unlike UNAMID
é where they operate under one command structure.

%
* Lastly, inter-organisational cooperation may involve costs by requiring the direct
expenditure of scarce organisational resources. UNAMID is a graphical case in point where

the UN is paying almost all the cost for the operations of the mission through UN accessed
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contributions. Indeed, it is the first peacekeeping operation where the UN is financing

&

2.7.2. Attraction Theory 0

through its peacekeeping budget but lacks exclusive control.

Another theory that can help explain why organisations cooperate with each& Is the
attraction theory. It overlaps with exchange theory to some extent. Howéyer, attraction
theory emphasizes the non-economic aspects of the formation of relati@\gs. The theory
focuses on what attracts individuals and organisations to each oﬁand what seems to
create natural affinity or it’s opposite (Hollinghead, 1950; Smith’%4995). Attraction theory
explains that the motivation for inter-organisational cooper. @are based on such variables
as value or status similarities and differences, compl y needs, goal congruence and
information needs. Furthermore, organisations Wi“ ar status such as the UN and the
AU in the international community will be m@ling to work together, because of their
similar position and interest of ensuri ace and stability in Africa within the
international network. The theory fum suggests that if some organisations are better at
specific tasks than others but they@rm worse in other tasks, then they may be attracted
to each other because of thé@%lementary skills. From this understanding, it is quite

evident that attraction th? n be applied to partnerships in peacekeeping operations in
several ways. Amothh re:

First, internm@)rganisaﬁons that have complementary activities in peacekeeping
operatior@ ore likely to experience inter-organisational cooperation. This perfectly
applies toWthe UN/AU partnership because both organisations have different internal
S es, levels of experience and resources as well as different comparative advantages

eacekeeping operations in Africa. Therefore, what they need to do is to engage in

ialogue in order to establish a mutually agreed division of labour based on their
G:é comparative strengths to ensure effectiveness, foster coherence and limit competition.

$ Second, the attraction theory suggests that international organisations like the UN and the
AU with similar experience and background for peacekeeping operations are more likely to

experience inter-organisational cooperation. Lastly, the complementarity aspect of the
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theory also means that even though organisations are attracted to similarity, they can also
be attracted to organisations that are different. However, for this to work, one of the

organisations has to see the other’s difference as a positive thing or as a benefit to their

organisational needs. v

Baker and O'Brien (1971) note that attraction between organisations also depe he
permeability of the institutional boundaries between them. That is to say, th&unt of
cooperation between organisations is a function of their boundary eability. The

&Iy, the intra-

analytical significance of this notion can be explained at two levels,
Avel. At the intra-

organisational level and the inter-organisational (comparati
organisational level, facilitating structural features includgw resence of boundary-

spanning roles and environmental scanning capacities. S means is that international

organisations are more attracted to each other if ve individuals or special units
within each organisation managing lines of com
the UN, there is the UNSC and the United

of communication with the AU, whilst e AU, there is the AUPSC and the AU

Commission which are also managi relationship with the UN (UN, 2008b).

tion between them. For example, in

ecretariat which are managing the lines

The second level which is Mnter-organisational level focuses on actual boundary-
spanning activities, incléth overlapping memberships. This notion of boundary
permeability applies& UN/AU relationship because almost all the members of the
latter are in the@e . Again, both organisations also have overlapping functions, thus
they all eng iR peacekeeping operations on the African continent. Nevertheless, the
possibili ffectively harnessing the cooperation between them is high because they

havef oundary-spanning units that would be able to identify opportunities for
eration.

understanding of the UN/AU peacekeeping partnerships and help us to interpret the

eeln summary, the exchange theory and the attraction theory both illuminate our

meaning of the various aspects, nature and patterns of the relationship. Each makes a
singular contribution to our understanding of why the UN and the AU are partnering in

peacekeeping operations. Both theories also complement each other. Thus, whiles the

60



exchange theory focuses on the economic aspects of the formation of relationships such as
resource dependency, the attraction theory focuses on the non-economic aspects such as

status similarities and differences, complementary needs and goal congruence. This é
overlapping nature helps to explain and provide insights into the different aspect of th
UN/AU partnership and what the partnership ought to be in practice. Collectivel

provide a framework, in which to anchor the research and also provide a bl ﬁor
identifying the appropriate methodological perspectives and procedures for 2&

O

2.8. CONCLUSION & k

This chapter reviewed the existing literature on UN/AU rship in peacekeeping and
discussed the theories used for the study. It began b ing literatures on two major
concepts namely, the concepts of peacekeepln partnerships. Thereafter, specific
studies on UN/AU peacekeeping were rewew@er three main categories to comprehend
how it informs the study. The three categ e: studies on UN partnership with regional
organisations in peacekeeping operatighs; literatures on AU peacekeeping operations; and
studies on UN/AU peacekeeping @rships at the strategic, institutional and operational

levels. e

After the review, a nun&f gaps were identified including: (a) the general literature on
UN-AU partnersh lenated by isolated case studies without any holistic approach; (b)
research focus é

and the P § ell as the UN Secretariat and AU Commission is minimal or scanty; (c) an
in-depth S

partnership at the strategic and institutional levels between the UNSC

sment of the outcomes or benefits and cost implications of the UN/AU

ip is also lacking; and (d) much of the work on the benefits of cooperation has
u ed on what the AU stands to gain from the partnership rather than what both
éorganlsatlons stand to gain or loose from their cooperation. Due to the diverse nature of the

Qé gaps identified, the research focused on those which were relevant to the realisation of the

study objectives.
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The subsequent section of the chapter discussed the two main theoretical perspectives
namely, exchange theory and attraction theory used for the study. These two types of inter-
organisational partnerships theories in isolation best explained the motivations underlying
the UN/AU peacekeeping partnership. They also provided insights into the various benefi

and problems associated with inter-organisational cooperation in complex peacel@

operations. 0
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ENDNOTES

Interview with Col Azeez Nurudeen Kolawole, Head, Operational Planning and Advisory Section, UNOAU,

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 3 October, 2013; interview with Lt. Colonel Joseph Ahphour, Operations Officer,

Plans and Operations/AMISOM, AU Headquarters, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 1 October 2013.

2The ‘UN Peacekeeping Operation: Principles and Guidelines-2008> document is what is called Cap,

Doctrine. It defines the nature, scope and core business of contemporary UN peacekeeping operatign

identifies its comparative advantages and limitations as well as the basic principles that should u?eir
@ rving

to UN

planning and conduct. The document is intended to serve as a guide for all United Nations pers

in the field and at United Nations headquarters, as well as an introduction to those who a\
peacekeeping.

3See Secretary-General’s Note of Guidance on Integrated Missions, clarifying the Rol %ponsibility and
Authority of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General and the Deputy Speciéo esentative of the
Secretary-General/Resident Coordinator/Humanitarian Coordination, 17 January 2006.
4 African Union, (2014), Report of the Chairperson of the Commission on the Si%n in Somalia. Peace and
Security Council 462nd Meeting Addis Ababa, Ethiopia 16 October 2014 PSC{R/2.(CDLXII)
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CHAPTER THREE v.e

&?'

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. INTRODUCTION OQ

The credibility of any research findings and conclusions deper@ly on the quality of
the research design, methods of data collection and data analys'\ cordingly, this chapter
describes the methods and procedures that were used to the relevant data and how
they were processed, analysed and interpreted to fo the research conclusions and
recommendations. It covers the research design proach; the sampling techniques; the
target population; method of data collectiog; od of data processing and analysis;

ethical issues; and the limitations of the stt@

4

3.2. RESEARCH APPROA&D DESIGN

The study employed @uve research approach. Qualitative research according to
Morgan (1998) and V (1999) describe the form of social enquiry that focuses on the

way people int nd make sense of their experiences and the world in which they live

in. Itisus ain insights into people's attitudes, behaviours, value systems, concerns,
motivati@aspirations, culture or lifestyles. As Buston, et al. (1998) noted, qualitative

res eeks to answer ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions, rather than ‘how often’ or

ow many.’ It was chosen based on the research objectives which sought to examine the
e rmative frameworks, practice and challenges of the UN/AU peacekeeping partnership.
é The nature of the study coupled with the lack or difficulty in obtaining quantitative data on
0 the subject also provided no sound basis for a quantitative study. Besides, the researcher
& intends to present the information gathered not as numbers or formulae (no statistical

analysis), but to give a descriptive explanation of the UN/AU partnership in a detailed and
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complete form. In view of this, and in line with the research objectives, the study utilized a

combination of three forms of qualitative research methods namely: descriptive design,
exploratory study and a case study. e

v'

the issue at stake or present existing conditions and eliciting explanations, eQIWry

While descriptive studies explain social events by providing background information
studies help to develop an accurate picture of the research topic as well as the‘ ulation
and modification of theories (Morgan, 1997; Mack et al, 2005; Saranta 2005). These
two models of qualitative research were selected for the study b ca&ey convey a
richness and intensity in details in a way that quantitative methg %not. In other words,
they allowed for a more holistic or detailed investigation of i w hich aided in obtaining

the useful required information needed to for rational conclusions and

recommendations for the study. The choice of the itative methods had their own

advantages and disadvantages. Concerning the ages, they provided detailed data on
direct and verifiable individual life experi views and feelings about the research
topic. They also assisted in getting firsi-hé

close contact with the respondentsz

information and establishing familiarity and
ly, they allowed the researcher to probe initial
responses of respondents furt elaborate on their points. Notwithstanding these
advantages, some sensitive i r?classified information were not voiced out by some of
the respondents during rview. The reasons given were basically for job security and
fear of being quote wever, as argued by Sarantakos (2005), these challenges are

characteristics @Iitative methods, therefore, it was seen in their context as strengths
and not Wea&

The study method is an ‘empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
é)menon within its real-life context when the boundaries between phenomenon and
n

text are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence is used’ (Yin,

éa 1991:23, cited from Sarantakos, 2005:211). In order to complement the exploratory and
0 descriptive designs, an in-depth analysis of three case studies was conducted. This was to

*' allow for a better understanding of the conditions under which the UN and the AU
cooperate in peacekeeping operations, the outcomes of their partnership as well as the
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challenges encountered thereof. In addition, it was also to show how well the research

findings hold or really mean in practice when applied to empirical cases of UN/AU

partnerships in peacekeeping operations.

Since 2002, the UN and the AU have partnered in several peacekeeping contexts.
various forms or models of the UN/AU partnership since 2002 are represented in@ A

Table 3.1. Various Forms of UN/AU Peacekeeping Operations since 20%\

Sudan The UN/AU Hybrid Mission in Darfur 2007 to Hvbrid/
ybri
(UNAMID) date
Integrated
) The UN Support Office to the AU Mi onin - 2009 t Coordinated
Somalia Somalia (UNSOA) 0 operation
4 date
a
The transfer of the AU Mission in Burundi )
Burundi (AMIB) to the UN operation in Burundi 2004 Sequential
(ONUB) Operation
The transfer of the African-led International
. Support  mission e Central African Sequential
Central African Republic (MIS UN Multidimensional 2014 Operation
Republic Integrated Stabilization Mission in CAR
(MINUS
The transfer of the African-led International
Mali Support Mission in Mali (AFISMA) to the 2013 Sequential
United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Operation
Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA).
Source: Fieh& 2014
Out e different missions where the two organisations have partnered, three were

n namely, UNAMID, AFISMA & MINUSMA, and UNSOA as case studies for the
rposes of this study. The study explored them as instances of UN/AU peacekeeping

partnership at the operational level. In specific terms, UNAMID and UNSOA are the only

understanding how the partnership is evolving and working in practice. The partnership in
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ée partnerships. Generally, the three partnership models were selected to prevent any

generalisation of the nature, motivations, outcomes and challenges underlying each form of

two missions which are still ongoing. Put together, they present a good case of
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Mali which ended in July 2013 after the establishment of MINUSMA was also unique, in
the sense that, the UN/AU peacekeeping partnership involved a sub-regional organisation
like ECOWAS. Indeed, it sets an example of how the UN could cooperate with the AU and e

its RECs to jointly maintain peace and security in Africa. v

33. SAMPLING TECHNIQUE Qi

An important issue to consider when designing a research project is the ty d number of
people to include in the study. This is imperative because the whole p@tion cannot be
studied, therefore, it enables the researcher to study a relatively gart of the population
and yet obtain data that are representative of the whole (Sudma\ lair, 1999; Sarantakos,

2005). Sampling is the use of definite procedures in ection of a part from the
population for the express purpose of obtaining fro scrlptlons or estimates, certain
properties and characteristics of the whole (He ; Fink, 1995; Kumekpor, 2002:
132). It involves the careful selection of a po the population, which is considered to

be representative of the population to b stlgated (Kumekpor, 2002: 131). Sampling
can be based on either probablllti non-probability standards. It is referred to as

probability sampling when the of randomness or the law of chance governs the

selection process. Non-prob sampling, on the other hand, as the name suggests is

when the sampling pro ks elements of randomness. Examples include accidental

sampling, purposive ing, quota sampling and snowball sampling. In order to achieve

techniques

Q

sampling involves the process where the researcher deliberately chooses

the research ob' s purposive sampling method, also known as judgmental sampling

Pur
ndents who, in his/her opinion are relevant to the study (Sarantakos, 2005:164).
é bbie (2007:189) defines it as a type of non-probability sampling in which the researcher
é selects the units to be observed on the basis of his/her own judgment about which one will
0 be the most useful or representative. In this technique, Kumekpor (2002: 138) notes that the
$ units of the sample are selected intentionally for the study because of their characteristics or

certain qualities which are not randomly distributed in the population, but are typical or
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they exhibit most of the characteristics that is suitable for the study. The respondents are
identified not on any intricate procedures of random sampling but rather, by picking units

on the basis of their known characteristics such as age, place of residence, gender, class, é

profession, marital status, knowledge and expertise. v
The purposive sampling technique was very significant for this study becaus ata
collection focused primarily on people who had enormous experiences, ledge,

expertise and insights into the subject of AU/UN partnerships in peace@g operations.
Moreover, because the data collection was done in tandem with the“eata
review, the purposive sampling method represented the ideal te&1

analysis and
for the study. One
advantage of using the purposive technique was that it was emanding with respect to

time and labour requirements. It also offered more detailé@. iffformation and a high degree

of accuracy due to the relatively small number of un&

3.4  THE SAMPLE POPULATION oe

The sample population comprised s and stakeholders who play different roles at
various stages and levels in the ision-making process, planning, deployment and

management of UN, AU an AS peacekeeping operations. They included:

e Officials of th &fice to the AU (UNOAU) in Ethiopia;
e Officials &%J Commission, especially, the Political Affairs Department (PDA)
and t e and Security Department (PSD) which comprises the Peace Support
\ons Division (PSOD), Peace and Security Secretariat (PSS) and the Conflict
wﬁgement Division (CMD);
A Vofficials of the ECOWAS Commission;
@. Past and current military, police and civilian officials of UNAMID, AMISOM,
éé AFISMA, MINUSMA and other UN or AU missions in Africa;
0 e Past and current Force Commanders and their deputies; Police Commissioners and
+ their deputies; and Head of Missions and their deputies of UNAMID, AMISOM,
AFISMA, MINUSMA,; and
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e Representatives of civil society organisations (CSOs), research institutions and

academic institutions working on issues related to UN/AU peacekeeping operations.

S

3.5, METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION oi

3.5.1. Sources of Data 0;

Both primary and secondary sources were used for the collection of d The primary
sources consisted of the researcher’s field notes compiled from in-d a%terviews and
focus group discussions (FGDs) with the relevant actors and sta Iders. The secondary
sources comprised official documents of the UN and the &ooks, journal articles,
workshop and conference reports, magazines, policy p policy briefs, occasional
papers, monographs, working papers and web-based p ons.

)

3.5.2. Data Gathering Techniques é\

Two main techniques of data gatheringiwere used namely: in-depth interviews and focus
group discussions (FGDs). The ination of these data gathering techniques was
instrumental in providing diffivata sources and also to validate and cross-check some

of the findings. o
3.5.2.1. In@ptYnterviews

An in-dept iew is a qualitative research method that allows for a deeper exploration
of peopl@oughts, feelings, and behaviour about a particular subject. It involves asking
questions, listening to and recording the answers, and then probing responses for deeper

eaming, clarification and understanding of a particular issue (Sarantakos, 2005; Babbie,

07, Owolabi, 2014:212). Unlike FGDs, in-depth interviews occur with one individual at a
time, or sometimes pairs of respondents, to provide more detailed information and
perspectives on an issue (Owolabi, 2014:213). This type of interview is often unstructured,;
therefore, it permits the interviewer to encourage the respondent to talk at length about the
topic. The flow of the conversation usually determines the type of questions asked, those
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omitted and the order of questions. An important strength of this technique is that the

interviewer is able to obtain more detailed information about a subject. The weakness,

however, is that the interviewer can lose the richness that can arise in a FGDs in which e

people debate issues (Crewell, 1998: 56-61, cited from Owolabi, 2014:213). v
Q

The in-depth interviews were conducted from June 2013 to November 2014 i pia,
Mali, Ghana and Sudan. The list of respondents can be found in appendix 5.\ thiopia,
the researcher visited the AU Headquarters in Addis Ababa, for an e&e discussion
with the relevant actors and stakeholders within the AU Commission e UNOAU from
September to October 2013. The UNOAU was visited mstead UN headquarters in
New York because it represents the UN Secretariats wi \U and it is more directly
engaged and manages the line of communication betwe&w and the AU. Within the
AU Commission, ten (10) in-depth interviews wer cted with officials of the Peace

%ﬂent At the UNOAU, two officers,

one from the operational planning and advi tion and the other from the laison office,

were interviewed. ‘

Mali was visited in November » March 2014 and May 2014 respectively. In Mali,

and Security Department and Political Affairs

thirteen (13) in-depth int s were conducted with police, military and civilian
personnel at the MINU eadquarters; the ECOWAS Political Office; the AU Political
Office; the Malian SMy Services and Government; and Civil Society Organisations. In
Sudan, the U Headquarters in El Fashir, Darfur, was also visited in November
2014. In D seven (7) in-depth interviews were conducted with personnel from the
civilian, ary and police component of the mission as well as members of the Sudanese

Se orces. For instance, the Police Commissioner of UNAMID who is part of the

atégic decision-makers was interviewed. A field visit was also undertaken in Ghana in
ne 2013 and August 2013. In-depth interviews were conducted with some past and
current military and police personnel who had/are served(ing) with UNAMID, some
ECOWAS officials who were attending a conference in Ghana and researchers.
Specifically, seven (7) in-depth interviews were conducted with a former Police
Commissioner and a deputy SRSG of UNAMID; an official of the ECOWAS Standby
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Force (ESF); a serving military personnel from UNAMID; an official from the African
Peace Support Trainers Association (APSTA); and a researcher from the Kofi Annan
International Peacekeeping Training Centre (KAIPTC). e

v'

interviews were carried out at the KAIPTC where most of the officials from t
&mmes

Apart from the former Police Commissioner and the deputy SRSG of UNAMID, a

and organisations mentioned above occasionally attend and facilitate training

workshops and conferences. In that respect, the KAIPTC annual progr:&calendar was
used to track and interview them. Indeed, the in-depth interviews at t AIPTC proved
very beneficial because the researcher was able to interview so écials who were very
difficult to reach due to their busy schedules and other fm? nsiderations. In all the

in-depth interviews, apart from taking notes, some of the ws were recorded using an

audio recorder with the permission of the respondenti@

3.5.2.2. Focus Group Discussions oé

The second data collection method W&GDS. Sarantakos (2005:194) describes FGDs as a
loosely constructed discussion Witl@oup of people brought together for the purposes of a
study, guided by the researc ?addressed as a group. One important advantage of this
method was that it provi %m that facilitated group discussions and brainstorming on
a variety of solutions sd?as the generation of diverse and differences of ideas. It is one
of the few meth hich important information can be gathered in a relatively short
period of t|m h0|ce of this instrument was particularly influenced by these attributes.
The maj¢5 ness, however, was that the discussions were dominated by one or two
n

par ts. It also included a large amount of extra or unnecessary information.

é e FGDs were held at the KAIPTC in Accra, Ghana. It involved thirty (30) middle level
*' Cote d’Ivoire and Benin with varied backgrounds in UN and AU peacekeeping operations.
Whilst some of them were currently in missions like UNAMID and AMISOM, others had

police officers (i.e. Assistant Superintendents, Superintendents, Chief Superintendents and

Assistant Commissioners of Police) from Ghana, Nigeria, Liberia, Mali, Burkina Faso,
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previous experience in AU missions in Sudan and UN missions in Cote d’Ivoire, Mali,
Liberia, Bosnia, Afghanistan, Haiti and the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). In all,

four (4) FGDs were organised in August 2013. The composition of each group was seven é
(7) and eight (8). The list of each group can be found in appendix 6. The homogeneity ov

the participants, coupled with their diverse peacekeeping experience did not only enrjc

discussions but also brought out very vital information as a result of the cross-f tion

of opinions. \

3.5.3. Instrument for Data Gathering ‘

In line with the data gathering techniques, two instruments ata collection namely,
unstructured interview guide and FGD guide, were usedd? instruments are explained

below. 0
35.3.1. Unstructured Interview Guide e\

This type of instrument consists of seve a&n-ended questions, whose wording and order

could be changed at will (Sarantak 5). The structure is flexible and restrictions are

minimal in terms of the wordi questions. Thus, the interviewer acts freely in this

context, on the basis of cert earch points, (re) formulating questions as required and
employing neutral prohi he unstructured interview guide was used for the in-depth

interviews. This inst t was chosen basically due to its singular significance of helping
in the in-depth i@atlon of issues.

Duetot erent background of the respondents interviewed, three (3) sets of interview
gui ere developed (see appendix 1, 2 and 3). One set of unstructured interview guide
éeveloped for the officials of the AU, the UN, RECs, and academics. The other sets
e re developed for the respondents of the UN/AU cooperation in Sudan and Mali. The
é researcher followed a set of consistent issues in virtually all the interview guides. There
0 was no fixed wording or fixed ordering of questions during the in-depth interviews. This
allowed for greater flexibility and helped the researcher gain more insights about the
respondent’s perspectives on some pertinent issues. The core issues that guided the

researcher during the interviews included the following:
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e Motivations for the Partnership: With the issue of resource dependency being
generally cited as the sole motive behind the UN/AU relationship, the researcher
sought the views of respondents on the factors motivating the partnership. é

e Normative Frameworks: The researcher was more interested in finding oue
various normative frameworks that are guiding the UN/AU partnership Wat
their implementation challenges are. Here, the normative framework th the
UN and the AU were assessed. Q

e How the Partnership works in Practice: As noted in the ge&g sections, the
UN/AU partnership occurs at the strategic, institutiopdl and operational levels
respectively. The researcher was interested in findin@ow the partnership works

in practice at each of these levels. @

e Outcomes and Benefits of the UN/AU Pa %ip: Based on the experiences of
the UN and the AU over the years, researcher sought to probe what the
respondents think are the outcome enefits of the partnership. Of particular

importance was the researcher’:t'nterest in interrogating respondents views on what

they think are the outcome@
(Sudan), Mali, and Soma

enefits of the peacekeeping partnerships in Darfur

e Challenges and ?Ities confronting the UN/AU Partnership: In the light of
the different ational cultures and working procedures, the researcher asked
responde rticularly those from the UN and the AU some of the challenges and
diffi confronting the partnership. The questions ranged from challenges
a x wide spectrum of issues at the strategic, institutional and operational levels

@spectively. Respondents views on how those challenges could be mitigated or

managed were also interrogated.

e 3.5.3.2. Focus Group Discussion Guide

: t@ Preparing a discussion guide is an important step in conducting a focus group session. The
guide is used to aid and control the flow of questions during a focus group discussion to
ensure that a range of issues vital to the research topic are explored (Crewell, 1998;
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Sarantakos, 2005; Owolabi, 2014). Usually, the research objectives will shape the content
or questions asked in the discussion guide. Thus, it outlines the areas for discussion during

the focus group, with key research ideas and questions to be discussed. e

Before the FGDs were held at the KAIPTC, an FGD guide was developed. The ?v
contained six different sets of open-ended questions which were based mainl V( e
research objectives of the study. Similar to that of the unstructured interview q‘ ns, the
FGD guide covered the motivations of the UN/AU partnership; the outcoQ and benefits

of the partnership; and the challenges and difficulties of the partnership @appendix 4).

<

A
3.6. METHOD OF DATA PROCESSING AND ANA@
The data gathered from the field was transcribe @Qtyped into a word processing
document. It was later analysed to obtain the releévformation needed for the study. The
information generated was then categorize ehemes based on the research objectives.
This was done to subject the research findbto systematic inquiry to first, determine how
much of the research questions W@Nered and whether the research objectives were

attained. And second, to ascertai w far the research findings either corroborated or

contradicted the theoretical orks adopted for the study and the existing literaturs.
Descriptive content an hich aims at identifying and describing the main content of
data either thematic chronologically, as well as the statistical methods of presenting

data such as tai@d figures were employed to analyse and interpret the data.

3.7.$TEICAL CONSIDERATIONS

uate care was taken to ensure that all ethical issues were adhered to while obtaining

ﬁi analysing the data. First of all, all the interviews were conducted and recorded with the
é explicit consent of the respondents. The objectives of the study were also clearly explained
0 to the respondents and the views of respondents were respected and treated with anonymity
to protect their confidentiality. The data collected was also used only for the purpose for

which it was intended. In addition, the data gathered was also honestly and objectively
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interpreted and analysed without any fabrication, falsification or bias. Lastly, to respect

intellectual property and to avoid plagiarism, all literature cited and figures as well as tables
used were properly acknowledged. e

3.8.  LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY vo

Two main limitations confronted the study. The first was lack of access to cert&ssified
documents. The researcher could not obtain access to some important danents such as

internal mission reports and reports of meetings that could have enric eg analysis of the

findings from the AU Commission, UNOAU and MINUSMA. son given was that
the documents were confidential, therefore, they would n ared with the public.
However, the impact of this on the analysis of the resea ings was minimal because

these institutions as well as interview some

efforts were made to collate most of the vital doc regarding the partnership from
éiduals who provided some useful

information contained in some of those class'!eocuments.

The second limitation had to do with %ability of the researcher to visit AMISOM due to
the dire security situation in S . This notwithstanding, the researcher was able to
interview personnel of the M Unit at the AU Headquarters who are more directly
involved the UN/AU par& Furthermore, the UNOAU which represent the UN at the
AU was visited inste@he UN Headquarters in New York. Admittedly, a visit to the UN
headquarters co ve been very beneficial to the study and further helped the researcher
obtain addi'x ata. Nevertheless, the visit to the UNOAU assisted the researcher to
e

obtain al cessary information needed for the study.
. CONCLUSION

ém this chapter, the methodology of the research was discussed. The study employed
qé: qualitative research approach and utilized a combination of descriptive research design,

exploratory research design and case study method. The purposive sampling technique was
used to select the sample population for the research which included past and present
officials of the UN, the AU, UNAMID, AFISMA, MINUSMA and ECOWAS; research
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institutions; and civil society organisations. Both primary and secondary sources were used

for the collection of data. In order to get different data sources and also to validate and
cross-check the research findings, two data collection techniques namely, in-depth é
interviews and focus group discussion were developed. In line with the data gatherin
techniques, the unstructured interview guide and FGDs guide were used as the instr n@

for data collection. Field visits were undertaken in Ethiopia, Mali, Sudan and a, to

collate data for the study. Descriptive content analysis was used to analyse thé&

O
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CHAPTER FOUR v.

DISCUSSIONS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

\0?'

4.1. INTRODUCTION Q
Partnerships between the United Nations and the African U 'OTQ the field of
CL

peacekeeping operations have become a central feature of the & security landscape.
As indicated in the earlier chapters, the two organisations been cooperating in this
area since the beginning of the 21st Century. However, both organisations share a
similar commitment to maintaining peace and securi rica, a wide range of challenges
and limitations currently hinder their effective ¢ ion. In that regard, the study sought
to provide an in-depth analysis of the norn@meworks, practice and challenges of the
UN/AU peacekeeping partnerships. Tg)ar ing chapters provided the background to the

study, the literature review and th | framework as well as the methodology of the

study. In this chapter, the resear. iscusses and analyzes the research findings based on
the research objectives of
importantly, this chap@estigates the extent to which the research findings either

corroborate or contrewt e existing literature and the theoretical frameworks adopted for

udy and the review of the related literatures. Most

the study. The r is divided into five different but interrelated sections based on the
* S

research obj es.

The?section explores the rationale or motivations behind the UN/AU partnership in

é eeping operations. During the last decade, the partnership between the two
a

nisations has advanced considerably, at both the strategic, institutional and the

interrogate why the UN and the AU are putting their personnel in combined structures

ée operational levels respectively. As a result, what this section basically sought to do was to

rather than solely in blue helmet (UN) operations or green helmet (AU) operations. An
indication of the motivations behind the partnership will help determine whether the

relationship is based on altruistic and instrumental reasons and whether the trend towards
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partnership should be resisted or embraced. The second section examines the normative
frameworks underpinning the UN/AU partnership. In particular, this section assesses the

effectiveness and appropriateness or otherwise of the normative frameworks that regulates e

the partnership. v

The third section examines how the partnership works in practice at the t@lc,

institutional and operational levels respectively. Ideally, every form of p hip is

expected to help organisations achieve their overall goals more effectivel&d efficiently.

However, in praxis, this is not always the case as it is sometimes ena@red with many

problems. In this regard, the fourth and fifth sections identify a& s the outcomes and
h

benefits as well as the challenges and difficulties associated v‘ e UN/AU partnership.

When analyzed together, they give an idea about the futur, ects of the partnership.
42. THE MOTIVATIONS BEHIND TH @J PARTNERSHIP
This section summarizes the research fin in relation to the first research question:

What are the motivations behind the UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping operations? As
already stated in the preceding Q‘ers, the UN has a global mandate to maintain
international peace and securi V e the AU has a regional mandate to ensure peace and
stability in Africa. Given thi erent but analogous mandates, the question has often been
asked as to why the nd the AU are making frequent recourse to peacekeeping
partnerships whenghey¥an undertake these operations alone. Six main interrelated reasons
were identifi %tivating the partnerships. These factors were further catalogued into

two: mates nd ideational motivations.

@) Qand, materialist motives depict a situation where the two organisations cooperated
&e basis of the materialist gains they expect to obtain from the partnership which include,

ong others, resources in terms of finances and logistics. The ideational motives, on the
other hand, refer to a situation where both organisations cooperated because they consider it
the right, good, or enlightening thing to do in a given context. The motives identified under
this category comprised provisions of the Chapter VIII and the AU Peace and Security

Council protocol; issues of legitimization, burden-sharing, organisational learning and the
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changing security environments in Africa. It is instructive to note that both the material and
ideational motives have a mutually synergetic effect, and are therefore, not mutually

exclusive categories. The subsequent section analyzes these six motives in much more é

detail. ov,

4.2.1. Parallel Mandates of the United Nations and the African Union in A ;

The first reason identified as motivating the partnership was that the date of both
organisations required them to work together. * On the part of the UN, é’ge 1 (1) of the
UN Charter states that one of its purposes is “to maintain intemat@ peace and security,
and to that end, take effective collective measures for the prev and removal of threats
to the peace.” The Charter gives UNSC this primary @nsibility and the specific
measures available to fulfill this mandate are set out pters VI, VII and VIII of the
Charter. While Chapter VI deals with the “Paci &mem of Disputes”, Chapter VII
contains provisions relating to “Action with @ct to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace
and Acts of Aggression”. Chapter V vides for the involvement of regional
arrangements and agencies in the maifitenance of international peace and security. It is
within the context of these Chap@especially, Chapters VI and VIII that the UN/AU

partnership can be situated. e

Specifically, the Iangua&Articles 33, 51, 52, 53 and 54 of the UN Charter enjoins the
UNSC to work itMional organisations like the AU when the need arises in the
maintenance 0 %

collective & fense by regional arrangements until the UNSC has taken the measures

necessary

ational peace and security. Article 51 recognizes the “inherent right of

aintain international peace and security.” Article 52 recognizes the validity
al arrangement especially, for peaceful settlement of dispute, provided that they
ompatible with the purposes and principles of the UN. Article 33 requires member

tates to use regional arrangements “first of all” in peacefully resolving their conflicts.
eé Avrticle 53 suggests that the UNSC might itself use regional mechanisms, albeit, under its

&

authority for enforcement actions. Article 54 admonishes regional arrangements to keep the

UNSC fully informed of their activities.
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Although the UN Charter does not explicitly state that the UNSC should work with regional
bodies, perhaps as noted by Lepgold (2003:13), its meaning was seen as self-evident,
Articles 33, 51, 52, 53 and 54 defines certain roles for regional bodies, which requires them e
to work with the UNSC in fulfilment of those functions. It also shows that the UNSC ha

no monopoly on issues of international peace and security, in the sense that the

circuitously directs the Council to give regional entities elbowroom to deal wmiith¥local
disputes in the first instance, before the involvement of the UN (Robert, 2003) 1" view of
this, it can be argued that the UN Charter naturally establishes some f. f partnership
between the UN and regional organisations such as the AU i the®maintenance of
international peace and security. As noted by Ban Ki-Moon, %rrent UN Secretary-
General (UNSG), the UN’s partnership with the AU is emb in the very “DNA” of the
organisation.? The UNSC cannot fulfill its mandate of ning international peace and
security, particularly in Africa by working in isolati as in recognition of this natural
affinity that the former, UNSG, Boutros-Ghali & eport, An Agenda for Peace in 1992
called on the UN to work more closely regional organisations in peace-related
activities. He noted that,

...under the Charter, the ity Council has and will continue to have
primary responsibility for ntaining international peace and security, but
regional action asam decentralization, delegation and cooperation with
the UN efforts co@only lighten the burden of the Council but also

contribute to a de‘ nse of participation, consensus and democratization in
international a%...and should the Security Council choose specifically to
authorize a gegioRal organisation to take the lead in addressing a crises within
its regio @uld serve to lend the weight of the UN to the validity of the
regio t (UN, 1992: para. 63-65).

