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Abbreviations 
ACLED Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project 

AMISOM African Union Mission in Somalia
APC All Progressives Congress 
APC All People’s Congress 

APSA African Peace and Security Architecture 
ARDUF Afar Revolutionary Democratic Front

ASF African Standby Force
AU African Union

AUC African Union Commission
AQIM Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb
BMZ Bundesministerium für wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit  und Entwicklung

(German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development)
CAR Central African Republic
DDR Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration 
DRC Democratic Republic of Congo

ECDPM European Centre for Development Policy Management
ECOMIB ECOWAS Mission in Guinea Bissau
ECOMIG ECOWAS Mission in The Gambia

ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States
ECPF ECOWAS Conflict Prevention Framework 

EU European Union
FLEC Front for the Liberation of the Enclave of Cabinda

FRELIMO Frente de Libertação de Moçambique (The Mozambique Liberation Front)
GIZ Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (German Development 

Cooperation)
GoS Government of Sudan 
HCB Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 
HIIK Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research 
IDPs Internally Displaced Persons
IGAD Intergovernmental Authority on Development 
IPSS Institute for Peace and Security Studies

IS Islamic State Jihadist Group
JMEC Joint Monitoring and Evaluation Commission 
LCBC Lake Chad Basin Committee 

LRA Lord's Resistance Army 
LRA-RTF Lord’s Resistance Army – Regional Task Force 

MNJTF Multinational Joint Task Force
MPLA People's Movement for the Liberation of Angola

MUJAO Movement for Unity and Jihad in West Africa 
PCRD Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development

PDP People's Democratic Party
PSC African Union Peace and Security Council
PSO Peace Support Operation
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RECs Regional Economic Communities
RENAMO Resistência Nacional Moçambicana (Mozambican National Resistance)

RMs Regional Mechanisms for Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution
RSADO Red Sea Afar Democratic Organization 

SADC Southern African Development Community
SLPP Sierra Leone People’s Party 
SPLM Sudan People's Liberation Movement 

SPLM/A-IO Sudan People’s Liberation Movement-in-Opposition
SSR Security Sector Reform

UN United Nations
UNAMID African Union/United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur

UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNOCA United Nations Regional Office for Central Africa 
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Preface

The Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS) at Addis Ababa University was established in 2007 
with the vision of becoming a premier African institute for knowledge production and dissemination 
in the field of peace and security. The Institute has excelled in this area, ranking among the top 50 
think tanks in Sub-Saharan Africa in the 2014, 2015 and 2016 University of Pennsylvania Global Go To 
Think Tank Index Reports.

This 5th edition of the APSA Impact Report provides a timely reference tool for the African Union 
(AU), Regional Economic Communities (RECs)/Regional Mechanisms (RMs) and Member States to 
utilize as the AU is currently undergoing a period of reform. The reform process has four priority 
areas namely: focusing the AU on key priorities using a continental scope; realigning AU institutions 
to deliver against such priorities; managing the AU efficiently at both political and operational levels; 
and enabling the AU to finance itself in the long term.

The APSA Impact Report therefore not only serves as a tool to assess the successes and challenges 
of the various instruments in meeting peace and security priorities on the continent, but also 
allows the aforementioned stakeholders to examine the ways in which they contribute to the overall 
sustainability of the continent’s security architecture.

IPSS is pleased to have produced this report in partnership with the European Centre for Development 
Policy Management (ECDPM), with support from the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 
Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH, on behalf of the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (BMZ). 

Kidane Kiros, PhD
Director

Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS)
Addis Ababa University
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Foreword 

Since the adoption of the AU Peace and Security Protocol in 2002, and the subsequent 
establishment of the Peace and Security Council in 2004, the African Peace and Security 
Architecture (APSA) has developed into a significant tool for addressing the various peace 
and security challenges on the African continent. The AU and the RECs/RMs have come a long 
way since the establishment of APSA as a mechanism for conflict prevention, management 
and resolution of crises and conflicts, post-conflict reconstruction and development in the 
continent. 

Given the increasing number of APSA interventions being carried out in conflict situations 
across the continent, it is important to regularly take stock of the successes achieved and 
the challenges faced. It is also imperative that experts, partners and members of AU/RECs 
bodies recognize their role in this stock-taking exercise, which annually presents itself in the 
APSA Impact Report. 

IPSS produced the APSA Impact Report for the year 2016 as part of its mission to foster peace 
and security in Africa through research, education and policy dialogues. Previous reports 
prepared by GIZ and ECDPM have been presented to the AU Peace and Security Council (most 
recently in December 2016) and positively received with much appreciation from peace and 
security stakeholders. 

This year marks the first time the research was conducted by a team based at IPSS in Addis 
Ababa, a worthwhile achievement in our continuous efforts to promote African ownership 
in peace and security initiatives. Therefore, on behalf of IPSS, I would like to acknowledge 
the individuals and institutions that provided valuable contributions to the development of 
this report. Supported by the Head of the Security and Resilience Programme at ECDPM, 
Volker Hauck, and coordinated by Policy Officer Sophie Desmidt, the team comprised of: 
Alem Kidane, Julian Demmer, Kathrin Oestringer, Marloes Verholt, Melhik Bekele and Tigist 
Feyissa. I am sincerely grateful to these individuals for their diligent work and dedication to 
this project. I would also like to acknowledge Olawale Ismail (PhD) for preparing the final 
report and Michelle Mendi Muita for providing editorial support and leading the design and 
print process of this publication. Finally, I would like to express my gratitude for the support 
we received from BMZ and GIZ, particularly from the GIZ African Union team that provided 
support throughout the project’s duration: Gerhard Mai, Larissa Riepl and Nuria Grigoriadis. 

Michelle Ndiaye
Director, Africa Peace and Security Programme

Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS)
Addis Ababa University

Head of Secretariat, Tana High-Level Forum on Security in Africa
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Executive Summary 

In 2016, the African continent hosted more than one quarter of all global conflicts. Despite 
this high level, 2016 does not constitute an exception but rather a stable continuation of 
previous years when looking at the number and intensity of conflicts. Violent extremism, 
natural resources and elections remain the primary triggers of conflict. 2016 also 
witnessed yet another record reached in migration numbers as well as other forms of 
forced displacement.

Given these trends, the active and visible engagement of African states and regional 
organizations in strengthening peace and security in Africa is of particular relevance. This 
increasing engagement is especially visible in the development and operationalization 
of the African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA), which includes the central 
instruments for conflict prevention, conflict management and post-conflict reconstruction 
and development by the African Union (AU), the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) 
and the Regional Mechanisms for Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution (RMs).

The APSA Impact Report aims to provide data and analyses on the state of conflict in 
Africa in 2016 as well as on the success and effectiveness of the interventions conducted 
by the AU and RECs in de-escalating or resolving these conflicts. In 2016, the report 
identified 67 violent conflicts that took place on the African continent that were eligible for 
intervention by APSA actors. Of these, the AU and RECs intervened in 28 conflicts (42%) 
through diplomacy, mediation, peace support operations (PSOs) or a combination of all 
three instruments. Among these interventions, 86% were deemed to be of high or medium 
quality regarding their appropriateness and conduct. Moreover, 75% of these interventions 
were deemed to be successful or partially successful in either preventing or de-escalating 
conflict. 

Diplomacy was used as an instrument in all but one conflict. While diplomacy is rated to 
be effective or partly effective in 77% of all cases, the instrument on its own was rarely 
likely to cause a de-escalation or resolution to the conflict. Interventions in the form of 
mediation took place in half of all conflicts. Of these 14 interventions, 76% were considered 
to be effective or partly effective. Again, mediation efforts were more likely to be effective 
if they were combined with other tools. Of the 8 AU/REC-led PSOs that took place in 2016, 
83% were considered to be effective or partly effective. A mix of instruments proved to have 
a positive effect on the effectiveness of a peace support operation. 

In general, the APSA Impact Reports from 2007 to 2016 show that the capacity and 
willingness of AU and RECs to intervene in violent conflicts on the continent has increased 
over the past years. Challenges remain in many areas, including in the horizontal and 
vertical cooperation of organizations, funding of institutions and their activities, structural 
shortcomings of the institutions, political willingness to intervene in and prevent violent 
conflicts, and the inclusion of civil society, women, youth and marginalized groups. Yet, 
an analysis of trends shows that there is an awareness of these challenges as well as a 
willingness to address them. Positive trends in 2016 include the commitment to structural 
reform of the AU, efforts to revitalize the Peace Fund, commitment to cooperation within 
and between organizations, and a stronger focus on structural conflict prevention as a 
more sustainable method to maintain peace and security in Africa. 

In conclusion, the AU and RECs have become effective and indispensable actors in addressing 
conflict and maintaining peace and security in Africa through APSA. Globally, there is no 
other continental framework that provides regional institutions with a comparable mandate 
and similarly extensive instruments for conflict transformation. 

 



11

Methodology

The APSA Impact Report measures the use and success of APSA tools based on impact 
hypotheses, which are outlined in the results matrix in Annex 1. The background research 
regarding the interventions of the AU and RECs, as well as their assessment, was conducted 
by the Institute for Peace and Security Studies (IPSS) at Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia, 
in cooperation with the European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) 
in Maastricht, the Netherlands. The research is based on the conflicts identified by the 
Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK) in their annual Heidelberg 
Conflict Barometer (HCB). The barometer classifies conflicts according to the following 
categories indicated in the table below:

Table 1: Categorization of conflicts according to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer

Categorization of Conflicts according to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer

Non-violent conflicts Level 1 Dispute

Level 2 Non-violent crisis

Violent conflicts Medium intensity Level 3 Violent crisis

High Intensity Level 4 Limited war

Level 5 War

Many of the conflicts identified by the HCB are interlinked with regard to (1) their actors, (2) 
conflict dynamics, (3) conflict factors, as well as (4) the way the conflicts were addressed by 
the AU and RECs. Based on these four factors, ECDPM decided to group various conflicts 
identified by the HCB into clusters, when treating them individually did not appear useful. The 
conflicts referred to in this report are therefore based on the list of conflict clusters identified 
by ECDPM.1

The research was conducted in different ways in each chapter: 

Chapter 1 is a collection of various data and trends regarding the conflict situation in Africa. 
This information is based on the research conducted by ECDPM. Substantial findings on 
conflict trends and developments will only be evident following long-term comparison. 