Unlik r&N Charter, the AUPSC protocol explicitly directs the AU to work with the UN.
I Qle 17(1), the protocol emphatically states that “the Peace and Security Council shall
%perate and work closely with the UNSC, which has the primary responsibility for the
émaintenance of international peace and security” (AU, 2002). In this particular instance, the

zé use of the word shall in Article 17 (1) even makes it obligatory for the AU PSC to work
* with the UNSC in the fulfillment of its mandate of maintaining peace and security in
Africa, which is consistent with Chapter V1II of the UN Charter (Powell, 2005; Aning and

Abdallah, 2012; (Gelot, Gelot & de Coning 2012).
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Put together, the mandates of both organisations as stipulated in the UN Charter and the AU

PSC protocol provide the principal basis of the partnership. This argument is supported by
scholars such as (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin (2004), Powell (2005:24) and Diehl and e
Cho (2006), who also mention the impetus for the partnership as embedded in Chapter VI

of the UN Charter. Theoretically, this can be explained by the legal-political m

strand of exchange theory, which expressly states that cooperation between or
can occur when their mandates require them to work together (Hall et al., 1& olnar,
1978; Leblebici & Salancik, 1982; 1988; Raelin, 1982; Tolbert and ZU&QBQ. This is
the case of the UN and the AU who have mutual responsibilities gn th€ maintenance of
security in Africa. In short, both organisations can be seen as natdifal partners united by the

core values laid out in their constitutive charters. e\

The next factor identified as motivating the E \hip relates to the issue of peacekeeping

4.2.2. Burden or Responsibility Sharing

n the UN and the AU.®> Generally, burden-

sharing according to Thielemann (2008:253) refers to how the costs of common initiatives

burden-sharing or responsibility sharing b

or provision of public goods ar among states or organisations. It is also described
by Abass (2004) as an ex of resources among organisations to realise common
objectives. The motives @ burden-sharing as identified by Olsen (1965) and Bolks &
Stoll (2000) incIude:throvision of valued public goods which individual actors cannot
attain alone; an rovision of some degree of mutual insurance against the occurrence
of a particu rnal shock that would affect both organisations. From this explanation,
burden- can be equated with a constellation where organisations act not according to
the iples of utility maximization but according to the principle of universalisation

&H forbids free-riding or placing the costs of providing mutually desired goods
é proportionately on the shoulders of others (Thielemann, 2003).

Qe Consistent with this conceptualisation, burden-sharing in reference to the UN/AU
* partnership can be defined in terms of how the two organisations in specific terms share the
costs of peacekeeping operations in Africa with respect to the financing, personnel

(military, police, and civilians) contributions, logistical and diplomatic/political support. In
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&

his Agenda for peace, report, then UNSG Boutros-Ghali, for instance, reinforced this
principle and called on regional organisations to play a robust security roles, not only as a

means to lighten the mounting UN overstretch but also to “contribute to a deeper sense of

participation, consensus and democratization in international affairs” (UN, 1992). BuvE

essentially, this was hortatory, precatory and more of a moral desire than a legal b'r@

duty on regional bodies. o

On the basis of the above understanding, it can be argued that peacel:& possesses a
strong public good element, because the peace and stability achieved th peacekeeping
operations in Africa give rise to a non-excludable and non-rival@ to both UN and the
AU. Thus, both organisations gain from the absence of co@
due to their similar mandate to maintain peace and stahidi the continent (UN, 1945;
AU, 2000, 2002). Hence, none of them is expeci&free ride due to their shared

responsibilities. Francis (2007), for instance, arg t it is this common recognition that

the African continent

no single organisation can shoulder the who @en of peacekeeping alone that has given
the UN and the AU the imperative for par ips as envisaged under the Chapter VIII. In

practice, what this means is that any keeping intervention by both the UN and the AU

implies the distribution of bur responsibility in maintaining peace, stability and
security in Africa. Q
The ongoing UN/A 158ion in Darfur (UNAMID) is a typical case in point, where both

institutions are sh@ping the cost of maintaining and sustaining the mission. In terms of the
personnel ( *and military) contributions, for instance, member states of the AU
contribu t 15,140 which is almost 79% of the total number of 19,192 personnel of the
missiomy(DPKO, 2014). Non-Africans contribute only 4,052 which is about 21% of the total

(DPKO, 2014). Apart from this, the entire leadership of UNAMID from the Joint

e /UN Special Representative for Darfur and Joint Chief Mediator to the Police

Commissioner is all provided by AU member States.* But on the other hand, the financial
and logistics needed by the mission is provided through the UN peacekeeping budgets. This
undoubtedly represents a form of burden or responsibility sharing between the two
organisations. Central to the burden-sharing argument is the acknowledgement that

collective action between the UN and the AU yields greater dividends than any of them
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acting alone. This is borne out of the realisation that the leverage of both institutions is

enhanced when they undertake coordinated and complementary efforts (Mancini, 2011).

4.2.3. Resource Dependency o‘

The third factor and perhaps one of the most important explanations for th U
partnership is the issue of resource dependency.’This is validated by Q source
dependency notion of exchange theory which maintains that organisatio ch scarcity of
resources (financial, material and human) or lacking in essentialérgse es will seek to

establish relationships with other organisations, in order to& ment their limited

resources or obtain needed resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, %

2010:24). Resource dependency occurs when organis re not capable of meeting
existing demands on their own or have complemen &petences and realize they can
benefit from gaining access to each other’s capaénd resources. With this perspective,

organisations are viewed as augmenting§|ructures and patterns of behaviour to
acquire and maintain needed external reio (Ranaei, Zareei, Alikhani, 2010:24).

anaei, Zareei, Alikhani,

The premise of the resource depe y aspect of exchange theory can be applied to the
UN/AU partnership.To begi , the current nature, complexity and diversity of
peacekeeping mandates % the UN in a situation of ‘overstretch’ with very limited
capabilities (Ramsb h%and Woodhouse, 2004; Jones and Cherif, 2004; de Coning,
2006:6-7; Derbl%&%ll & Schmidt, 2008; UN, 2008a, 2008c; Bellamy, Williams and
Griffin, 20104 ini, 2011; Gowan and Sherman, 2012). There is high demand for well-
trained Y police and civilians as well as logistics and material resources due to the
risir%m er of operations. Moreover, the budget for global peacekeeping operations has

soared to almost eight (8) billion US dollars a year (DPKO, 2014). These complexities

eéepresented in figure 4.1 which shows the infographic of the scale and scope of UN

peacekeeping around the world and the varieties of its partnership with other organisations

é today.
{&
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Figure 4.1: UN Peacekeeping Inforgraphic
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graphic shows the logistics and the total number of 116, 919 field personnel

yed to 16 peacekeeping missions across four continents in the world, with a budget of
é .23 billion US dollars. Partnership with organisations such as the AU, EU, and the World
é Bank in peacekeeping is also indicated, with a particular focus on UNAMID. Essentially,
Q the scope and scale of UN peacekeeping as shown in the infographic is an indication that
& the challenges that confront contemporary peacekeeping operations, especially, in Africa

cannot be addressed by the UN alone. Presumably, it would require cooperation with the
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AU and other stakeholders as one solution to the quandary of meeting the increasing needs
of the UN.

The contributions of the AU, therefore, have been a major supplement to the activities o e
the UN in Africa in spite of the challenges that accompany such relationships. In S v
(Darfur), Burundi and recently in Mali, the UN benefited from the AU’s diploma d
personnel (police, military and civilian) support. In Sudan, AMIS personnel alified

under UN standards were all “rehatted” to UNAMID when the mission established.®
Recently in Mali, AFISMA vehicles and containers of field defence stoneccommodation

units, generators and other supplies were all transferred to SMA.” Moreover,
AFISMA personnel constituted the initial mission support staff thét drafted MINUSMA’s
concept of operations. Below is what one of the MINUS sonnel interviewed in Mali

said: 0

Without AFISMA already on grou challenges that confronted
MINUSMA at its initial stages of ment could have been possibly
worse. AFISMA did all the groun for MINUSMA to be established.
MINUSMA'’s concept of opegations, for example, was laid down by
AFISMA personnel. At the jal stages of its deployment, MINUSMA
only existed at the politicg.el because at the operational level, it was

only filled with AFIS tructures and logistics, and nothing much
changed after five m its deployment. 8

NZ

On the other hand, IV\J also remains highly dependent on the expertise, material and
financial resour, the UN to augment and sustain its operations. The AU itself has

acknowled t it currently lacks the “expertise, experience, logistical, financial

resourceo a management capacity for carrying out a long-term peace support operation”

(H Qk 2007:12; AU, 2012, 2013). In Somalia, AMISOM is benefiting from the UN

ical support package through UNSOA.® At the AU Commission, AU staff at the Peace

pport Operation Department benefit from the technical expertise of UN personnel from

é the UNOAU (AU, 2012). Indeed, this form of dependency is what rendered the close
$0 cooperation between the two bodies in several conflict contexts such as Darfur (UNAMID)

and Somalia inevitable.
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Another important aspect of the resource dependency argument relates to the doctrinal
differences between the two organisations. The UN usually deals with traditional
peacekeeping and has always been reluctant to undertake a Chapter VIl mandate for peace e
enforcement actions due to lack of capacity (Boutellis and Williams, 2013b). The onl
Chapter VII mandate the UN has deployed since its inception is the recent Interve?@
Brigade mandated to support the United Nations Organization Stabilization Misss Whe
Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUSCO) to defeat the M23 rebels 1&
represented a policy shift and marked the first time such an operation n authorised

es this

by the UNSC, it has, nonetheless, set a precedent for future missions. the other hand,
the AU has usually undertaken peace enforcement actions in p %of the Article 4h of
its Constitutive Act which states that the Union has the righé\tervene in @ member state
in grave circumstances (AU, 2002; Murithi, 2007a). Q

Specifically, as noted by Coning (2006) and \@ns (2011), the AU has through its
various missions demonstrated the value ofé taking high-risk stabilization missions

needed for a long-term post-conflict resolGtiol, thus what the Brahimi report termed as the
‘no peace to keep’ type of missions, U’s intervention in Somalia is an example. The
AU has also proven its capacit ilise and deploy personnel from member states to
respond quickly to crises in er manner than the UN which tends to deploy larger and
more costly peacekeepi rations. However, Aning and Aubyn (2013a) argue that while
the UN is reluctant toRdeploy peacekeeping operations in situations where there is ‘no peace
to keep’ like S ja, it has shown the capacity to sustain and backstop peacekeeping
missions, i of, funding and providing logistics for the longer term. Deriving from
this, it c@o be argued that both organisations are cooperating in order to maximize their
co ive advantages. This coincides with the attraction theory which maintains that
éisations that are better at specific tasks but worse at other tasks than other
é ganisations may be attracted to each other because of their complementary skills.

&
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4.2. 4. Legitimacy Issues

The contemporary challenge to the legitimacy of the UN in certain conflict zones in Africa

IS yet another reason contributing to the emergence of the UN/AU partnership. For é
instance, in an interview with Major-General Henry Anyidoho (Rtd), Former De

SRSG, UNAMID, he observed that:

“the African Union and African troops sometimes add political legiti 0
and leverage to a peacekeeping operation in Africa especially in a 1:1&
where the host nation may not welcome a UN presence”!! &

Every organisation values international legitimacy because it ctions as a moral,
economic and political resource. With legitimacy, Gelot (2012, otes that organisations
can implement their preferred policies and be regarded by @organisations or states with

esteem and approval. In this sense, being seen as illegi impairs organisational actions

and objectives. As a result, organisations frame erest and policies and have them
validated at the international and regional lev Iegltlmacy of the UN is derived from
its universal membership and global man@ akur (2010:5) posits that the “basis of the
UN’s legitimacy includes it crede s for representing the international community,
agreed procedures for making deQms on behalf of international society and political
impartiality.” However, som ndents indicated that the legitimacy of the UN as the

authoritative security pro as suffered from a legitimacy deficit in recent time in many

ways. 2 \
v

First, the legiti of the UN has been attacked for doing too little, or acting too late in
certain c@ uations.'® The worst experiences of the UN is in the early post-Cold War
periods,especially, its great failures in Rwanda, Bosnia and Somalia. These failures affected
t %macy of the UN (Stewart, 1993; Thakur, and Thayer, 1995; Francis, 2006; Kristine
ierre, 2007; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010; Adebajo, 2011; Jones, 2011).

é Second, because the UN is a membership of governments, in many civil war contexts in
Qé Africa rebel forces or non-state actors often see the UN as biased in favor of governments,
$ and therefore, not an ‘honest broker’ in dealing with conflicts. This is particularly the case
where the government party has an ally among the permanent member of the UN Security

Council. In other circumstances, however, the UN is also often accused of supporting rebel
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forces or undermining governments. In a recent report by Aljazeera news, for example, the
UN was accused by President Salva Kiir of South Sudan of siding with rebel fighters
seeking to overthrow him but the UN denied this allegation (Aljazeera, 2014). e

Similarly, during the 2010 post-electoral violence in Cote d’Ivoire, the incu i

President, Laurent Gbagho demanded that the 10,000-strong UN peacekeeping 's? e
withdrawn from the country, accusing the UN of bias in favour of Mr. AIIass&Aattara
(BBC, 2010). In the same way, the rejection of a UN mission in Darfur& Government
of Sudan despite the humanitarian crises in the country was also seen aSyg/symptom of the
legitimacy deficit of the conflict management instrument of tr@“ In this particular
case, the Government of Sudan who is an ally of the Peopfels Republic of China was
skeptical about any UN intervention due to concerns a possible interference in its
internal affairs and a breach of the country’s soverei ? the Western countries (Murithi
2009; Bah and Lortan, 2011; Anyidoho, 2012)WAlthough the AU also suffers some
legitimacy crises in certain conflict context*man states have often preferred an AU

intervention to that of the UN. Accord°o Bah (2010) and Gelot (2012), the AU

sometimes enjoys some degree of ical legitimacy in Africa than the UN, which is
sometimes not seen as an hones r as exemplified in Darfur, Sudan. Indeed, the UN
has been struggling in recen to cope with a string of allegations of bias and failure to

swiftly intervene in cris@he continent.

The argument, t forg, is that the UN’s partnership with the AU, which is an important

source of poligi thority in Africa, adds to the overall legitimacy of its operations on the

continen sinvolvement of the AU in UNAMID, for instance, added to the legitimacy of

the 9among the Government in Khartoum and the Sudanese people (Haugevik,

?&% Legitimacy is important for peacekeeping operations because it often increases

%-in, effectiveness and safety of personnel. Hence, given the refusal to allow UN
éepeacekeepers in places like Darfur, it was quite axiomatic that the AU served as a
0 legitimizing force for the UN’s presence in Darfur.’®> However, it must also be pointed out
* that the African Union also needs to secure international legitimacy from the UN for its
own operations, especially, those that have to do with Chapter VII mandates due to the

monopoly of the UNSC over enforcement actions. This point conforms to the preposition
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made by Ansell and Gash (2007) that some organisations may engage in partnerships for

some egoistic reasons such as to either secure legitimacy for their position or to fulfill a

legal obligation. From the argument by Ansell and Gash, it can be concluded that both the e

UN and the AU are partnering partially, to secure legitimacy for their actions. v
o

4.2.5. Organisational Learning and Transfer of Tacit Knowledge \oi

Another factor which was identified and which is perhaps less discussed&e literature as
motivating the partnership relates to organisational learning, princi transfer of tacit

15 the process where
organisational knowledge is exchanged and imitated by, % the UN or the AU
(Haugevik, 2007:14). The argument is that the UN has operating with the OAU in
the past before it current partnership with the AU. &

knowledge. Organisational learning in this context can be exp &

r, their relationship was fraught

with many challenges both at the institutional an level due to the different structures,

principles and values, hoarding of inform well as administrative procedures and
:14; Boutellis and Williams, 2013a). Some

0 overcome these difficulties and ensure greater

different mode of operations (Haugevik,
respondents noted that it was the e
access to information that moti the two organisations to work together at various

levels to learn from each ot
and working methods.l‘\o

v

The overall obje€lite of organisational learning is to contribute to organisational growth

periences, knowledge, skills, administrative procedures

and develo and to provide an effective response to conflicts. This rationale, in
particula@p ains why the UN is often seen as a role model for the AU, simply because
the has, since its inception, tried to imitate or model its structures and procedures

the lines of the UN. Now, for example, Boutellis and Williams (2013a) posit that the

é guage and form of AU communiqués and resolutions/decisions even resemble that of the

* other and use a common approach so they do not compete and also to maximise the use of

UN. Staff of both organisations are also now undertaking joint assessment missions in

countries such as Guinea-Bissau, Mali, DRC, Madagascar and the idea is to learn from each

scarce resources (AU, 2012, 2013).17 Furthermore, the processes involved in the initiation,
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planning deployment, management and evaluation of peacekeeping operations of the AU
missions all resembles that of the UN. For example, in the UN, the UNSC approves and
provides the strategic direction for every peacekeeping operation and the DPKO does the e
planning and management. Similarly, in the AU, the PSC approves and provide th
strategic direction for every peacekeeping operation, whilst the PSOD division of t eo
Commission does the planning and management (AU, 2010). °$

N\

Although both institutions are learning from each other through their joi ts, it appears
the AU is rather benefiting more. Within the AU Commission, forgexample, the UN has
seconded its staff under the framework of the Ten year capacity ﬁq

AU to help develop the capacity of AU staff since 2006. T w personnel provide daily

programme for the

technical advice to AU personnel on how to: develop rationalise the APSA,; draft
11a, 2011b; AU, 2012, 2013).
g of AU personnel on: the planning,

and review AU policy documents and guidelines
They also provide daily technical advice and m
mounting, and management of peace sup erations; how to establish the African
Standby Force (ASF) and the develoKr/l standard operational procedures (SOPs) for

peacekeeping operations. Moreov also support the AUC in conducting training

needs assessments and developi ining policies for African troop/police contributing

countries.’® The presence staff at the AU is helping to bridge the institutional
knowledge gap as both sations are learning from each other’s working methods and
procedures. Below th one of the respondent at the AU headquarters in Addis Ababa,

Ethiopia said a ganisational learning:

“@WSOM partnership between the two institutions is teaching the AU
&o the UN works in the areas of mission planning, management,

evelopment of peacekeeping SOPs which is good for collaborative

é efforts1®

ééThus, through the UN’s institutional support and capacity-building, AUC staff have
0 significantly improved and increased their technical skills and knowledge in the area of
$ mission planning and management, and the development of peacekeeping policies and
guidelines. As noted by Kogut (1988) and Polanyi (1966), partnership affords an
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opportunity for organisational learning particularly, the transfer of tacit knowledge which

can only be possible when people from different organisations work together. And an

illustrative example of this is the AU’s relationship with the UN. é
4.2.6. Changing Security Landscape v:

The last factor motivating the partnership is the changing nature o & security
environment in Africa. Contemporary conflicts in Africa have bec mplex with
multiple actors including governments, sub state actors?® or ‘war | on -state actors,

militias, criminal elements and armed civilians who are someti even difficult to identify
(AU, 2006b, 2010, 2012). Moreover, the factors tha rlie these conflicts are

multifaceted involving a mix of governance, ethnic, r s and religious factors. The

intersection of organised crimes, like drug traffi piracy and in some instances,
, 2010, 2012). The current crises in

ia, Central African Republic and South

terrorism, has further complicated these confli
Mali and the Sahel region of West Africa,
Sudan are typical cases in point. Th exities of these conflicts, in terms of, the
numerous actors, issues and th of violence involved call for multinational,

multidimensional and regional r es.?!

Q&

Consequently, a more Qrehensive approach involving all stakeholders is required
because the contingnt curlty challenges are not sealed from the rest of the world. Most
of them are i @d by all manner of transnational forces. Therefore, what is needed is
effective pa %p among all key stakeholders to tackle these problems. A security expert
|nte% ndorsed this view and stated that it is within this context that the UN and the

ership should be seen because the magnitude of the problems surpasses any

@ ution by one single entity. This point coheres well with Haugevik’s (2007) idea that
éi ter-organisational cooperation can be driven by the external environment of security

organisations and the internal needs within the security organisations themselves. This is

ﬁ just the same as the UN/AU partnership, where the context of their external security

environments is driving them to cooperate.
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4.3. THE NORMATIVE FRAMEWORKS REGULATING THE UN/AU
PARTNERSHIP

This section assesses the effectiveness or otherwise of the normative and legal frameworks

underpinning the UN/AU partnership in peace operations. Before proceeding to discuss thv

main issues, two key concepts used here, “normative” and “legal frameworks” are

due to their varied meanings in the extant literature. The word ‘normative’ erse
meanings in different academic disciplines. Whilst in law, for example, the erm used to
refer to the way things ought to be done according to a value position, 4 tlosophy, it is
used to describe ‘how things should or ought to be, how to value&m, hich things are
good or bad, and which actions are right or wrong’ (Dorschel,&S). The concise Oxford

English dictionary, also defined normative as something ing or deriving from an

acceptable standard or norm.” According to Krasng 5), norms are standards of
behavior defined in terms of rights and obligations. e of the different interpretations,
one common thesis that runs through all t w nitions is that the word normative
prescribes ideal standards or norms, especi ules of behaviors that govern a particular
social situation. Legal frameworks, ongthe “6ther hand, give structures to partnership and
define the parameters for the *ts and actions of participating organisations.
Specifically, legal frameworks r nt a set of laws, statutes, regulations and policies that
determine the way things e in a given society and through which decisions and
judgments can be reach* rschel, 1988; Canguilhem, 1989).

v

Based on the e &ions above, the term normative and legal frameworks, for the purpose
of this disc » represent the norms, standards, rules, agreements and guidelines that have

been etge form of laws and policies that govern the partnership between the UN and

th N, 1945, 2006b; AU, 2000, 2002). The importance of these normative and legal

works cannot be over-emphasized because they more often than not, determine the

uccesses and sustainability of partnerships. In other words, partnerships are more likely to

é succeed when supportive policies, law and regulations are in place, because they regulate
*@ and guide the systems and structures as well as the joint activities of the collaborating
organisations (Boydell, 2000, 2007). Regarding the UN/AU partnership, the normative and

legal frameworks are defined in several policy documents, guidelines and agreements. The
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research findings showed that the following normative and legal frameworks are expected

to regulate the UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping operations: the UN Charter; the
framework for the Ten- year Capacity Building Programme for the AU; the Constitutive é
Act of the AU; and the AU Peace and Security Protocol. These normative and Iegav
frameworks are further discussed below. o

\0?'

4.3.1. The Charter of the United Nations Q

The United Nations Charter is the constituting instrument and the fo deal treaty of the
United Nations. It was signed on 26 June 1945 at San Francisco ﬁd States of America,
by 50 of the 51 original member countries of the UN and e into force on 24 October
1945.22 The Charter sets out the rights and obligation mber States, establishes the
organs and procedures of the UN, and codifies ajor principles of international
relations (UN, 1945). It contains nineteen ( licit Chapters which deal with the
different aspect of the UN’s work. While so e Chapters focus on the functions of the
various organs of the UN, others deak with”issues concerning the pacific settlement of
disputes and actions that are to be t %ith respect to threats and breaches to world peace
and acts of aggression. Howev: specific Chapter of the Charter that deals with the
UN’s relationship with r%tganisations such as the African Union is the Chapters VI
and VIII. These Chapte\ ide the constitutional basis and the framework for the UN’s
cooperation Witr@MI organisations in the maintenance of international peace and

security. *
N

Whilst @e 33 forms part of Chapter VI, the Articles 52-54 constitute Chapter VIII of
the @harter. Excerpts of these Articles are presented in Box 1. Specially, Article 33
&res member states to use regional arrangements “first of all” in peacefully resolving

eir conflicts. Article 52 provides for the involvement of regional arrangements or
agencies in the peaceful settlement of disputes, while Article 53 allows such regional
arrangements to take enforcement action, but only with the explicit authorization by the
Security Council. In practice, though the provision in Article 53 was largely adhered to for

the first four decades of the UN, it was breached in the early 1990s when several regional
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always inform the Security Council of their activities for the maintenance of in

peace and security. \

Box 4.1.: United Nations Charter- Excerpts of Chapter VI/\JII ORegionaI

Arrangements 4

-Article 33: “The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger the
maintenance of international peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution by
negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to
regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful means of their own choice”

- Article 52: “The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settlement of
local disputes through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either on the
initiative of the states concerned or by reference from the Security Council.”

-Article 53: “The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional
arrangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority. But no enforcement
action shall be taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies without the
authorization of the Security Council.....”

-Article 54:“The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities
undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the
maintenance of international peace and security.”

v

éou;ce: United Nations Charter, 1945.

entially, what these provisions of Chapters VI and VIII mean in reality is that first,

and sub-regional organisations undertook enforcement actions without UNSC
authorization. ECOWAS’s intervention in Liberia, in 1990, was the first time such
enforcement action had been undertaken by a sub-regional entity without the consent of the
UNSC (Ero, 1995; Adeleke, 1995; Aning, 1999; Adekeye, 2003, 2002; Jaye and Amad

2009). Article 54, on the other hand, stipulates that regional arrangements or agencie Q

onal

the

N recognizes the existence of regional entities whose roles are to foster the peaceful
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settlement of conflicts in their neighbourhood. Second, although the prerogative for the
authorization of the use of force rest with the UNSC, Robert (2003) notes that the Charter,
however, calls on regional organisations to execute such a mandate. Put differently, it can

be claimed that Chapters VI and VIII created a mechanism that allows the UNSC to utilize
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regional arrangements to implement its enforcement measures. This is a significant
manifestation that right from its creation, the UN recognised and acknowledged the
importance of regional organisations as key partners in the maintenance of international
peace and security. In short, the provisions of Chapters VI and VIII are the main conte

and the legal basis within which the UN and the AU partnership in peacekeeping opeg@

have been formed. o

However, the interpretation of the role that regional organisations such Qe\AU should
play under Chapter VIII in its relationship with the UNSC rem 'nbclear. There is
vagueness in the division of responsibility between the UN and t in the maintenance
of regional peace and security in Africa (UN, 1945; UN, 19@ 995; Henrikson, 1996;
Malan, 1998; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2004; Gra ; Diehl and Cho, 2006). As

Aning (2008a:17) rightly states, the type, nature and of responsibilities between the

UN and regional organisations under Chapter is not clear. The Chapter does not

establish the structures, rules and obligatioaséparameters as well as the guidelines on

how the UN and regional organisations as the AU should work together. This is

obviously not good for such a nship because one of the success factors of

partnerships indicated by Tett, er and O’Hara (2003) as well as Bailey & Dolan
(2011) is that there shoul clear understanding of each organisation’s roles and
responsibilities regardir@ ivision of labour. Otherwise, confusions and disagreements
may abound. Withinv ntext of the UN/AU partnership, the ambiguity of Chapter VIII
has not only aff he effectiveness of the strategic level relationship, but also their field-
based colla ns. This is evidenced in the strategic differences over the best course of
action f olving certain conflicts in Africa such as the Libyan crises in 2011 (Aning, et

al., @smly, 2013; Smith-Windsor, 2013).%

%s instructive to note that the existence of Chapter VIII has not automatically generated
ee consensus on how the two organisations should operationalise it or act in a particular crises

context. Part of the reason for this is that there is no shared understanding and appreciation
of the principles and spirit of Chapter VIII as well as its application and implementation
within the context of the UN’s collective security framework. This is why Tanner (2010),

for example, reiterated on the need for the UN and the AU to have a shared strategic vision
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in order to exercise their respective advantages and reduce the likelihood of duplication of
efforts and working at cross-purposes. The importance of having a shared value and
understanding of Chapter VIII cannot be overemphasised in the sense that mutual trust, the e
coordination of policies and programmes as well as better outcomes cannot be achieved v

both organisations lack shared objectives and purpose of the partnership. ‘

In efforts to overcome this dilemma, the AU has persistently called on the & make
renewed efforts to ensure an action-oriented and balanced partnership &gh a flexible
and innovative, interpretation of Chapter VIII (UN, 2008c; AU, 2012):
Chairperson of the AU Commission in 2012, the organisatiq 4«1
articulated a set of principles aimed at clarifying and en@
context of Chapter VIII. These principles included: r or African ownership and
priority setting on African peace and Security issues&and innovative application of

the principle of subsidiarity; mutual respect and@ence to the principle of comparative

a report by the
went further and

the partnership in the

advantage; and the division of labour undef@mned by complementarity (AU, 2012). A
senior official interviewed at the AU P cretariat, for instance, noted that although
“there have been calls from the A ide to the UN to consider these principles as an
indication of an innovative i ation of the Chapter VIII, the UNSC has been
reluctant.”?*Most importan ile these principles are important in clarifying the
relationship, they cann(x plemented when both organisations still lack shared values

and political convergv

, *estion has also been raised as to the extent to which the UN can forge a

special r \ship with the AU without setting a precedent for other regional organisations

in t@rld. Presently, the AU is not the only regional organisation the UN is partnering
h

n key policy issues regarding their partnerships.

Conversely

e European Union, the North Atlantic treaty organisations (NATO), the League of

e& States (LAS) all cooperate with the UN in different forms (UN, 2008c). Therefore,
é how can the UN have a special form of relationship with only the AU? As a matter of fact,

the UN Charter, in general, and Chapter VIII, in particular, was developed in a very
* different era of global security cooperation and also preceded the creation of most regional

bodies like the AU today. It is, therefore, necessary to revisit the norms and principles

inherent in Chapter VIII and assess them based on the current developments of the UN’s
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partnership with the AU and other regional bodies in general. Moreover, whiles it is not
practicable for the UN to establish a universal model defining the ideal relationship with
regional bodies due to their different characteristics, resource availability and institutional
capacity, it is possible to identify certain general principles on which cooperation could b
based (UN, 1999a). Henrikson (1996:43), however, thinks otherwise and argues t a@
vagueness of Chapter VIII is good on grounds that it was deliberately intende ﬁ)le
&bility.
Murithi (2007b) draws on Henrikson’s perspective and also indicates t UN and the
AU were able to establish the hybrid mission in Darfur, becaah

the UN and regional bodies to work, at least theoretically, in unison with s

e flexibility of

Chapter V111 which provided the latitude to operationalise such ag€lationship.

Although the UN is yet to develop a clear policy framew: cooperatlon with the AU, it

has made structured attempts within the past decade
with the AU based on Chapter VIII. This was d

two bodies at the highest level and a series oié

the publication of several reports by the Secretary-General. One of such important

ablish a systematic relationship
rough several meetings between the
ity Council debates which culminated in

reports was the April 2008 Report o ecretary-General on the relationship between the

United Nations and regional Izations, in particular the African Union, in the
ce and security (S/2008/186) and the report by the
“African Union-United @ns Panel on the modalities for support to African Union
peacekeeping operatv\, also known as the “Prodi Report” (UN, 2008a, 2008c). In

particular, the P, port focused on the strategic, financial and logistical requirements of

maintenance of internatio

the UN’s ¢ 1on with the African Union. It recommended the capacity building of the
AU for @ict prevention in Africa, in terms of, human resources and logistics; and the
est %nent of two new financial mechanisms to support the AU. On the financial

eéhanisms, in particular, the report recommended first, the establishment of a multi-donor

st fund to support AU peacekeeping capacity; and second, the use of UN assessed
contributions to support the Security Council’s authorized AU operations for a period of no
longer than six months (UN, 2008a). The report, however, noted that two conditions need
to be met before such a support can be given to the AU: (a) a case-by-case approval by the

Security Council and General Assembly; and (b) an agreement between the African Union
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and the United Nations that the mission would transition to United Nations management

within six months.