Chapter 2 provides an overview of AU and REC interventions in African conflicts. Special 
emphasis is placed on violent conflicts as identified by the HCB (conflict intensity 3-5). Publicly 
available data is therefore gathered by ECDPM and subsequently assessed according to the 
following criteria:2

1) Effectiveness (“Was the conflict de-escalated?”) 

2) Quality (Appropriateness of means used, relative importance of AU/REC intervention in 
comparison to interventions by other actors and the quality of cooperation between these 
actors).

1  See Annex for a complete list of identified conflict clusters. 
2  Note: as the analysis is based on publicly available data only, case of e.g. silent diplomacy do not play into this assessment. 
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These assessments were adopted by this report in an aggregated manner. In addition to the data by 
the HCB, data issued by the Uppsala Conflict Data Programme (UCDP) was used for reference. In 
addition to this analysis, chapter 2.2.3 includes a qualitative assessment on whether a specific peace 
support operation has fulfilled its core mandate. Furthermore, subchapter 2.2.4 provides information 
on the number and success of peace treaties negotiated by AU/RECs while chapter 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 
look at preventive diplomacy and post-conflict reconstruction and development (PCRD) interventions 
respectively. 
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Section 1: Overview of Peace and Security in  
       Africa in 2016

1.1. Conflict trends

According to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB), the total number of global conflicts in 2016 
remained at a stable, albeit high level.3  Similarly, the number of conflicts on the African continent 
remained at a high level, with more than a quarter of all global political conflicts (27.6%) taking place 
on the African continent in 2016.4  When examining highly violent conflicts in particular, more than 
one third of all conflicts took place in Sub-Saharan Africa (36.8%).5

Fig 1. Violent conflicts in 2016 (sub-national level)6

Pro jection:  World  Wa gner IV

IN TEN SITY

4 LIMITED WAR

5  W A R

3 VIOLENT CRISIS

NO VIOLENT CONFLICT

This report counts a total of 86 conflicts in Africa in 2016. Of these, 67 conflicts were categorized as 
violent conflicts (i.e. with an intensity level between 3 and 5) and qualified for an APSA intervention.7 
This represents a slight decrease in the total number of conflicts (88 in 2015), but an increase in the 
number of violent conflicts (62 in 2015 and 2014).8  Of the 67 conflicts with intensity level of 3 and 
above, 42% were addressed by AU/RECs through diplomacy, mediation, peace support operations, or 
a combination of two or all three types of intervention.9

3  Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK). (2017). Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB) 2016. According to the HCB, the global number of political conflicts 
decreased slightly from 409 in 2015 to 402 in 2016. 
4  According to the HCB, Africa accounted for 111 of the 402 conflicts in the world in 2016, compared with 115 and 123 in 2015 and 2014, respectively. 
5  The HCB categorizes conflicts according to 5 intensity levels: Level 1, Dispute; Level 2, Non-Violent Crisis; Level 3, Violent Crisis; Level 4, Limited War; Level 5, War. Violent Crises are all 
conflicts from Level 3-5; Highly Violent Crises are all conflicts from level 4-5. 14 out of 38 highly violent conflicts took place in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
6  The graph was adopted from the Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK) and subsequently adapted; Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research 
(2016): Conflict Barometer 2016, Heidelberg, p. 11. 
7  This report uses Data by the HCB in order to come up with its own system of conflict clusters (referred to as “conflicts” in this report). Refer to the methodology section in the Annex for a 
list of all conflicts as well as an explanation of how the conflicts were counted. 
8  The total number of conflicts as counted by ECPDM-IPSS dropped by 2.3% in 2016, while the number of conflicts with intensity level 3 and above increased by 7% in 2016. 
9  Out of the total 67 conflicts with an intensity level of 3 or more, 28 were addressed by AU/RECs through one or a combination of instruments, while 39 were not addressed by AU/
RECs. 
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Fig 2. Conflict intensity in Africa (2013-2016)

The overview for 2016 suggests that in spite of the marginal drop in the total number of conflicts, 
the intensity and violence associated with conflicts in Africa actually increased in 2016. Much of the 
rise in the number and level of conflicts was due to a 22% increase in the number of conflicts with an 
intensity level of 3 compared to 2015.

The overview of conflict trends in Africa does not suggest that the continent is either conflict-prone 
or that conflict is unique to Africa. Indeed, conflict is an inherent feature of all societies, as well as a 
common denominator in social relations. Conflict, as long as it is not violent, can have positive effects, 
for example as a driver of change and reform. Conflict however assumes problematic dimensions 
when it is improperly managed or when it turns violent.10  This report focuses on conflicts that were, 
or could have been, addressed by AU/RECs. Consequently, it is limited to conflicts that are both 
violent and qualify for an intervention from one or more of the regional APSA actors.11

Some examples and descriptions help put the conflict overview data for 2016, especially the degrees 
of intensity, into context: 

Highly violent conflicts (level 4-5)

The conflicts with intensity level 5 include the most violent insurgencies and asymmetrical wars in 
Africa such as transnational conflicts with militant groups between Boko Haram and the governments 
of Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad and Niger; and between al-Shabaab and the government of Somalia. 
Others include Libya’s inter-tribal and opposition violence; South Sudan’s civil war; Sudan’s Darfur/
inter-communal violence; and Sudan’s SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue Nile/Sudan, South 
Sudan/Sudan, and South Sudan (Abyei) conflicts. The challenge of Salafi-jihadist groups was also a 
major character of conflicts in the Sahelo-Saharan region, where especially the transnational fight 
against the Islamic State jihadist group (IS), with its geographical hotspot in Libya, constituted a 
large-scale war. The conflicts with intensity level 4 were the Central Africa Republic (anti-Balaka - 
ex-Séléka) and DRC (eastern Congo militia violence). 

10  For example, see Center for Security Studies ETH Zurich. (2014). Mediation and Conflict Transformation, Discussion Points of the Mediation Support Network (MSN) No. 5 Durban. 
11  See chapter 2.3 “AU and RECs non-intervention in violent conflicts” for an explanation on which conflicts qualify for intervention. 
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Other violent conflicts (level 3)

The cases of level 3 intensity conflicts include contestations between government and opposition 
groups in Chad, Burkina Faso, Burundi, DRC, Gabon, Guinea Bissau and Kenya. Other government-
opposition conflicts took place in Niger, Sudan, The Gambia and Uganda. Further variants of level 3 
intensity conflicts were Lesotho (military factions), DRC (ex-M23), Somalia (federalization process/
inter-militia rivalry), Mali (Azawad/Northern Mali), CAR, DRC, South Sudan, and Uganda (LRA).

1.2. Conflict items

The conflict item most frequently fought over across the continent was national power, which was a 
cause of conflict in 22.2% of all cases, closely followed by system/ideology with 19.8%, subnational 
predominance with 19.1% and resources with 17.3% (See Figure 3 below).12  Furthermore, the 
research conducted shows that nearly all conflicts with intensity level 3 in 2016 were conflicts 
between governments (incumbents) and opposition groups over power, especially in the context of 
elections, constitutional term limits, and agitations for civil liberties and good governance. 

Fig 3. Most common conflicts in Africa13 

Territory
3,7%

Secession
5,6%

System/Ideology
19,8%

National Power
22,2%

Autonomy
9,3%

Other
1,9%

Resources
17,3%

Subnational
19,1%

Many violent conflicts over ideology involved violent extremist groups such as al-Shabaab in Somalia, 
Boko Haram in Nigeria, al-Qaeda-affiliated groups in Mali, Algeria, Tunisia, Mauritania and Niger, 
and IS-affiliated groups in Libya. The large majority of conflicts in North Africa took place at the level 
of medium to high intensity, and the conflict item most fought over in the region was system/ideology. 
This stands in stark contrast to the major conflict drivers in Sub-Saharan Africa, where national 
power (23%), subnational predominance (19.6%) and resources (18.2%) constitute the most frequently 
fought over conflict items (in contrast, system/ideology is only fought over in 13.5% of conflicts). 

12  The table shows the percentage of each conflict item in relation to all conflict items. Many conflicts include more than one conflict item, which is why the percentage of each conflict 
item in relation to the overall number of conflicts is higher. 
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In nearly two-thirds (62.5%) of all highly violent conflicts in the continent, resources constituted a 
conflict item.14  However, it should be noted that no conflict was fought solely over resources. Often, 
resources were a conflict feature or even a conflict driver, accompanying struggles over subnational 
predominance, system/ideology or national power. 

1.3. Conflict dynamics and potential risks for the future 

The following sections analyze the underlying dynamics, the trajectories of conflict trends and the 
overall peace and security challenges in Africa. It outlines the major conflict dimensions, covering a 
mixture of conflict root causes and triggers, as well as consequences of conflict that have multiplier 
effects. The conflict issues analyzed include violent protests and riots, violent extremism, natural 
resources, as well as displacement and forced migration. Other issues include violence in the context 
of elections, gender-based violence, and the interface between youth and violence. Individually and 
collectively, these issues have explicit and heightened political dimensions, that attracted attention 
from, and sometimes intervention by, AU/RECs, and that continue to dominate the interests of African 
and global policy actors as well as the media. 

1.3.1. Violent protests and riots

Violent conflict is not limited to countries experiencing civil wars or large-scale insurgencies; it 
is broader and incorporates seemingly stable countries across the global North and South.15  The 
Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED) indicates that, as part of the global increase 
in interstate, national and sub-state violence, African states experience multidimensional conflicts 
that have changed in character in the past 10 years. In a majority of cases, fragile African states 
experience many forms of violent conflicts with low levels of overlap between groups and scales.16  
Organized battles continue to decrease, while asymmetrical violence such as rioting, protesting, 
violent extremism, bombing and violence against civilians increased in 2016 (see Figure 4 below for 
the global development of conflicts since 1976).  17

Fig 4. Development of types of conflicts worldwide (1976-2016)18 
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14  In the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer, 10 of the 16 conflicts in Africa rated as “war” and “limited war” had resources as a conflict item. See Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict 
Research (HIIK). (2017). Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB) 2016, pp. 60-62. 
15  Armed Conflict Location & Event Dataset (ACLED). (2017). Conflict and Violence Overview: Report 55, p. 4. 
16  See for example BeiB, R. (2006). Asymmetric conflict structures. International Review of the Red Cross (88): 864. 
17   ACLED. (2016). Rates of Violence in 2016. See also Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies.(2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender. 
18  United Nations and World Bank. 2017. Pathways for Peace: Inclusive Approaches to Preventing Violent Conflict – Main Messages and Emerging Policy Directions. World Bank, 
Washington. 
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Riots and protests contribute largely to political disturbances in Africa, and comprise a large 
proportion of all conflict activity.19  The number of events involving protesters and rioters increased by 
4.8% since 2015; with major increases measured in Ethiopia, Chad and Tunisia. The recent increases 
in the number, intensity, spread and effects of protests and riots have attracted attention from the AU 
and RECs, prompting diplomatic activities such as resolutions expressing concern, or the deployment 
of high-level fact finding delegations, mediators and in some cases, special envoys.

Spotlight on Burundi

In Burundi, battles between armed groups declined markedly in 2016 compared to the previous 
year. Yet, ACLED data indicates a sustained increase in civilian targeting, reflecting the changing 
nature of the Burundi crisis. This is shown by the persistent lethality of government forces and armed 
militias that are widely resorting to both violence against unarmed civilians and targeted political 
assassinations in order to either consolidate the grip on power or manifest their strength.20

Spotlight on Mozambique

In Mozambique, a low-level armed conflict continued to endanger the fragile peace between the 
ruling FRELIMO and the former rebels of RENAMO. Intermittent truces between the two parties 
so far have failed to stop the violence, which has increased from 19 conflict events in 2015 to 92 in 
2016.21  Alarmingly, the largest increase has been observed with violence against civilians. Despite 
the parties’ mutual commitment to resuming the peace process, these trends suggest that both 
FRELIMO and RENAMO target non-combatants in an attempt to enhance their respective bargaining 
positions.22  Given these dynamics, violence is likely to persist or further escalate unless a political 
solution is reached.

1.3.2. Violent extremism

Data and trends in the activities of violent extremist groups in 2016 indicated a ‘game changing’ 
moment as containment measures undertaken by African states, the AU, RECs, and international 
partners achieved strategic effects in a majority of cases. In 2016, threats posed by violent extremist 
groups were reduced or neutralized with the majority of these groups experiencing, in varying 
degrees, one or more of the following: loss of territory and constricting spaces to operate, degraded 
capability to undertake ‘audacious’ and high-profile attacks, loss of fighters, and collapsed or limited 
sources of support and infrastructure.23

This was the case in the Lake Chad Basin and in the Horn of Africa where violent extremist groups 
were either contained and/or rolled back. Containment was less successful in the Sahel corridor. The 
least evidence of containment of violence was observed in Northern Mali and in border communities 
in Mauritania, Niger and Algeria where there was renewed operational cooperation among the violent 
extremist groups active in the region.24  This resulted in an increased number of attacks, as well as 
the expansion of their operational perimeter into Central and Southern Mali, and across neighbouring 
countries such as Niger, Burkina Faso (Ouagadougou) and Cote d’Ivoire (Grand Bassam).  25

19  ACLED. (2016). Rates of Violence in 2016.
20  ACLED. Real-Time Analysis of African Political Violence. Conflict Trends, No 55, p. 5. 
21  Ibid. 
22  Ibid. 
23  Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, pp. 45-50. 
24  These include groups such as Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM), the Movement for Unity and Jihad in West Africa (MUJAO), Ansar-Dine, Al Mourabitoun and IS elements. 
25  Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, pp. 78-79. 
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Fig 5. Fatalities from terrorist attacks in Africa (2000-2016)26 

“Size of bubbles correspond to the number of fatalities in a single attack, with smaller sizes reflecting a lower number of fatalities. The number of fatalities 
during the time period range from 1 to 400. The single attack with the highest number of fatalities took place in Nigeria in January 2015.”

Number of fatilites/location of attacks resulting in fatalities
Attacks carried out by extremist groups associated with religious ideologies

Attacks carried out by other extremist groups

The containment and rollback measures that have led to said success include military-security 
cooperation, increased intelligence sharing, and joint security operations of affected states and their 
international partners. Furthermore, affected actors conducted targeted capture and killing of senior 
commanders of extremist groups, provided support to community self-defence groups, exercised 
political isolation of extremist groups, and increased awareness campaigns to prevent more young 
people from joining extremist groups. 

26  The graph was adopted from the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and subsequently adapted. UNDP. (2017). Journey to Extremism in Africa: Drivers, Incentives and the 
Tipping Point for Recruitment. New York.  
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It is important to state that the containment and/or rollback neither extinguishes the continued 
existence of violent groups nor diminishes the potential appeal of extremist narratives and ideologies 
(see Figure 5). Drivers of extremism include ongoing conflicts in the Arabic world, a strong crime-
terror nexus, and Africa’s ‘youth bulge’, which leads to high youth unemployment and a growing pool 
of potential recruitees.27  In addition, some African countries remain vulnerable to the risk of violent 
extremism due to underlying structural weaknesses such as poverty and unresolved socio-political 
grievances. Evidence from other parts of the world has shown that with violent extremist groups, 
‘winning the minds’ is an even greater challenge than ‘winning the war’. APSA actors and instruments 
need to have the capacity to design and coordinate effective preventive strategies and to address the 
structural causes and drivers of violent extremism. Despite the above-mentioned successes in 2016, 
violent extremist groups and ideologies remain a relevant and serious threat in Africa.28

1.3.3. Natural resources and violent conflicts 

Control over natural resources continues to trigger conflict and violence in Africa in 2016. Out of the 
28 high-level conflicts addressed in this report, 6 revolve around or are influenced by resources.29  
Thus, nearly a fifth of all conflict items in Africa in 2016 were linked to natural resources. 

In 2016, the deadliest conflicts in the eastern and north-eastern provinces of DRC, most notably Ituri, 
North and South Kivu provinces, were resource related. In South Sudan, the deadliest conflicts (inter-
communal violence and SPLM/A-IO’s fight with SPLM/A that influences it) have resources at their 
centre.30  In Sudan, two of the three on-going conflicts assessed in the report, including most notably 
the conflicts in Darfur and the two Areas (South Kordofan and Blue Nile), are resource related. 31

In Darfur, a number of causes such as tribal division, colonial repercussions and tensions between 
Arabs and Africans have been mentioned as possible explanations for the ongoing crisis.32  With 
Sudan falling into unsustainable foreign debt while being hit by international sanctions and forced 
to transfer nearly 75% of its oil reserves to South Sudan, the goldmines in Darfur have become 
extremely valuable. A 2016 UN Security Council Panel of Experts’ report indicates that $123 million 
worth of gold smuggled out of Darfur may explain the increase in income of armed groups in Darfur 
by that same amount.33 

The 2017 State of Peace and Security in Africa Report, prepared for the annual Tana High-Level 
Forum on Peace and Security in Africa, notes that many of the challenges in natural resource 
governance in Africa are underpinned by four things, namely, i) the limited (ineffectual) recognition of 
local communities as legitimate stakeholders with major interests; ii) the securitization of the sector 
by governments; iii) limited action to encourage and build the capacity of local actors to participate 
in natural resource exploration; and iv) limited progress in building value chains.34  In few instances 
where schemes to increase the economic participation of communities have been introduced such as 
community share-ownership trusts, ordinary members are often misrepresented by local traditional 
elites who follow their own narrow interests.35

27  United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). (2017). Journey to Extremism in Africa, p. 55. 
28  Ibid. 
29  Namely Nigeria (farmers-pastoralists), DRC (eastern Congo militia violence), South Sudan (civil war), Central African Republic (Anti-Balaka-ex-Séléka), Sudan (Darfur/inter-communal 
violence) and Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue Nile/Sudan-South Sudan/Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei). 
30  Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK). (2017). Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB) 2016, pp. 60-62. 
31  Ibid. 
32  United Nations. (2016). Final Report of the Panel of Experts on the Sudan Established Pursuant to Resolution 1591 (2005), p. 142. 
33  Ibid. 
34  The theme of the Tana High-Level Forum on Peace and Security in Africa held on 22-23 April 2017 was Natural Resource Governance in Africa. See Tana Forum Secretariat at the 
Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 10. 
35  Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 12. 
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1.3.4. Violent conflicts as triggers for displacement and forced migration

Fig 6. Refugees, people in refugee-like situations, internally displaced persons in Africa (2010-2016)36 
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In 2016, the number of forced migrants worldwide reached a record number of 65.3 million people, 
of whom 12.4 million are newly displaced.37  These numbers follow the record-breaking year of 
2015, which recorded a total of 60 million forced migrants. Sub-Saharan Africa continued to host the 
majority of the world’s refugees, facing numerous large-scale refugee crises simultaneously.38  A 
total of 19.4 million people were of concern to UNHCR, including 4.4 million refugees and around 11 
million internally displaced persons (IDPs).39  New and prolonged crises continued to displace people 
in places such as Burundi, South Sudan, Sudan, CAR, Nigeria, Mali and Somalia. Food insecurity 
threatened many refugees and IDPs in Africa, and contributed to acute malnutrition. Hindered access 
of humanitarian workers to areas in need of assistance further exacerbated the situation.40

For instance, the collapse of the South Sudanese peace process in 2016 triggered further violence and 
consequently led to the internal displacement of over 1.6 million people. South Sudanese refugees 
continue to be hosted throughout the region, including in Uganda (374,000), Ethiopia (300,000), Sudan 
(247,000) and Kenya (90,000).41  Conflict in Nigeria escalated in 2016 and caused the displacement of 
over 2.7 million people, including 2 million internally. Cross-border insurgencies in Cameroon, Chad 
and Niger, triggered by Boko Haram, left some 155,000 Nigerians internally displaced and some 
hundreds of thousands fleeing to neighbouring states.42