Another important recommendation of the report was that the UNSC should establish e
division of responsibility based on the African Union’s comparative advantages v
2008a, and 2008c). Important as these recommendations were, it fell short of pr vw a
generic framework of support to the AU as well as addressing the other t ments
embedded in the principle of subsidiarity which are the modalities for deci@-making and
division of labour. Thus, there is, so far, no consensus between the two isations on the
application of these two elements. Discussions on burden-sharin also constrained by

the absence of consensus on the full implications of imple% ng Chapter VIII (AU,
2012). Nevertheless, due to the recognition that effectiv: ership is dependent on the
respective organisations having an appropriate capa@ e UN is providing a ten-year
capacity building plan for the AU. In that regard rom the UN Charter, the Ten-Year
Capacity Building Programme for the AU al \ides a framework for the UN system’s

support to the capacity development effor@he AU.

4.3.1.1. The Framework for th&(ear Capacity Building Programme for the AU

The Declaration o cing UN-AU Cooperation: Framework for the Ten-Year
Capacity Building Eémme for the AU” (TYCBP) was signed between the former
Secretary-Gene he UN, Kofi Annan and the former Chairperson of the African Union
Commissio %a Omar Konare in November 2006.2° The signing of the declaration
followed@ adoption of UNSC resolution A/RES/60/1 in 2005 by the UN General
As at its 60th session which requested the formulation and implementation of a ten-

apacity building plan for the AU. The Programme is aimed at enhancing cooperation

é tween the UN and the AU in their areas of competence and in conformity with the

* ¢ Institution-building, human resources development and financial management;

respective mandates of both organisations (UN, 2011a, 2011b). The TYCBP covers a wide

range of areas such as:

e Peace and security (including crime prevention);

98



e Human rights;

e Political legal and electoral matters;

e Social , economic, cultural and human development; and é

e Food Security and environmental protection (UN, 2011). v
Q

The Programme provides a holistic framework for the UN system to support th ity
development efforts of the AU and it’s Regional Economic Communities (E& More
significantly, the TYCBP attempts to align the AU’s initiatives with thE«’s mandates.

While the TYCBP represents the first ever comprehensive programme ction designed

by the UN for the AU, it is vital to note that it is not the paces UN programme of
assistance to Africa. Indeed, the first of such programm s'in 1986 when the UN
adopted the United Nations Programme of Action for n Economic Recovery and

Development (UNPAERD) through a cooperative ag!@ t with the OAU (UN, 2010).

Other programmes of assistance included \nited Nations New Agenda for the
Development of Africa (UN-NADAF) in@ 990 and the Africa-owned and Africa-led
programme, the New Partnership for&dca’s Development (NEPAD) in 2002 which was
adopted by the UNGA in its resoh@ﬁ?/? as a successor of the UN-NADAF (UN, 2010).
What is common to the TY all these previous programmes is that they all prioritize
peace and security matte? e sine qua non of all the areas covered by the agreements.
Thus, though the &Y

development, h rights and regional integration, its primary focus is on peace and

covers issues such as governance, conflict prevention,

security, de ting the importance the UN attaches to such issues.

Onp &i security which was the initial focus of the TYCBP, the UN has supported the
épacity-building efforts in the area of conflict prevention and mediation, elections,

@e of law and peacekeeping operations. For peacekeeping operations, the UN provides
esupport in the planning, development and management of AU operations such as AMISOM
Qé (UN, 2011c). The UN also provides institutional support to the Peace Support Operations
$ Department (PSOD) of the AU Commission for the operationalisation of the ASF, a key
pillar of the APSA. To help implement the TYCBP, the AU Peacekeeping Support Team

was also established in 2007 within the DPKO by the UN General Assembly. The Team
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provided expertise and technical knowledge to the AU Peace Support Operations
Department in the planning, management and evaluation of peacekeeping operations (UN,
2011a, 2011c; Gadin, 2012; Freear and de Coning, 2013; AU, 2014). e

Since its inception, the TYCBP has strengthened the strategic partnership between th v
and AU and improved interactions between the secretariats of both organisat at
different levels on long-term strategic and ongoing peace and security issues. I‘ er, the
research findings revealed that the implementation of the programme has h@ hindered by
some challenges. Key among these challenges is the lack of consensus th the UN and
the AU on what constitutes “capacity-building” within the conte he framework (UN,
2010, 2011a, 2011c). Others include the lack of financial r% es, the multiplicity of
actors on both sides, the absence of a well-defined progr f work for the TYCBP and
the inadequate involvement of African RECs in the i ntation of the programme.?® To
overcome some of these challenges, the UN Offi e AU (UNOAU) was established in
2010 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia under the TY. he overall mandate of the UNOAU is
to support the AU’s long-term capacity-building efforts and the operationalisation of the
African peace and security architectu taking the lead role in the implementation of the
remainder of the TYCBP (UN 2

The UNOAU integrated former offices of the UN to the AU namely, the United

?} African Union (UNLOAU); the AU Peacekeeping Support
Team (AUPST) t e UN Planning Team for the AU mission in Somalia (UNPT-
AMISOM), as support elements of the African Union-United Nations Hybrid
Operatio, \arfur Joint Support Coordination Mechanism (JSCM) (UN, 2011a, 2011c).
Thlsﬁ;y?lon formed part of the broader collective effort of the UN to enhance and

u«

e security issues. Even more significant was the fact that it ensured that the UN’s

Nations Liaison Off| e

its strategic and operational level partnership with the AU and the RECs on peace

é support to the AU was provided in a more coordinated and coherent manner on both short-
0 term operational and planning matters, and long-term capacity-building.?” It also made the
* representation of the UN to the AU more coherent, cost-effective and efficient by bringing
all the different UN offices under UNOAU. What is instructive about the UNOAU, so far,

is the African leadership. It was first headed by Mr. Zachary Muburi-Muita, a Kenyan
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diplomat, as an Assistant Secretary-General in 2010 and currently, led by Mr. Haile
Menkerios from Eritrea as a Special Representative of the Secretary-General (SRSG) in
March 2011. This is relevant because it promotes African ownership of the partnership
process and also ensures that only people (in this case Africans and not foreigners) wh

have adequate experience and knowledge in UN and AU issues occupy the SRSG poiitQ

The UNOAWU has since its creation provided a regular interface between the De&ents of
Political Affairs (DPA), Department of Peacekeeping Operations (D«O), and the
Department of the Field Support (DFS) in New York on one side, the Peace and
Security Department and the Department of Political Affairs a U headquarters in
Ethiopia, on the other. It has also improved the coordinationéems and brought some
degree of clarity into the complex relationship betwe bureaucracies of the two
organisations (UN, 2011a; AU, 2012). That is, sinc » the UNOAU has strengthened
and improved the UN’s coordination with AU in ns and provided technical advice to
the AU in the planning and management of ¢ \

AU-led operations that has benefited fro is support is AMISOM (Gadin, 2013; AU,
2014).

peace operations in Africa. One of the

The UNOAU assisted in the w update, development and publication of most of the

strategic and operational ents for AMISOM in line with UN standards (AU, 2014).

Aside specific AU @t, the UNOAU has also facilitated training activities and

workshops for t ECs on peacekeeping, planning, logistics and other operational and

administrativ: s. Lastly, one other role of the UNOAU which has not been highlighted

in much literatures is its lead role in multi-partner coordination for the AU. It

coordihates the support of other partners outside the UN system to the AU such as the

%p% Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). In 2011, for

%mple, the UNOAU coordinated with the EU and NATO to support the peace operations

ééexercise code named AMANI AFRICA which assessed the operational readiness of the

0 African Standby Force (ASF) Road Map 11.22 The UNOAU is currently assisting the AU

* with the development of the ASF Road Map Ill, which should culminate in the
operationalisation of the ASF by 2015.
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4.3.2. African Union Instruments

The 2000 AU Constitutive Act and the 2002 Peace and Security Council Protocol provide

the normative basis of the African Union’s cooperation with the UN and the international

community. In order to put the provisions of these two documents into proper context, iy
important to make reference to the period of the OAU, when it also cooperated
UN. The OAU’s founding purpose and principle emphasized the sovereign i (@

and the non-interference in the internal affairs of member states. A con e of the

€nce

weakness of this approach was that the OAU’s Charter prov1s1c® r mediation,
conciliation and arbitration in Article XIX, as a dispute resolut'imechamsm was not
effectively implemented (Elias, 1964; Amoo, 1992; Motjope, . It did not function as
expected. Hence, apart from the African-mandated multinata eacekeeping operation in
places like Chad in 1981-1982, the OAU could not un many initiatives on peace and
security (Sesay, 1982; Zartman, 1985; Foltz, 1991¢ & Zartman, 1991; Amoo, 1992).
Instead, the OAU according to Coning (1996 sted to various ad hoc measures such as
mediation committees and the use of a QAfrican tool, the utilization of so-called
wise men, normally Ex-heads of S like Julius Kambarage Nyerere of Tanzania or
Kenneth David Kaunda of Zambi@other imminent persons to act as mediators in the

conflict management process. v

The end of the Cold V\&?the early 1990s, however, brought about new changes in the
international sec V}dscape as new internal conflicts erupted in several African
countries su * eria, Burundi, Somalia, Rwanda and Sierra Leone, just to mention a
few. effective response to these internals, the Mechanism for Conflict
Preve anagement and Resolution (MCPMR) was established by the OAU in Cairo,

i 29 The adoption of the MCPMR provided the OAU with the necessary instruments
nt|C|pate and prevent conflicts on the continent. The importance of the MCPMR became
artlcularly evident, following the retrenchment of the UN in Africa after its major setbacks
in Rwanda and Somalia (Bowden, 1999; Boulden, 2001; Berman & Sams, 2000; Fleitz,
2002; Adebajo & Scanlon, 2006). The expectation was that, since the UN was unlikely to
authorise a major peacekeeping operation in Africa, Africans themselves should be

equipped to perform this function (Francis, 2006; Adebajo, 2011). The year 1993,
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therefore, became the decisive year when the OAU adopted structured security architecture

to deal with African conflicts.

Unlike the OAU’s approach to peace and security during the Cold War, the adoption of thve
MCPMR resulted in some cooperation between the OAU and the UN, as the former vi@

the

Ccoo

latter’s role as complimentary to its own efforts. The MCPMR opened a n vof
peration with the UN in international peace and security. In particular, t& CPMR

entreated the OAU to cooperate and work closely with the UN i@eacemaking,

ctivities within the

peacekeeping and where necessary, request the UN to provide thi rQsary financial,

logistical and military support for the OAU’s peace and se

C
text of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter (OAU, 1993). &ently, both institutions

con
cooperated, albeit in an ad hoc manner, in a number, acemaking and preventive
diplomacy efforts in countries such as Burundi, Co RC, Central African Republic
(CAR), Liberia and Sierra Leone in the 1990s. ver, the scope, complex nature and

gravity of African conflicts, soon revealed E?éutations of the MCPMR, which, among

other things, did not provide for the deplo

t of peacekeeping operations (AU, 2012). It

therefore, became necessary to adap echanism to the prevailing security landscape on

the

continent. v

Consequently, in 2002, U was transformed into the African Union, following the

ado

ption of a Consti%i} ct in Lome, Togo, in 2000 and a summit meeting by African

Heads of States in Durban, South Africa in July 2002. The transition to the AU was to

enable the ¢ al organisation play a more active role in addressing the challenges of
Africa ing it relevant to the demands of the 21st Century. Comparatively, the
Afri nion instruments for conflict resolution are more comprehensive than those of the

(&. or the very first time, the AU was given the right in Article 4h of its Constitutive

%0 to intervene in Member State in respect of grave circumstances, namely war crimes,

ocide and crimes against humanity. The decision to incorporate Article 4h was premised

on the failures of the OAU to intervene in conflicts situations to stop the perpetration of

mass atrocity crimes in Africa. In addition, Member States were also given the right under

Avrticle 4j to request the intervention of the African Union to restore peace and security,

when necessary. Collectively, these provisions provided a major departure from the age-old
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principle of non-interference in the domestic affairs of Member States to the principle of
non-indifference. The codification of the AU’s right to intervene in Member States
represented a shift from sovereignty as a right in the OAU era to sovereignty as a e
responsibility (Kuwali & Viljoen, 2013).

With respect to the partnership, the Constitutive Act makes less extensive refere he
n&e Act

UN. The sole substantive reference to the UN is in Article 3(e) of the Co
which implores the AU to “encourage international cooperation, taking du@éccount of the
Charter of the United Nations...” Although the Constitutive Act enc ges the AU to
promote some form of international cooperation, the connection he UN is weak. For
example, though the UN has the primacy for the authoriza? any peace enforcement
actions by regional organisations, one would have thou t some reference would be
made to that in the Act. But on the contrary, the Con &ct has no operative reference
for prior approval by the UNSC of any AU inte n, especially, those that have to do
with Article 4h, implying that AU enf rént actions can occur without UNSC
authorization. This is at variance with Aé 53 of the UN Charter, which requires the
express authorization by the UNS Il enforcement actions undertaken by regional
organisations, and Article 2(4) %N Charter which prohibits the use of military force
against any sovereign gover. except in self-defence. Thus, the UN Charter expresses
in clear language that @ organisations are prohibited from exercising Chapter VII
powers, unless they W btained prior UNSC authorisation. The important question this
raises is that: I@can the AU decide on an intervention outside the UN security
framework; at would be the role of the UN in such interventions especially when the
UNSC d@)roves it. As it remains now, the AU holds the prerogative to decide whether
or organisation will seek the authorization of the UNSC as required under Article 53

UN Charter for its enforcement actions.

Perhaps, the silence on UNSC approval of AU enforcement actions in the Constitutive Act

Qa is due to some instances in the 1990s when the international community focused attention
* on other parts of the world at the expense of more pressing problems in Africa (Kioko,

2003). A typical instance was the conflict in Liberia in the 1990s when ECOWAS had to
intervene as well as the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. As argued by Kioko (2003:821), Article
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4(h) demonstrates that African Leaders are themselves willing to push the frontiers of
collective stability and security to the limit without any regard for legal niceties such as the
authorization of the Security Council. Nevertheless, it is important to also see the Article e
4(h) and the UNSC as complimentary, in the sense that in cases where there is an impassv

legitimate use of force obsolete. On the contrary, it offers a solution to

blockades in the UNSC in situations of urgent humanitarian catastropheso

Unlike the Constitutive Act, the Protocol relating to the Estawnt of the Peace and
Security Council®! of the AU adopted by Heads of State and (Ne ment in Durban, South
Africa, in July 2002, makes specific recognition of the s primary responsibility in
international peace and security. The PSC protoc er stipulates that its guiding
principles are the ones enshrined “in the Constit ct, the Charter of the UN...”(Article
4). The Article 7 (k) also prescribes th otion and development of a strong
“partnership for peace and security” with United Nations and its agencies. Moreover,
the Article 17(1-3) which is on the ’s relationship with the United Nations and other
international organisations categ& states that:

In the fulfillment &mandate in the promotion and maintenance of
peace, security ability in Africa, the Peace and Security Council
shall cooperat d work closely with the United Nations Security
Council, wWhas the primary responsibility for the maintenance of
internati peace and security. Where necessary, recourse will be made

support for the African Unions’ activities in the promotion and
Q nance of peace, security and stability in Africa, in keeping with the
provisions of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter ..... The Peace and Security
@Council and the Chairperson of the Commission shall maintain close and
& continued interaction with the United Nations Security Council, its
0 African members, as well as with the Secretary-General, including
é holding periodic meetings and regular consultations on questions of
peace, security and stability in Africa.

It is apparent from the excerpts that the AU anticipated some form of partnership with the
UN in the maintenance of peace, and security in Africa. On the AU’s side, these particular

Avrticles (4, 7, and 17) of the protocol form the principal basis of its relationship with the
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UN. The provisions in these Articles do not only encourage cooperation between the
AUPSC and the UNSC but also among the administrative wings (UN Secretariats and AU
Commission) of both institutions. The PSC Protocol makes it mandatory for the AUPSC to e
work with the UNSC and where, necessary seek its financial, logistical and military supporv

in the promotion and maintenance of peace, security and stability in Africa. Thi

consonance with the Chapter VIII of the UN Charter which implores Member S use
regional organisations as first resort in the peaceful resolution of conflict M t is not

clear, however, is the form and modalities that AUPSC and UNSC ation should

entail or how the AUPSC should work with the UN. Practically, b ncils have been
meeting annually to deliberate on African Peace and Security 4 %but they are yet to

consequences have been misunderstanding, disagreem d differing opinions during

clearly define their respective roles and responsiw the partnership. The

joint operation. :
4.4. THE UN/AU PARTNERSHIP I:&P&TICE: FROM RHETORIC TO

REALITY @

Historically, the UN has work owether with the African Union since its establishment in

2002 to maintain peace a ity in Africa. However, the genesis of the relationship can

be traced to the formaN eriod of the OAU. The first time the two organisations had

some kind of integorganisational relationship was in 1965, when a cooperation agreement

was signed b the then UN Secretary-General, U Thant and the OAU Administrative
Secretar@ al, Diallo Telli (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010:305; UN, 2011a:9).

This ggoperation agreement marked the beginning of the UN’s cooperation with Africa’s

c ﬁal organisation. Some of the key areas covered by the agreement included mutual
@qsultations, reciprocal representation, exchange of information and documentation, and
écooperation between secretariats and assistance in staffing (Bellamy, Williams and Griffin,

Qé 2010:305; UN, 2011a). The implementation of the agreement was, however, hamstrung by
* the paralysis of the UN due to the Cold War political rivalry (Gray, 2000:202). Therefore,
the UN/OAU cooperation remained inactive or was not given the needed attention till the
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end of the Cold War in the early 1990s, when conflicts in Africa occupied the bulk of the
UNSC’s time and energy.

The revitalization of the cooperation after the Cold War was partly influenced by th e
publication of the UN Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s report titled, An A v
for Peace: Preventive diplomacy, peacemaking and peace-keeping in 1992 ?lts
Supplementary report in 1995 (UN, 1992). Both reports recommended &anced
partnership between the UN and regional bodies like the OAU tthh preventive

diplomacy, peacemaking and peacekeeping. Specifically, the two ts of the UN

Secretary-General recommended effective consultations with regi bodies to exchange

views on conflicts issues; diplomatic and operational support w ional peacemaking and
peacekeeping efforts; co-deployment and joint operation egional bodies (UN, 1992,
1995). Subsequently, the UN worked with the O i number of peacemaking and
preventive diplomacy efforts in countries such asendi, Comoros, DRC, Central African

Republic (CAR), Liberia and Sierra Leone th@ echnical and material support but in an

ad hoc manner.

The year 1993 saw a major institu@ support to the UN/OAU cooperation following the
adoption of the OAU Mechani or Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution
(MCPMR).%2 The MCP ed a new era of cooperation with the UN and requested the
OAU to closely wor vm he UN in peacemaking and peacekeeping operations in Africa
(OAU, 1993). H y

and Somalia* early 1990s rendered the UN/OAU cooperation inactive although both

the retreat of the UN in Africa following its failures in Rwanda

instituti t occasionally to discuss issues of common interest (UN, 2011a). The

coo@on became a significant issue after the publication of the UN Secretary-General’s

&t, “The causes of conflict and the promotion of durable peace and sustainable
Qelopment in Africa” (S/1998/318) in 1998. The report, among other things, called for a
éestronger partnership between the UN and the OAU, in conformity with Chapter VIII of the
0 UN Charter and noted that the UN should strive to compliment rather than supplant African
* efforts to resolve African problems wherever possible (UN, 1998). Several UN Secretary-
General’s reports that followed such as: the report of the Panel on United Nations Peace

Operations in August 2000, also known as “the Brahimi Report”; the report of the UN
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Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change in December
2004 and its follow-up report in March 2005, all recommended enhanced cooperation
between the UN and regional bodies like the OAU. e

The transformation of the OAU to the African Union in 2002 further advance v
cooperation between the two organisations. With the adoption of a Constitutive

subsequent establishment of new institutional bodies and mechanisms, as\éas the
adoption of the PSC protocol, the AU worked and expanded its cooperatloerh the UN on
several levels. In particular, since 2002, both organisations have workeg’ together at the
strategic, institutional and operational levels respectively. rategic partnership
involves the UN Security Council (UNSC) and the AU Pea%sl ecurity Council (PSC),

while the institutional partnership comprises the UN Se t and the AU Commission.

At the operational level, the two organisations have j undertaken peace operations in

countries such as Sudan, Burundi, Somalia, C

how the UN/AU partnership in peace operat'!é

interrelated levels: strategic, institutional a erational is discussed in much more details.

d Mali. In the section that follows,

orks in practice at the three different but

4.4.1. Strategic Level Relati % between UNSC and AUPSC

The strategic level relati ip*occurs between the UNSC and the AUPSC as represented in
figure 4.3. Both CougcilS¥ave a similar but different mandate in Africa. Whilst the UNSC
has a universal te and the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international

peace and seeb the AUPSC has the mandate to address peace and security challenges in

Africa wi \e context of the provisions of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter and the AU

PSC ocoI (UN, 1945; AU, 2002). At the UN, the UNSC provides the legal authority,

é el strategic direction and political guidance for all peacekeeping operations. The

PSC on the other hand, is also mandated to conduct peacemaking, peacekeeping and

é peacebuilding activities on the African continent (AU, 2002). In implementing its mandate,

0 the PSC is assisted by the following supporting institutions: the AU Commission, the Panel

* of the Wise (PoW), a Continental Early Warning System, an African Standby Force (ASF)
and a Military Staff Committee.
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Although the UNSC has been working with the AU Commission since 2002, its
relationship with the AUPSC is a recent phenomenon which only began in 2007, when they
held their first annual joint consultations. The partnership between the two Councils is in
recognition of their similar mandate and mutual interest in maintaining pace and security i

Africa (UN, 1945; AU, 2002). This was, for instance, affirmed in a UNSC Presi @
Statement issued on 28 March 2007, where the Security Council recognised the %Ie
of regional organisations like the AU in the prevention, management an Qlon of
conflicts.® In seeking to deepen and improve their cooperation, ther e been eight
annual joint consultations between members of the two Councils { 07, alternating

between Addis Ababa and New York (AU, 2012, 2013). The Ias e periodic meetings

took place in June 2014 in New York. 9
During the first meeting in June 2007 in Addis Abab bers of the UNSC met with the
former Chairperson, Alpha Oumar Konaré, an members of the AUPSC and AU

Commission. In the joint communiqué thaiéissued after the meeting, both Councils

agreed, among other things, to: Consi w best to improve the coordination and

effectiveness of AU/UN peace effo Africa; to consider the modalities for improving
the resource base and capacity o ; and to examine the possibility of the financing of
a peacekeeping operation en by the AU or under its authority (UN, 2012; AU,

2012). Most of these is \ ave occurred in the discussions of almost all the subsequent
meetings between th Councils. At their recent meeting in June 2014, members of the
two Councils ed among others, peace and security issues in CAR, DRC, Mali,
Somalia, S dan Darfur and their cooperation in combating terrorism in Africa.
Howeve oughout the eight meetings, both Councils have failed to discuss issues on

systematically integrate their different organisational cultures, agendas and

aches which is one of the most important factors to institutionalise their relationship
outellis and Williams, 2013a:18).

Throughout the various meetings, the two Councils have also purposively avoided
discussing the issue of Chapter VIII and how to operationalise it. The interview with AU
and UNOAU officials also revealed that not much has been achieved with respect to the

implementation of the issues discussed during the meetings. There are little follow-ups on
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the joint communiqueés adopted at the annual meetings of the two Councils and moreover,
the annual joint consultative meetings have become discrete events with last-minute
preparations (Boutellis and Williams, 2013a, 2014). Therefore, while these annual
consultations represent a positive development, it is yet to translate into a share

understanding of the core foundation of the partnership, especially, regardin g

respective roles and responsibilities. These deficits have affected the effective the
strategic level relationship as well as the political coherence and approac solving
conflicts in Africa. o

There is also cooperation between the UN Peace Building Com (UNPBC) and the

AUPSC in the area of peacebuilding and in post-conflict r?t ction and development
[PSC/PR/2(XCVIII); PSC/PR/BR.(CXIV); PSC/PR&

particularly important, considering the adoption of

[11)]. This cooperation is
Policy Framework on Post-
Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PC d the fact that all the six countries
currently on the UNPBC’s agenda are from rican continent namely: Burundi, CAR,

Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia and Sie rQne. The two bodies have also been meeting

annually since 2007, on the margin
New York and Addis Ababa.
briefed the AUPSC at its m
can build synergies as s enhance collaboration with the AU in the field of post-
conflict reconstructi C/PR/BR.(CCVIII].

UNSC/AUPSC annual consultative meetings in
ions from the UNPBC have, on several occasions,

on their activities on the African continent and how they

At its meetig*ig March 2008, for instance, the former UN Assistant Secretary-General
ng Support, Carolyn McAskie, briefed the AUPSC on the activities of the
UN in Africa. In the most recent meeting of the AUPSC, on 26 November 2014, the

for Peac

éperson of the UNPBC, H.E. Antonio de Aguiar, and members of the Commission,
e o briefed and exchanged views with the AUPSC on the peacebuilding activities of the

Commission in Burundi, CAR and Guinea Bissau, as well the security and economic
impact of the Ebola outbreak in West Africa [PSC/PR/BR. (CDLXX)]. On its part, the
AUPSC has also stressed on the importance of national ownership of the peacebuilding
activities of the UNPBC in African countries emerging from conflict, with a view to

avoiding relapse and promoting sustainable peace [PSC/PR/BR. (CDLXX)].

110

S



One area at the strategic level that has not received much attention is the relationship
between the UN General Assembly and the AU Assembly of Heads of States and
Governments (Executive Council). Apart from the UNSC and AUPSC, both Assemblies e
which comprise Member States of the two organisations also play key roles in thv

Q

peacekeeping operations.®*It is the UNGA that apportions peacekeepin N nses to

deployment of peacekeeping operations. The UN General Assembly (UNGA) whi

made up of all member states of the UN, for instance, plays a key role in the fi

Member States based on an established special scale of assessmen formula, as
specified in UNGA resolution A/RES/55/235 of 23 December 20Q@0. ilarly, the AU
Assembly of Heads of States and Government which comprise *ember states is also
the highest decision-making body on peace and security | in Africa. It decides on
interventions in Member States, in respect of, grave ci tances namely, war crimes,

genocide and crimes against humanity and determin ommon policies of the AU (AU,

2000, 2002). \

Besides, almost all the Troop/Police Cont@ng Countries (TCCs/PCCs), especially those
from Africa, as shown in figure 4.2 oth UN and AU missions form part of the two
Assemblies.®® The TCCs/PCCs QVAU operations play a key role in the deployment,
management or termination missions deployed by both organisations. For instance,
whilst the decision to d 0 peacekeeping operation in the UN is taken by UNSC, it is
the collective respo@ of all the Member States, who also double as the TCCs/PCCs
to contribute pe | and finances, as part of their obligations under Article 17 of the UN
Charter. Wi eir support, any mission deployed by both organisations is bound to fail
or encou@ nancial, personnel and logistical difficulties. In that regard, it is crucial to
inv he UN General Assembly and the AU Assembly of Heads of States and
érnments in the UN/AU partnership, as they can serve as a unique forum for
Itilateral discussions on how to ensure a stronger partnership anchored on a clear

éa strategic vision and greater cooperation at the political level.
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Figure 4.2.: Infographics of the diversity of TCCs/PCCs to UN Peacekeeping
Operations
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Figure 4.3: The Structure of the UN/AU Partnership in Peacekeeping Operations
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4.4.2. Institutional Level Partnership between the UN Secretariat and the AU
Commission

The institutional level cooperation involves the UN Secretariat in New York and the

African Union Commission in Addis Ababa. This is illustrated in figure 4.3 with an ora

colour. These two bodies are the operational arms of both organisations who imple
strategic level decisions of the UNSC and AUPSC. At the UN Secretariats, th
vested with the operational authority for directing all peacekeeping op ati}s by the
Security Council. The Under Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Ope { iIs mandated
by the UNSG to provide the administrative and executive ectlon for all UN

peacekeeping operations. As shown in figure 4.3, within & Secretariat, three

departments play key roles in the execution of this functi y are the Department of
Political Affairs (DPA), Department of Peaceke%perations (DPKO) and the
Department of Field Support (DFS).% :

On the part of the AU, the AU Commis 'éﬂder the direction and authority of the
AUPSC takes all the initiatives dee eg
conflicts (AU, 2002). The lead de &

propriate to prevent, manage and resolve
nt within the AU Commission that provides the

operational support with respe eacekeeping operations is the Peace and Security
Department (PSD). It is IQ up of four key units/divisions namely, the Conflict
Management Division , Peace Support Operations Division (PSOD), the Peace and

Security Council Sewlat and the Defense and Security Division (DSD).%" In addition,
there is also litical Affairs Division which deals with issues such as conflict
prevention, ions and mediation. Put together, these are the critical actors in terms of

peacekee at the AU Commission.

the establishment of the African Union in 2002, the different departments with the
Commission and the UN Secretariat have been working together in support of the
UNSC and the AUPSC. Initially, the UN Secretariat’s cooperation with the AU
Commission (AUC) was dispersed among the different departments within the UN, with
varied levels of cooperation (AU, 2012). However, following the recommendations of the
UN Secretary-General report on April 2008 (S/2008/186) and the subsequent Prodi report
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in 2008 (S/2008/813), the relationship between the two secretariats was streamlined in July

2010. This culminated in the establishment of the UN Office to the African Union
(UNOAU) and other consultative mechanisms represented in figure 4.3 such as the AU e
Joint Task Force (JTF) on Peace and Security and desk-to-desk meetings (UN, 2008?

2008c, AU, 2012, 2013). o

As discussed in the preceding sections, the UNOAU provides operational, ;&g and
long-term capacity-building support to the AU under the framewoer the 10-year
capacity-building programme. This include support in the area of ning and the
management of ongoing missions like AMISOM, and the prov@ technical advice as
well as support in the development of the policies, guidelines Q
ASF (UN, 2011b:7; AU, 2012, 2013). Essentially, the ment of the UNOAU has
strengthened the flow of information, enhanced co ions at the working level and
facilitated coordination between the UN Secretarj the AU Commission (UN, 2011b).

es and training for the

Nevertheless, given the high number of UNO sonnel designated to support the AU, it
runs the risk of engaging in “capacity-subStitition,” where UN staff performs tasks for the
AU rather than genuine “capacity-bui ” where they enhance the capacities of AU staff
(Boutellis and Williams, 2013a, - Similar to the UNOAU, the AU has also established
an office in New York to m ts relationship with the UN. But it lacks the capacity and
mandate to effectively @1 e the interaction between the UN Secretariats and the AU

Commission. v

The UN/AU ask Force (JTF) on Peace and Security was also launched on September

2010 by@airperson of the AU Commission and the UN Secretary-General to further

enh their institutional partnerships. The JTF meets twice a year, on the margins of the

/&S mit in Addis Ababa, in January/February, and the UN General Assembly in New

K, in September. The JTF is jointly chaired by the UN Under-Secretaries-General of the

ééDPA, DPKO and DFS, as well as the AU Commissioners for Peace and Security, and for
0 Political Affairs. The role of the JTF is to provide political and strategic guidance to the
$ UN/AU partnership and assist the UNSC and the PSC to strengthen their cooperation (UN,
2011a; AU, 2012, 2013). It serve as a forum where the senior management of the two
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institutions exchange views on matters of common concern, and agree on common actions
(UN, 2011a; Bah and Lortan, 2011).