36  Own graph based on data from UNHCR Global Trends 2010-2016, “UN Major Regions”. 
37  United Nations. (2016). Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees Covering the Period 1 July 2015-30 June 2016, paragraph 1. This includes 21.3 million refugees 
(16.1 under UNHCR’s mandate and 5.2 million Palestinian refugees registered by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency), 40.8 million internally displaced persons and 3.2 million 
asylum-seekers. 
38  United Nations. (2016). Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees Covering the Period 1 July 2015-30 June 2016, paragraph 4. 
39  Ibid. 
40  Ibid. 
41  United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). (2017). Global Appeal 2017 Update: Precarious Futures, Shared Responsibilities, p. 37. 
42  UNHCR. (2016). Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees: Covering the period 1 July 2015 – 30 June 2016, p. 6. 
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Fig 7. Forced migration in Africa in 201643 
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43  The graph was adopted from UNHCR. (2016). Global Report 2016 – Middle East and North Africa (MENA) – and  Regional Summaries Africa 
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Other instances include CAR where close to a million people have been displaced since the outbreak 
of the civil war in 2012. In 2016, more than 400,000 people were internally displaced and around half 
a million people fled to neighbouring countries.44  In Burundi, some 300,000 people were forced to 
flee the country due to violence and human rights violations caused by political unrest following the 
2015 presidential elections.45  In Mali, while the “Agreement for Peace and Reconciliation” signed in 
June 2015 was a positive development in the peace process, ongoing insecurity in the country caused 
more than 134,000 Malian refugees to flee to Burkina Faso, Mauritania and Niger.46  In the Horn of 
Africa, increasing food insecurity exacerbated the displacement crisis previously caused by a lack of 
human security. In May 2016, the Kenyan government announced its intention to close the refugee 
camps in Dadaab where 280,000 refugees, including 260,000 Somali refugees, are hosted.47  Kenya 
suspected Dadaab of harbouring al-Shabaab fighters and complained of inadequate support from 
the international community.48  Although a Kenyan court ruling subsequently blocked the closure of 
Dadaab, the future of the quarter of a million refugees it houses is not settled.49

1.3.5. Violence in the context of elections

While 18 presidential elections were scheduled in Africa in 2016,50  some of the elections were 
postponed to 2017 or, in the case of the DRC, to 2018.51  In several instances, the elections provoked 
protests and demonstrations, some of which turned violent. The AU and RECs sent election-related 
missions to all countries that held elections, with observers in Benin, Cape Verde, and Sao Tome and 
Principe assessing the elections as free, transparent and fair.52

Fig 8. Elections in Africa in 2016
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44  United Nations. (2016). Thousands fleeing violent clashes in Central African Republic: UN Refugee Agency. UN News Centre, 8 July 2016. 
45  UNHCR. (2017). Global Appeal 2017 Update: Precarious Futures, Shared Responsibilities, p. 36. 
46  Ibid.
47  Amnesty International. (2016). Kenya: Nowhere Else to Go: Forced Returns of Somali Refugees from Dadaab Refugee Camp, Kenya. 
48  Mutambo, A. (2016). Decision to Close Dadaab Refugee Camp Final, Ruto Tells UN Boss. Daily Nation. 
49  Gettleman, J. (2017). Kenyan Court Blocks Plan to Close Dadaab Refugee Camp. The New York Times. 
50  Institute for Security Studies. (2016). Turbulent elections in Africa in 2016: The need for truth telling from the AU.
51  Mukum Mbaku, J. (2016). Africa in Focus. The postponed DRC elections: The major players for 2018. Brookings.
52  Institute for Security Studies. (2016). Turbulent elections in Africa in 2016: The need for truth telling from the AU. 
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1.3.6. Gender and violent conflicts 

Beyond fatalities and displacement, there were other harmful physical and psychological 
consequences of armed conflict and violence for civilians in 2016, of which sexual and gender-based 
violence was prominent.53  ACLED research shows that the countries with the highest number of 
reported cases of rape and gender-based violence are Sudan, South Sudan, CAR and DRC.54  Most of 
the reported cases in Sudan were perpetrated by armed groups such as pro-government militias, the 
Janjaweed, the Rapid Support Forces, the military, and other unidentifiable armed groups.55  In South 
Sudan, the complicit groups include the South Sudanese military and allied paramilitary groups, 
the SPLA/M-IO, and several ethno-communal militias.56  During the July escalation of fighting in 
Juba alone, more than 200 cases of sexual violence were reported, including the rape of civilians 
and foreign aid workers.57  In contrast, the DRC, notorious for its high incidences of rape in previous 
years, is estimated to have recorded a significant drop (59%) in reported cases of gender-based 
violence in 2016.58  It is unclear if this is a genuine reduction in the rate of rape, or simply a decrease 
in reporting such cases by victims and their relatives. 

The AU Commission launched the ‘Campaign to restore the dignity of women and to ensure 
accountability in South Sudan’ on 13 October 2016.59  The campaign highlighted the role of liable 
South Sudanese leaders and heads of armed groups in wartime atrocities with the aim to expose 
networks, actors and structures that aided rape as a weapon of conflict.60

Launch of the African Union Campaign to Restore the Dignity of Women and to Ensure Accountability in South Sudan, October 2016 [Copyright African Union].

53  Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 22. 
54  ACLED. (2015). Sudan Leads in the Use of Rape as a Weapon of Violence in Africa. ACLED. (2015). Rape as a Weapon of Political Violence, Part 2: Where, When, and by Whom is This 
Tactic Used?
55  Human Rights Watch. (2016). Sudan: Rape as Weapon of War. AU/UN Should Increase Investigations, Reporting on Abuses. 
56  ACLED. (2015). Rape as a Weapon of Political Violence, Part 2: Where, When, and by Whom is This Tactic Used? See also Cumming-Bruce, N. (2016). Mass Rape, a Weapon of War, 
Traumatizes South Sudan. The New York Times. 
57  Heidelberg Institute for International Conflict Research (HIIK). (2017). Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB) 2016, p. 90. 
58  Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. (2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 22. 
59  African Union. (2016). Launch of the African Union Campaign to Restore the Dignity of Women and to Ensure Accountability in South Sudan. 
60  Institute for Security Studies. (2016). Peace and Security Council Report, p. 87. 
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ACLED notes that the ‘effectiveness’ of rape as a weapon of political violence in demoralizing 
opposition, instilling fear in populations, and reaffirming aggression and domination, as well as the 
frequent impunity in this crime, makes it an effective tactical instrument in violent conflict. As long 
as perpetrators face no real punitive consequences, sexual violence is likely to continue to be used 
in this way.61

1.3.7. Youth and violent conflicts 

One of the most prominent cross-cutting issues in African peace and security is the youth bulge. 
Young people under 24 years of age constitute more than 40% of the adult population. African states 
have the highest proportion of people aged 0-14 and 10-24 compared with the global average, as well 
as twice the global average fertility rate. The African continent is expected to produce 53% of the 
estimated global population increase by 2050 with further ‘youthening’ of the continent’s population 
expected to continue for another decade at least.62

Fig 9. Youth in Africa63 

61  ACLED. (2015). Rape as a Weapon of Political Violence, Part 2: Where, When, and by Whom is This Tactic Used?
62  UNFPA. 2014. State of the World‘s Population2014: Factsheet—Youth in Sub-Saharan Africa, p. 1,  as quoted in Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. 
(2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 60. 
63  Graph adopted from Mo Ibrahim Foundation. (2017). Africa at a Tipping Point 2017 Forum Report.
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So far, the youth bulge is proving to be a challenge in most African countries as indicated by that 
high rates of unemployment and underemployment (in general and especially among youth), limited 
social mobility, easy access to small arms and light weapons and persistent inter-group animosities 
that have led the youth bulge to become a serious security challenge.64  Some of the countries with 
the youngest population in Africa are also the most conflict-affected states on the continent, as seen 
in CAR, DRC, Kenya, Mali, Nigeria, Uganda and Tunisia.65  Young men aged 15 to 29 account for the 
majority of casualties of lethal armed violence. At the same time, young people, in particular women, 
are at a heightened risk of physical and sexual abuse and exploitation in the context of conflict.66  Lack 
of access to education, basic social services, economic opportunities, grievances over injustices, 
and a generalized distrust in the capacity of the state to account for its citizens are fuelling a cycle of 
poverty, hopelessness and frustration.67

The increased involvement of some young people in violent acts and extremist movements further 
results in the stigmatization of youth, which consequently leads to the increasing marginalization of 
young people and acts as a trigger for more extremism. Yet, a growing body of evidence suggests 
that young women and men can and do play active and valuable roles as agents of positive and 
constructive change. Youth-led social and political movements, peace-building and conflict-
prevention interventions taking place at the local and national level, help build more peaceful societies 
and catalyze more democratic, inclusive governance systems.68  The UN, through Security Council 
Resolution 2250 (on Youth, Peace and Security) of December 2015, marked the first major attempt at 
recognizing and leveraging the contributions of young people to global peace and security. In 2016, 
the UN inaugurated an Advisory Group for Progress Study on Youth, Peace and Security with a report 
due in 2017. It is hoped the report will provide evidence as well as practical proposals for including 
and working with youth to enhance peace and security in Africa and globally.69

64  UNFPA. 2014. State of the World‘s Population 2014: Factsheet—Youth in Sub-Saharan Africa, p. 1, as quoted in Tana Forum Secretariat at the Institute for Peace and Security Studies. 
(2017). Tana Forum Report. No Retreat, No Surrender, p. 60.
65   Ibid.
66  UN Inter-Agency Network on Youth Development. (2016). Young People’s Participation in Peacebuilding: A Practice Note p. 8.
67  Ibid.
68  Ibid.
69  In 2017, the Annual theme of the African Union was “Harnessing demographic dividend through investments in the youth”. 



26

APSA Impact Report 2016

Section 2: Interventions by AU and RECs in      
 Conflict-Affected Contexts

This chapter provides an in-depth analysis of the APSA-related interventions conducted by the AU 
and RECs in 2016. It outlines indicative trends with regard to the quality and effectiveness of AU/
REC interventions in the conflicts under assessment. In each section, these preliminary findings 
and trends are illustrated with examples of AU/REC interventions in selected violent conflicts. The 
assessment presented here is limited to the conflicts in which the AU and/or RECs intervened or 
undertook other preventive measures. The assessment is based on peace and security related data 
gathered by IPSS and ECDPM, as well as by other research institutes and think tanks focusing on 
Africa. The judgement of the quality and effectiveness of interventions is based on robust conflict 
analyses, the extensive use of open source information (e.g. AU/REC communiqués) and expert 
analyses.

The assessment of the quality and effectiveness of AU/REC interventions follows the analytical 
framework used in previous editions of the APSA Impact Report.70  The analytical framework 
categorizes APSA-related interventions into three primary types, namely diplomacy, mediation, and 
peace support operations. While PCRD is used as a separate category in the qualitative analysis, 
the quantitative assessment does not include it as a separate category as it is less commonly used 
compared to other instruments. 