Since the first meeting in 2010, members of the JTF have held several meetings in Ne é
York and Addis Ababa. In 2011, for instance, the meeting of the JTF offeredo\v
opportunity for both organisations to discuss cooperation in Cote d’Ivoire, Libya ia,

Sudan and South Sudan. Again, at its sixth consultative meeting held in Ad&aba in
January 2013, the JTF reviewed the situations in Mali, Somalia, easte RC, Central
African Republic (CAR), Guinea Bissau as well as the AU-led Re@ienal Cooperation
Initiative against the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) (AU, 2012, . Generally, the JTF
has proven to be an effective mechanism for both organisatiohs, t0’ consult on an array of

issues and broadened their understanding of issues of mu rest.3®

The AU Commission and the UN Secretariat ?so formed a practice of meeting

regularly at the working level through des sk encounters and teleconferences to

discuss and exchange information and i@on country-specific and thematic issues of

peace and security in Africa.*>® The d*to-desk meetings bring together the desk officers

of the DPKO and the PSOD of % secretariats, and sometimes desk officers from the
fo

rmation and ideas on country-specific and thematic

up on the issues disc y the JTF. So far, these meetings have been held in Bahir Dar,

RECs, to discuss and exch
issues of common inter: , 2011a). Usually, the desk-to-desk meetings do the follow-

Ethiopia (July (@New York, (February/March 2009); Addis Ababa (December 2009);

Gaborone ( 10); Nairobi (June 2011); and Zanzibar (December 2011). The most
recent s which were held in New York and Addis Ababa in 2013 and 2014
r%ely, focused on peace and security developments in West, Central and East Africa.

e art from the JTF and the desk-to-desk meetings, there are also interactions between the
* documented to be assessed. The UN Department of Field Support (DFS) and the AU
Department of Political Affairs have also undertaken joint mission planning and field

Chairperson of the AU Commission and the UN Secretary-General on African peace and

security issues. However, the frequency and the utility of these interactions are not well

missions in countries such as Mali, Somalia, and CAR. Furthermore, the AU liaison offices
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and field missions in conflict and post-conflict zones also interact daily with UN personnel

in those settings.

Collectively, these institutional consultative mechanisms have helped in informationvé
sharing, the sharing of lessons learned, coordination and regular consultations b \g
personnel of both organisations on issues of common concern. However, it is i %to
note that the existence of these mechanisms have not automatically generate J&sus on
how the two organisations should act in a particular situation (UN, ; AU, 2012;
Boutellis and Williams, 2013a). They are also not formal decisiog-making frameworks
where agreed decisions are taken. Nevertheless, these institution %nanisms demonstrate

an improvement of the partnership, as it has brought som@ve level of coherence in

approaches between the two bodies. @

4.4.3. Operational Level Partnership é

The two institutions have also ente rﬂd various cooperative arrangements at the

operational level since 2002. The o nal level partnership started with the transition of

the AU’s first ever peacekeepi
Burundi (ONUB) in 2004.

ration in Burundi (AMIB) to the UN operations in

as a kind of sequential operation where the UN mission

preceded or followed a al peacekeeping force of the AU. After years of internecine
violent conflicts in dei between Tutsis and Hutus in 1965, 1969, 1972, 1988 and 1991,
a transitional g ent was established in 2001 with the support of the OAU and the UN
(Abdallah » Murithi, 2005, 2009). However, the security situation remained insecure

and contﬁi to deteriorate. Due to the unwillingness of the warring factions to agree on a
SO o the conflicts, the UN refused to deploy any peacekeeping mission. In its place,
&U deployed AMIB in April 2003, with more than 3,000 troops from South Africa,
thiopia, and Mozambique to help restore lasting peace in Burundi and to prevent the
occurrence of genocide similar to what happened in Rwanda (Aboagye, 2004; Murithi,
2005, 2009). Although the deployment of AMIB succeeded in de-escalating the volatile

situation, several challenges persisted.
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Subsequently, following the adoption of the UNSC resolution 1545, of 21 May 2004,

AMIB was transformed to ONUB with a mandate to support and help implement the efforts

undertaken by Burundians to restore lasting peace and national reconciliation. The former e

AMIB troops were incorporated into ONUB. The ONUB completed its mandate on 3

December, 2006 and was succeeded by the UN Integrated Office in Burundi (BI @

v'

established by UNSC resolution 1719, of 25 October 2006. In specific ter IB

demonstrated the value of undertaking high-risk stabilization missions nee e(N a long-

term post-conflict resolution. In other words, the AU’s intervention in I created the

space for peace negotiations to be undertaken for the subsequent dep!y t of ONUB.

After Burundi, the two organisations have also cooperated i w!n (UNAMID), Somali

a

(UNSOA) and Mali (AFISMA to MINUSMA). These cases are comprehensively

discussed in chapter five of this study. But goj

pronounced of all three cases of cooperation i

Peace and Security Council communique /PR/Comm (LXXIX)] of 22 June 2007.

incorporated AMIS and formally to
This mission is still ongoing i

organisations operate with a or joint chain of command.

The partnership in S@a involves an AU-led peacekeeping operation (AMISOM) wit

efly into each case, the most
N/AU Hybrid Operation in Darfur
(UNAMID). UNAMID was established by -l:!éresolution 1769 in July 2007 and the AU

It

r peacekeeping responsibilities in January 2008.

n and has a mandate that expires in 2015. The two

h

UN logistics, t @al and financial support through the UN Support Office to the AU
Mission in ia (UNSOA), established by UNSC resolution 1863 (2009) and 1872

(2009). /AU partnership in Somalia is a kind of coordinated operations, but bot

h

or %ions operate under different chains of command. UNSOA’s support to AMISOM

three forms namely, institutional capacity building and technical advice in th

e

anning, deployment and management of AMISOM; the provision and delivery of

logistical support; and voluntary financial and in-kind support to the AU and TCCs to
AMISOM (AU, 2014; Gadin, 2012). In practical terms, the eestablishment of UNSOA has
resulted in the improvement of AMISOM’s logistical and financial capabilities. For
instance, between 2009 and 2012, US $729.6 million was disbursed from the UN’s assessed
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budget to UNSOA to implement the AMISOM logistical support package (Gadin, 2012;
Freear and de Coning, 2013).

The cooperation in Mali involved the UN, AU and ECOWAS. Although this form ove

partnership was similar to the UN/AU cooperation in Burundi, it differed in terms

2013.

The partnership in Mali was a kind of sequential operation where the and its REC

actors involved. The UN/AU/ECOWAS worked together from the planning, depl nt
and management of AFISMA until its successful transition to MINUSMA |&

deployed initially to stabilize the security situation for the subsequent d@yment of a UN

mission. ‘

Besides Burundi, Mali, Somalia and Sudan, the two orga jons recently cooperated in
the Central African Republic to restore peace and M& following a coup d’état that
plunged the country into chaos.*® Specifically, CA@ into conflict in March 2013 when
the largely Muslim rebel coalition, Seleka, ove \w President Francois Bozize and made
Micheal Djotodia the head of state. The vi ﬁnd humanitarian crises that followed the

coup and the sectarian violence between the Muslim Seleka rebel coalition and the

Christian anti-Balaka movement the deployment of the African-led International
Support mission to the Ce Wrican Republic (MISCA) on 19 December, 2013.4
MISCA was established SC resolution 2127 of 5 December, 2013 to stabilize the

country. It was supp r& y a French-backed peacekeeping force known as “Operation
Sangaris.” Whil yift deployment of MISCA and French forces proved useful in
saving the i civilians and preventing a greater tragedy in CAR, the scale and
geograp@eath of the crises far exceeded their capabilities on ground. Therefore, in his

rep 14/142) on 3 March 2014 to the UNSC, the UN Secretary-General requested
ﬁployment of a multidimensional UN mission. Subsequently, with the adoption of

SC resolution 2149 (2014), the Security Council authorized the transfer of MISCA to
éthe UN Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in CAR (MINUSCA). On 15

Qe September 2014, the official transfer of authority from MISCA to MINUSCA was

* successfully completed.
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At all the different levels of cooperation, two general observations were made from the
information gathered from the field visits. First, the cooperation has been driven by
operational realities and field necessities, rather than any grand strategic designs. In Sudan, e
UNAMID was arguably the only option available for a United Nations intervention wit

host country consent. In Somalia, the UN technical and financial support pacl«@
AMISOM was authorized based on UNSC expressed intent to deploy a UN mj as a
follow-on force to AMISOM at the right time under the right conditions (N 2011b).
Hence, the partnership in both Somalia and Sudan did not come throug result of any
rational strategic planning process. It emerged through a series of gompfomises that have

caused and continues to cause tensions between the two organisWs.

A\

Second, the relationship at the operational level remaifi§, ffbalanced due to the AU’s

financial and material dependence on the UN. ﬁlty, the UN/AU partnership is
asymmetrical and appears to be like a “father-s d of relationship, where the UNSC
takes the decisions and makes pronounE on African issues without adequate

consultations with the PSC. In Mali, for nce, several requests made by the African

Union were ignored or disregarded UN in the drafting of the UNSC resolution 2100.
These requests included, among , authorising a peace enforcement mandate based on
Chapter VII of the UN Char MINUSMA,; providing a logistical and financial support

package to AFISMA "le AMISOM; and ensuring the continuity of AFISMA’s
leadership in MINUW (AU, 2013; Boutellis and Williams, 2013b, 2014). With respect
to Darfur, the ' trols and manages the mission through its operational standards and

guidance. T‘

|mpact i mission relates to the African dominance of the TCCs/PCCs and the role it

0

ee 45. ASSESSING THE OUTCOME AND BENEFITS OF THE UN/AU

is more engaged at the political level than the operational level and its

e appointment of the senior mission leadership.

PARTNERSHIP

$: As indicated by Stuart, Walker and Minzner (2011:3) and further corroborated by
Mohiddin (1998:5), all partnerships are aimed at addressing common interests and

achieving shared goals or desired results. Outcomes represent those desired “conditional”
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changes or desired results. Thus, outcomes in partnerships can be described as what is
achieved, whether planned or unplanned (Boydell, 2000, 2007). The indicators for
measuring the outcomes and benefits of partnerships may differ on the type and area of é
partnership. For the purposes of this study, four indicators identified by Boydell (200(?
2007) in his partnership framework for the Institute of Public Health in Ireland is 3(0
measure the outcome and benefits of the UN/AU peacekeeping partnersh&%se

indicators are represented and explained in table 2. Although the indicators we eloped

for partnerships in the health sector, it can be adapted and applied to di nt context of
partnership. This flexibility is what makes it relevant for this % it enabled the

researcher to customize and adapt it to the context of the UN/AU rtnership.

Table 4.1.: Boydell’s Indicators for Measuring Out @%of Partnerships

This deals with how the partnering organisations are able to effectively
Response to Peace  and innovatively combine their resources and efforts to better respond to
and Security the peace and security challenges within the area of their operations.
Challenges
This refers to evidence of policies and procedures which have changed to
support and sustain the partnership and ongoing efforts within
Policy Development  organisations. Examples include: changes in how policies or strategies are
developed and implemented through the utilisation of consultative
networks, which previously did not exist.

This refers to evidence of improvement in co-ordination mechanisms,
Systems Development ' infrastructure or the development of new services between organisations,
working together for a common cause.

This includes increasing knowledge, skills, levels of activity and capacity

at a collective and individual level, as well as securing new capital -

money, equipment or premises. For example, attracting new funding to

Resource support a particular activity is a tangible material outcome. Resources can

Development be grouped into three: In-kind capital which denotes what each

organisation contribute to the partnership, such as meeting/conference

rooms and logistics; financial capital which involves monetary resources;

and human capital has to do with investment of people’s time, expertise
and energy within a partnership.

N
'@ Source: Boydell, 2000.
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4.5.1. Better and Innovative Responses to African Peace and Security Challenges

Within the African continent, a consensus seems to exist that the antidote to the continent’s
peace and security challenges goes beyond the capabilities of any single organization, and
that multiple actors are needed to tackle Africa’s security problems. Based on ghi

understanding, the UN and the AU have together devised better and innovative f
responding to Africa’s complex security conundrums through joint op and
peacemaking efforts.*> The UN/AU mission in Darfur (UNAMID) and Phl

office to AMISOM (UNSOA) are specific cases in point. The establish@t of UNAMID,
for example, represented a new approach, by which both organis&ms jointly undertook

support

and are managing a peacekeeping operation. Indeed, not only, e mission bring about
the multi-dimensional nature of peacekeeping operatio t also, it popularized the
concept of Integrated Peace Support Operations (I where different actors work

together under a political head who is the Special@ sentative of the Secretary-General
for a common strategic purpose. The hybrid of the mission also helped to optimize
the level of complementarity between and the AU. In spite of the complex

environment within which it operates,22lUNAMID has arguably achieved some modicum of
peace and stability in Darfur. @

v'

More significantly, the i ce of UNAMID and UNSOA to both organisations cannot
be understated. First, ~ missions have promoted the sharing of experiences on
peacekeeping andgoffered both organisations the opportunity to learn from each other.*
Especially, t s a budding institution has learnt a lot from the UN in terms of, how to
design, p \e loy and manage a peacekeeping operation in the field from the UN which
has o Gdears of peacekeeping experience (AU, 2013, UN, 2011a, 2011c). Second, the
i&&ent of the AU in UNAMID also provided the political legitimacy for the mission,

@en the Government of Sudan’s objections to a standard UN peacekeeping operation
eé(Murithi, 2009; Anyidoho, 2012). The statement below by Ibrahim Gambari, former head

of UNAMID and the UN/AU joint special representative for Darfur, further corroborates

this assertion:
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“UNAMID wasn't designed right from the start to be a hybrid...It was just
circumstance that pulled it in that direction...Because the government of

Sudan was not comfortable with a pure UN peacekeeping force, the Africans

S

stepped in” (Fleshman, 2010:19). v

The mission was created only after the UN assured the Government of Sudan tha
the new mission would retain an “African character” (Murithi, 2009; Anyi@

2012).45
OQ

Third, it can also be argued that UNAMID has actually promoted rica’s leadership and
ownership of the peace process in Darfur. Particularly, althougx"I ission is currently run

according to UN standards and principles, the leadership

ajority of personnel are
Africans. In terms of the personnel (police and w contributions, for instance,
S

member states of the AU contribute about 15,140 whi almost 79% of the total number
of 19,192 personnel of the mission (DPKO, . Non-Africans contribute only 4,052
which is 21% of the total number (DP 14). The leadership comprises: Abiodun

Oluremi Bashua (Nigeria) - Joint AU[UN Special Representative for Darfur, Head of
UNAMID and Joint Chief Mediat dul Kamara (Sierra Leone) - Deputy Joint Special
Representative; Lieutenant-G VPaUI Ignace Mella (United Republic of Tanzania),
Force Commander; and ndriana Paneras (South Africa).*¢ According to a political
officer interviewed at N U Commission, the fact that the UN compromised on the
leadership of U I\M although it is funding the mission gives the AU a sense of

ownership of sion unlike the current leadership of MINUSMA.#

\}

Lastly, theflogistical support package provided by the UNSOA and funded through
as @contributions has also enabled AMISOM to successfully execute its mandate.
& 2013, UNSOA has carried out 35 medical evacuation, transfer, redeployment and
epatriation flights; constructed facilities at Sector hubs in Baidoa and Beletweyne;
provided increased communications and information technology services (CITS) support;
and supplied AMISOM with 36 different motor vehicles (Freear and de Coning, 2013; AU,
2014). Between 2009 and 2012, an amount of $729.6 million was disbursed from the UN’s
assessed budget to implement the AMISOM logistical support package (Gadin, 2013;
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Freear and de Coning, 2013). Practically, the delivery of the logistics support package
through UNSOA has improved AMISOM’s operational capability and working conditions

of personnel (Williams, 2013b: 244). e

The UN and the AU have also worked in tandem and undertaken peacemaki Q
mediation efforts in several conflict and post-conflict zones, including the Cent %an
Republic (CAR), the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) and the Grea L& region,
Guinea Bissau, Mali, Kenya, Sudan, South Sudan and Somalia (UN, ; AU, 2012,
2013). In the DRC, the efforts of the two organisations led to the signing by the warring
parties in Addis Ababa in 2013, of a Framework Agreeme o*’eace, Security and
Cooperation for the DRC and the Great Lakes region. subsequent consultation
culminated in the adoption of UNSC resolution 2 13) which authorized the

of an intervention brigade for the first time un pter VII of the UN Charter.*® Since

establishment within the UN Organisation Stablisat; ssion in the DRC (MONUSCO),
the deployment, the intervention brigade ting of South African, Tanzanian and
Malawian soldiers has helped govermt ces defeat the M23 rebels that seized Goma

and improve the security situation w RC (AU, 2013).

In Mali, the collaboration the UN, AU and ECOWAS led to the formation of a
transitional governmen\ nage the transition to a constitutional rule after the coup in
March 2013 (AU, MAning and Aubyn, 2013b; UN, 2014). Subsequently, with the
assistance of A @‘\ and France forces, the transitional government was able to recapture
the norther &‘ Mali from rebel occupation (UN, 2014). The stability that was achieved
after the pture of Mali’s northern territories paved the way for the deployment of
MI A, which took over authority from AFISMA and successfully supervised the

eSidential and parliamentary elections in 2013.%° In short, the partnership between the

é , AU, and ECOWAS during the political crises in 2012 significantly contributed to the

ié peace in Mali today.

$ Similarly, in Kenya, both organisations worked together to restore peace after the 2007
post-election violence (UN, 2011a; AU, 2012). Whiles the AU established the Panel of

Eminent African Personalities chaired by former UN Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, the
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UN staffed the secretariats and provided the material, logistical and political support for the
Panel (Horowitz, 2009; UN, 2011a; AU, 2012). The outcome of the mediation by the Panel
led to a power-sharing agreement between the incumbent president, Mwai Kibaki, leader of e
the Party of National Unity (PNU) and the main opposition party, Orange Democrati
Movement (ODM) led by Raila Odinga. The implementation of the agreement led_t
creation of a Grand Coalition government in which executive functions a@et
positions were shared between the PNU and ODM; and ending of ethnic c asN r inter-
communal violence that followed the disputed elections which claime t 1,200 lives
and displaced 600,000 people. Clearly, the partnership between th{U nd the AU has

ge

prevented, managed and resolved several peace and security cha in Africa.

4.5.2. Resource Development Qz

Resources according to the Boydell’s (2000$§artnership framework are contextual

factors which affect the everyday activities rtnership. Within a partnership, resources
refer to three types of capital: in-kind, financfal, and human. Financial resources involve the
improvement in monetary resource *ow both partners worked to secure or attract new
funds to support their activitie ydell, 2000, 2007; Boydell, Rugkasa, Hoggett, and
Cummins, 2007). This is&angible material outcome of partnerships. In-kind capital,
on the other hand, den‘ hat each organisations contribute to the partnership, such as
meeting/conferer@Ms and supplies (logistics and other equipments. Lastly, human

resources refergo“iCrease in the level of knowledge, skills, and capacity at the collective

vels and the investment of people’s time, expertise and energy within a
Boydell, 2000, 2007; Boydell, Rugkasa, Hoggett, and Cummins, 2007).

R& ave to demonstrate commitment by contributing and/or realigning their resources

ié With respect to human capital, the partnership has resulted in the establishment of a Ten-

partnersh

e partnership in either one or all the types of resources indicated above.

' Year Capacity-Building Programme for the AU (TYCBP). Its establishment was to address
the institutional capacity constraints of the AU to better respond to the challenges of
security on the African continent. Under the TYCBP, personnel from the UNOAU provides
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daily technical advice, mentoring and operational support to staff of the AU Commission,
especially, those at the Peace and Security Department in the areas of the planning,
mounting, and management of peace support operations (UN, 2010, 2011a, 2011c). Other e
supports to the AU through the TYCBP include: how to develop and operationalise thv
APSA, in particular, the African Standby Force (ASF); the development of s

operational procedures (SOPs) for PKOs; the drafting and review of AU policy ents

and guidelines on PKOs; and conducting training needs assessments and develo training
policies for African TCCs/PCCs (UN, 2006b, 2010, 2011a, 2011c).>° oé

Through these institutional support and capacity building progra éhe staff of the AUC
interviewed noted that they have improved and increased thei \ﬂcal knowledge and skills
in the area of mission planning and management, and elopment of peacekeeping
policies and guidelines. °* The presence of the UNQ ff within the peace and security
department, according to some respondents, ha elped to bridge the human resource
gap within the AUC.>? Another area of hum tal which the AU, in particular, has been
very instrumental is the provision of peace ers (military, police and civilians) to support
joint missions. Currently, Africans ute majority of the personnel in all the missions
that are jointly deployed by the d the AU. AMISOM is solely African personnel; in
UNAMID, Africans constit ut 15,140 (79%) of the total number of 19,192 personnel,;

and the majority of MI A personnel are from AU member states (DPKO, 2014).

the AU |n
support has also improved the financial and logistics management capabilities of the
A » 2011a; Gadin, 2013; AU, 2014). The financial support of the UN to AMISOM,

ticular, has reduced the funding challenges of the AU. Arguably, without its support,

Financially, an ms of in-kind contribution, the UN through UNSOA is also assisting
anagement of AMISOM through the provision of logistics and financial

would have been difficult for the AU to sustain the mission. Furthermore, in terms of
capital accumulation, the UN in collaboration with the AU has created numerous voluntary
Multi-Donor Trust Funds to support particular missions in Africa (Sheehan, 2011).%3 In
2009, the UN established a Trust Fund for AMISOM through UNSC resolution 1863 to
finance the operation. The Trust Fund accumulated an amount of $76.2 million between
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2009 and 2012 (Gadin, 2013; Freear and de Coning, 2013). So far, Australia, Canada,
Czech rep, Denmark, Germany, India, Japan, Korea, Malta, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Turkey

and United Kingdom have contributed to the Fund. However, contributions to the trust fund é
have been irregular, and generally been insufficient to cover, especially, the supply an

maintenance of contingent owned equipments (Gadin, 2013; Freear and Coning, 4

Williams, 2013b). 0

AMISOM has also received or attracted an unprecedented support from &s such as the
United States, China and the EU especially, which is using its Africag P Facility to pay
allowances to AMISOM uniformed personnel and in-kind (traini&* equipment) support
packages to African TCCs like Uganda and Burundi. Be&x 2007 to 2010, the EU
provided a total of €258/$347 million through the Afrj ace Facility (APF) for the
overhead and operational costs of AMISOM civili

2010; Aning and Danso, 2010; Pirozzi, 2010; G

ce and military personnel (EU,
013:77). On 9 September 2013, the
European Union announced more than €i illion to increase security in Somalia

(European Commission, 2013). The EU’s

AMISOM’s mandate. z*

ort has been critical in the implementation of

There is also a Trust Fund f MID established by the UN. The most recent being the
UN Trust Fund for AF established in December 2012. The AU organised a donor
conference in Januar in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia to raise funds to support this Trust

Fund. At the en
the first ti

e conference, about $455 million was raised. > The African Union for

ised to provide US$50 million to the fund; Japan provided US$120

nited States offered US$96 million; Germany and the UK provide US$20

milli piece.>® Other donors who also pledged support included ECOWAS, Ethiopia,

é\ Africa, Ghana, Nigeria and Sierra Leone. India and China each pledged US$1
I

million;

e lion. Although, it is difficult to ascertain the payment of these pledges, the creation of
é these Trust funds, nevertheless, help mobilize additional funds outside the UN assessed

&

contributions to support African peacekeeping operations.
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4.5.3. Systems Development

This refers to evidence of improvement in co-ordination mechanisms, the infrastructure for
cooperation and the development of new services between organisations as well as how th e
day-to-day activities of the partnership are carried out. Concerning co-ordinabi $
mechanisms, the UN and the AU have established closer links at the strategic level

annual joint consultative meetings between the UNSC and the AUPSC, alternati tween

Addis Ababa and New York since 2007 (UN, 2011a; AU, 2012, 2013). annual joint
consultative meetings is a major system improvement as it never @ed until 2007.

However, throughout these annual meetings, the UNSC and AUP ave not been able to

address the issues concerning Chapter V111 and how to operati it as well as how both
organisations can systematically integrate their diﬁerer@isational cultures, agendas
and approaches which are the important factors itutionalise their partnership
(Boutellis and Williams, 2013a, 2014). In that rd, the annual meetings are yet to
translate into a shared understanding of the ndation of the partnership, especially,
regarding their respective roles and respor@i es (UN, 2011a; AU, 2012, 2013; Boutellis
and Williams, 2013a, 2014). 4

Furthermore, both organisati v201o launched the Joint Task Force (JTF) on Peace and
Security to coordinate t ediate and long-term strategic issues of common interest
(UN, 2011a; AU, 2 2)¥|nce its establishment, the JTF has reviewed the situations in
Libya, Somalia, an and South Sudan, and agreed on steps and arrangements needed to
strengthen, a %re greater coherence in the UN/AU partnership in those countries.
Another j ant coordinating mechanism is the desk-to-desk exchanges between staff of

the Commission and the UN Secretariat on peace and security issues (UN, 2008a,
é& This brings together the desk officers of the two organisations to discuss and
é hange information and ideas on country-specific and thematic issues of common

é interest. The importance of these consultative mechanisms is that they have facilitated

information-sharing and coordination of activities at the institutional levels. However, their
* existence have not automatically generated consensus on how the two organisations should

act in a particular situation.

128



K\
&

@s

épolicy development. The UN/AU partnership has not yet led to the development of joint

On the issue of infrastructure, the relationship between the two organisations has also
improved with the establishment of the UNOAU in Addis Ababa on 1 July 2010 (UN,
2011b).>” The UNOAU has since its official inauguration in 22 February 2011, supported
the AU’s long-term capacity-building efforts and the operationalisation of the Africa

Peace and Security Architecture (APSA).>® Now, one of the key issues for the office 's@
it can maximise the effectiveness of the UN/AU cooperation, especially, by %to
improve the relationship between the UNSC and the PSC. The AU has also esN shed an
office in New York to coordinate its activities with the UN. However, uplik€the UNOAU,
the AU’s New York office lacks a strong mandate, technical and hungan Capacity to play an
effective bridging role in the partnership. The office is not fill ﬁ\ peace and security
experts such as military planners and advisors who could @ly liaise with DPKO at a

working level. Q

Lastly, in terms of, the development of new serv@he UN/AU partnership has expanded
to include cooperation in the area of elect port, mediation support, security sector
reform, economic, political and governancesjist to mention but a few. These are the new

areas that have emerged, as a res the peacekeeping partnership between the two
4.5.4. Policy Develo@

Policy develo &efers to evidence of policies and procedures which have changed to

institutions.

in the partnership and ongoing efforts within organisations to strengthen
the partn@rship. Examples include changes in how strategies are developed and
i émted through the utilisation of consultative networks, which previously did not
K Generally, the research findings revealed that not much has been done in terms of

policies and procedures to guide their operations at the headquarters level as well as the
operational level (field missions). Thus, the partnership still remains ad hoc and uneven. At
the operational level, for example, the partnership is mainly guided by UN standards and

policies instead of joint policies developed by the two institutions.>® The consultative
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meetings between the UNSC and AUPSC are not also guided by any working procedure or
policy. Both Councils continue to also have different working methods, including even how
both councils adopt communiqués and resolutions. e

There are also no agreed working procedures for the AU, in particular, to submit its re@v
whether financial or diplomatic support to the UNSC for consideration.®® Thi Wna
explains why the AU has on certain occasions accused the UNSC of no g due
consideration to its requests. There is also no dispute resolution mec&n should any
disagreements on specific issues even arise. At the operational lgv hiles the joint
missions such as UNAMID operate under UN rules, concepts, “and procedures, the

sequential operations are not guided by any agreed policies ctrines. As a result, the

transfer of UN missions to UN operations has often be ht with difficulties such as

control and command issues as well as the appoi t of senior mission personnel.
AFISMA presents a clear example: The UN an U clashed over the appointment of
the Force Commander and the SRSG. TE appointed Albert Koenders from the

Netherlands, as head of MINUSMA, iis of the AU’s candidate, Pierre Buyoya, the

former head of AFISMA (ECOWA ).%! Likewise, the UN sidelined Nigeria’s Major-
General Shehu Adbulkadir, the A force commander, and appointed Rwanda’s Major
General, Jean-Bosco Kazur orce commander of MINUSMA.%? The consequences of

this led to the Withdra\/@majority of Nigerian troops from MINUSMA. In short, the
outcome of the partv p in the area of policy development is weak and needs to be

strengthened. l@

4, HALLENGES AND DIFFICULTIES OF THE UN/AU PARTNERSHIP IN
PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

é though the UN/AU partnership is theoretically essential and broadly accepted, it is beset

* organisations, others were inimitable and specific to the UN/AU partnerships. Even though

with several challenges and difficulties in practice. Whilst some of the challenges and

difficulties are/were generic to most collaborative efforts between the UN and regional

Boydell (2000, 2007) sees partnership challenges and difficulties as healthy and
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predictable, in the case of the UN and the AU, it is blocking effective cooperation in
peacekeeping operations. In this section, the challenges identified were grouped under
general, strategic, institutional and operational challenges. The general challenges included e
the interpretational ambiguity of the Chapter V111 of the UN Charter whilst the strategic an
institutional level challenges consisted of mistrust and lack of respect of the views @
AUPSC by the UNSC, lack of parity in the relationship, and the non- adher@ the
principle of subsidiarity (Bah and Lotan, 2011; AU, 2012; Boutellis and W 20133).
The operational challenges comprised philosophical and doctrinal ences about
peacekeeping, bureaucratic challenges and practical level challengesgdu field missions.

All these challenges are explained in details below. &

9

4.6.1. Challenges with the Interpretation of Chap&of the UN Charter

The lack of a mutually agreed understanding interpretation and the application of
Chapter VIII between the UN and the AU é
almost all the challenges discussed IQ‘ ectlon emanate from this problem. It is a

ue to frustrate the partnership. Indeed,

general problem which is parall Imost all the UN’s relationship with regional

organisations worldwide. Mor retely, although the AU holds in high esteem the

primacy of the UNSC and t actions as falling under Chapter VIII, the challenge has
been how to operationali apter VI without prejudice to the role of the UNSC and the
efforts of the AU UMOSa, 2008c; AU, 2012, 2013). Thus, as noted by Bah and Lotan
(2011), to wh nt can the AU maintain its independence in invoking the various
elements o!&\ce and security architecture (APSA) without appearing to usurp the
powers ofgthe UNSC?; how much power is the UNSC willing to delegate to the AU,

es , With respect to enforcement actions?; and what is the responsibility of the
when it authorizes AU-led peace operations? Moreover, the responsibilities and
oles each organisation is supposed to play is not clearly stated in the Charter.
'0 Due to the failure on the part of both organisations to reach a consensus on these issues,

their partnership has on occasions been fraught with misunderstanding and open rifts

between the AUPSC and the UNSC. For example, both organisations disagreed on the best
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course of action during the Libyan crises in 2011- while the AU insisted on a political
solution to the crises, the UN opted for a humanitarian intervention under the pretext of
protecting civilians (Ping, 2011; Aning, et al., 2013; Sally, 2013; Smith-Windsor, 2013; e
Abass, 2014).8 Additionally, in late 2012, the AU also asked the UNSC to adopt the samv
kind of logistical and financial UN support package as AMISOM for AFISMA, ho 4

the Security Council refused the request (AU, 2013; Boutellis and William, 2 In
trying to address the interpretation difficulties, one other critical challeng t often
confronted the UN is how it can forge a special relationship with the A out setting a
precedent for other regions in the world. ‘

4.6.2. Mistrust and Lack of Respect of the Views of the C by the UNSC

High levels of mutual trust and respect are crucial iples in any partnership endeavor
(Wanni, 2010; Crawford, 2003). In actual fact uccess of any partnership is partly

contingent on the trust that all organisation espect the perspectives and interests of
édell’s (2000, 2007) partnership framework,
which refers to organisations valui respecting their diversity and the validity of the

others. This is termed as “grounding” in

unique contribution, role and n they all bring to the partnership. One of the
overarching challenges that nt the AUPSC and the UNSC relationship is the lack of
deep trust and respect ach other’s views and perspectives on African peace and
security issues. The SC laments that the UNSC does not respect its views and is
and securit rica (AU, 2012, 2013). This has stemmed from the fact that more often
than no@ UNSC has, in most instances, declined to give due consideration to the
d@ and requests of the AU and its PSC before arriving at its own decisions. This has

ularly been the case whenever the interest of any of the Permanent members of the

é SC s in jeopardy.

During the Libyan crises, for example, the Security Council Resolution 1973 was passed

always bent onl@nalizing and not consulting the Council on matters relating to peace

without prior knowledge or consultations with the AU (Ping, 2011; Aning, et al., 2013;
Sally, 2013; Smith-Windsor, 2013; Abass, 2014). Again in Mali, the UNSC failed to
consider the AU’s request to create a UN funded support package for AFISMA as it had
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done for AMISOM. It also rebuffed the views of the AUPSC to appoint the Special
Representative of the Chairperson of the African Union and head of AFISMA, former

President Pierre Buyoya, as the new SRSG for MINUSMA.% e
The AU also expressed worries that in the UN Security Council Resolution 209 i
AMISOM in March 2013, it views were not taken into consideration in the drafti he
resolution.%® Furthermore, in the recent crises in Egypt, for instance, it wa noted

during the interviews at the AU headquarters that the AU had not been acto involved in
the process of finding amicable solutions to the crises because the ARRSC feels that it
would be marginalised if the situation goes to the UNSC. Gene@we AU feels that due

&a, it is important that its
ions taken by the Security

to its proximity and familiarity with conflict dynamics in

views on peace and security matters are incorporated i
Council on Africa. However, this has not always be case. This was reiterated in the

report by the Chairperson of the AU Commissiongi 13 as follows:

As African issues dominate the@ of the Security Council, it is
critical that the continent, throug AU, is adequately consulted by the
Security Council prior to th%ption of decisions that are of particular
importance to Africa. T, uld ensure that the Security Council

members are well infor. the AU’s views and positions on the issues
on their agenda, wi% ejudice to the primacy of the Security Council

(AU, 2013).
®

Is this frequent sidellv of the AU in political decision-making a symptom of the lack of

issues conc the continent? Or it is just a matter of the UN claiming superiority in

strong Afric& alities or leaders at the UN who can articulate African perspectives on
handlingoican crises because they have more capacity than the AU? Whatever the

re ight be, it does not augur for the “grounding” of the partnership as it shows a lack

pect and value for diversity and the perspectives of the AUPSC. However, in response

é the AU’s claims, former United States Ambassador to the United Nations, Susan Rice,

é for example, emphasized that member states of the AU have not always provided unified or
*@ consistent views on key issues, and have on occasion also been slow to act on urgent

matters (Boutellis and William, 2013).5” She further noted that the UNSC is not subordinate
to the schedules or capacities of regional groups and that, it cannot cooperate on the basis
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that the regional organisation independently decides the policy and the UN simply bless
and pay for it (Boutellis and William, 2013a).

Additionally, in the interview with UNOAU officials, it was noted that the AU’s request tve
the UNSC always goes late. It was also indicated that the two leaders of AFISMA (P

SRSG and Force Commander of MINUSMA failed to meet UN standards, ms of,

Buyoya and Major-General Shehu Adbulkadir) that the AU requested the UN to cin as
work experience and human right records.%® Clearly, this is an issue offthe AU’s own
deficiency in speaking with one strong voice in New York, Addis Abgand the lack of
understanding of the modus operandi and mechanisms of the U the appointment of
the senior leadership positions of peacekeeping missions. In4fe ame way, it is also an

issue of the UN trying to exert its superiority in handling | ional crises.

More significantly, it is imperative to note that t C also views the AU’s ambition
with some suspicion and as a competition with \N. For example, there are suspicions in
the UNSC about the AU with regards to M. Some UNSC members have the view
that the AU sees itself as more effective and efficient than the UN which has failed to
deploy to Somali since the 1990s. other words, the AU has succeeded where the UN
has failed. Again, this portr WCk of grounding in the partnership as suggested by
Boydell (2000, 2007), be oth organisations do not seem to understand each others’
perspectives or ideas bN e course of action to take in certain situations. Although these
difficulties are p le in partnerships, the case of the UN and the AU is a clear
indication of %k of shared objectives and purpose as well as open and honest
communVQx etween the two bodies. The way forward for both organisations, therefore,

se differences constructively as an opportunity to increase understanding and

is to t
éﬁ meaningful, well thought through plan about the purpose of the partnership.

ié 4.6.3. Non-Adherence to the Principle of Subsidiarity

&

Another challenge is the lack of codification of the principle of subsidiarity between the
UN and the AU. The origin of the principle of subsidiarity can be traced to Aristotle, but

Tsagourias (2011:5) opines that it was Catholic doctrine that popularized the concept from
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1891 onwards as a principle of social ordering to attain the common good. In its original
usage, the principle of subsidiarity entails that “a community of a higher order should not
interfere in the internal life of a community of a lower order, depriving the latter of its e
functions, but rather should support it in case of need and help to co-ordinate its activit
with the activities of the rest of society, always with a view to the common good” ( aQ
Wallace, 1990; Carozza, 2003; Mgller, 2005). The core values that underpin the tas
indicated by Tsagourias (2011) are autonomy, mutual assistance and the fulf'llw of each
unit and of the referent order as a whole. Although not expressly mepéioned in the UN
Charter, the principle is enshrined in the Chapter VIII of the UN @hartér which vaguely
defines certain roles for regional organisations. Article 33, 52, % 54 of the Charter™®
summarizes that regional organisations represent the insta \f first resort as far as the
peaceful resolution of conflicts is concerned, but also sti that no enforcement action
should be taken under regional arrangements Withm rior authorization of the Security
S

The general idea of the norm is that regio nd sub-regional organisations should be the

Council.

“first resort” for problems transc national borders, leaving the “international
community” and global organisati ike the UN to deal only with those problems that
cannot be solved at the | vel. In practice, however, the principle has not been

principle by acknow the supreme authority of the UNSC in matters of international

formally codified by th ough the AU and its RECs pay due tribute to the subsidiarity
-
peace and secu i@s a result, the devolution of decision-making, division of labour and
burden-shari tween the UN and the AU and its RECs in terms of responding to
security @enges in Africa still remains unclear. Ban Ki Moon, in his first report on the
relati ip between the UN and regional organisations in 2008, for instance,
wledged this fact and implored the UNSC to properly define the role of regional
é ganisations and to ensure that a structured system of cooperation is put in place to ensure
coherence of international and regional responses to existing and emerging conflicts (UN,
0 2008a, 2008c). Due to the absence of existing framework on subsidiarity, the UN’s
* relationship with African regional bodies has sometimes depicted that of competition and

antagonism instead of complementarity of efforts.
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The AU has tried to establish a subsidiarity principle through it PSC protocol to harmonise
and coordinate its relations with the RECs. This is found in the modalities for the ASF
deployment. Thus, it is envisioned in the doctrine that the Standby Force of the RECs
would undertake the less time-critical missions whereas the AU brigade would undertak

both swift deployment to intervene in an emergency and filling possible gaps at t e@
regional levels (AU, 2002, 2006b, 2010). But even with this framework, there ays
tensions between the AU and especially, ECOWAS when it comes to respo dN 0 peace
and security issues in West Africa. The latter thinks it holds primacy i t Africa and
that the former is only assisting but the AU disagrees on this notion“@nd sees itself as
superior to ECOWAS. A similar challenge confronts the UN’ $onship with the AU
and its RECs, as there is no clarity of responsibilities and roI@rlses situations.

What pertains currently is that the AU and its REC @go sometimes negotiate with the
UN on who should do what and when at the headquarters and in some conflict
situations.” This was particularly the case spect to the UN/AU hybrid mission in

Sudan where the mandate did not speey the division of labour in the mandate

implementation. One of the respo interviewed at the AUC, for instance, noted that

there was no clarity of roles rig the beginning of the planning and mandate making
process of the mission. The
when on the field.” T@oblem is further compounded by Chapter VIII of the UN

Charter which doe

d to negotiate with the UN on who should do what and

also distinguish between regional (AU) and sub-regional
organisations ( @ In particular, this becomes a problem for the UN in cases where the
AU and its &dopt different policy responses to particular crises, as it happened during
the CriSerte d’Ivoire in 2010/2011 and the initial response to the Malian crises in 2012
(B and Williams, 2011).

ee l4.6.4. Lack of Parity in the Relationship

Closely related to the challenge of subsidiarity is the problem of power inequalities
between the UN and the AU. Ideally, partnerships are to be constructed with a balance of
power. However, in certain situations power differentials do exist because not all partners

are equal. The failure to openly acknowledge this reality and the refusal of some partners to
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give up some power leads to conflicts within partnerships (Boydell, 2000, 2007).
Principally, this is the same situation with regards to the UN/AU partnership. While the AU

and its PSC wants the UNSC to see them as equal partners during meetings, the UN thinks e
otherwise and sees it as too ambitious and unrealistic.”® The AU thinks that it structures arv

equal to the UN, however, the UN sees itself as superior to the AU. Because

misunderstanding, whenever the UNSC meets with AU PSC, the former sees i ome
members of the Security Council meeting the AUPSC and not UNSC as a, whele.’* The
main argument has been that UNSC meetings are only attended by mem@f the Council
and not members of the AUPSC. 4

Additionally, though the UN/AU partnership is formed withi éontext of Chapter VIII,
some officials of the UN interviewed argued that it i own any where that it is
obligatory for the UN to partner with the AU. Ac ﬁo them, the UN Charter only
provides the room for the use of force by regi rganisations and not the sharing of
power.”™ Whilst the UN is not obliged to p éwith regional bodies, it is instructive to
note that its partnership is an innovatéresponse to the changing patterns of the

operational environment which the of the Chapter V111 did not anticipate.

Generally, part of the prob %s from the fact that the UN sees itself as a global
organisation with a univ%date whiles the AU is only a regional body. Furthermore,
the huge disparitiesgbetWeen both organization in terms of technical, economic and
managerial capa@ for conducting peacekeeping operations has also contributed to the

problem. O@e respondents interviewed at the UNOAU, for instance, argued that:

E ty in the real sense can never be practically possible because while the
N"is a global organisation, the AU is just a regional organisation. By the
inciple of subsidiarity, there is a hierarchy and the AU would always be

e& under the UN as far as the AU also sees itself as superior to its Regional

Economic Communities (RECs)®

Qe' Another respondent at the AU Commission also remarked that:
* Why is it that the AU wants to be equal to the UN when it has failed to

accord the same equality status to its RECs, especially ECOWAS which also
expect the AU to see them as equal? | honestly think the AU must deal with
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its own challenges at home before claiming equality with the UN, as it is too
ambitious’’

From the AU’s side, it appears that it is yet to come to terms with this reality and power
dynamics because of the perception that it is being treated by the UNSC as a subordi

organisation which ought not to be. On the other hand, the UNSC is very sensitiv &
matter and has taken it with some amount of suspicion and resisted any discus&he
because according to Newman (2001), Frank & Smith (2006) and
(2011), inequalities and power differentials between organisations\is one of the major
difficulties that all partnerships face. However, Brinkerhoff (1& is of the view that for

subject during its meeting with the AUPSC.®This misunderstanding is t%expected
F&acher et al.,

partnerships to be sustainable, a shared decision-making in which partners have
equal power must exist. Indeed, what is happeningé!UN/AU partnership is more
linked to Rummery’s (2002) assertion that pa ps sometimes reinforces power
inequalities that are already in existence, placi ronger organisations like the UN, in a

relatively powerful position vis-a-vis the w; nes, such as the AU.

From the theoretical perspective, *gh the exchange theory deals with the issue of
power differentials within partn git does not specifically address the peculiar nature
of the power imbalances si o the UN/AU situation. It rather defines power in terms of
the varied nature of the&rces among actors and argues that those differences result in
interdependence dMeration because each actor has a resource which the other actors
want (Blau, 1*%&50& 1972). In practical sense, what the theory implies is that power
asymmetr'& a result of resource scarcity, induce cooperation rather than competition.

akin to the hegemonic stability theory which also attributes the existence and

Thisxl
coftinuation of cooperation of actors with a disproportionate share of issue-specific power

@ources (Hasenclever, Mayer, Rittberger, 2000). This is, however, in contrast to Oliver’s
6(1990) assertion that resource scarcity rather prompts organisations to attempt to exert

power, influence or control over organisations that need the required scarce resources. In
reality, this is exactly what pertains in the UN/AU relationship. The former, who possesses
the valued resources (financial and logistical capacity) is dominating the latter who requires

those resources, thereby creating frictions and tensions in their relationship.
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4.6.5. Philosophical and Doctrinal Differences about Peacekeeping

The failure of the UN and the AU to harmonize their peacekeeping philosophies and
doctrines is yet another challenge militating against the effectiveness of the partnership. e
The UN peacekeeping philosophy is that for peacekeeping to succeed, one or more of ?
following minimum criteria should exist: (i) There must be peace to keep, which j

the existence of a peace agreement; (ii) clear and achievable mission ma vi/vith
resources to match; (iii) it must have the full backing of the UNSC; and (iv)pit t be part

of a more comprehensive strategy to help resolve a conflict (UN, 200 spite the fact

that these four recommendations are not representative of the plete range of UN
peacekeeping philosophy, Murithi (2009) opines that they cc@te the lowest common

denominator for all peacekeeping operations. e

In contrast, the AU’s peacekeeping philosophy is&stead of waiting for a peace to

keep, in certain situations, peace has to be cre ore it can be kept (AU, 2012). This
philosophy is consistent with its policy of difference found in the Article 4h of the
AU Constitutive Act which states tha!the rican Union has the right to intervene in a

member state in grave circumstafices” (AU, 2000). The AU argues that the UN’s
peacekeeping philosophy does &k in situations like Somalia, a country that has not

seen peace for two decad@ For the partnership to be effective, this philosophical gap
needs to be addressed K e it has practical implications on the division of labour and
burden-sharing in thMployment of peacekeepers. It has also given rise to divergent
notions of the %e, configuration, and force requirements for peacekeeping operations.
In 2006, f ple, the UN and AU disagreed on whether the deployment of AMISOM
W%& priate response to the situation in Somali (Boutellis and William, 2013a).
A

&.6. Operational and Practical level Challenges

0 The operational and practical level challenges discussed here relates to the specific
* ' difficulties faced by the two institutions in the field/missions where they have partnered to

bring about peace and stability. As indicated earlier, the two organisations have so far
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cooperated in countries such as Somalia, Sudan, Mali and Burundi.” All these cooperative
endeavours have come with their own distinct set of challenges. For UNAMID, although

most of the challenges it currently faces can be attributed to the missions’ environment and e
the complexity of the crisis, there are, however, some difficulties related to its hybrid naturv

Ay

mission personnel; refusal of entry to entire national contingents; and the r& tion of

that are particularly illuminating. The challenges relating to its environment compris

blocking of vital equipments of TCCs/PCCs at customs; delaying the issuance

access to certain regions in Darfur by the Government of Sud urithi, 2009;
Anyidoho, 2012; Agwai, 2012; Gelot, Gelot and Coning, 2012).3 rs include the
conflict dynamics in Darfur which continues to evolve, shifting eeh tribal, political and

resource-based fighting as well as the increase in numbe@ motives of the warring

factions. @

On the hybrid nature of UNAMID, equality bet oth organisations is missing because
the AU is more involved at the strategic | level than the operational level.®! Put
differently, the UN is virtually in total c | of the management of the mission in the

field. The UN is more often in tou
than the AU. General Martin

ith the mission both physically and electronically
gwai, the first force commander of UNAMID, for
instance, indicated that at t stages of the mission the AU was always left out of the
information loop bec Qe details of personnel deployments to the mission was
organised by the UNNinpNew York (Agwai, 2012). Probably, this was so because the UN
was better org than the AU at the time and even now, in terms of administrative

procedures, cal capacity and mission planning as well as management.

The ent views and positions of both organisations regarding the ICC arrest warrant for
édent Omar Al basher of Sudan was yet another challenge that militated against the
é ectiveness of the partnership in Darfur (Bah and Lotan, 2011; AU, 2012, 2013).

&

*' procedures and politics. The lack of clear reporting lines and decision-making on

Additionally, it was also noted that there were/are sometimes unreasonable delays in the

appointments of senior level officials for the mission due to cumbersome bureaucratic

emergency situations was also another problem because the mission leadership had to
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consult the AU in Addis Ababa and the UN in New York on all issues before they could
take decisions (Anyidoho, 2012; Agwai, 2012). In an interview with Major-General Henry
Anyidoho (Rtd), Former Deputy SRSG of UNAMID, he indicated that: e

The difficulty with this arrangement was that responses to emergency situations 0;

and problems were often delayed due to the bureaucratic procedures in bo
organisations. These delays actually affected the tactical level decision-maki

at the mission headquarters which translated into more civilian deatl%
casualties on the ground. In the long run, the leadership of the missign had to
take unilateral decisions which were very often accepteb both

organisations.®

The UN/AU cooperation in Mali also had similar difficultie t’he communiqué adopted
at its 371% meeting, held on 25 April 2013, the AUPSC hat the AU and ECOWAS
were not consulted in the drafting of the UNSC resol 00.83 Besides, the AUPSC also

t the concerns formally expressed by

complained that the resolution did not take into

the AU and ECOWAS and the propos Iéy constructively made to facilitate a
coordinated international support for the oéng efforts by the Malian stakeholders.* The
friction and tensions between the U the AU was apparent when the UNSC council
denied the request of the AUPSS ovide the same kind of logistical and financial UN

support package as AMISO
4.6.7. Bureauchallenges

FISMA instead of transferring it to a UN mission.

The UN/ tionship has also been complicated by different bureaucratic challenges
which,inclede issues such as: (a) Different working methods and procedures between the

U d AUPSC and how they adopt communiqués/resolutions; (b) lack of coordination

een the monthly agendas of the two councils and the agenda for their annual meetings;

&Iack of regular communication between the chairs of the two councils and their staff; (d)
Qé lack of regular interaction between the Office of the UN Secretary-General and the AU

Chairperson; (e) lack of standard operating procedures for the AU to feed its

positions/decisions into UNSC work agenda; and (f) lack of dispute resolution mechanisms
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to address disagreement between the two councils on specific African peace and security
challenge (UN, 2008c; AU, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 2013: 18; Bah and Lotan, 2011).

It must, however, be noted that the two organisations have made efforts over the years t
overcome some of these challenges, especially, those that have to do with coordi Q
problems through the establishment of the desk-to-desk consultations between %of
the two bodies and the UN/AU Joint Task Force (JTF) on Peace and Securit mertheless,
these meetings have arguably been a mere information-sharing forum ée discussions
have also not focused on broader policy questions regarding the p eg 8 What really
needs to be done is to strengthen these coordinating mechanis {ddressmg the issues
raised above to enhance the effectiveness of the partnership. e
&
4.7. CONCLUSION 4
\

This chapter discussed and analyzed the res indings based on the research objectives
of the study and the review of the exgant Trteratures. The chapter provided an in-depth
analysis of the motivations, norm *

of the UN/AU partnership in

ameworks, outcome and benefits, and challenges

eeping operations. The study also investigated the
extent to which the resear Ings either corroborated or contradicted with the existing
literatures and the theorv&‘rameworks adopted for the study.

Concerning th vations underlying the UN/AU partnership, several reasons were
identified. &st was the provisions of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter and the Article
17(1) of the?AU PSC protocol of 2002 that naturally established some form of partnership

be he UN and regional organisations. Theoretically, this motive was explained by the

y ~political mandates strand of exchange theory which posits that cooperation between
g

rganisations occurs when their mandates provide the impetus for inter-organisational
cooperation or require them to work together. Remarkably, this is the case with respect to
the UN and the AU. The mandate of both organisations allows for some form of partnership
as stated in the Chapter VIII of the UN Charter and the Article 17 (1) of the AU PSC

protocol. The second motivation that came out strongly during the interviews relates to the
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issue of peacekeeping burden-sharing or responsibility sharing between the UN and the

AU. This is due to the common recognition that no single organisation can shoulder the
whole burden of peacekeeping alone. e

The third factor and perhaps one of the most important motivations is that of res v
dependency. This argument was validated by the resource dependency notion of

theory that maintains that organisations with scarcity of resources (financial, &al and
human) will seek to establish relationship with other organisations, in ordéggdo supplement
their limited resources or obtain needed resources (Pfeffer & Salan 1978; Ranael,

Zareei, Alikhani, 2010:24). The contemporary challenge to th imacy of the UN in

certain conflict zones in Africa such as Darfur in Sudan; org ional learning, principally

through the transfer of tacit knowledge from the U ially, to the AU; and the
changing nature of the security environment in Afric also cited as one of the reasons

contributing to the emergence of the partnership.\

With respect to the normative frameworks@Charter of the UN specifically, Chapter VIlI
was cited as one of the frameworks r which the partnership is formed. The Chapter
VIl which comprises Articles 52- f the UN Charter provides the constitutional basis
and the framework for the $laborat10n with regional organisations such as the AU
in the maintenance of |onal peace and security. However, it was noted that the
interpretation of theé

Chapter VIII i

in the d|V|s¢fespon5|blllty between the UN and the AU in the maintenance of peace

that regional organisations such as the AU should play under

atlonshlp with the UN remains ambiguous. Thus, there is vagueness

and sec Africa. Another normative framework identified was the AU Constitutive

Act he 2002 Protocol relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council

ée African Union (see Article 17(1-3). These two documents guide the AU’s

e ationship with the UN and other organisations in the world. But just like the UN

é Charter, these two instruments do not explain how the AU should work with the UN and
$0 the modalities such cooperation should entail.

In terms of the outcomes and benefits of the partnership, it was observed that the

partnership has resulted in better and innovative approaches and responses to African peace
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and security challenges; systems development in terms of, improvement in co-ordination
mechanisms and partnership infrastructures; policy development, though much has not

been done in the development of joint policies and procedures to guide their operations at é
both the strategic and operational levels; and lastly, resource development, in terms ov
increase in the level of knowledge, skills, and capacity at a both the collective

individual levels, and the increase in new capital accumulation (money, equipme .

The following challenges were also identified as hindering the eﬁective&of the
partnership. They include: lack of mutual understanding on the applicati hapter VIII;
mistrust and lack of respect of the views of the AUPSC by the UNSG4 noffadherence to the
principle of subsidiarity; issues of power inequality or lack of % in the relationship;
philosophical and doctrinal differences about peacekeeping; &monal and practical level
challenges; and bureaucratic challenges. In spite of thes nges, there are some current

developments that augur well for the successes of th ership in future.

At the practical level, there has been rema@vamement and improvements compared

to the period of the OAU when the UE reluctant to even support any peacekeeping
operations undertaken by a regionaleg

with the AU in places like Dar omalia, Burundi, Mali and recently in CAR. At the
institutional level, the establi t of the UNOAU has brought some degree of coherence

to the UN’s engageme the AU unlike before. Another significant development was

isation. This is reflected in the UN’s partnerships

the signing of the dechn on “Enhancing UN-AU Cooperation: Framework for the Ten-

programme;

Year Capacity, dding Programme for the AU” (TYCBP) in 2006. Through this
@\I has provided support in the planning, development and management of

AU op ns such as AMISOM and provided institutional support for the
alisation of the ASF, a key pillar of the APSA.

2
Q
Q
&
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CHAPTER FIVE v'

CASE STUDIES OF UNITED NATIONS/AFRICAN UNION PARTNER@
MALI, SOMALIA AND SUDAN \

¢

5.1. INTRODUCTION ‘

This chapter illustrates the research findings through case stu & UN/AU partnership in

Mali, Somalia and Sudan. The main purpose is to shog&mpirical cases of UN/AU

partnerships, in terms of, their nature and motivatio utcomes and benefits; and the

challenges encountered. The idea is not to use th e framework of analysis to examine
the various case studies but to generally expl the partnership works in the different
contexts: sequential operations (Mal); ) coordinated operation (Somalia); and

hybrid/integrated operation (Sudan). J*gins with a discussion of the UN/AU partnership
in Mali, followed by the partnersiiﬁ?Somalia and then Sudan respectively.

52 CASE STUDY&V/AU/ECOWAS PARTNERSHIP IN MALI
5.2.1. Backgro@Mure and Motivations of the Trilateral Partnership in Mali

Barely a m&the conduct of scheduled presidential elections in April 2012, Mali was
plunge i rises when a group of soldiers led by Capt. Amadou Haya Sanogo ousted
Pr Ahmadou Toumani Toure in a military coup d’état on 22 March 2012 (Aning and

ubyn, 2013; UN, 2013, 2014). The coup followed a secessionist rebellion by the National

ovement for the Liberation of Azawad (MNLA) which started on 17 January 2012.
Although several factors were cited as accounting for the coup, the most prominent among
them were: the discontent over government failure to equip the military to effectively deal
with the “separatist” rebellion by the Tuareg rebels in northern Mali; poor governance and

endemic corruption; proliferation of small arms and weapons from the Sahel region and
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Libya; and grievances over deteriorating socio-economic conditions in the country
(WANEP, 2012; Aning and Aubyn, 2013b). The insecurity that followed the coup d’état

led to the division of the country into two with the Transitional Government controlling the e
south and the north being dominated by MNLA together with the Islamist fighters of Ans

Dine, Movement for Oneness and Jihad in West Africa (MUJAO) and Al-Qaeda ir@
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) (Human Right Watch, 2012; ECOWAS, 2013). Spegifically,
MUJAO controlled the towns of Douentza, Gao and Ménaka; AQIM occupi dm owns of
Timbuktu and Tessalit, while Ansar Dine remained in control of Kidal.} re 5.1 shows

the location of these towns in Mali. This led to a full-blown tc , political and

institutional crises in Mali. &

Given its implication on regional and global security, th Qattracted an immediate and
widespread condemnation from the international co % In a separate statements and
communiqués, the UN, the AU and ECOWA imously condemned the coup and
called on the perpetrators to relinquish pO\éﬂd ensure an immediate restoration of
constitutional order (Aning and Aubyn; 3b; ECOWAS, 2013; UN, 2013, 2014).
political crises, ECOWAS supported by the AU
ice for West Africa (UNOWA) took the lead role.

proach to deal with the situation. The first approach

Subsequently, in efforts to deal wit

and the UN represented by the
ECOWAS adopted a two-
involved mediation and iation efforts to return the country back to constitutional rule
and the second, invo proposal to deploy the ECOWAS Standby Force to support the

Malian Authori'i@recapture the northern part of the country from the rebel occupation.

With re@ to the first approach, a framework agreement brokered by ECOWAS’s
medi Blaise Compaoré, President of Burkina Faso, on 6 April 2012, following the

of ECOWAS sanctions? on the military junta led to the formation of a transitional

é vernment. The transitional government had 40 days to restore constitutional order by

*' ended after the second round of presidential elections in Mali on 11 August 2014, which led
to the election of Ibrahim Boubacar Keita, a former prime minister from 1994 to 2000, as

organising democratic elections but this was later extended to 12 months by ECOWAS in

consultation with all stakeholders of the crises.® The tenure of the transitional government
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president (UN, 2013, 2014). and a

semblance of stability exists in the country, although it is still fragile.

Currently, a legitimate government is in place

Figure 5.1. Map of Mali
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Regarding the insecurity in the northern part of the country, ECOWAS initially planned to
deploy a 3,300 contingent of ECOWAS-led International Support Mission for Mali
(MISMA) following a request by the Malian Authorities to help restore the country’s
territorial integrity and constitutional order (ECOWAS, 2013). However, this decisio
never went beyond the planning stages as it faced several obstacles including, the i@
junta’'s hostility to any foreign armed presence in Bamako; the absence of co %on
the way forward with Algeria and Mauritania, and logistical as well as finan &tramts
(ECOWAS, 2013). After several reviews and discussions by ECOW é
consultation with the UN, the name of the mission was changedgfromM MISMA to the
African-led International Support Mission in Mali (AFISMA).* *ﬁ

allow other African countries to contribute resources, espe% in the form of troops in

e AU developed a strategic

d the AU in
nge of name was to

order to make it a truly continental initiative.> In that re
concept of operation together with the UN, ECO d other international actors that
framed the military action in a more global ive. Chad for example, contributed
about 2,250 troops in addition to the ECOV&&S of 3300 (Maru, 2013).

On 20 December 2012, through U
the deployment of AFISMA for

in recovering the rebel-hel

esolution 2085, the Security Council authorised
ttial period of one year to assist the Malian authorities
jons in the north, and to restore the unity as well as the
democratic legitimacy ountry. However, due to financial and logistical difficulties,
the deployment of AMIA was delayed. Consequently, in early January 2013, the security
situation in t% ry underwent a serious deterioration after a renewed offensive and

advancemel\

rebels ca d the town of Konna about 680 km from Bamako, and the town of Diabaly in

he Islamist rebels southwards towards Bamako, the capital city. The

th (see figure 5.1) after defeating the Malian army (Aubyn, 2013; UN, 2014).
&hensive of the eminent threat, the transitional authorities requested the assistance of
rance to defend Mali’s sovereignty and restore its territorial integrity. In response, France
launched a military operation code named “Operation Serval” without any Security Council
authorization against the Islamist rebels using a combination of air power, Special Forces
and a lightly armoured spearhead force (Maru, 2013; Aubyn, 2013; Francis, 2013).6 The
French military operation was later given legitimacy through the adoption of UNSC
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Resolution 2100. In the Article 18 of UNSC Resolution 2100, the Security Council
authorised French troops to use all necessary means, within the limits of their capacities
and areas of deployment to intervene in support of MINUSMA. e

v'
Following the French intervention, the deployment of AFISMA was accelerated fr no
original deployment planned date of September 2013, and by the end of Jan %3,
AFISMA made up of about 6,300 troops arrived in Mali (Maru, 2013; UN, & They
were deployed in Bamako and to the three northern regions of the &y. After the
deployment, the mission’s (political, financial, logistical, adminjstrative aspects) was
managed jointly by the AU and ECOWAS. However, the UN al %ed a minimal role in
the management of the mission.” Together with the French and the Malian Defense
and Security forces, AFISMA successfully evicted the i nts from the major northern
cities such as Gao, Timbuktu, Mopti by February Zoﬁept Kidal where the MNLA was
still in control (Aubyn, 2013; UN, 2013, 20 4\ er this relative success, the French
Operation Serval faded into the background ed its personnel from 4000 to 1000) and
allowed AFISMA to take control of trwe on.

Meanwhile, ECOWAS and the dorsed the transformation of AFISMA into a fully-
fledged UN stabilization mi order to address the logistical and financial constraints
that confronted the mj ! Specifically, in the Article 13 of the AU communique
[(PSC/PR/ICOMM. ( X1)], the AUPSC reiterated its supports for the transformation
of AFISMA in operation, and requested the UN to comply with certain parameters
including t ilisation, in favour of AFISMA, of financial and logistical support that
makes i ible to build the operational capacity of the Mission and to facilitate its early

tra @nation into a UN operation, particularly through the, establishment by the United

atiens of an appropriate logistical support...”® This request was not granted but on April

é 13, MINUSMA was established through the adoption of UNSC resolution 2100.°

é However, the AU noted “with concern that Africa was not appropriately consulted in the
0 drafting and consultation process that led to the adoption of the UN Security Council
* resolution authorizing the deployment of a UN Multidimensional Integrated Mission for
Stabilization in Mali (MINUSMA) to take over AFISMA, and stresses that this situation is
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not in consonance with the spirit of partnership that the AU and the United Nations have

been striving to promote for many years, on the basis of the provisions of Chapter VIII Of

the UN Charter.”1° e

In the Article 16 of the UNSC Resolution 2100, MINUSMA was mandated to suppo v
political process in Mali and undertake a number of security-related stabilizat %ks

including, the protection of civilians, human rights monitoring, the creation &itions
for the provision of humanitarian assistance and the return of disz&persons, the
extension of State authority and the preparation of free, inclusive an ful elections.!
On 1 July 2013, MINUSMA formally took over authority from and subsumed the
United Nations Office in Mali (UNOM) which was ear'&s ablished following the
adoption of the UNSC resolution 2100 in 2012. MINU currently deployed across

Mali to support the Government to extend its authc@ ery part of the country and help

maintain peace and security. \

As illustrated in figure 5.2, majority o SMA’s operational activities as at January
2015 are located in northern Mali is the hotbed of the country’s present security

predicament. Figure 5.2 also sh e location of each of the TCCs/PCCs to MINUSMA

at the mission’s headqua il Bamako and in the northern regions. The strategic
direction, administrativ dures and the appointments of the senior leadership are all
done according to U dards. The AU and ECOWAS have no role in the operations of

the mission alt they attend stakeholders meetings organised by MINUSMA through
their repres&s in Mali. Their involvement in the activities of the mission is minimal,
raising q@ons about the effectiveness of the partnership.
&ﬁficam to note that several reasons accounted for the transformation of AFISMA to
é%NUSMA. The single most important factor that led to the transfer was the absence of
é requisite strategic airlift capability, military, logistical and financial capacity of AFISMA.*
0 Thus, the transformation of AFISMA to a UN mission was basically due its resource
* constraints. This phenomenon is reflective of the resource dependency notion of exchange
theory, which posits that organisations with scarcity of resources (financial, material and
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Figure 5.2. MINUSMA Deployment Map as at January 2015
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human) will always seek to establish relationship with other organisations in order to obtain
the needed resources. The AU and ECOWAS lacked the requisite resources and capacity to

maintain and implement the mission’s objectives. One of the respondents interviewed at the e
ECOWAS Political Office in Mali noted the following: v

reconnaissance airplanes and financial resources. Most of the AFISM
remained in southern Mali due to lack of transportation, food, equipment

and they also lacked training in desert warfare, making their yment
extremely perilous. As a result, despite its initial success of recap ost of
the northern cities from rebel occupation, the AU and ECOWAS ha#'to request
the UN which has the capacity to sustain and backstop pe ping missions
in terms of funding and providing logistics to take over t
to the UNSC by the AU to authorize the same kind

AFISMA operated with limited logistics, strategic airlift, attack hellcoptir
ts

UN support package as AMISOM for AFISMA is a@ nce.13
From the statement above, it can be argued that AF would not have been transformed
to MINUSMA, if the UN had not responded ely to the AU’s request. In short, the

establishment of MINUSMA was basm% respond to the resource constraints of

AFISMA. ‘

Second, the multifaceted and % nature of the crises necessitated the transfer of
AFISMA to MINUSMA. mplex nature of the conflict and its international linkages
demanded a coordinate rnational response, rather than a regional intervention. Third,
the transfer was Mnternationalise the conflict, according to a respondent at the AU
political offic ali to give an opportunity to all countries in the world to support the
mission. 1“& oted earlier, AFISMA was constrained by resources right from the
egingin ts deployment. The idea here was basically to move the mission from the
@Ievel to the global level, where every country irrespective of their interest in the

ises would be obliged to provide support to the mission. Lastly, the transfer was

otivated by the formal request of the Malian government, ECOWAS and AU for the UN
ze. to take over the mission. The UN acknowledge all these letters in the UNSC Resolution

&

2100 before establishing MINUSMA. The following extracts below from the UNSC
Resolution 2100 buttresses this point:
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Taking note of the letter, dated 26 March 2013, addressed to the Secretary-
General by the President of the ECOWAS Commission requesting the
transformation of AFISMA into a United Nations stabilization mission and
taking note of the communiqué, dated 7 March 2013, of the AU Peace and e
Security Council, as well as the attached letter dated 7 March 2013 and

addressed to the Secretary-General by the AU Commissioner for Peace and v
Security, expressing AU support for the transformation of AFISMA into a 0

United Nations stabilization operation in Mali. v

Taking note of the letter, dated 25 March 2013, addressed to the sgetary-
General by the transitional authorities of Mali, which r s the

deployment of a United Nations operation to stabilize apd T€Store the
authority and the sovereignty of the Malian State thr% its national

territory. \

These extracts show that the Chairperson of the AU C iSSion and the President of the

ECOWAS Commission at various stages of the transi process sent communications to
the UN Secretary-General and joint letters to t

the transformation of AFISMA into a UN o

dent of the UN Security Council for
15

5.2.2. Significance of the Partn@etween the UN, AU and ECOWAS in Mali

Arguably, the relative peac lians enjoy today is partly due to the outcome of the
interventions of these t @amsaﬂons The political, diplomatic, humanitarian and
military intervention & three organisations led by ECOWAS are arguably what
culminated in the tlon of constitutional order, social normalcy and Mali’s territorial
integrity.*® @ECOWAS they first brokered a framework agreement (political
transﬂm@ p) on 6 April 2012 which led the military junta to relinquish power and

the eveptual formation of a transitional government. Consequently, through the deployment

MA and the French Operation Serval, they helped the Malian authorities to

@cessfully recover the northern territories seized by the Tuareg and terrorist groups,
éfollowing the military coup in March 2012.1'The relative success chalked was later
zé consolidated by the deployment of MINUSMA, which supervised the organisation of a
* presidential and parliamentary election in August and November 2013 respectively.
Currently, a legitimate government is in place working assiduously to extend state authority

to every part of the country and to address the underlying causes of the crises with the
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support of the UN, AU and ECOWAS as well as other bilateral and multilateral partners.