2.1. Overview of AU/REC interventions in assessed conflicts in 2016

The total number of conflicts in Africa was 86 in 2016, constituting a slight decrease from the total 
recorded in 2015 (88). 67 conflicts (77%) were violent conflicts (i.e. intensity level 3-5) compared to 
71% in 2015. As in previous years, the vast majority of conflicts were classified as violent crises (level 
3). In 2016, APSA actors intervened in 28 conflicts (42%) out of the 67 eligible for intervention. This 
indicates a slight decrease from the 47% recorded in 2015. There was also an APSA intervention in 
one conflict with an intensity level of 2 (conflict in the Republic of Congo between the government and 
opposition political groups). 71

70  It should be noted that in 2016, a methodological change was introduced in the judgment categories. The main change was the broadening of the highest judgment category from 
‘Yes (Successful)’ to ‘Overall successful’ and lowest category from ‘No’ (Not successful) to ‘Rather unsuccessful’. This followed the peer exchange held between IPSS, GIZ and ECDPM. This 
change was introduced as it was felt that especially the highest category was too rigid and was unable to accommodate the so-called ‘high end’ results in the ‘Partly successful’ category. 
In these cases, APSA actors were overall successful, despite some points of critique. Therefore the new and broader category ‘Overall successful’ was introduced and contains those 
conflicts where APSA actors’ interventions were mostly successful, but where some points of ineffectiveness or obstacles were nevertheless reported. Similarly for quality, the highest 
and lowest categories were broadened to ‘Overall high quality’ and ‘Mostly low quality’ for the same reason.
71  ECPDM-IPSS included the Republic of Congo among the list of conflicts with APSA interventions because the intervention was deemed to be very similar in terms of intensity of 
engagement in other conflicts with a level of intensity 3 and above.
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Fig 10. Violent conflicts (HIIK 3-5) with and without interventions
“Bubble indicates the number of conflicts in which no intervention took place”

As in previous years, AU/RECs were more likely to intervene in high-intensity conflicts such as wars 
or limited wars. 

AU/RECs intervened in the 28 conflicts through diplomacy, mediation, peace support operations, 
or a combination of all three instruments.72  In 14 of those conflicts the AU and/or RECs intervened 
through mediation activities. Interventions in the form of diplomatic activities took place in 27 cases 
and peace support operations were deployed in 8 cases. Similar to previous years, the data for 2016 
indicates that in half of the conflicts addressed, a combination of diplomatic and mediation activities 
was used.

Table 2. AU/RECs interventions in 201673 

AU/RECs Interventions in 2016

Diplomacy: 27

Mediation: 14

Peace Support Operations: 8

In 57% of all interventions, a combination of instruments was used. In 11 conflicts, the only instrument 
deployed was diplomacy. A combination of diplomacy and mediation was used in 6 conflicts, while a 
combination of diplomacy and peace support operations (PSOs) was deployed in three conflicts. 

Table 3. Use of single and combined APSA instruments by AU/RECs in 2016

Use of single and combined APSA instruments by AU/RECs in 2016

Single instrument*: 12 conflicts Two instruments*: 9 conflicts Three instruments*: 7 conflicts

*Only Diplomacy (11) or Only Mediation (1) *Either Diplomacy and Mediation (6) or 
Diplomacy and Peace Support Operations (3)

Diplomacy, Mediation and Peace Support 
Operations

72  It is often difficult to identify and categorize an activity as diplomacy or mediation, especially when certain diplomatic activities are undertaken to support ongoing mediation 
activities or the implementation of a peace agreement. See Annex I for the classification of intervention for each conflict as well as for the methodology used to classify interventions.
73  Please note that the total number of interventions is 28 even though the sum of interventions in this table is 49. This is because this table counts the interventions for each individual 
conflict only once, even if more than one intervention took place in the conflict (see Table 3).
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A combination of all three instruments, namely diplomacy, mediation and PSOs was used in 7 
conflicts.74  This was, for example, the case in Sudan (Darfur) and Somalia (federalization process/
inter-militia rivalry). In these cases, a PSO mission was already in place for a number of years, 
namely the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) and the hybrid AU-UN peacekeeping mission 
in Darfur (UNAMID). 

Depending on the conflict and region, the AU or a REC can conduct interventions independently. 
Interventions in regions with a strong REC or RM are usually collaborative. This collaboration extends 
to other actors outside APSA including the United Nations, the European Union, the Gulf Cooperation 
Council, and non-African countries. Examples of this include the intervention in The Gambia, Mali, 
Sudan (Darfur) and CAR. Conversely, the absence of a strong REC/RM, as is the case in North Africa, 
often leads to the AU working independently. 

2.1.1. Quality of interventions in 201675 

This section assesses the quality of APSA-related interventions in 2016. The quality of interventions 
is measured by a three-tiered approach combining the following three criteria: i) the appropriateness 
of the degree of engagement of the AU/REC relative to the intensity of the conflict, ii) the relative 
significance of the role played by the AU/REC in the intervention, and iii) to what degree synergies 
between the AU, RECs and other international actors were used in the intervention.

Table 4. Quality of interventions in 2016 

Total Interventions Diplomacy Mediation PSOs

Total Number 28 27 14 8

Quality

Overall high quality 14 14 4 2

Medium quality 10 9 9 4

Mostly low quality 4 4 1 1

Too early to tell 0 0 0 1

Fig 11. Quality of interventions in 2016

74  This report considers diplomacy, mediation and peace support operations to be the main APSA instruments because they are further developed than PCRD instruments and much more 
frequently deployed.
75  See Table 2.



In 2016, interventions by the AU and RECs were deemed to be of high or medium quality in 24 conflicts 
(86%). In particular, they achieved high quality interventions in 14 (50%) of the 28 conflicts that were 
addressed in 2016. Medium quality was achieved in 10 interventions (36%), and mostly low quality in 
4 interventions (14%). 

Among the conflicts with high quality interventions are two broad typologies. First, are conflicts that 
are largely political, often involving conflict between government and opposition over internal power 
struggles or over elections and term limits such as the conflicts in The Gambia, Niger, Lesotho, 
Guinea Bissau and Côte d’Ivoire. The second typology includes protracted, asymmetrical conflicts 
(including violent extremist groups), with transborder and transnational impacts. Specific examples 
are the conflict in Libya, Boko Haram in the Lake Chad Basin, CAR, LRA, DRC (eastern Congo militia 
violence), DRC (ex-M23), Somalia (al-Shabaab), and Somalia (federalization process/inter-militia 
rivalry). 

Some of the conflicts with medium quality intervention are government versus opposition conflicts in 
Burundi, Burkina Faso, DRC, Gabon and Guinea. Others include the long-standing conflict between 
the government of Morocco and the POLISARIO movement, South Sudan’s civil war and three conflicts 
in Sudan (Darfur, between government and opposition, and SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue 
Nile/Sudan-South Sudan). The AU and RECs recorded low quality interventions in the AQIM conflict 
and government versus opposition conflicts in Chad, Kenya, Republic of Congo and Uganda. 

The quality of interventions was particularly low when only diplomacy was used; all four conflicts 
with low quality interventions involved the sole use of diplomacy. Alternatively, the majority of AU and 
RECs mediation efforts were either high quality (3) or medium quality (9), compared with one case of 
low quality mediation. Instructively, mediation was always used alongside other forms of intervention. 

The use of peace support operations by the AU and RECs are categorized as mostly medium to 
high quality (6), with only one case of low quality and one being too early to tell. Finally, there was a 
regional dimension to the spatial distribution of the quality of intervention in 2016. In regions that had 
strong RECs and RMs, such as East Africa and IGAD states, the ECOWAS region and Southern Africa, 
interventions were mostly of high quality. The only intervention in Southern Africa was of high quality; 
and of the 14 interventions in East Africa, 11 were of medium to high quality. Conversely, North Africa 
and Central Africa had a mixed picture with interventions ranging from low, medium to high quality. 

The regional picture underscores the utility of well institutionalized RECs and RMs in the successful 
outcomes of AU interventions and vice versa. It also suggests that in spite of different positions and 
lack of clarity on the principle of subsidiarity, the AU and RECs are showing some level of improved 
coordination and harmonization of strategies and interventions. 

2.1.2. Effectiveness of interventions in 201676 

The effectiveness of interventions is measured by three criteria, namely i) the timeliness, determination 
and responsiveness of the intervention, ii) whether the intervention achieved the intended result (e.g. 
convincing the parties to commit themselves to dialogue), and iii) whether this actually resulted in 
de-escalating the conflict (e.g. dialogue led to a peace agreement). Given the number of exogenous 
variables that influence the outcome of an intervention, the assessment should be considered 
indicative, rather than absolute. 

76  See Table 2.
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Table 5. Effectiveness of interventions in 2016

Total Interventions Diplomacy Mediation PSOs

Total Number 28 27 14 8

Effectiveness

Overall successful 10 10 3 3

Partly successful 12 11 7 2

Rather unsuccessful 6 6 3 1

Too early to tell 0 0 1 2

Fig 12. Effectiveness of interventions in 2016

In 2016, 21 of the 28 interventions (75%) by AU and RECs were rated successful (36%) or partially 
successful (39%) in de-escalating or preventing conflicts, while no positive impact was measured in 
6 (21%) of cases. 

Positive impact was recorded in mostly government-opposition conflicts in countries such as 
Burkina Faso, Burundi, DRC, Guinea Bissau, Lesotho and The Gambia. Overall success was recorded 
in transnational insurgencies such as Boko Haram, LRA and Mali. The cases of partial success 
were mostly in asymmetrical conflicts such as CAR, DRC (Eastern and ex-M23), Libya, Somalia (al-
Shabaab and federalization process/inter-militia rivalry), and Sudan (Darfur and SPLM/A-North/
South). Unsuccessful interventions mainly occurred in government-opposition conflicts in countries 
such as Côte d’Ivoire, Chad, Kenya, Morocco, Republic of Congo and Uganda.

The spatial distribution suggests that West Africa had the highest number of successful interventions 
(5). The East Africa-IGAD region had the highest cases of partial success (7) and the highest number 
of failed interventions (4). Of the three interventions in North Africa, 1 was partially successful and 2 
were unsuccessful. In Central Africa, 2 interventions had partial success and one failed. The SADC 
region had only one intervention that was deemed successful. 