However, difficulties persist in the north especially, in places like Kidal.

The sequencing of operations from AFISMA to MINUSMA also demonstrated the utility ovE
maximizing the comparative advantages between the three organisations. Thus, thro
deployment of AFISMA, the AU and ECOWAS demonstrated the value of u

high-risk stabilization missions needed for a long-term post-conflict re

ing
ruction.
Initially, the UN was reluctant to deploy any peacekeeping mission to ecause there
was ‘no peace to keep.” However, the intervention of AFISMA togeth ith the Malian

army and French forces stabilized the security situation and€paved the way for the

deployment of MINUSMA. The intervention significantly | ed the security situation
leading to the withdrawal of the rebels and terrorist gr rthwards into the Adrar des
Ifoghas Mountains and the restoration of state co major northern cities such as

Diabaly, Douentza, Gao, Konna and Timbu \ evertheless, although the UN was
reluctant to undertake any peace enforceme n in Mali, it also showed its capacity to
sustain and backstop peacekeeping migsions”in terms of funding and providing logistics
through the takeover of AFISMA o *ﬂ

organisations were positively il

s. In short, the comparative advantages of all the

ed by the AU and ECOWAS initially deploying to

stabilize the conflict situati d giving the opportunity for the UN to take over the
mission with a multidi al stabilization force, MINUSMA.

In addition, wi AFISMA already on ground, the challenges that confronted

MINUSMA&

to some ondents in Mali, AFISMA did most of the ground work that eased the

es ent of MINUSMA. MINUSMA'’s concept of operations, for example, was laid
by AFISMA personnel. Furthermore, some of the respondents at the MINUSMA

initial stages of deployment could have been possibly worse.'® According

eadquarters also indicated that at the initial stages of its deployment, MINUSMA only
existed at the political level and at the operational level, it was only filled with AFISMA
structures and logistics, which did not change after five month of its deployment.
Additionally, most AFISMA vehicles and containers of field defence stores,

accommodation units, generators and other supplies were all transferred to MINUSMA. 2
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On the other hand, it is also significant to note that AFISMA’s deployment was accelerated

by the support of the UN. Apart from the authorization of the mission by the UNSC
Resolution 2085, its concept of operation was jointly developed by the military and security e
planners from the UN, AU and ECOWAS (ECOWAS, 2013). To be precise, AFISMA’V
plan of operations was a product of the merging of ideas from the AU, ECOWAS

UN as well as other international actors. The UN through UNSC resolution 20 %

up the international Trust Fund to support the operations of AFISMA a pacity-
building of the Malian Defence and Security Forces. This fund help {moblllze the
necessary financial, logistical and capacity- building support for th an Defence and
Security Forces as well as AFISMA.?? Therefore, the UN did no *

of AFISMA, but also supported both the Malian gover@ and AFISMA with the

planning and preparations for the military intervention. Q

acilitate the creation

The involvement of ECOWAS in the part was also significant. ECOWAS

involvement did not only bring to the fore, t to strengthen and involve RECs in the
UN/AU partnerships, but also showed t tical roles RECs could play in the overall

global-regional security architectura example, in a meeting in Akosombo, Ghana in

2014 to review the ECOWA rvention in Mali, H.E. Kadre Desire Ouedraogo,
President of the ECOWAS ssion, noted that:

“the ECOWA ated framework agreement constituted the blue print
and the raIIy int for the structured international efforts to help Mali
resolve 1ts y, political and institutional crises.”?

This statem % ws how the ECOWAS-facilitated Transitional Roadmap and Concept of
Operatio @ONOPS) served as the basis for the strategic and operational frameworks for
the quent deployment of AFISMA and MINUSMA. In sum, the partnership brought

é the need to actively involve the RECs in the UN/AU peacekeeping partnerships.
Qe 5.2.3. Challenges of the Partnership in Mali

t The challenges and difficulties that confronted the partnership in Mali can be categorized
into two. They include challenges that occurred between the AU and ECOWAS, on one

159



K\
&

hand, and the challenges that involved the UN, AU and ECOWAS, on the other hand. The
challenges were encountered in different forms at several levels including, the strategic,

political and diplomatic levels; and institutional, coordination and operational levels.

5.23.1. AU/ECOWAS Conundrum zv

Between ECOWAS and the AU, the main political and diplomatic challQ&oncerned
how to interpret and implement the principle of subsidiarity (i.e. the di\@w of labour and
sharing of responsibilities).?* Historically, between the AU and its RECs, there is no clarity
on the definition and application of the principles of su rity. As a result, the
relationship between the AU and ECOWAS, especially, h %\ that of mutual suspicions,

mistrust and competition, with lack of transparency dwill.?® It was, therefore, not

surprising that in Mali, a misunderstanding ensue

en the two organisations over who
takes the lead role in the resolution of the cris@

Specifically, when the conflict erupted,aCOWAS took the lead role and planned MISMA.
This was supported by the AU a {JN and later endorsed by the UNSC Resolution
2056. However, when MISMA rQhanged to AFISMA, the UNSC resolution 2071 and
2085 authorised the AU we the political and strategic leadership, while ECOWAS
contributed the milit d police component of AFISMA. To ECOWAS, this
authorization con itwa hostile take-over of AFISMA by the AU (ECOWAS, 2013).
ECOWAS ex &the AU to cede to the Community the overall leadership of the
resolutio§&rises, since it was in its “zone of responsibility” and rather, canvass

H

contingntalwand international consensus and support for the mission (ECOWAS, 2013).
& this was not the case as the AU also had different ideas and motives and rather,

@arded ECOWAS as a “subordinate” institution (ECOWAS, 2013). Commenting on this,

ome officials interviewed at the AU argued that the AU has supranational authority over
ECOWAS because it is a continental institution whilst ECOWAS is a sub-regional
body.?In a rebuttal, officials of ECOWAS interviewed disagreed with this position and
noted that, West Africa is “their” area of responsibility and that ECOWAS is more

experienced in conducting peacekeeping operations than the AU. They even went further to
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indicate that the AU copied the ECOWAS security architecture because the structures and
mechanisms of the AU’s peace and security architecture was modeled just like the
ECOWAS Protocol Relating to the Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management, e
Resolution, Peacekeeping and Security.?” Therefore, to them, the AU is only to support anv
o
v'
Due to this turf battle, both organisations took certain important decisions with&y prior
consultation and discussion with the other. For example, it was noted durirﬁne interviews
that the appointment of the political head of AFISMA by the AU aQne without any
consultation with ECOWAS. Similarly, ECOWAS also appointe orce Commander of
AFISMA without consulting the AU.% Indeed, the enti?n tion from MISMA to
AFISMA was marked by tensions and rivalry betwe OWAS and the AU. The
consequence was that it created competition between & organisations and undermined

continental consensus and cohesion during the cr@

not to impose its will or control ECOWAS in crises situations.

Closely related to the challenge above wa@ﬁblem relating to the absence of effective
communication channels at the insti nal levels for both organisations to consult each
other on important matters and d@ns.29 Part of this problem was due to the lack of
effective consultative mechani etween the AU and its RECs. There was no platform
during the crises for co ions or meetings between the President of the ECOWAS
Commission and the & erson of the AU Commission as well as the senior officers of
both institutions tho?gh the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the AU
and it REC 08 established these consultative mechanisms, they have not been
effective&ngthening the coordination and harmonization of AU’s activities with those
of t@ s (AU, 2008). As a result, each organisation was taking its own decisions and
n

without proper consultation with the other. This affected the formulation of

e&ions and the harmonization of positions as well as the transparency of their relations.

Qe' At the military and operational levels, ECOWAS and the AU engaged in mutual suspicions
* and ‘corporate’ competitions rather than cooperation, with each side seeking control of
AFISMA and holding on to its resources and information (ECOWAS, 2013). Furthermore,

the AFISMA operation lacked effective command and control. The AFISMA Force
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Commander, Major-General Shehu Abdulkadir appointed by ECOWAS, and the Political
head, Pierre Buyoya appointed by the AU were all caught up in the contradictions between
mission imperatives and loyalties to their respective organisations (ECOWAS, 2013). They

both received instructions from their respective employers and reported directly to therrv

There was no information-sharing, coordination and harmonisation of actions betW(iefo

two leaders.*® Indeed, both organisations failed to demonstrates strategic leader. the

management of AFISMA, strengthening the UN’s position of not consulting in the

drafting of MINUSMA'’s initial mandate in UNSC Resolution 2100. o&

5.2.3.2. Challenges of the Triangular Relationship iWing the UN, AU and
ECOWAS

The response to the crisis in Mali also revealed the shor, @gs of the multilateral security
architecture of the UN, ECOWAS and AU. All ree organisations had different
interests and strategic and operational concepts
Williams, 2013b, 2014). This was illustr
opinions on the course of action regarding
Istrust. First, the AU accused the UNSC of not
ecurity Council Resolution 2100 which authorized the
deployment of MINUSM e over AFISMA.3! After the adoption of UNSC resolution
2100, an AU Peace al&urity Council communiqué indicated that “Africa was not
appropriately CO%M the drafting and consultation process.”®? The AU felt that Africa

was marginal@

Seconi, Qral requests made by the African Union were also ignored or disregarded by

he resolution of the crises (Boutellis &

the often contradictory approaches and
e crises. At the political level, the transition

process was marked by tensions

consulting Africa in the draftin

its views were not respected by the UNSC.

th n the drafting of the UNSC Resolution 2100. These requests included, among
ﬁs, authorising a peace enforcement mandate based on Chapter VII of the UN Charter
or MINUSMA,; providing a logistical and financial support package to AFISMA, just like
AMISOM; and ensuring the continuity of AFISMA’s leadership in MINUSMA.*® For
example, with respect to the leadership of MINUSMA, the UN appointed Albert Koenders
from the Netherlands, as head of the mission, instead of the AU’s candidate, Pierre Buyoya,
the former Burundian president and head of AFISMA. Likewise, the UN sidelined
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Nigeria’s Major-General Shehu Adbulkadir, the AFISMA force commander and appointed
Rwanda’s Major General, Jean-Bosco Kazuran as force commander of MINUSMA.34 The
consequences of this led to the withdrawal of majority of Nigerian troops from MINUSMA. e
Nonetheless, it is instructive to note that the AU’s request were not given consideratlov

Q

two AFISMA leaders failed to meet UN standards in terms of level of mission ence

because, according to some UN personnel interviewed, the request came late and als

and human rights records.**Besides, they also failed to demonstrate com et& trategic
leadership skills in the management of AFISMA. o&

Lastly, the failure to appoint the head of AFISMA as the pohUc&* of MINUSMA also
meant that the UN stymied the AU’s hopes of playing tral political role in the
inclusive political process in Mali (Boutellis and Wlllla&?)b 2014). Thus, in UNSC
resolution 2100, it was noted that the inclusive p ocess which was hitherto led by
the AU and ECOWAS was to be “facilitated §

Special Representative for Mali when % |n close collaboration with the AU,

UN Secretary-General, through his

ECOWAS and the EU Special Represeita for the Sahel.”3® Actually, this was not what

the AU was expecting as it felt side@

due recognition.® v

53. CASE STUE& THE UN/AU PARTNERSHIP IN SOMALIA

5.3.1. Back@o the Establishment of AMISOM
{1

specially, when its entire request were not given

The cau&¢ ate failure in Somalia dates back to independence. After independence,
BritisipSomaliland in the north, and former Italian Somaliland in the south, united to form
ﬁli Republic on 1 July 1960 led by Aden Abdullah Osman Daar, as President, and

irashid Ali Shermarke, as Prime Minister (Fitzgeral, 2002; Bradbury & Healy, 2010;

éNjoku 2013; BBC News, 2015). However, the reality after independence was that none of
Qé the colonial powers actually prepared the country for self-government. Civil administration
* in the northern and southern part of Somalia had all inherited different European languages,
cultures and administrative structures from the colonial period. With no cohesive trained

civil service and no accepted political norms, individual rivalries for power took their toll
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(Fitzgeral, 2002; Bradbury & Healy, 2010). Clan-family and sub-clan rivalries as well as

irredentist pressure to incorporate Somalis living under various administrations also became

rife (Lewis, 1993; Omar, 2001; AMISOM, 2014b). In that regard, the quest for national e

integration became a major challenge for the government. v
o

In 1967, the president was defeated by his prime minister, Abdirashid Ali Sherm the
country’s national elections. However, about two years of his reign, Presiden rmarke
was assassinated on 15 October 1969. General Mohamed Siad Barre, power in a
counter military coup d’etat and ruled the country until 1991, when hé®was ousted by a
combined northern and southern clan-based forces. The collaps %

feudal struggles and civil war between the factions suppo@he Interim President, Ali
Mahdi Mohamed, and those supporting General Moh arah Aidid, the warlord of

e government led to

resulted in serious humanitarian crisis in southe

southern Mogadishu (Fitzgeral, 2002; Bradbury& 2010; AMISOM, 2014b). This
alia and the subsequent intervention

by the United Nations and the Organisation can Unity (OAU).

Following a peace agreement betw e two warring parties to the conflict, the United

Nations Operation in Somalia |
Resolution 751 in April 19
ignored the ceasefire and continued the fighting. This led to

efforts. However, both @
the inability of UV&\A | to provide a secure environment for the conduct of

humanitarian o @ns. Faced with an impending humanitarian catastrophe, UNOSOM |

SOM 1) was deployed under UN Security Council

monitor the ceasefire and facilitate humanitarian relief

was subsu the United States-led military coalition, the Unified Task Force
(UNITAo ecember 1992, made up of contingents from 24 countries (Lowther, 2007;
Au Aning, 2013c; Friedman, 2013). The Unified Task Force which operated under

¢%ode name “Operation Restore Hope” was authorized by the UNSC resolution 794 to
é e “all necessary means” to ensure the protection of relief efforts. The presence of

* (Karcher, 2004; Mahmood, 2011). However, incidence of violence still continued,
especially, in the north-east and north-west of the country, partly due to the absence of an

UNITAF had a positive impact on the security situation and on the effective delivery of

humanitarian assistance in southern and central Somalia where its operations covered
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effective functioning government, organised police force and disciplined national armed
forces (Aubyn and Aning, 2013c; Franke & Dorff, 2013). Against this backdrop, the former

UN Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali recommended the transition from UNITAF e
to the United Nations Operation in Somalia Il (UNOSOM II), with enforcement powe

under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter to establish a secure envirc@

throughout Somalia.®® o

In accordance with the Secretary-General’s recommendations, the UN&acting under
Chapter VII of the Charter, adopted Security Council resolution 814 on Q/Iarch 1993 and
established UNOSOM |II. Its mandate included, among others ovide humanitarian
assistance, rehabilitating the political institutions and % , promoting political
settlement and national reconciliation in conjunction wi | relevant United Nations
entities, offices and specialised agencies in Somali nsidering the threat posed by
UNOSOM I, the militia of Mohamed Farah Aidi nched an attack on peacekeepers in
June 1993, killing about 24 personnel from e(an (Mayall, 1996; Mark 1999; McCoy,
2000). Backed by the UNSC resolution UNOSOM I responded to the attacks and
killed hundreds of Aidid fighters i id in Mogadishu in October 1993.%° However,
nineteen (19) American Soldier; also killed in that raid (Aubyn and Aning, 2013c;

Friedman, 2013). The UN

w in March 1995, having suffered significant casualties
(Mayall, 1996; Mark 19¢cCoy, 2000). From 1995 to 2003, several international efforts
to restore peace andw ity in Somalia through National reconciliation conferences in
Ethiopia (Janu @7), Egypt (December 1997), Djibouti (2000), Kenya (2002 & 2003)
proved uns &ﬂ.

Q

In %n agreement reached by the major factions in a conference held in Nairobi, Kenya
he inauguration of a Transitional Federal Parliament, election of a President and the

éﬁng of the vote of confidence to a prime minister and the establishment of a

é Transitional Federal Government (TFG) in early 2005. However, the legitimacy of the TFG

*' Union (ICU) in Mogadishu. In 2006, a United States-backed intervention by the Ethiopian
military, helped drive out the ICU and this strengthened the rule of the TFG. Following this

was constantly threatened by the violent activities of its main rival, the Islamic Courts
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defeat, the ICU splintered into several different factions and some of the radical elements,

including Al-Shabaab, regrouped to continue their insurgency against the TFG and the
Ethiopian military’s presence in Somalia. e

v.
Y
&

In 2006, a proposed Inter-Governmental Authority on Development (IGA%a Support
Mission to Somalia called IGASOM was approved by the AUPSC e UNSC to

support the TFG to restore peace and stability (AMISOM, 201%0 The mission was,

5.3.2. The Establishment of the African Union Mission in Somalia

however, opposed by the Islamic Courts Union (ICU) who wi the period fighting the
TFG for the control of Mogadishu. The ICU saw the propc@ ASOM as a US-backed,
western means to curb the growth of Islamist mov . Therefore, before IGASOM
could be deployed, the security situation in Mo %deteriorated due to the violence
activities of the ICU. In response, at its 69th Sting on 19 January 2007, the AUPSC
authorised the deployment of the AU Missi %

February 2007, the UNSC adopted Resolution 1744 and endorsed the deployment of

omalia, for a period of six months. On 20

AMISOM with a mandate to t sall necessary measures’ to support dialogue and
reconciliation in Somalia by Wting senior Somali Transitional Federal Government
(TFG) officials and other ed in the political reconciliation process.** The mandate of
AMISOM also include nducting an enforcement campaign against Al-Shabaab and
other actors det &to destroy the TFG; re-establishment and training of an all-
inclusive Somaligsecurity forces; and the creation of the necessary security conditions for
the prov@ humanitarian assistance.*?> Although, AMISOM was initially deployed for
SiX ths, its mandate has been renewed with the endorsement of the UN Security
W§The current mandate of AMISOM given by the AUPSC and further endorsed by
é@ UN Security Council in resolution 2182 (2014) expires on 30 November 2015.

Qé Between 2007 and 2011, AMISOM, together with Ethiopian troops, engaged in a series of

$ offensive operations across Mogadishu against the Al-Shabaab insurgents with limited

success (Williams, 2013:1). Indeed, from 2007 to 2011, Al-Shabaab scored military
victories, by seizing control of key towns and ports in both central and southern Somalia.

166



Figure 5.3 illustrates the areas that were controlled by Al Shabaab as at June 2013.
AMISOM faced serious challenges ranging from inadequate personnel and logistics to
insufficient funding which severely restricted its ability to operate effectively (Williams, e
2013:1; AMISOM, 2014a). For instance, out of the 8000 troops authorised to for
AMISOM, there were only 1,600 Ugandan troops and 100 Burundian soldiers
December 2007.**The number increased to 4,300 in April 2009, consisting o ops
from Uganda and Burundi. The fact was that most African states were not&red to
deploy their troops to Somali due to concerns about the safety of their &nel given the
chaotic and violent situation at the time. The AU also had to depend on the United
Kingdom, United States, the UN, the European Union, China a {ral bilateral partners
for support, in terms of strategic airlift, training, equipment stenance, including troop
allowances to sustain and maintain the mission (Gadi : 76-77). For instance, the
mission had to depend on the equipment and mate&rom the defunct UN Mission in
Ethiopia-Eritrea (UNMEE) for its operations.*

financial contributor to AMISOM also hadéﬁnde an amount of €258 million and $347

million between 2007 to 2010 through ‘
and operational costs of AMISOM giyilian, police and military personnel (Gadin, 2013: 77:
EU, 2010; Aning and Danso, 20&2& 2010).

In January 2009, the wian troops withdrew from Somalia, leaving behind the
underequipped AMI as the only protection for the TFG. In the latter part of 2011,

ermore, the EU which is the largest

rican Peace Facility (APF) for the overhead

however, a mili ombat operation by AMISOM against Al-Shabaab which was later
complimen & unilateral military interventions by Kenyan and Ethiopian forces
succeede&ushing out the Islamic group out of Mogadishu and key towns (AU, 2014).

A took advantage of these developments, consolidated its presence in the recovered

éby developing a new strategic and military concepts of operations which increased its

é ce strength to 17,731 personnel from less than 10, 000 personnel from the previous years
é (AU, 2014).*® In August and September 2012, AMISOM helped facilitate the selection of a
0 new Federal Government of Somalia to replace the TFG. The new Federal Government is

* currently led by Hassan Sheikh Mohamud as President.
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Figure. 5.3.

Map of Government and Al Shabaab Control Areas (May 2014)
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Since the establishment o@inew Federal Government of Somalia, AMISOM has
subsequently, undertak @t military operations with the Somali National Army (SNA)

to recapture most ofVareas still under the control of the Al-Shabaab as illustrated by

figures 5.3 and
March 201

two of the recent joint operations code-named Operation Eagle on 3
Operation Indian Ocean on 25 August 2014, AMISOM and the SNA

succeed@ recovering more than eight districts including, Rab Dhuure, Wajid, Xuduur,

B to, Warshik, Maxaasand, Ceel Buur, Golweyn, Bulo Mareer, and Kurtunwareey
»2014). On 6 October 2014, Al-Shabaab’s “capital” and last stronghold, Barawe was
so captured. Indeed, most of the areas that used to be controlled by Al-Shabaab as

indicated in figure 5.3 and figure 5.4 have been recaptured by AMISOM and its allied

forces. These defeats have forced the Al-Shabaab to relocate to the rural areas and the

Middle Juba region. However, the group still control some towns inland from Kismayo and

Barawe, such as the towns of Dinsoor, Baardheere, Bu’aale, Jam me, Jilib (see figure 5.3)
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and continues to carry out asymmetric campaigns focused on the conventional targeting of
AMISOM personnel and SNA defensive positions (AU, 2014).

&

Figure. 5.4. Map of Al Shabaab Control Areas (June 2013)
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e: he UN Support Office for AMISOM (UNSOA): Motivations and the Nature

The AU established AMISOM with the expectation that it would transition to a UN
mission. However, a report by the UN Secretary-General in 2007 indicated that the

conditions to deploy a UN peacekeeping operation to replace AMISOM did not exist in

Somalia.*® Instead, in 2009, the Security Council took an unprecedented step through the
adoption of UNSC resolutions 1863 (16 January 2009) and 1872 (26 May 2009) by
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authorising the provision of a logistics support package funded by UN assessed
contributions. The Security Council further established the UN Support Office for
AMISOM (UNSOA) to implement the support package. With the establishment of e
UNSOA, AMISOM saw a major improvement in its logistical and financial capabilities. v

Three main reasons necessitated the establishment of UNSOA or the provisi he
support package for AMISOM. The first was based on a formal request by th&er AU
Commission chairperson, Alpha Oumar Konare to the UN Secret&neral on 20
February 2008, to provide the AU with a logistical support package totalling $817 million
to complete AMISOM’s deployment (Gadin, 2012: 75).4° T *nd reason was the
inability of the UN Secretary-General to generate the ired financial resources,
personnel, and equipment from UN Member States for ﬁyment of a multinational
stabilisation force in Somalia to take over from in 2008. Thus, in 2008, the
UNSC directed the Secretary-General to app UN Member States to contribute
financial, logistics and personnel to a % UN mission. However, out of the 50

countries approached, the Secretary-Generalgreported that only 14 had acknowledged his

request and only two had offered s and funding (S/2009/210) (Gadin, 2012: 75). As

an alternative option, the Secr eneral proposed to the UNSC the provision of a
logistics support package to OM, funded from the UN assessed peacekeeping budget

comprising equipment a\ ices but not including transfer of funds.

v

The last reason I@ do with the fact that the conditions for a possible UN peacekeeping
force to ta % from AMISOM were practically absent or non-existent.’® The UN’s
philosopo that for a peacekeeping mission to be deployed there must be “peace to

ich implies that the parties to a conflict must be willing to cease fighting and

e their objectives through political and other non-violent means (Murithi 2009; UN
é 00).5! In Somalia, this was not present because the parties in the conflict continued to
é pursue their objectives through violent means. As a result, the UN Secretary-General, in
0 several of his reports to the UNSC, noted that the conditions for a peacekeeping
* deployment were not present (S/2009/210). It was based on these factors (not exhaustive
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though) that UNSC adopted Resolution 1863 (2009) authorising the establishment of the
UN Support Office for AMISOM to deliver the logistical support to AMISOM.
Consequently, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was signed between the United
Nations and the African Union (AU) on 12 July 2009 for the provision of support t
AMISOM. Under the terms of the agreement, UNSOA’s support to AMISOM wa @
delivered in three main areas namely, institutional capacity building and technic kto
the AU in the planning, deployment and management of AMISOM; provisi n&livery
of logistical support to AMISOM; and voluntary financial and in-kind rt to the AU

and TCCs to AMISOM. The nature of the support in each of th‘ catégories is briefly

discussed below. &
=)

5.3.3.1. Institutional Capacity-Building and Technic e to the African Union

Although UNSOA’s support package began in 2 e UN’s institutional assistance to the
AU dates back to 2007 when AMISOM was élshed. Based on UNSC Resolution 1744
(2007), ten planning officers from the DP@I\/EI’G deployed by the UN Secretary-General
to provide strategic, technical, and
Department (PSOD) of the AU

The team was later reconfi

ional assistance to the Peace Support Operations

Ission in the planning and management of AMISOM.
in 2009 to include 14 planners covering military and
police planning; force ation; aviation; medical; disarmament, demobilisation and
reintegration; securify; gpublic information; human resources; procurement; budget;
contingent-own uipment; information and communication technology; and other
mission sup\ eas (Gadin, 2012).52 The team has since 2010 been integrated into UN
Office tc@AU (UNOAU) in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia as the AMISOM support component.
In nce with the various UN Security Council resolutions including, resolutions 1863
), 1872 (2009) and 1910 (2010), they worked closely with the operations and
anning unit of the PSOD of the AU Commission in the planning and management of

AMISOM.

Since 2010, the UNOAU-AMISOM support component has assisted the PSOD in
developing or updating AMISOM military and police components concepts of operations,

rules of engagement, mission implementation plans, strategic directives, and other standard
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operating procedures (SOPs) (AU, 2014). Aside this, they provide daily technical advice

and mentoring of AU personnel on: the planning, mounting, and management of AMISOM

and in conducting training needs assessments and developing training policies for African e
troop/police contributing countries (TCCs/PCCs).>® The UNSOA team has also participatev

in a number of technical assessment missions of the AU and the inspection of TCCs
pre-deployment trainings, which resulted in the provision of additional troops, st icers

and equipment for AMISOM (AU, 2014). For example, from 8 to 14 Octob rN , & joint
AU/UNSOA technical team travelled to Chad, to assess an offer by é}

Chad to supply AMISOM with combat and utility helicopters (AU, 2014)* Additionally, as
a means of building institutional capacity, UNSOA has also suWe the training of more

vernment of

than 1,000 AMISOM personnel in planning, operations and ics courses. This training
support has also been extended to the Somali National SNA). UNSOA is currently
providing training in human rights and humanitaria n accordance with the Secretary-

General’s Human Rights Due Diligence Polic& NA (AMISOM, 2014a; AU, 2014).

Through the institutional support and ity building, the staff of the AUC have
significantly improved and increase ir technical skills and knowledge in the area of
mission planning and manage nd the development of peacekeeping policies and
OAU staff within the PSOD according to some PSOD

ge the human resource gap within the AUC.%*

guidelines. The presence of

officials has also helped

v

5.3.3.2. '&on and Delivery of Logistical Support to AMISOM

The pro@)f logistics form a major part of the UNSOA support package to AMISOM
as a ised by the UNSC Resolution 1863 (2009) and others like UNSC resolution 2010
&l . UNSOA has its logistical support base at Mombasa, from where stocks are sent to
«ISOM in Mogadishu, and an administrative base in Nairobi. Since 2009, UNSOA has
éeprovided logistical and mission support to AMISOM to raise its basic operational
0 standards. The support provided has entailed the delivery of rations, fuel, general stores and
medical supplies; engineering and construction of key facilities; health and sanitation;
medical evacuation and treatment services and medical equipment for AMISOM medical

facilities; communications and information technology; information support services;
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aviation services for evacuations and troop rotations; vehicles and other equipment (Gadin,

2012; Gelot, Gelot & de Coning, 2012; AU, 2014).

In a report submitted to the AU Peace and Security Council at its 462nd meeting in Addi e
Ababa, Ethiopia on 16 October 2014 on the situation in Somalia, the Chairperson of t (Q
Commission pointed out a number of activities undertaken by UNSOA si %3.
Specifically, it was indicated in the report that UNSOA has among others, ce& out 35
medical evacuation, transfer, redeployment and repatriation flights; con d facilities at
Sector hubs in Baidoa and Beletweyne; provided increased LomMmunications and
Information technology services (CITS) support; and supplied $M with 36 different

motor vehicles (AU, 2014). UNSOA has also provided equisite support for the
AMISOM/SNA joint “Operation Eagle” which resulted 4 recapture of several districts
under Al-Shabaab control. Practically, the delivery gistics support package through

UNSOA has improved AMISOM’s operational
conditions for AMISOM personnel (AU
logistics support, the advancement of XI

ity as well as the living and working
2014). Indeed, without the UNSOA

within the past two years would have been

more effective operation (Willia 13: 244).%°

Q&

5.3.3.3. Fina 'zhupport to AMISOM

difficult to achieve. UNSOA hai'& ed AMISOM’s logistics, turning it into a much

UNSOA’s su AMISOM also include a combined financial structure of UN assessed
contributk& d voluntary funding for the mission. Funding for the provision of the
logistigs kage for AMISOM all comes from the UN assessed contributions or
P @ping budget. Between 2009 and 2012, $729.6 million was disbursed from the
@essed budget to UNSOA to implement its mandate. However, it does not cater for other

critical requirements of AMISOM such as reimbursement for contingent-owned equipment,
Qe' medical support, civilian and police operational costs, including safety and security

* equipment, and travel and administration costs (Gadin, 2012; Gelot, Gelot & de Coning,
2012). These support areas are covered by voluntary contributions by UN member states

through the AMISOM trust fund established by the UNSC Resolution 1863. The trust fund
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is administered by the UN. It accumulated an amount of $76.2 million between 2009 and

2012 (Freear and de Coning, 2013). Contributors to the trust fund have been Australia,
Canada, Czech rep, Denmark, Germany, India, Japan, Korea, Malta, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, é
Turkey, and the United Kingdom. Contributions have, however, been irregular an

generally inadequate to cover especially, the contingent owned equipment. T 'se
ho

sometimes disrupted the supply and maintenance of vital military equipment. 'Ilo& me

this difficulty, the costs of contingent equipment have now been shifted to the ssessed
contributions budget to provide a more adequate and predictable fundi AMISOM in

order to sustain and expand its successful campaign against AI-Shabib elot, Gelot & de

Coning, 2012). &
Table 6.1: Trust Fund and UN Assessed Contributii&&MSOM ($ million).

Year Trust Fund Trust Fund Assessed f Total annual
income* expenditure expe&e expenditure
2009 287 55 § 774
2010 2 81 J N7 1602 1633
2011 13.2 20.8 v 210 230.8

2012 303 ﬁ?’ 2875 310.3
Total 76.2 @.2 729.6 786.8

Source: United ions Support Office to AMISOM (2013, cited from Freear and de

Coning, 2001&
Q

Challenges of UNSOA’s Support to AMISOM

Although UNSOA’s support package has contributed significantly to AMISOM’s

Qe. operational success, yet some challenges exist. First, the UNSOA support package is

essentially focused on the AMISOM’s military component in spite of its multidimensional
nature (Gadin, 2012; Gelot, Gelot & de Coning, 2012, AU, 2011). The civilian component

which is one of the most critical elements of the mission is excluded from the logistical
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support package. As stated in the report of the Chairperson of the AU Commission on the
Situation in Somalia in 2011, this approach negates the very essence of the multi-
dimensional nature of AMISOM and affects the effectiveness of the mission in delivering é
support to the Somali people.®® AMISOM needs more support for its civilian component tv

RS

Second, the support of UNSOA is inadequate and also, lacks flexibility. T e&upport
package is currently designed as a standard Chapter VI peacekeeping ion, although

remain effective in implementing its mandate.

AMISOM is engaged in a Chapter VII-type robust operation on th%r(o d. For example,
AMISOM and the Somali National Army (SNA) are const
offensive against Al Shabaab. However, the support packag '\t flexible enough to meet

ecuting a renewed
the robust nature of AMISOM’s operations in Somalia. icular, the support does not

This disconnect between demand and supply i erating considerable difficulties for

include the supply of lethal ammunitions which is e;@l in the fight against Al Shabaab.
AMISOM operations. In that regard, the N/AU MOU on the UNSOA support

package needs to be reviewed to Kke more effective in addressing AMISOM’s

operational needs. e

Lastly, the relationship be NSOA and AMISOM is also sometimes hindered by
coordination problems. of these coordination problems stems from the cooperation
between the Troo Mibuting Countries (TCCs), UNSOA and AMISOM. Thus, there
have been in Q

involvemen he AU PSOD or AMISOM mission headquarters (Gadin, 2012; Gelot,
Gelot & oning, 2012). There have also been instances, where the head of AMISOM
v&%e official AU coordinators of the support package according to the UN/AU MOU

€

N
Q
Q
&

when TCCs directly engage UNSOA without the necessary

out of the communication and information loop by UNSOA.
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5.4. CASE STUDY OF UN/AU PARTNERSHIP IN DARFUR, SUDAN

5.4.1. Background to the Establishment of the UN/AU Hybrid Mission in

Darfur e
nt

In 2003, two armed groups, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) and the So
Liberation Army (SLA) rose against the Government of Sudan and a pro-gove?e

militia, the Janjaweed in Darfur (Appiah-Mensah, 2005: 7-8; Mamdani, 201 idoho,
2012: 43-44; Agwai, 2012). The conflict resulted in widespread atrocities @gainst civilians
and the displacement of thousands of people from their homes. The pr@al cause of the
conflict was the neglect and marginalisation of the people of Darf national politics and

the disparity in terms of socio-economic development between*ehe the “center” of the

2007; Flint, J. & de Waal, 2008; Prunier, 2008; Sikai 9; Mamdani, 2010).

The humanitarian crisis that resulted from the @cement, massacres and famine attracted
global attention and varied responses. Un

country around the Nile and the “peripheral” areas such g@fur (Harir, 1994; De Waal,

auspices of the AU with the Government
of Chad acting as mediator, the Gowernment of Sudan (GOS), the Sudan Liberation
Army/Movement (SLA/M) and @ustice and Equality Movement (JEM) signed a
Humanitarian Ceasefire Ag@ (HCFA) in N’djamena on 8 April 2004 (Appiah-
Mensah, 2005: 7-8; A , 2012:43-44). Following the signing of the HCFA, a
ceasefire commissiowm established by the AU on 9 June 2004, in accordance with
Article 3 of WA, in El Fashir, the state capital of North Darfur to monitor, verify,

investigate a rt on violations, of the agreement by the parties.®’

In orés&peraﬁonalise the ceasefire commission, the AU initially deployed the African
U i
@ later, a small protection force of 310. AMIS | was tasked to monitor and observe

Eecompliance with HCFA; undertake confidence building; facilitate the delivery of

humanitarian assistance; assist internally displaced persons (IDP) in their camps and

ssion in Sudan | (AMIS 1), initially made up of 60 military observers (MILOBS)

eventually facilitate their repatriation; and promote overall security in Darfur (Murithi,
2009:9; AMISOM, 2014b). The mission was deployed with the support of the UN;
European Union (EU); North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO); and bilateral partners
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such as the Government of Japan and South Korea. Whilst the presence of AMIS | deterred
violence against civilians, it failed to make any significant impact on the worsening security
situation due to its limited mandate and its insufficient capacity and resources (Appiah- e
Mensah, 2005; Prunier, 2005). v

Therefore, as the humanitarian and security situation deteriorated, the AUPSC ed
the deployment of AMIS II, comprising 3,320 personnel, made up of Z&mtary
personnel, 450 MILOBS, 815 civilian police and 26 international civili aff (Appiah-
Mensah, 2005:9). AMIS Il was mandated to monitor and observe cglance with the
ceasefire; provide security for humanitarian relief efforts; & Jlitate the return of

internally displaced persons (IDPs). The mission was subse revised and upgraded

several times in terms of numbers and equipment. Ho |t could not cope with the
complexities of the situation (Anyidoho, 2012:4&culne5 with funding, weak
mandate, appropriate accommodation in the logistics, force generation from
troop/police contributing countries and the éof institutional expertise for managing
complex peace support operations by the mited the capacity of the mission to operate

efficiently and effectively (Appi nsah, 2005; Prunier, 2005; Murithi, 2009:9;
Anyidoho, 2012:43-44).

Agreement (DPA), i a, Nigeria, between the Government of Sudan and the SLA led

On 5 May 2006, the g gacemakmg efforts led to the signing of the Darfur Peace

by one of its lea inni Minnawi. The signing of DPA was as a result of the collapse of
the HCPA. er, some factions of the SLA® refused to sign the agreement together
with the . Consequently, the various armed groups begun to fight each other, causing

the won to deteriorate into a military, political and diplomatic problem (Murithi, 2009).
at point, it became evident that AMIS Il was incapable of dealing with the conflict.

é&e the AU in a communique issued on 12 January 2006 in Addis Ababa, expressed

*' technical assessment mission in Darfur from 10 to 20 December 2005.

support for a transition of AMIS to UN operations in Darfur. It is important to note that this

communique was issued following the outcome of a visit undertaken by a joint AU/UN
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Subsequently, series of high level discussions between the AU and the UN and the

recommendations of the joint technical assessment mission in Darfur from 9 to 21 June

2006 resulted in the passing of UNSC Resolution 1706 on August 2006. The UNSC e

Resolution 1706 requested the Secretary-General “to take the necessary steps to strengthe

AMIS through the use of existing and additional United Nations resources with a v'e@

transferring it to a United Nations operation in Darfur.”®® In that regard, %SC
& 000 to

take over when AMIS mandate expires on 31 December 2006. How he Sudanese

resolution 1706 created the UN Mission in Sudan with an authorised strengt

government rejected the attempt to convert the AU mission in% a mission and
requested AMIS to terminate its operations by 30 Septembeg€2006. One main reason
accounted for the Sudanese government reluctance toward ing @ UN mission on its

soil, and that was to prevent Western interference in its i affairs.

Meanwhile, the humanitarian crisis in Darfur w *d and AMIS struggled to implement
its mandate, especially, the protection of civj ? In response to the deteriorating security
situation in Darfur, a meeting involvigg UN Secretary-General, the five permanent
members of the UNSC, the AU C
League, the EU and several i
2011a:17-20). At the meeti
UN and the AU. A n was also taken to establish a three step approach to

sion president, Alpha Oumar Konare, the Arab
nations was held on 18 November 2006 (UNSC,

ybrid operation for Darfur was agreed in principle by the

peacekeeping in Dar e first step was a light support package to AMIS, followed by a
heavy support ge, and finally, a UN/AU hybrid operation in Darfur (UNSC,
2011a:19). @the light support package was implemented in January 2007, the heavy
support age was never deployed due to the resistance of the government of Sudan.
Su ntly, the AUPSC authorised the hybrid operation on 22 June 2007, after it was

rifally accepted by the Government of Sudan.®® However, the Government of Sudan

ontinued to resist the deployment of the hybrid mission and requested that the mission

ié should be “predominantly African in character”.
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Figure 5.5. UNAMID Deployment as at July 2014
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WNAMID, 2014.
ee On 31 July 2007, the UNSC adopted Resolution 1769, authorising the establishment of the

UN/AU hybrid operation in Darfur (UNAMID) with the “African character” provision.
& UNAMID formally took over peacekeeping responsibilities from AMIS Il on 1 January
2008. Currently, UNAMID has the protection of civilians as its core mandate, but it is also

tasked with facilitating humanitarian assistance, monitoring and verifying implementation
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of agreements, assisting an inclusive political process, promotion of human rights and the

rule of law, and monitoring and reporting on the situation along the borders with Chad and

the Central African Republic.®® Currently, as illustrated in figure 5.4, the mission is e
deployed in five sectors in Darfur thus, Sectors north (El-Fasher), south (Nyala), east (Ev
Daein), central (Zalingei) and west (El-Geneina) with different TCCs/PCCs. UNA

mandate expires on 30 June 2015. 0

5.4. 2. The Nature and Characteristics of the UN/AU Hybrid Missi Darfur

Y

UNAMID is currently the only mission authorised by two separgte organisations in Africa.

Unlike the peacekeeping operations like AMISOM, MIN@ and others elsewhere in

Africa, UNAMID operate within a single or joint chai ommand. Both organisations

provide the strategic and political direction for missi d appoint the senior leadership of

the mission. Therefore, instead of a Special&entaﬂve of the UN Secretary-General
a

(SRSG) or a Special Representative of Q
Special Representative (JSR) who alsa doubles as the joint AU/UN Chief Mediator for

Darfur is appointed as the head o 10n. The head of mission serves in both capacities
because the work of UNAMID o complemented by the joint efforts on the political
front. The head of mission to both organisations.

N

Since 2007, both@tions have played key roles in the appointment of the various JSR
and UN/AU J

Mohame ambas of Ghana in 2013.52 Apart from the head of mission and their two

irperson of the African Union, a Joint

ief Mediators from Djibril Yipéne Bassolé of Burkina Faso, in 2008 to

deputigs, key positions as well as the senior level appointments such as force
C ﬁ
@ the AU. Practically, this has often resulted in an extensive and often very lengthy

econsultation process between the two organisations due to the different bureaucratic
Qe procedures and politics. Furthermore, all decisions concerning the renewal and

ders, police commissioners and their deputies are also jointly appointed by the UN

implementation of UNAMID’s mandate are also undertaken jointly by both organisations.
Nevertheless, there have been some few exceptions when both organisations took decisions

without consulting each other. For instance, on 8 April 2011, the AUPSC released a
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communiqué in which it proposed 1 May 2011 as the start date for a new “Darfur Political
Process” and requested UNAMID to make all necessary preparations for that process “as a

matter of priority (UNSC, 2011a)”%® without consulting the UN. e

One important characteristics of the mission is that, UNAMID personnel (military, @
and civilians) mostly come from African and Arabic speaking countries. This i ﬁy in

accordance with UNSC Resolution 1769, which established the mission. It z& e of the

strong demands made by the Government of Sudan during the drafting o C resolution
1769, and prior to giving its consent to the deployment of UNAMIDs Thé"fear of potential
Western interference in its internal affairs and overcoming laffguage barriers (because

Sudan is an Arabic country), partly informed this decision \e Government. However,

this has had both positive and negative consequences on sion.

In positive terms, personnel from Africa and es @ the Arabic speaking countries have

helped bridge the language barrier and incr. he trust as well as cooperation between

the mission and the Government of S% e fact is that the Sudanese government trust
n

personnel of Arabic and African de an other nationals due to similarities in terms of

language, common history an res as well as political affiliations. The challenge,

however, is that this has o wed down the deployment and build-up of the mission®
because most African Arabic speaking TCCs/PCCs generally, lack the technical
expertise,®® skills nMipment needed by the mission (Anyidoho, 2012; Agwai, 2012;
Gelot, Gelot éning, 2012). Moreover, many African and Arabic countries whose
militaries a&ce have the requisite skills needed by UNAMID have also sometimes
been rel t to make them available for extended periods. As a result, sustaining a

Si e*force and attracting people with the requisite skills and technical expertise from
r

&
ié Another distinguishing feature of UNAMID is that, although it is managed by two

an and Arabic speaking countries has remained a challenge for the mission.

organisations, it operates under UN rules, regulations, command and control procedures.
This was agreed by the UN and the AU before the deployment of the mission. For the UN,

once the mission is financed through its peacekeeping budget or assessed contributions,
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everything had to be done according to its established rules and procedures. However, in
practice the interpretation of this agreement has not been clear to both parties. As Anyidoho
(2012) explains, there are often long debates and series of meetings on issues such as e
selection of senior leadership personnel before an agreed position is taken due tv

Q

tion

disagreements. In addition, at the mission headquarters in EI Fashir, Darfur, the use

procedures has also made it easy for the AU headquarters to be left out of the i
loop, as details of personnel deployments are always organised from the UN quarters
in New York (Agwai, 2012; Gelot, Gelot and Coning, 2012). Thus, &h the hybrid
mission is to increase a mutual sense of ownership, on the ground, Ivement of the
AU in UNAMID is minimal. Most respondents in UNAMID no& the involvement of

the AU is usually at the political level.

Regarding the method of financing, UNAM%@;unded through UN assessed
Assembly Resolution 62/232 of 22

December 2007. Indeed, this was the first ti N created a peacekeeping operation for

contributions. This was approved by the UN

which it assumed full responsibility fi
2011a). UNAMID was authorised |

ncrally, but did not retain exclusive control (UN,

with a budget of US$ 1.48 billion, representing
the UN’s biggest ever approv mate for a single peace operation at the time. The
approved budget for the @July to December 2014 was US$ 639,654,200.%" The
mission also benefits fr&e financial assistance from bilateral partners and donors such
as the European U i(Ms the saying goes that “he who pays the piper calls the tune”, the

&e strategic direction and controls the operations of the mission, even

UN mostly d

though the ﬁtimes consult the AU. Put differently, the relationship between both
organi a&n Darfur remains practically asymmetrical with the UN always taking the
dx§ and responsibilities

terms of its mandate implementation, although UNAMID has a Chapter VIl mandate to
deliver its core task to protect civilians, it has not been able to successfully prosecute that
task, due to constant obstructions from the Government of Sudan and the various armed
groups in Darfur.®® The security situation also continues to deteriorate throughout Darfur

with thousands of internally displaced persons (IDPs) and civilian deaths due to inter-tribal
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violence over the control of gold mining areas, land and local political issues. On the
political front, successive mediation efforts in N’djamena (2004), Abuja (2006), Tripoli
(2007), and Doha (2009—present), among other initiatives, have not been able to resolve the
issues between the government and the armed opposition groups in Darfur.% In realit
after seven years of its deployment, finding a win-win solution to the Darfur confl'c@
remained a distant prospect, although UNAMID’s presence has helped deterr eral
atrocities against civilians, especially, those in the IDP camps. \
&
O

5.4.3. Challenges of the UN/AU Partnership in Darfur 4

The challenges of UNAMID relates to the context or envir, \nt in which it operates as
well as its hybrid nature. In political terms, Sudan is Whe first country with a strong
government to accept a robust peacekeeping missio ts territory. The Government has
obstructed UNAMID’s operations through an \y of bureaucratic bottlenecks such as
blocking vital equipments at customs, delaWng the issuance of visas, refusing entry to
entire national contingents using the “African character” clause as an excuse and restricting
the mission’s access to certain re in Darfur (Agwai, 2012; Gelot, Gelot and Coning,
2012; Anyidoho, 2012). Curr although the mission has a Chapter VII mandate,
unless the government a é\ an issue, it can never be implemented.” The conflict
dynamics in Darfur a~ ontinues to evolve, shifting between tribal, political, and
resource-based fi . The actors are similarly increasing in numbers and motives,
making the ¢ &ry complicated to resolve. UNAMID is also constantly being accused

by the re ups of siding with the government which the mission has consistently

denieé

n'the hybrid nature of the mission, the first challenge has to do with the power imbalance
etween the two bodies. On the ground, the UN virtually controls and manages the
operations. The interviews with UNAMID personnel indicated that the DPKO in New York
is more often in touch with the mission through regular communications, official visits and
electronically, through regular emails & teleconferences than the AU Commission in Addis
Ababa. Some respondents even indicated that they can barely count the number of times the
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AU had visited the mission. Another respondent, for instance, also noted that they hardly
receive responses or feedback from the AU when they send them mission reports. But in an
interview with officials of the AU in Addis Ababa and some former UNAMID officials, it e
was noted that the AU is mostly involved at the strategic political level when it comes tv

D

the appointments of senior officials of the mission, mandate renewal and medi

efforts.”* In praxis, the consequence of this power imbalance is that the AU is
sidelined in the decision-making process at the mission headquarters. Most i
does not also promote African ownership of the political processes in Dajfel®

The indictment of President Omar Al-Bashir of Sudan by the I@nal Criminal Court
(ICC) on 14 July 2008 and the different positions taken b % U and the UN on the
the detriment of UNAMID
elot, Gelot and Coning, 2012).

matter also strained the relations between both organisati
(Bah and Lortan, 2011:6; Anyidoho, 2012; Agwali,

After the indictment of President Omar Al-Bashi wing a request by the UNSC to the
Court to assess whether war crimes had bee itted in Darfur, the AU made repeated
formal requests for the deferral of his pr ion. However, the UNSC failed to consider

the requests. This strained UNAMID’*rking relationship with the Government of Sudan
and jeopardised "2 the safety am@ y of personnel as they became targets of attacks by

pro-government militias. Q

Another challenge is me& easonable delays in the appointments of senior level officials of
if

the mission due rent bureaucratic processes and politics. Additionally, the lack of

clear reporting higes and decision-making processes on emergency situations was also a
problem sinitial stages of the mission. The mission leadership had to consult the AU in
Addi gand the UN in New York on all issues before they could take decisions.”*The
(&& with this arrangement was that responses to emergency situations were often
%yed. These delays most often affected the tactical level decisions at the mission
éheadquarters which translated into civilian deaths and casualties on the ground (Anyidoho,

Qe 2012: Agwai, 2012).
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5.5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, the research findings were illustrated through three empirical case studies of

UN/AU partnership in Mali, Sudan and Somalia. Collectively, these case studies can b e

grouped under three different partnership models. These are: sequential operations, wh V

UN mission succeeds an AU/ECOWAS peacekeeping operation (AFISMA to MIN ;

integrated operation, where the UN and the AU operate with a single chain @mand

(UNAMID); and a coordinated operation, where the UN and the ALgper tions are
ISOM). Whilst

these case studies demonstrate the political commitment of both *nisations to prevent

and manage violent conflicts in Africa, the motivations for th%ership in each context

coordinated but operate under different chains of command (UNSOA &

was not based on any grand strategic designs, but it er driven by operational
realities and field necessities. In Somalia, UNSOA W, lished because the conditions
for a possible UN peacekeeping force to take over MISOM were non-existent. In the

case of Sudan, the rejection of UNSC resol? 706 which created the UN Mission in
Sudan to take over from AMIS by th rnment of Sudan resulted in the hybrid
operation. However, the common momion that was akin to all three case studies was the
inadequate capacity of the AU to@and sustain those peacekeeping operations for the
longer term. AFISMA was, der¥€xample, transferred to MINUSMA due to the lack of

resources on the part of t and ECOWAS.

N

The nature and ¢ Mstics of the partnerships as well as the actors involved also differs

from one ca to the other. In Sudan (Darfur), the UN and the AU operate jointly

together?ver, the UN operates the mission with its own resources, operating standards

and%e res. The AU is more involved at the political level and the appointment of
s&

lution of the conflict include, among others, the Government of Chad; the Government

ééof Sudan (GoS); the Sudan Liberation Army/Movement (SLA/M); the Justice and Equality

0 Movement (JEM); the European Union and bilateral partners such as the Government of

* Japan, Jordan, Yemen, and China. In Mali, the UN, AU and ECOWAS were all involved in

the planning and management of AFISMA before its transition to MINUSMA. However,

ission leadership. Apart from both organisations, other actors involved in the

until the transition to MINUSMA, the AU maintained and provided the strategic direction
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of the mission. Other external actors in the mission included France, European Union, USA
just to mention a few. In Somalia, both organisations operate in a separate chain of
command but in a coordinated fashion. The EU, IGAD, Turkey, China, USA, Britain and e

other partners are also actively involved in the political processes of finding an amicablv

solution to the crises. o

The experiences of the three peacekeeping operations show that there is no g& model
for cooperation, and that each situation is context specific. Each of the ership model
(whether hybrid/integrated, coordinated, or sequential) depends, oR™the operational
requirements of the peacekeeping context. All the models aIso&*eir own advantages
and disadvantages. For instance, apart from AMISOM, the wrship in Mali and Sudan
were fraught with the challenges of appointment of seni ership positions and delays
in decision-making due to the different bureauci& ocedures and politics. On the
positive side, both organisations were/are able % ine their resources and utilize their
comparative advantages in the resolution o nflicts. Mali is a typical case where the
intervention of the AU, ECOWAS an ed to the restoration of constitutional order
after almost 18 months of political Ail. In this respect, it is important for the AU and

the UN to document the lesso t and experiences of each model to enhance future
joint operations and coopera@

Q

The outcomes and bwt\ of the partnerships have also differed in each context. In Mali,

the relative pe he country today is partly due to the outcome of the diplomatic and
peacekeepir\ rventions by of the UN, AU, and ECOWAS. The political, diplomatic,

humanit and military interventions of these three organisations led by ECOWAS and

the re arguably what culminated in the restoration of constitutional order, social

alcy and Mali’s territorial integrity. Similarly, in Somalia, the institutional and
%acity—building support provided by UNSOA, has enhanced the technical expertise and

knowledge of AUC staff in the areas of mission planning, management, and the

0 development of peacekeeping policies and guidelines. The delivery of the logistics support
* package by UNSOA has also improved AMISOM’s operational capabilities as well as the

living and working conditions for AMISOM personnel. In Sudan, although finding a win-
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win solution to the Darfur conflict has remained a distant prospect after seven years of its
deployment, the presence of UNAMID has deterred several atrocities against civilians,
especially, those in the IDP camps and stabilised the political situation in Darfur. e
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CHAPTER SIX v.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIS?

N
OQ

This chapter presents the summary of research findings in relation t@ the objectives of the

6.1. INTRODUCTION

study, the conclusion, and provides recommendations on how g@yimprove the partnership

between the UN and the AU to better respond to Africa’s pe@d security challenges.

6.2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS @I

The aim and objectives of the study w@examine the motivations, normative
frameworks, practice, outcomes and t llenges of the UN/AU partnership in
peacekeeping operations. Three case studies of UN/AU partnership in Sudan, Mali and
Somalia were used to illustrate hov@partnership works in practice.

6.2.1. Motivations of thw Partnership in Peacekeeping Operations

With respect to the VVations underpinning the UN/AU partnership, six reasons were

situation w

identified. The e further categorised into materialist motives (which represent a
?&e two organisations cooperated on the basis of the materialist gains they

expect t ain) and ideational motives (a situation where both organisations cooperated
be

eational motives were seen as having a mutual synergetic effect, therefore, they are not

ey consider it the right, good, or enlightening thing to do). Both the material and

utually exclusive categories. For the materialist motives, issues of resource dependency
and organisational learning were identified. On the issue of resource dependency, the study
identified the lack of expertise, logistics, financial resources and managerial capacity of the
AU for carrying out long-term peacekeeping operations as one of the important reasons
inspiring its relationship with the UN (de Coning, 2006:6-7; Derblom, Frisell & Schmidt,
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2008; Bellamy, Williams and Griffin, 2010; Mancini, 2011; Gowan and Sherman, 2012).

This was corroborated by the exchange theory which maintains that organisations with
insufficient resources will depend on resources provided by other organisations to achieve e
their goals (Ranaei, Zareei, Alikhani, 2010:24). Organisational learning, which i
principally the transfer of tacit knowledge, skills, experiences, and working methods 0

the UN to the AU and vice versa, was also identified as a factor driving the partn

N\

Under the ideational motives, the provisions of Chapter VIII of the UN GHarter, the AU
Constitutive Act and Peace and Security Council protocol; i SlQOf legitimacy,
responsibility or burden-sharing; and the changing security envir Ats were identified. It

&cle 17 of the AUPSC

etween the two bodies.

was established that the provisions of Chapter VIII and t

protocol naturally establishe some form of partne
Theoretically, this was explained by the legal-politic dates strand of exchange theory
which expressly states that cooperation betw: ganisations can occur when their
mandates require them to work togethe .éwas this mutual recognition of joint
responsibility based on their respective édates that was noted as inspiring UN/AU
partnership. In that sense, both organi ns could be seen as natural partners united by the

core values laid down in their co@ ive charters.

The issue of burden or r Ibility sharing was another motive that came out strongly in
the findings. It was indicated that peacekeeping possesses a public good because the peace
and stability a d through peacekeeping operations in Africa give rise to a non-
excludable -rival benefits to both the UN and the AU. In this regard, neither the UN
nor the »o expected to free ride because they both gain from the absence of conflict on
the n continent. Hence, any peacekeeping intervention by both organisations implies
&stribution of burdens or responsibility in maintaining peace, stability and security in
rica. UNAMID is an example, where both organisations shared and continue to share the

ée cost of maintaining and sustaining the mission.

* The legitimacy crisis of the UN in certain conflict situations in Africa was another factor
motivating the partnership. First, it was noted that the legitimacy of the UN has been

attacked for doing too little, or acting too late in certain crisis situations such as Somalia
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and Rwanda. Second, it was indicated that the UN is sometimes biased towards non-states
actors and not an ‘honest broker’ in dealing with conflicts because it is made up of a
membership of governments. Third, it was indicated that in some civil war context like e
Darfur in Sudan, the host nations have not welcomed a UN presence due to the fear o

O

with the AU is seen as adding to the overall legitimacy of its operations on th nent

external interference in their internal affairs. Against this backdrop, the UN’s partne

because the latter is an important source of political authority in Africa. On the
the AU’s partnership with the UN is also seen as an attempt to S international
legitimacy for its own operations, especially, those with Chapterm dates. Based on
this, it was concluded that both organisations were partnerig@ to¥secure international

legitimacy for their actions and to fulfill their obligations. e\

have become complex with multiple actors incl overnments, sub-state and non-state
actors. The root causes of these conflicts ar multifaceted. The crisis in Mali and the
Sahel region of West Africa, Somalia, C African Republic and the South Sudan are

On the issue of the changing security environments, |§® stablished that modern conflicts

examples. The intersection of organi rimes like drug trafficking, piracy, and in some
instances, terrorism, has furtherﬁ icated these conflicts. In that regard, tackling these

modern conflicts would re@

involving all stakeholdg ch as the UN and the AU because the magnitude of the
problems surpasses av

&

6.2.2. Th ative Frameworks Guiding the Partnership

ultinational, multidimensional and regional responses

ution by one single entity.

The?ative basis of the partnership is set out in the provisions of the Chapter V1II of the
arter, the framework for the Ten-year Capacity Building Programme (TYCBP) for

e&u, the AU Constitutive Act and the AUPSC Protocol (UN, 1945, 2010, 2011b; AU,
é 2000, 2004). These frameworks embody the general principles, values, expectations and

$ mentioned was the provisions of the UN Charter. Under the Charter, the Chapter VIII
which comprises Articles 52-54 and Article 33 of Chapter VI provide the constitutional

prescriptive guidelines for the partnership. The most important normative framework

basis and the framework for UN’s cooperation with the AU. However, it was established
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that the roles and responsibilities that each organisation had to play in the partnership
remained unclear. The Charter did not also establish the structures, rules and obligations,

the parameters, as well as, the guidelines on how the UN and the AU or regional e
organisations should work together. As a result, both organisations lack shared objectivev

and purpose of the partnership. This has created tensions in their strategic and operit\e

relationships. o

Apart from the UN Charter, the framework for the Ten-year Capacity Buing Programme
(TYCBP) for the AU was another framework regulating the partner hiOne TYCBP is a
holistic framework by the UN system to support the capacity ment efforts of the
AU and its RECs (UN, 2010, 2011a, 2011b; AU, 2012). Throu@h, the programme, the UN is

supporting the AU’s capacity-building efforts in the f conflict prevention and

mediation, elections, rule of law and peacekeeping o s. For peacekeeping operations

specifically, the UN is providing technical

development and management of AU operie

TYCBP has arguably strengthened the /AU strategic partnership and improved

rt and expertise in the planning,
Ike AMISOM. Since its inception, the

interaction between the secretariats th organisations at different levels on long-term
strategic and ongoing peace an ity issues. However, the findings showed that the
implementation of the pro has been hindered by the lack of consensus on what

constitutes “capacity-b@’ within the context of the framework; lack of financial
resources; the multipw of actors on both sides; the absence of a well-defined programme
of work and th @equate involvement of African RECs (UN, 2010, 2011a, 2011c). In
efforts to e some of these challenges, the UNOAU was established in 2010 in
Addis A , Ethiopia. The UNOAU coordinates and manages the line of communication

whe UN in New York and the AU in Addis Ababa.

e@e Constitutive Act and the AUPSC are the other instruments that regulate the AU’s

partnership with the UN. They form the principal basis of the AU’s relationship with the
UN. It was established that the connection of the Constitutive Act to the UN is weak. Thus,
the sole substantive reference to the UN in the Constitutive Act is in Article 3(e), which
implores the AU to encourage international cooperation, taking due account of the Charter
of the United Nations. Given the primacy of the UNSC in the authorization of peace
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enforcement actions by regional organisations, it would have been appropriate if an
operative reference was made in the Constitutive Act for the prior approval by the Security
Council before any AU intervention. However, this was not done, implying that AU e
enforcement actions can occur without UNSC authorization. Similarly, in the AUPS
protocol, it is only the Article 17(1-3) which mandates the AUPSC to cooperate an @
closely with the UNSC to maintain peace and security in Africa. Just like the U %er

the wording of the texts is unclear because it does not explain how the 2 d work

with the UN and the modalities such cooperation should entail. o
6.2.3. The UN/AU Partnership in Practice ‘ &
In practice, the UN/AU partnership has occurred at three | trategic, institutional and

operational. At the strategic level, there have been eig %I joint consultations between
members of the UNSC and the AUPSC since 2007, %ating between Addis Ababa and
New York. Discussions in these meetings h Nentered on how best to improve the
coordination and effectiveness of AU/UN fforts in Africa; modalities for improving
the resource base and capacity of th%U; nd the possibility of financing peacekeeping

operation undertaken by the AU. I@
on how to systematically inﬁQ their different organisational cultures, agendas and

r, both organisations have failed to discuss issues

approaches as well as i Chapter VIII and how to operationalise it, which are
important issues to insti&ilise their relationship.