The fact that AU and RECs recorded the most success, as well as the most failure in government-
opposition conflicts, shows the arduous nature of conflict interventions. In most cases of successful 
intervention, proactive (early) engagement, deployment of long-term election observation missions, 
and the use of special envoys and mediators proved decisive. Moreover, the harmonization of positions 
and coordination of interventions between AU, RECs and other stakeholders was critical for success. 
In The Gambia, Mali and Guinea Bissau for example, coordinated and sustained intervention through 
diplomacy and mediation by the AU and ECOWAS successfully prevented or de-escalated conflicts. 



Similar as for quality, the effectiveness of an intervention appears to be particularly low when diplomacy 
is used as the only instrument of intervention in violent conflicts. Of the 6 cases of unsuccessful 
interventions, 5 involved the sole use of diplomacy. On the other hand, there was only one instance 
of low effectiveness when diplomacy was combined with other instruments. All 14 interventions 
involving the use of mediation proved to be either overall or partially successful. The only instance 
of using solely mediation (Guinea) was assessed as partially successful. Thus, there appears to be 
a strong correlation between the use of mediation and positive outcomes of intervention by AU and 
RECs.

2.2. Assessment of APSA instruments

2.2.1. Diplomacy

In 2016, the overwhelming majority (85%) of diplomatic interventions in violent conflicts by AU/
RECs were either ‘medium quality’ or ‘overall high quality’. Looking at the breakdown, 14 diplomatic 
interventions were deemed ‘overall high quality’, 9 interventions were deemed ‘medium quality’ and 
4 interventions were found to be of mostly ‘low quality’. 

The AU Peace and Security Council’s 620th meeting on the situation in Gabon following presidential elections, 2 September 2016 (Copyright African Union).

When looking at effectiveness, 21 diplomatic interventions were deemed ‘overall successful’ (10) or 
‘partly successful’ (11), and 6 were ‘rather unsuccessful’. The diplomatic interventions of high and 
medium quality include a number of high intensity conflicts such as the fight against Boko Haram, 
the LRA, Libya, and Somalia (al-Shabaab and federalization process/inter-militia rivalry). In these 
conflicts, the degree of diplomatic engagement by APSA actors was deemed to be commensurate 
with the level of intensity of the conflict. Other instances include CAR and DRC (opposition and ex-
M23). Further, the 4 interventions in the ECOWAS region (Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, Mali and Niger) 
were all deemed to be overall or partly successful (see infobox). 
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Diplomatic interventions in the ECOWAS region 

In Mali, ECOWAS and the AU deployed a consistently high quality of support and engagement through 
their commitment towards the implementation of the Algiers Agreement, together with international 
partners. Following early engagement by ECOWAS through a solidarity mission in Niger, ECOWAS 
deployed a long-term observation mission for the elections, and supported the establishment of a 
situation room in Niamey “to manage election-related alerts and provide quick response support 
to the electoral process”.77  ECOWAS’ engagement in both The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau was also 
deemed of high quality, as its diplomatic engagement together with mediation efforts and a peace 
support operation in the country allowed for a robust response.

The cases of low quality and ‘rather unsuccessful’ interventions included AQIM/IS, Chad (opposition), 
Libya (inter-tribal/opposition), Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara), South Sudan (civil war), Kenya 
(opposition) and Uganda (opposition). This group of conflicts includes a wide variety of disputes both 
in terms of dynamics and intensity, ranging from a war (South Sudan’s civil war) to a lower intensity 
violent conflict in Morocco. In most cases, they are evidently protracted crises with strong historical 
dimensions thus making success more difficult. However, a cross-cutting observation is that in 
most of these interventions (except South Sudan and Libya), diplomacy was the only instrument 
deployed, suggesting that the use of one instrument only in violent conflicts contributed to the limited 
effectiveness.

The causes or triggers of de-escalation and escalation are broader than the range of issues diplomatic 
interventions are able to address, as they include changes in socio-economic, political and security 
circumstances. The key to diplomatic interventions being most effective is the speed and scale of 
responsiveness in key moments during a conflict cycle. This is particularly true for decisive action 
that is able to prevent escalation or to sustain de-escalation. In the case of Boko Haram, the AU 
and ECOWAS’ diplomatic interventions in the form of continued political support for the activities of 
the MNJTF were seen as decisive in the response to the ongoing threat posed by the group. Other 
successful examples include the crisis in Burkina Faso in which ECOWAS remained firmly engaged 
despite the decline in the intensity of the conflict. The situation in Burkina Faso was on the agenda of 
successive ECOWAS meetings and led to continued support to the newly elected government. Other 
examples include Burundi, Guinea-Bissau and Mali. 

In most diplomatic interventions of medium effectiveness or quality, the AU and RECs were deemed 
less responsive and less swift, or the conflicts had high levels of intensity and violence, thus with 
little prospect of diplomatic engagements contributing to de-escalation. Typical examples were 
instances of election-related missions that failed to engage in pre- or post-election related violence 
or that failed to prevent the escalation of violence, as was the case in Gabon and Niger. Diplomatic 
engagement had partial impact on de-escalation in DRC (eastern Congo militia violence) and CAR 
(anti-Balaka - ex-Séléka), Sudan (inter-communal violence/Darfur), Somalia (federalization process), 
Somalia/Kenya (al-Shabaab) and Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue Nile/Sudan - South 
Sudan, South Sudan/Abyei). 

2.2.2. Mediation 

In 2016, mediation by AU/RECs took place in 14 of the 28 conflicts. Among mediation interventions, 13 
were of high (4) or medium (9) quality, and 1 of mostly low quality. When compared with 2015, there is 
a noticeable drop in the number of high quality mediation (from 7 to 4). Despite this drop, more than 
90% of all mediations are deemed to be of medium to high quality. 

77  ECOWAS. (2016). Niger 2016 – Legislative & Presidential Elections. Preliminary Declaration.
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Joint Monitoring and Evaluation Commission (JMEC) plenary in Juba, 15 March 2017 (Copyright UNMISS).

With regard to effectiveness, 10 mediation interventions in 2016 were judged ‘overall successful’ (3) 
or ‘partly successful’ (7), and 3 were ‘rather unsuccessful’. Just like with quality, the numbers for 
effectiveness are lower than in 2015. The number of unsuccessful mediations increased from 1 to 3, 
and the cases of successful mediation decreased from 7 to 3. 

The 3 cases of mediation interventions deemed overall successful included the consistent and intense 
support by the AU and ECOWAS in the follow-up to the Algiers peace deal regarding Mali, and the 
response by ECOWAS to the escalation of conflict in both The Gambia (opposition) and Guinea-Bissau 
(opposition). In The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau, mediation efforts were found to be proactive and 
responsive to highly volatile situations. While both cases were related to elections, the mediation 
efforts managed to go beyond the election itself and addressed some of the root causes of the 
dispute. In Guinea-Bissau for example, ECOWAS mediation efforts first led the conflict parties to 
agreeing on a roadmap, which was then followed by the Conakry Agreement in October 2016. In The 
Gambia, ECOWAS mediation efforts were assessed to be appropriate, conducted at a high level, and 
were found to be given preference over a merely military solution.

In 7 conflicts, the mediation interventions were deemed partly successful due to a mixture of progress 
and setbacks in relation to the conflict issues and/or peace process. The 7 conflicts include Lesotho, 
Gabon, Guinea, DRC (opposition), Somalia (inter-militia rivalry), Sudan (opposition) and Sudan (SPLM/
A-North/South). For instance, in both the opposition conflicts and the two conflict areas in Sudan, 
the AU High-Level Implementation Panel’s (AUHIP) mediation efforts were found to have reached 
some successes, but ultimately failed to take the negotiations beyond a roadmap for future talks. 
Similarly, in the opposition conflict in DRC, the APSA actors’ mediation intervention helped reach a 
peace agreement, however, it was not deemed inclusive and comprehensive enough for a variety of 
reasons. For instance, the possibility of DRC President Joseph Kabila running in the next elections 
was not explicitly addressed in the agreement, and consequently contributed to the main opposition 
parties’ refusal to sign said agreement. 

The cases of low quality and unsuccessful mediation interventions by AU/RECs in 2016 include Burundi, 
Libya, South Sudan (civil war), and Sudan (inter-communal violence/Darfur). With the exception of 
Burundi, the conflicts with unsuccessful mediation are some of the most intense and volatile conflict 
situations in Africa in 2016. The unsuccessful categorization arises from the lack of progress in de-
escalating or preventing violence, inadequate progress in resolving or addressing underlying causes 
of conflict and violence, and setbacks in building communication, trust and consensus among conflict 
parties. 
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The explanation behind the low quality and unsuccessful outcomes of mediation varies. However, 
cross-cutting observations regarding this trend include the underlying unwillingness of the warring 
parties to end the conflict, misalignment of mediation and other forms of intervention (e.g. peace 
support operations in the case of the civil war in South Sudan), the intransigence of conflict parties, 
and the protracted (and complicated) nature of the conflicts. Analysts are of the view that the special 
interests of IGAD member states’ in the South Sudan conflict continued to prevent IGAD from being 
a robust and neutral mediator, especially in the eyes of the opposition.78

2.2.3. Peace Support Operations

This report counts 8 African-led peace support operations (PSOs) in 2016. These include the 4 PSOs 
mandated or executed directly by the AU and/or the RECs. Besides AMISOM in Somalia, which is the 
longest lasting and largest global PSO, African-led PSOs include the MNJTF operation against Boko 
Haram, the Regional Task Force against the LRA, and ECOMIB in Guinea-Bissau.79  Furthermore, 
the AU and the UN collaboratively conducted the Hybrid Mission in Darfur (UNAMID). One smaller 
political mission with only civilian personnel was conducted by SADC in Lesotho and a technical 
mission was conducted in Mali as part of the G5 Sahel Force. Although the actual mandating of the 
G5 only occurred in 2017, the technical mission taking place in 2016 is already assessed in this report. 

The effectiveness of AU and REC PSOs relative to conflict mitigation and stabilization was mixed in 
2016. Of the 8 AU/RECs interventions in conflicts through PSOs, 3 were assessed as overall successful 
(MNJTF, LRA and ECOMIB) and 2 were found to be partly successful in contributing to mitigation and 
stabilization of conflict (AMISOM for the 2 conflicts it addresses). There were 2 AU/REC PSOs that 
were deemed too early to judge (G5-Sahel Force and SADC Oversight Committee on Lesotho). 1 PSO 
was assessed as rather unsuccessful in relation to conflict mitigation and stabilization in Africa 
(UNAMID). Thus the overall trend for PSOs in 2016 was positive as more peace support missions 
contributed to conflict mitigation and stabilization across Africa. 