The institutio @el cooperation involves the UN Secretariat in New York and the

African U %mmission in Addis Ababa. The relationship between the two secretariats

was s ez&d in July 2010 with the establishment of the UN Office to the African Union

a @ consultative mechanisms such as the UN/AU Joint Task Force (JTF) on Peace

Kecurity and desk-to-desk meetings (UN, 2008a, 2008c, AU, 2012, 2013). There are

Iso interactions between the Chairperson of the AU Commission and the UN

é Secretary-General on African peace and security issues. Furthermore, the AU liaison
*0 offices and field missions in conflict and post-conflict zones also interact daily with UN
personnel in those settings. The establishment of these consultative mechanisms has

strengthened the flow of information, enhanced consultations at the working level and
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facilitated coordination between the UN Secretariat and AU Commission. The JTF, in
particular, has proven to be an effective mechanism for both secretariats to consult and
broaden their understanding on an array of peace and security issues on the continent. e
Nevertheless, the existence of these mechanisms has not automatically generated consensuv

RS

At the operational level, the two institutions have also entered into various\&erative
arrangements since 2002. This started with the transition of the ’s first ever

on how the two organisations should act in a particular situation.

peacekeeping operation in Burundi (AMIB) to the UN operations i ndi (ONUB) in
2004. After Burundi, the two organisations have also cooper I Sudan (UNAMID),
Somalia (UNSOA), CAR (MISCA to MINUSCA) and Malij MA to MINUSMA). It
was found that the operational cooperation between t and the AU was driven by
operational realities and field necessities, rather th#rand strategic designs. In Sudan,
for example, UNAMID was arguably the onlyﬂ available after the Government of
Sudan’s refused any United Nations interv eLikewise, in Somalia, the UN technical
and financial support package to AMIS as authorized based on UNSC expressed
intent to deploy a UN mission as a on force to AMISOM at the right time under the
right conditions (UN, 2011). H

any rational strategic planni

he partnerships did not come through as a result of
ocess. It emerged through a series of compromises that
have caused and conti cause tensions between the two organisations. The UN/AU
relationship also remwimbalanced due to AU’s financial and material dependence on the

UN. @
W

6.2.4. OIQnes and Benefits of the Partnership

F&Qdicators identified by Boydell (2000) were adapted and used to evaluate the

@comes and benefits of the partnership. These indicators include: response to African

épeace and security challenges; system development; resource development; and policy
Qé development. In terms of response to conflicts, the UN and the AU have devised better and
$ innovative ways of responding to Africa’s complex security conundrums through joint
operations and peacemaking efforts in countries such as Sudan, Mali, Somalia and DRC,

just to mention a few. In Mali, for instance, the partnership between the UN, AU and
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ECOWAS led to the formation of a transitional government after the coup in March 2013;

the restoration of constitutional rule through democratic elections; and the recapture of the
northern part of Mali from rebel occupation (Aubyn, 2013; UN, 2014). Arguably, the e
intervention of the three organisations is what has contributed to the relative peace in Malv

today. Similarly, in Kenya, both organisations worked together to restore peace afte

2007 post-election violence. Through the deployment of UNAMID also, there i
some relative stability in Darfur as compared to 2003 when the conflict er p&
the intervention of the UN and the AU together with other stakehcb{

situation in these countries might have been worse by now.

the security

&es, financial and human

ent in human resources, it

The UN/AU partnership has also improved the in-kind r

resources of both organisations. With respect to im
emerged that the AU, for example, has benefited i sely from the capacity-building
under the TYCBP. Although, this

cannot be quantified or statistically prove indings revealed that staffs of the AU

programmes and technical support offered by I\

Commission, especially, those at the P ave greatly enhanced their knowledge and
skills through the technical and inst ﬁal contact with UN personnel. Currently, the UN
personnel seconded to the A vide daily technical advice and mentoring of AU
personnel in the areas of pIa@, mounting, and management of peacekeeping operations;
how to operationalise ﬂ SF and the development of standard operational procedures
(SOPs) for peacekeewoperations (UN, 2011a, 2011b; AU, 2012, 2013, 2014). It also
emerged that t ence of UN personnel at the AUC has also indirectly helped bridge
the human&urce constraints of the AU. Most significantly, through these joint
operationsyand peacemaking interventions, the UN and the AU have both shared their

ex es, knowledge and skills on peacekeeping and learned from each other.

Inancially, and in terms of in-kind contributions, it emerged that the partnership has
improved the financial and logistics management capabilities of the AU. UNSOA, for
example, is assisting the AU in the management of AMISOM through the provision of
logistics and funds using UN assessed contributions. Furthermore, the UN in collaboration
with the AU has also created voluntary Multi-Donor Trust Funds for missions like
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UNAMID, AMISOM and AFISMA which is now MINUSMA to raise funds from its
member states to support the missions. Between 2009 and 2012, for instance, the AMISOM

Trust Fund accumulated an amount of $76.2 million (Gadin, 2013; Freear and de Coning, e
2013). Some of these funds are used to support the implementation of the missio
mandates, to purchase equipment and logistics, and the payment of personnel subs's@
allowances. Given the insufficient financial and logistical capabilities of the wese
support packages have collectively strengthened the AU’s peacekeeping efN on the
continent. The Trust Funds have also complimented the insufficient AU Fund as well

as the UN’s own limited peacekeeping budget.

Concerning policy development, not much has been done Ewh%r change or revise the

existing policies and normative frameworks that guide t ership. Efforts to establish

new policies or guidelines to enhance their working ship have also been limited. For

example, the consultative meetings and the relati between the UNSC and AUPSC is
not guided by any working procedure or . There is also no dispute resolution
mechanism should any disagreements on ific issues even arise. The partnership has

also not yet led to the development t policies and procedures to guide the operations

of both organisations at the str Institutional and operational levels respectively. The

partnership continues to re hoc and uneven.

Q

In terms of evidenc stems development, it came out that the partnership has led to

some co-ordin @lechanisms that hitherto did not exist. At the strategic level, the UN

and the A established closer links through annual joint consultative meetings that
alternatee\/veen Addis Ababa and New York. At the institutional level, the UN

Se ts and the AU Commission have also established a Joint Task Force (JTF) on

and Security and desk-to-desk exchanges. Through these mechanisms, both

é ganisations have discussed and exchanged information and ideas on country-specific and
é thematic issues of common interest in Africa. The coordination mechanisms have also
0 helped in information-sharing, coordination of responses and actions, and the strengthening
* of the relationships. Nonetheless, it was indicated that the existence of these mechanisms

have not automatically generated consensus on how both organisations should act in a
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particular situation. Another, important aspect of the systems development is the
improvement in infrastructure with the establishment of the UNOAU in Addis Ababa on 1

July 2010. The UNOAU coordinates the UN’s relationship with the AU in Addis Ababa. e
The AU also has an office in New York to coordinate its activities with the UN. Howeve

unlike the UNOAU, the AU’s New York office lacks a strong mandate and capacity @

an effective bridging role in the partnership. 0

6.2.5. Challenges Confronting the UN/AU Partnership OQ

With respect to the challenges facing the partnership, whilst &&éere generic to most
collaborative efforts between the UN and regional organi ?
specific to the UN/AU partnership. In all, the challenge?

general, strategic, institutional and operational Ievs@ enges. The general challenges

thers were unique and

ied were categorised under

related to the ambiguities of the Chapter VIII of N Charter, where both organisations
still lack a shared understanding on it i tation and application. Some of the

difficulties of operationalising Chapter include: (a) how the AU can maintain its

independence in invoking the varig
the powers of the UNSC; (b) h

especially, with respect to e ent actions?; and what the responsibility of the UNSC

ments of the APSA, without appearing to usurp
power the UNSC is willing to delegate to the AU,

would be when it autho@n AU-led peacekeeping operations? There is no consensus on
these issues, and th ipso facto led to misapprehension and open rifts between the

AUPSC and t i@c

The strat@ evel challenges consisted of mistrust and lack of respect of the views of the

AU y the UNSC; lack of parity in the relationship, and the non-adherence of the

éple of subsidiarity. Especially, on the issue of mistrust and disrespect, the AU

é lains that the UNSC does not respect its views and is always bent on marginalizing

é the AUPSC on matters relating to peace and security in Africa. The AU cited the case of
0 how the UNSC ignored its request in the drafting of UNSC Resolution 2100 on the transfer
* of AFISMA to MINUSMA. Concerning the issue of lack of parity in the partnership,
members of the AUPSC want the UNSC to see them as equal partners during meetings, but
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the UN thinks otherwise, and rather sees the AU’S demands as ambitious and unrealistic.

This problem is further compounded by the disparities between the UN and the AU, in

terms of technical, economic and managerial capacities for conducting peacekeeping é
operations. The other challenge has to do with the non-adherence of the principle ov
subsidiarity between the UN and the AU as well as its RECs. Thus, the devolutj

decision-making, division of labour and burden-sharing in responding t

challenges in Africa still remains unclear. As a result, the UN’s relationshi African
regional bodies has sometimes depicted that of competition and antagoni jnstead of the
complementarity of efforts. ‘

The operational challenges, on the other hand, comprised @l’osophical and doctrinal

differences about peacekeeping, bureaucratic challen challenges during field

missions. The UN’s philosophy is that before aw eeping can be deployed, there
must be peace to keep, which implies the existen peace agreement. However, the AU
rather thinks that instead of waiting for to keep, in certain situations such as
Somalia, peace has to be created before jt e kept. This different peacekeeping doctrine
has given rise to divergent notions rpose, configuration, and force requirements for

peacekeeping operations.

At the bureaucratic le ?partnershlp has been complicated by different working
methods and procedlv ck of coordination between the monthly agendas of the UNSC
and AUPSC a agenda for their annual meetings, lack of regular communication
between th & of the two councils and their staff, and lack of dispute resolution
mechani@% address disagreement between the two councils (UN, 2008c; AU, 2012;
Bo and Williams, 2013; Bah and Lotan, 2011).The operational level challenges

e cumbersome bureaucratic procedures, disagreement on the appointment of senior

e dership positions in joint missions, lack of clear reporting lines and decision-making

frameworks, financial and logistical difficulties. (Murithi, 2009; Anyidoho, 2012; Agwali,
2012; Gelot, Gelot and Coning, 2012)
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6.2.6. Case Studies of UN/AU Partnership

The study also illustrated the research findings through a case study of UN/AU partnership
in Mali (AFISMA to MINUSMA), Somalia (UNSOA & AMISOM) and Sudan
(UNAMID). The purpose was to understand what the research findings mean in reah
when applied to empirical cases of UN/AU partnership in peacekeeping operatio e
three case studies fall under three different partnership models. The partnership& I was
a form of sequential operations, where a UN operation (MINUSMA$, suCceeds an
AU/ECOWAS led peacekeeping operation (AFISMA). That of Suda&AMID) IS an
integrated operation, where the UN and the AU operate with a si& chain of command,
while the partnership in Somalia is a coordinated operation, e the UN and the AU
operations are coordinated but operate under different chai @: mmand. These three case
studies demonstrate the political commitment of both ations to prevent and manage
violent conflicts in Africa. However, the partners@ Il the cases was not based on any
grand strategic designs, but rather driven by o@nal realities and field necessities.

The partnership has, in practice remaihed asymmetrical with the UN always taking the
decisions and responsibilities. from Somalia, all the joint operations are/were
controlled by the UN, with th %Iaying minimal roles. While different factors inspired
the cooperation of both or. Gons in each context, the common reason that applied to all
three case studies was inadequate capacity of the AU to finance and sustain its
peacekeeping op
AMIS, AFIS

ions in the long-term. The AU’s formal request to the UN to take over

d AMISOM due to its capacity constraints buttresses this point. The

There have been diverse outcomes of the partnership in the three different contexts. In
Mali, the relative peace in the country today is partly due to the outcome of the

interventions of the UN, AU and ECOWAS. The political, diplomatic, humanitarian and
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military interventions of these three organisations led by ECOWAS are arguably what
culminated in the restoration of constitutional order, social normalcy and Mali’s territorial
integrity. In Somalia, through the institutional and capacity building support provided by e
UNSOA, personnel of the AUC have improved and increased their technical skills an

knowledge in the areas of mission planning, management, and the developm rg

peacekeeping policies and guidelines. The delivery of the logistics support p by
UNSOA has resulted in significant improvements in AMISOM’s operational ility as
well as the living and working conditions for AMISOM personnel. | , Without the

UNSOA logistics support, the advancement of AMISOM within thegpa: 0 years would
have been impossible (Williams, 2013: 244). In Darfur in Sudagf although finding a win-

win solution to the Darfur conflict has remained a distant ct after eight years of its
deployment, the presence of UNAMID has helped deter atrocities against civilians,
especially, those in the IDP camps. :

In spite of the positive outcomes of the @ip in the field, they are confronted by
different challenges. In Mali, the partnershipaas marked by tensions and mistrust between

the AU, UN and ECOWAS. The
the drafting of Security Counci
MINUSMA to take over A
ignored by the UN in t@‘\ing of the UNSC resolution 2100. These requests included,
among others, authov a peace enforcement mandate based on Chapter VII of the UN

accused the UNSC of not consulting Africa in
olution 2100 which authorized the deployment of

. Furthermore, several requests made by the AU were

Charter for Ml A,; providing a logistical and financial support package to AFISMA
just like A ; and ensuring the continuity of AFISMA’s leadership in MINUSMA.
Other ch@ges included turf battles between ECOWAS and the AU; absence of effective
co tcation channels; and mutual suspicions and ‘corporate’ competitions, rather than

ration.

é In Sudan, although UNAMID has a Chapter VII mandate to deliver its core task to protect
0 civilians, it has not been able to successfully prosecute that task due to constant
* obstructions from the government of Sudan and the various armed groups. The security
situation also continues to worsen throughout Darfur with thousands of internally displaced
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persons (IDPs) and civilian deaths. On the hybrid nature of the mission, the power
imbalance between the two bodies has often created tensions and mutual suspicion at the
strategic level and bureaucratic problems. Another challenge has to do with uunreasonable e
delays in the appointments of senior level officials for the mission due to the differe
bureaucratic processes and politics in both organisations. In Somalia, the UNSOA @
package is essentially focused on AMISOM’s military component in s its
multidimensional nature. The civilian component is excluded from the logi upport
package. The support of UNSOA is also inadequate and lacks erxMQ&\us although

AMISOM is engaged in a Chapter VII-type robust operation, th

\

port package is

designed as a standard Chapter VI peacekeeping operation.

6.3. CONCLUSION
The growth of peacekeeping in Africa smce ?903 has relied significantly on
partnerships between the UN and the AU as |t RECs. Overall, it was clear from the
study that both material and ideational n@s drove the UN/AU partnership. In all the
factors identified, the AU’s insuffiofent, financial and logistical resources remained the
paramount reason that inspired tnership. The UN/AU relationship is also more ad
hoc than systematic, and mo %meal than comprehensive. Thus, there is less strategic-
level systematic engag r@% synergies, as the partnership have largely focused on
operational (field-ba@ ooperation. In other words, the UN/AU partnership has been
driven by operati realities and field necessities rather than any grand strategic designs.
The annual tative meetings, for example, have become discrete events with last-
minute @ations and little follow-ups on communiqués adopted at meetings. The
UN relationship has also been characterised by considerable misunderstanding,
éust and tensions, often hindering the conduct of effective peacekeeping operations.
é er challenges complicating the partnership include, the lack of coherence in responses
é to conflict situations, as exemplified during the Libyan crises; differences over burden-
0 sharing as well as the principle of subsidiarity; lack of parity in the relationship;
* philosophical differences about peacekeeping; and bureaucratic challenges. For instance,
with respect to burden-sharing, the experiences of the UN/AU partnership in Sudan and
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Mali have demonstrated the importance of ensuring that when working together, roles and

responsibilities must be clearly defined.

It is useful to note that most of these challenges have come about as a result of the lack ove
shared understanding of their respective roles and responsibilities and more obviousl@
rivalry for legitimacy on the African continent. Indeed, part of this difficulty ema om
the ambiguities in the UN Charter (Chapter VIII specifically) on one hand, e AU
Constitutive Acts and the AUPSC protocol, on the other hand, whic s not clearly
provide any guidelines on how the partnership should evolve. Give t}b
the decisions made at the UNSC are usually influenced by the n%%

ct that most of
interests of member
states, the question that also arises is whether there would
understanding between the two organisations on these ng e frameworks. All the same,
it is important for both organisations to ensure that t &

possibility of a shared

ership is based on the principle
of complementarity and added value to engend operational benefit on the ground.

This can be done through a stakeholde@is, which would, among other things,
examine the relative operational strengtis weaknesses of both organisations in a given

conflict. !

The relationship also remai alanced due to AU’s financial and material dependence
on the UN. Indeed, the @) ship appears to be reminiscent of the early decades of the
UN, which were defi by an asymmetrical partnership between the world body and

Africa, where voices, according to Murithi (2007b), were not

suffi y heard in the formulation of peace, security and development

polietes at the UN and, where African countries, most of which were still
@der the yoke of colonialism were, in fact, still being treated in a
& aternalistic fashion by their former colonial powers who constitute and
@ continue to form, the axis-of power within the UN system.

ée Thus, in reality the UN/AU partnership is like a “father-son” kind of relationship, where
0 members of the UNSC dominated by the Permanent Five (P5) (comprising USA, France,

$ Russia, Britain and China) take decisions and pronounced on African issues without adequate
consultations with the AUPSC and due diligence of its ramifications on the growth of the
AU’s Peace and Security Architecture (APSA). Practically, this is expected due to the fact
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that the UN is a global organisation, while the AU is a regional body. However, both
organisations need to have a political dialogue on how to best overcome these imbalances
to enhance their relationship. Having a flexible and innovative interpretation of Chapter
VIII of the UN Charter and an enhanced strategic consultation between the UNSC an

AUPSC as well as their respective secretariats (UN Secretariats and the AU Comm'sg
would be critical in this respect. Both organisations also need to deliber the

conceptual, philosophical and the practical issues in the partnership. \

&

At the operational level, the motivations of the UN/AU partnership % Mali, Burundi,
Somalia, and Sudan and recently, in CAR also indicate that the &o generic model for
cooperation and that each situation requires innovative sol &ach partnership model
(whether hybrid/integrated, coordinated, or sequenti pends on the operational

place institutional policies on the modalities

requirements of the peacekeeping context. Howev @h organisations are yet to put in
éoperation in each context and to

comprehensively document the lessons periences of each model for future

operations. |

Apart from these strategic a rational level issues, it was also clear from the
discussions that adequate at has not been given to the roles and the consequences of
the activities of other e actors on the UN/AU partnership. In particular, the African
RECs which are the&ﬁng blocs of the APSA have not been actively involved in the

peace and ity actually illustrated the importance of including the RECs in the

partnership.& an case where the UN, AU and ECOWAS cooperated to bring about
partners GAD is also actively involved in the political processes for a sustainable
S0 o the conflict in Somalia. Most importantly, apart from the UN, the AU also

operates with the League of Arab States, the European Union, NATO, and bilateral
artners like China, France, United States, India and Turkey, that are all supporting the
implementation of the APSA. For instance, through the African Peace Facility, the EU
partners with the AU through direct financial and in-kind assistance to the AU and African
TCCs. Given the plethora of international actors, it is vital to coordinate their activities with

the AU in order to minimise gaps and potential duplications.
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In spite of the shortfalls, there are some positive developments which cannot be underrated.

At the strategic political level, unlike before, the UNSC and the AUPSC have been meeting

annually in Addis Ababa and New York to discuss specific crises situations, including Cote e

d’Ivoire, Libya, Mali, CAR, DRC, Somalia, Sudan and South Sudan. With som

exceptional cases, both Councils have acted in unison and coordinated their peace

and peacemaking efforts to bring peace in several of these conflict and post-c §es
&Ith the

UNSC due to the fact that African issues dominate the activities of ouncil (UN,

2011a). 4

Nboth the operational and
S led to the establishment of

Also, the AUPSC remains the only regional body in the world that meets regul

The partnership has also continued to expand significantl

institutional levels. At the institutional level, the partner
institutional mechanisms such as the Joint Task For ) on peace and security and the
desk-to-desk meetings, which respectively bri her the senior leadership and focal
persons to discuss specific issues of comm
are not decision-making mechanisms, the
staff of UN and the AU to conduc #
within the framework of collegti

established the United Nati

est to both organisations. Although they
ve at least provided the opportunity for the
planning and work together on a range of issues

ecurity. Moreover, for the first time, the UN has
ice to the African Union (UNOAU) to coordinate and
enhance its relationshi the AU. While the UN has liaison offices in other regional
organisations, their ate and devoted resources (human and finances) cannot be
compared to %@)AU. This shows the importance the UN attaches to its relationship

with the AL\
Th tional partnerships in Darfur, Somalia, Burundi, Mali and CAR is a manifestation
w both organisations have cooperated to restore peace and stability, albeit with some
é iculties. UNAMID, for example, depicted the practicalities of harnessing the advantages

K\

' universalism and regionalism to bring about stability. While the UN provides

of the UN as a global body, and that of the AU as a regional entity by marrying

administrative, logistics, finances, planning and peacekeeping expertise, the AU assists in
force generation and provides political leverage in relation to the Government of Sudan.

206



Likewise, in Somalia, the AU had the advantage of quick deployment and force generation,

while the UN assists through planning, logistics, and finances (UN, 2011a, 2011b).

In a nut shell, both organisations share the same objectives of pacific settlement of disputeve
as enshrined in the UN Charter and the AU Constitutive Act. Given the acknowledge

place to suggest that partnerships are needed to implement a cohesive strategy ective

that no single organisation is capable of resolving African problems alone, |t& of
peacekeeping on the continent. Partnerships are the sine qua non for s ssful conflict
management on the continent. Two main reasons define this realit ierlca. First, the
complexities of contemporary conflicts, in terms of, the numer tors, issues and the
level of violence involved call for multinational, multidime%? and regional responses,
as the magnitude of the problems surpasses any sol one single organisation.
Second, the challenges that confront contemporary eping operations, especially, in
Africa cannot be addressed by the UN alone. Thi &cause the current nature, complexity
and diversity of peacekeeping mandates hav e UN in a situation of ‘overstretch’ with
very limited capabilities, in terms of, \Aéalned peacekeepers, logistics and material
resources. What this means is that N would require cooperation with continental
bodies such as the AU and oth &ﬁolders as one solution to the quandary of meeting
the increasing needs of the ation. Indeed, the experiences of the UN and the AU in
countries such as Soma @a i, Burundi and Sudan have showed that cooperation, rather
than disparate initiaﬁé

<

While som\ cles still persist, the study has also revealed the considerable progress

necessary to ensure effective response to African conflicts.

made, e ally, in relation to resolving the complex peace and security challenges in
Afri is, therefore, essential for both organisations to work assiduously to overcome the
ing problems hindering the effectiveness of the partnership and most importantly,

é sure that their relationship is anchored on mutual respect and trust, creative interpretation

* context of collective security as provided for in the UN Charter.

of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, recognition of their comparative strengths and greater

political coherence at the strategic level. The partnership needs to be seen within the
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6.3. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations are made to enhance the
partnership at the strategic, institutional and operational levels respectively. ve

6.3.1. General Recommendations v

Since the normative frameworks of the UN/AU partnership do not specificall&fy the
roles and responsibilities for both organisations in the partnership, the re@nship should
be formalised through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Th should specify
the strategic vision, shared objectives, values and principles Il as modalities of
cooperation or guidelines on the responsibilities and roles o rganisation when they
partner, especially, in crises situations. This would mak alatlonshlp more systematic
and comprehensive rather than being ad hoc and pie &wmch affects the sustainability
and predictability of the partnership. This wouléire a mutual understanding and re-
interpretation of Chapter VIII of the UN }C@s well as addressing the definitional and
conceptual issues inherent in the partners ormalising the partnership will help address

the differences in approach and m adopted by both organisations in dealing with

invoking the various eleme

UNSC. \o

Furthermore, the @m e of subsidiarity between the UN and the AU as well as its RECs
should be pr

conflicts situations in Africa. It also strengthen the independence of the AU when
r& APSA, without appearing to usurp the powers of the

codified. This will help avoid competition, instead of complementarity
of effor n conflict erupts in any part of the continent. Having a formal codified
subs@t principle will clarify the responsibilities and roles of each organisation in crises
él ns and serve as a code of conduct for all organisations. This would not in any way
ct the supreme authority of the UNSC, but rather enhance the devolution of decision-

ee making, division of labour and burden-sharing, in terms of responding to security situations
0 in Africa. It would also ensure coherence in international and regional responses to existing

* and emerging conflicts instead of different policy responses.
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The philosophical differences regarding the deployment of peacekeepers between the UN
and the AU must be addressed. Although it has the advantage of enhancing the
complementarity of efforts, it can lead to divergent notions of the purpose, configuration
and force requirements for peacekeeping operations. Both organisations have to harmonis

their peacekeeping doctrine and philosophy in order to respond effectively and ti e@
conflicts to save lives and properties. For instance, if the UN is unwilling %oy
peacekeepers in the absence of peace agreements, both organisations can de is&rmula,
where the AU deploys for about six months to stabilise the situation an , transfer the

mission to the UN. This would enhance predictability and sustainability e partnership.
6.3.2. Strategic Level Partnership between UNSC an@C

The relationship between the UNSC and AUPS Abe further enhanced through regular
consultations as well as open and honest c cations both formally and informally.
The two Councils should use their differ@ 0 increase understanding of each other by
having an open and honest comMation on a regular basis and through regular
consultations to gain each other’ @\t and inputs into decisions and policies concerning
African peace and security. % dialogues between members of the two Councils can,
for example, help in dev@% common vision, approach and coordinated action, prior
to the finalisation of theif¥espective decisions during conflict situations. In this connection,
the chairperson members of the respective councils should establish consultative
decision-ma meworks where they can interact regularly as and when the need arises,
instead xng until their annual joint meetings. In the long-run, this will build trust and

resp. each other’s views or perspectives on African peace and security issues.

e@(h Councils should consider holding more regular consultative meetings by establishing

a more structured channel for regular communication that can be reviewed periodically for
efficiency and reliability. Thus, instead of the annual joint meetings, the UNSC and
AUPSC should consider holding at least two meetings in a year at three levels namely, the
level of Heads of State, Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Chiefs or Heads of Security

Services. The AU can also regularly consult the UNSC representatives (Ambassadors) in
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Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. Having regular meetings is imperative, given the fluid and
unpredictable nature of conflict dynamics on the continent. These meetings would help

build mutual trust between the two Councils and enhance information-sharing. In spite of it e
financial implications, the benefit of these meetings would exceed the cost in the long-run. v

The UNSC annual meetings with the AUPSC should be expanded to include %an
RECs which are the building blocs of the AU peace and security architecture. &ng the
RECs will significantly enhance the synergy and coherence between the Q AU and the
RECs in crises situations as exemplified in Mali. However, the AU szi strengthen its
own relationship with the RECs which is currently weak and depi re of a competition.
The UN/AU partnership may encounter difficulties if the %o RECs are overlooked,
especially, in situations when they are needed to h

Additionally, the UNSC and the AUPSC should ¢ %
sidelines of their annual meetings with the head trategic decision-makers of external

actors such as the EU, NATO, France, and Britain who are also engaged in
peacekeeping in Africa to brief and u them on their activities. This will help

Intain peace and security.

olding a joint meeting at the

harmonize and coordinate their eff avoid competition and duplication of efforts to
ensure the effective use of Iimit$ urces.

It is important to also sh joint working standard operating procedures, clearly
outlining the processgs tifough which the AU can submit its request on, especially, policy,
financial and divnc issues to the UNSC for consideration. This would contribute to

bridging an *\ ial gaps on policy issues and ensure greater synergy and alignments of
their resé positions on issues of common interest in Africa.

T, % should also establish a forum where African members of the UNSC (not
%currently members of the AUPSC) and members of the AUPSC can meet, share
énformation and develop common positions and approach on African peace and security
Qé issues. The African members of the UNSC can also be granted observer status during
$ AUPSC meetings to acquaint themselves with issues discussed to inform their positions and

debates during UNSC meetings.
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The relationship between the UN General Assembly and the AU Assembly of Heads of
States and Governments (Executive Council) should also be enhanced. Both Assemblies
play key roles in the deployment of peacekeeping operations. The UN General Assembly
(UNGA), for instance, plays a key role in peacekeeping financing, although it is ncv
directly involved in the political decisions of establishing or terminating a peacek
operations. The UNOAU, for instance, was established by the UNGA by its
61/296. Similarly, the AU Assembly of Heads of States and Government _is

tion
highest
decision-making body on peace and security issues in Africa. It decides erventions in
Member States in respect of grave circumstances namely, war crime ggzide and crimes
against humanity and determines the common policies of the AUEColectively, the UNGA

multilateral discussions of the broader issues regardin

and the AU Assembly of Heads of States and Governments xrve as a unique forum for
&meptual, philosophical and

practical issues in the partnership. Therefore, enha loser cooperation between both
Assemblies can help strengthen the strategic le & tionship between the UNSC and the
AUPSC. The Troop/Police Contributing C (TCCs/PCCs) to UN/AU peacekeeping

missions should also be actively involvi inthe partnership.

6.3.3. Institutional Partnershv;ween the UN Secretariat and AU Commission

To further improve the in nal level partnership, it is important to enhance the capacity
of the AU office in % rk to serve as an effective link between the UN Secretariat and
the AU Commissi@p in"Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. In that regard, the mandate of the office of
the AU in N rk should be revised and staffed with the qualified personnel who can
effective \Iitate the interaction between the UN Secretariat and the AUC as well as
com%g the AUPSC’s positions to the UN Africa Group and the African Caucus in

éi here is also the need to increase the frequency of communication and cooperation between

the UN Secretary-General and the Chairperson of the AU Commission to follow up on
existing and emerging issues considered by the UNSC and PSC in their meetings. The
respective secretariats should not be left out of this, especially, in terms of effective

information-sharing, experience sharing on their working methods and timely consultations
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on emerging issues on the African continent. Both Secretariats should see to the full

implementation of the joint communiqués adopted by the UNSC/AU PSC during their

annual meetings. e

Both secretariats should consolidate the lessons learnt and experiences of the UN/AU v
Task Force (JTF) and the desk-to-desk meetings and expand their agendas taep iRClude
deliberations on broader policy issues relating to the practical issues in the&ership
rather than reviewing ongoing crisis situations all the time. The JTF an desk-to-desk
meetings should also be expanded to include senior representativgs the RECs to
enhance the coherence at the strategic level relationships betw&* AU, RECs and the
UN. In addition to these consultative mechanisms, the ecretariats and the AU
Commission should consider instituting a forum, where n meet the senior leadership
of their joint peacekeeping operations and represen of TCCs/PCCs to discuss issues
of common interest. This will offer both secre he opportunity to better understand
the activities and challenges of the missio éTCCs/PCCs, and how they can provide
S.

tailor-made assistance that addresses thi'r

The UN should continue to str the capacity of the AU Commission by improving
the ten year capacity-buildi gramme to enable the latter develop its structures and
mechanisms. Efforts s Iso be made by the UN to rally international support and

assistance to build tMpacity of the AU Commission to become self-sufficient in the
longer-term. ile, member states of the AU should also endeavour to contribute
financially &apacity development initiatives of the AU, instead of always depending
on exter tors for funding and assistance. The UN and the AU can also establish a staff
ex programme to increase understanding of the working methods, bureaucratic

¢s and dynamics in each organisation.

Qe 6.3.4. Operational Level Partnership

*' Both organisations should develop common guidelines and modalities for joint operations

aside their individual organisational frameworks. The roles and responsibilities that each
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organisation is expected to play in joint missions, clarity on reporting lines and modalities

for appointment of senior officers should be clearly specified in this guideline. It should

also include the processes and criterion for transferring an AU/RECs mission to a UN é
mission as well as control and command issues during joint operations. This would helv

v'

Additionally, both organisations should engage in early joint technical missio&sment

avert some of the challenges that confronted previous operations in Sudan and Mali.

and planning whenever the establishment of a mission is being conside the UNSC.
The respective RECs should also be involved if necessary, in the joint ning processes.
This would enhance smooth transition whenever an AU or mission is to be
re formed after an initial
s would help the UNSC to
joint missions. The UNSOA

ed support is incongruous with the

transferred or “re-hatted” to the UN or when hybrid operati
intervention by the AU or the RECs. The shared/joint

authorise the required support for the implement
support is illustrative of this point, where the a

capacities needed for mission implementatiop$

6.4. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTU SEARCH
Based on the findings and usions of the study, future research on the UN/AU
partnership can be under the following areas:

\

e The roles of Mfrican RECs and TCCs/PCCs in the overall partnership between
the U e AU and how they can be actively involved at all levels of the
part&

. ole that non-state parties such as Civil Society and Non-Governmental

rganisations (NGOs) can play in the UN/AU partnership; and
é Research on how the AU should manage its cooperation with the UN in relation to
e its other cooperative endeavors with organisations like the EU, NATO and bilateral
Qé partners such as the United States of America, India, France, Turkey and China to

mention just a few.
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