When the data for 2016 is disaggregated, 2 peace support missions were deemed of high quality 
(MNJTF and ECOMIB), 4 deemed of medium quality (LRA, SADC Oversight Committee on Lesotho and 
AMISOM), 1 of low quality (UNAMID), and 1 was too early to tell (G5-Sahel Force). When compared 
with the data for 2015 and 2014, the number of high quality PSOs (2) by AU/RECs increased in 2016 
(compared with 0 in 2015 and only 1 in 2014). The number of PSOs of medium quality (4) decreased 
in 2016, compared with 6 recorded in 2015 and 2014 each. The number of low quality PSOs (1) by AU/
RECs was the same in 2016 and 2015, relative to none in 2014. 

78  For example, see Gebrekidan, G. (2015). The Role of IGAD: A Regional Approach to the Crisis in South Sudan, Podcast, Wilson Centre.
79  AMISOM addresses two separate conflict clusters in Somalia (Kenya-Al Shabaab and inter-militia rivalry) and is thus counted twice in the quantitative assessment of this report.
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Fig 13. Peace Support Operations in Africa

Considering the complex nature of PSOs, and the lack of data, evaluations and independent information, 
measuring quality and successes of PSOs is a challenging task. The following assessment attempts 
to analyze African led-PSOs by measuring the fulfilment of their respective mandates.80

PSOs fulfilment of core mandates 

African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM)

2016 marks the tenth consecutive year of AMISOM’s presence in Somalia. During this year, AMISOM 
paved the way for the conduct of peaceful presidential elections taking place in early 2017. The need 
for enhanced security during this process was met by a securitized and militarized but nevertheless 
responsive reaction to the threat of escalation ahead of the elections. AMISOM’s core mandate 
includes (1) reducing the threat by al-Shabaab and other armed opposition groups, (2) providing 
security in order to enable political processes as well as stabilization efforts, reconciliation and 
peace-building and (3) enabling the gradual handing over of security responsibilities from AMISOM 
to the Somali security forces.

80   Please note that the AU also deployed a Human Rights Observer Mission to Burundi, which is however not covered by this analysis. 
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Achievements: AMISOM successfully fulfilled one core aspect of its mandate, which is to ensure the 
security of the electoral process in Somalia. Additionally, the mission significantly contributed to a 
more peaceful and stabilized situation in the country. Despite several challenges, the mission has laid 
the foundation for improved governance, security and peace in Somalia by ousting al-Shabaab from 
major urban centres and continuing to limit its violent activities.81  During 2016, AMISOM responded 
swiftly to al-Shabaab attacks and the AU seems to have concentrated AMISOM offensives in sensitive 
and relevant areas. By reducing the threat of al-Shabaab, another major aspect of the mandate has 
been fulfilled. 

Challenges and Outlook: The mission’s resource and management challenges remain unaddressed, 
which hamper AMISOM’s peacekeeping capabilities.82  Although AMISOM has made progress in 
capturing areas from al-Shabaab, the Somali government has thus far often been unable to consolidate 
such gains through the provision of security and services to the recaptured regions. Despite the 
explicit mandate to conduct joint operations with the Somali security forces, the cooperation between 
AMISOM and the Somali National Army has often been insufficient. The security situation in Somalia 
hence remains volatile and still a significant portion of Somalia remains under the control of al-
Shabaab. The mission’s role as both an operation against al-Shabaab and as a peace support force 
increasingly suffered from an insufficient AU command structure.83  Therefore, AMISOM was only 
able to partly fulfil its mandate. 

Lord’s Resistance Army – Regional Task Force (LRA-RTF) 

A principal development in 2016 was the decision of the Ugandan government to withdraw their forces 
from the AU RTF, which is expected to negatively affect the Task Force in depriving it of one of its main 
providers of logistical support.84  Despite a decline in attacks, the LRA remains a threat to the region, 
as it was still responsible for more than 550 abductions and 171 attacks in 2016.85  The core mandate 
of the LRA-RTF is (1) capacity building in the countries affected by the LRA’s actions, (2) stabilization 
of the affected region, and (3) provision of access to humanitarian aid. 

Achievements: The AUC along with the United Nations Regional Office for Central Africa (UNOCA) 
conducted a number of technical assessment missions in the LRA-affected areas of the DRC, CAR 
and South Sudan, to evaluate the impact of the withdrawal of the Ugandan contingent from the 
RTF, noting that the LRA remains a serious threat to local communities in the region. Following the 
technical assessment missions, the AU responded swiftly to the new situation by getting engaged with 
regional actors and international partners so as to fill the security vacuum following the withdrawal 
of Ugandan forces. There was a high degree of cooperation between the AU and international actors 
and these joint missions are attestations of an aligned coordination between the UN and the AU. 

Challenges and Outlook: The mission is at risk of becoming understaffed and under-resourced.86 
There is a need for the AU to find the resources and support to fill the security vacuum created by 
the withdrawal of the Ugandan troops from the RTF. In order to fill these gaps, there is a need to both 
boost international cooperation and to gain more regional support. The AU is evidently aware that the 
LRA “maintains the potential to rejuvenate itself, particularly if the security vacuum is not urgently 
filled.”87  During 2016, LRA-RTF was hence partly able to fulfil the main aspects of its mandate.

ECOWAS Mission in Guinea Bissau (ECOMIB) 

The ECOMIB mission, complementing ECOWAS’ diplomatic and mediation efforts in Guinea-Bissau, 
constitutes a robust response in light of increasing political tensions. It played a key role in 2016 
when the mission was credited with deterring political influence and interference from the military.88  
The mandate of ECOMIB includes (1) support to the government in their effort to stabilize the country, 

81  ACLED. (2017). Real-Time Analysis of African Political Violence. Conflict Trends, p. 55.
82  Crisis Group. (2016). Somalia’s Al-Shabaab Down but Far from Out, Crisis Group, Africa Commentary.
83  Ibid.
84  United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNOCA). (2000). Constitutive Act of the African Union. S/2016/996.
85  Okiror, S. (2017). End of Joseph Kony Hunt Breeds Frustration and Fear. Integrated Regional Information Networks.
86  Institute for Security Studies. (2016). The LRA Rising Again. ISS Today.
87  Ibid.
88  United Nations. (2016). Report of the Secretary-General on the progress made with regard to the stabilization and restoration of constitutional order in Guinea-Bissau.
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(2) implementation of reforms regarding the security sector and the right to vote, and (3) provision of 
access to humanitarian aid. 

Achievements: While the political situation in the country escalated, the overall security situation in 
Guinea-Bissau remained calm.89  Overall, the presence of the mission in the country has contributed 
to a sense of stability and consequently functioned as an effective deterrent force.90  There was good 
and direct cooperation around ECOMIB in the sense that its role and presence in the country was 
widely commended by the AU and the UN. This collaboration allowed for a robust response to the 
sudden escalation of the crisis in 2016 and thereby contributed to the efficiency and success of the 
mission. 

Challenges and Outlook: Given the persistent potential for escalation, particularly during the 
upcoming 2018 and 2019 elections, several actors have noted the still fragile situation in the country.91 
ECOWAS’ withdrawal of the force is perceived to be too early and might have negative consequences 
on the efforts towards economic and social recovery of the country.92  Despite lobbying efforts by 
the AU and the UN to convince ECOWAS to extend the mission beyond June 2017, the withdrawal of 
ECOMIB was initiated in April 2017.93  Notwithstanding the early withdrawal, ECOMIB was still able to 
fulfil its mandate for 2016.

Multi National Joint Task Force (MNJTF)

MNJTF has a mandate to (1) create a safe and secure environment in the areas affected by the activities 
of Boko Haram and other terrorist groups, (2) facilitate the implementation of overall stabilization 
programmes by the Lake Chad Basin Committee (LCBC) Member States and Benin in the affected 
areas, including the full restoration of state authority and the return of internally displaced people 
and refugees, and (3) facilitate, within the limit of its capabilities, humanitarian operations and the 
delivery of assistance to the affected populations.

Achievements: During 2016, MNJTF allowed for more effective economic cooperation between the 
participating countries. Additionally, a number of MNJTF offensives were undertaken with considerable 
successes against Boko Haram. All in all, there was good coordination and cooperation between 
the AU and LCBC, who seem to have devised a division of labour, with the AU responsible for the 
operational and strategic leadership, while the LCBC secretariat provides the day-to-day supervision 
of MNJTF’s activities. Overall, MNJTF has contributed to achieving a relative improvement in the 
security situation in several zones around the Lake Chad Basin.94

Challenges and Outlook: Financial constraints have delayed the operationalization of the MNJTF. 
Difficulties were encountered in setting up the various MNJTF sectors of operations in the field. 
Furthermore, several questions remain with regard to the ability of the LCBC to effectively implement 
the ambitious scope of MNJTF’s mandate and scale of operations.95  This ability was questioned from 
the outset. At the same time, the existence of the MNJTF has not precluded the conduct of national or 
bilateral operations, which, according to observers have been more effective, given that they bypass 
the bureaucratic complexity of the AU.96  In the long term, it is questionable whether MNJTF will be 
able to defeat Boko Haram. Experts note if the MNJTF wants to keep its momentum and relevance, 
its approach will have to be flexible as the threat posed by Boko Haram evolves. This includes, among 
other things, the need to complement the efforts with reinsertion programmes, to reinvigorate trade 
of goods and movement of people across the respective borders and to combat stigmatization of 
certain groups accused of supporting Boko Haram.97  Due to the improvements of the mission made 
compared to the previous year, MNJTF was able to partly fulfil its mandate.

89  UNSC. (2016). Report of the Secretary-General on developments in Guinea-Bissau and the activities of the United Nations Integrated Peacebuilding Office in Guinea-Bissau.
90  “On 16 May, the Guinea-Bissau configuration of the Peacebuilding Commission issued a statement expressing concern about the continuing political crisis in the country, 
acknowledging the role of the defence and security forces in respecting the rule of law and distancing themselves from the political arena and taking note of the effective, preventive and 
deterrent role of ECOMIB.“ 
91  African Union. (2016). PSC Communiqué of 581st meeting, 9 March 2016.
92  Ibid.
93  ECOWAS. (2017). ECOWAS high-level ministerial mission to the republic of Guinea Bissau, Final Communiqué.
94  Ibid.
95  Its mandate includes, among others, conducting military operations to prevent the expansion of the Boko Haram’s activities; conducting patrols; preventing all transfers of weapons or 
logistics to the group; actively searching for and freeing all abductees, and carrying out psychological actions to encourage defections within Boko Haram ranks. The MNJTF has also been 
tasked to undertake specific actions in the areas of intelligence, human rights, information and the media.
96  Ibid.
97  Crisis Group. (2017). Boko Haram au Tchad: au-delà de la réponse sécuritaire, Rapport Afrique de Crisis Group (246): 8.
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African Union/United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID)

Much of the PSO-related activities in 2016 concerned continued discussions over an exit strategy for 
UNAMID, conducted under the auspices of the Strategic Level Tripartite Coordination Mechanism. 
The Coordination Mechanism is an instrument aimed at resolving issues and challenges related to 
UNAMID and composed of representatives of the government of Sudan, the AU and the UN. UNAMID’s 
core mandate includes (1) enabling the safe provision of humanitarian assistance, (2) contributing to 
the protection of civilians, (3) monitoring the compliance with ceasefire agreements and assisting 
with the implementation of the Darfur Peace Agreement, and (4) supporting the country’s political 
development and post-conflict measures such as the reintegration of refugees. 

Achievements: The ongoing discussions on an exit strategy for UNAMID have achieved their intended 
result of making progress on the mission’s gradual exit from Darfur. The collaboration between the 
different actors in this regard was good and they were responsive to the need to work hand in hand. 
All parties involved recognized the importance of the Tripartite Coordination Mechanism to address 
challenges to the effective implementation of the Mission’s mandate, and appreciated efforts made 
in this regard. Furthermore, UNAMID is working in close collaboration with the UN Country Team 
to support water and hygiene issues. Additional achievements of UNAMID are the sensitization and 
risk awareness sessions on the dangers of Unexploded Ordnances, especially to displaced children. 
A Protection Network Committee, comprised of representatives of the displaced, including women 
representatives, has been established to create a continuous dialogue between UNAMID and IDPs on 
their challenges and needs, and to ensure that UNAMID receives timely alerts for any situation that 
requires the immediate involvement of its peacekeepers.98

Challenges and Outlook: Despite some significant efforts made to date, the protection of civilians 
and the humanitarian situation continues to remain critical. UNAMID was prevented from accessing 
conflict zones in Darfur, which undermined its ability to carry out its mandate effectively. Several 
observers and civilians pointed to various areas in which they believe that UNAMID failed to fulfil 
its mandate.99  The most fundamental problem they pointed to was its inability to protect civilians. 
A specific example includes UNAMID’s failure to protect civilians during the upsurge of fighting in 
Central Darfur’s mountainous Jebel Marra region. Additionally, it could not perform investigations 
on the allegation that the Sudanese government has repeatedly used chemical weapons against 
civilians.100  The ongoing discussions on an exit strategy for UNAMID have been informed by the 
Sudanese government’s claim that the conflict has been resolved and the peace process is complete.101 
Yet, the reality on the ground makes the exit appear premature as civilians in Darfur will lose the little 
protection they receive from UNAMID. Therefore, UNAMID has not been able to fulfil its mandate. 

SADC Oversight Committee on Lesotho (political mission)

With regard to PSO efforts, SADC remained the most prominent regional actor. In November, SADC 
mandated an Oversight Committee in Lesotho to oversee constitutional and security sector reforms 
as well as to act as an early warning mechanism in the event of instability in the Kingdom of Lesotho. 
It is also set to implement recommendations of the SADC Commission of Inquiry that investigated the 
country’s instability. The Committee is also mandated to liaise and work closely with the Government 
of Lesotho and all relevant stakeholders, examine any other matters relevant to the Commission of 
Inquiry, and propose appropriate intervention measures in consultation with the SADC Facilitator.

Achievements: The intervention by SADC was appropriate and suited the type and intensity of the 
conflict as can be observed by the commitment by the Government of Lesotho to the implementation 
of SADC Decisions.102  It also contributed to an increased SADC presence in Lesotho and offered 
more potential opportunities for SADC to intervene more swiftly in future crises.

98  Radio Dabanga. (2016). UNAMID Head Highlights Outcome of AU, UN, Sudan meeting.
99  International Refugee Rights Initiative. (2016). The challenges of peacekeeping in Darfur.
100  Amnesty International. (2016). Sudan: Scorched earth, poisoned air: Sudanese government forces ravage Jebel Marra, Darfur.
101  Ibid.
102  Republic of South Africa. (2017). Communiqué of the 37th Summit SADC of Heads of State and Government OR Tambo Building, Department of International Relations and 
Cooperation (DIRCO) Pretoria, South Africa, 19-20 August 2017.

38



39

Challenges and Outlook: In terms of cooperation between SADC and the AU-UN Joint Task Force, 
which has persisted since the 2015 elections in Lesotho, there was no direct involvement of the Joint 
Task Force. The Task Force did, however, deliberate on the on-going political crisis in Lesotho and 
recognized the timely efforts that SADC has made by intervening through mediation and a commission 
of inquiry with a view to resolving the crisis that could threaten stability in the region.103  With regard 
to the SADC political mission, there was no direct cooperation between these actors besides the 
calling of the AU/UN Joint Taskforce to SADC to urgently deploy its Oversight Committee in Lesotho 
to assist and monitor the implementation of the recommendations of the Commission of Inquiry in 
the long-term. The Oversight Committee was deployed late in November and it is too early to assess 
the impact of its work in 2016. 

Recent developments: 

ECOWAS Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG) - (2017)

In early 2017, as the crisis in light of the elections in The Gambia deepened, and diplomatic and 
mediation efforts had little to no effect on incumbent President Jammeh, ECOWAS mandated ECOMIG 
to (1) ensure the safety of the elected President Adama Barrow, other political leaders and the entire 
population, (2) to uphold the results of the presidential election, and (3) to ensure that the president-
elect was sworn into office on 19 January 2017, in conformity with the constitution of the Republic of 
The Gambia. 

ECOMIG troops were ready to jointly enter the country on air and by land, after ECOWAS issued 
an order for military intervention as a last resort. As additional mediation efforts were underway, 
however, ECOMIG troops halted their advance to allow for a non-military solution. Observers note 
that the military threat by ECOWAS did add a significant level of pressure. Clearly, in combination with 
coercive diplomacy and mediation, the military efforts contributed to a de-escalation of the conflict. 
Academic studies note that ECOMIG represents the logical outcome of developments in two related 
sets of processes at the AU and ECOWAS: condemnation of unconstitutional changes of government, 
and a greater willingness to use military force as part of its conflict management strategies. On 21 
January, outgoing president Jammeh went into exile and by 24 January, the state of emergency was 
lifted. President-elect Barrow returned to The Gambia on 26 January. 

ECOWAS commended the “crucial role” played by the mission in keeping The Gambia secure while 
also taking note of “the fragile situation” in the country. Consequently, the mission was extended for 
another 12 months. In addition to peace enforcement efforts, ECOMIG is now also mandated to play 
a pivotal role in the reforms and training of the Gambian Armed forces. In a region threatened by 
terrorist and international criminal syndicates intermittently operating in the region, the extension 
of the ECOMIG mandate is aimed at not only stabilizing the Gambia but also at establishing a positive 
effect on regional security. Moreover, it is supposed to reduce the cross border lawlessness along 
the Gambia-Senegal border of Casamance to prevent criminal and bandit groups from tapping into 
security vulnerabilities. All in all, ECOMIG was able to fulfil its mandate.

Mali – G5 Sahel Force

In July 2017 the leaders of Chad, Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Mali and Niger, together with French 
president Emmanuel Macron, officially launched the G5 Sahel Force. The core mandate of the force 
is (1) to combat terrorism and drug trafficking, (2) to contribute to the restoration of state authority 
and the return of displaced persons and refugees, (3) to facilitate humanitarian operations and the 
delivery of aid to affected populations, as far as possible, and (4) to contribute to the implementation

103  United Nations. (2016). Note to Correspondents: United Nations-African Union Joint Task Force on Peace and Security Holds Twelfth Consultative Meeting in New York, on 22 March 
2016.
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of development strategies in the G5 Sahel region. The new regional anti-terror force is to be composed 
of 5,000 troops from member states, of which the majority will be military. They will be deployed 
along the Mali-Mauritania border, the cross-border region between Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger, 
and the Niger-Chad border.

The desired result of this mission is to battle terrorism and thereby establish a propitious environment 
for the swift implementation of the peace agreement. The UN demands that “countries in West Africa 
[must] boost cross-border cooperation through initiatives spearheaded by the AU, ECOWAS and the 
G-5 Sahel”. The G5 Sahel Force is definitely a step forward towards meeting this goal.104  On the 
other hand, although increased military operations are crucial, “there is a growing realization that 
military operations alone cannot address the challenges in northern Mali (and the Sahel)” and that 
further strategies need to be promoted to link development and security, as has been proposed in the 
Nouakchott Process.105  Those strategies include strengthened operational cooperation modalities, 
such as the joint patrols and mixed units involving the defence and security forces of the countries 
of the region, as well as other security arrangements with stronger civilian components such as 
customs and police cooperation centres, mutual deployment of liaison officers, and bi- and multi-
lateral radio frequencies. 106

Both G5 and AU envisage regional intervention forces to counter violent extremist actors in the 
Sahelo-Saharan region. Yet, it is clear that this mission will face tremendous challenges: in addition 
to the major funding issue, the regional force will operate in a difficult environment (climate, 
variety of armed groups, logistics, cross-border nature, etc.) that demands careful planning and 
faces significant structural challenges. So far it is unclear whether the force should just consist 
of a coalition of battalions with national commands or a truly integrated mission. The first option 
will raise challenges in terms of both cohesiveness and coordination and might, as in the case of 
AMISOM in Somalia, cause a recurrent problem of command and control.107  Such an issue could have 
significant consequences in an area of intervention across 5 countries that are difficult to access. The 
effectiveness of the structure is also determined by the design of the area of operation. It is so far 
unclear whether the right of pursuit and the force’s movements will be without restriction, across all 
three borders. 

2.2.4. Peace agreements mediated by APSA actors

It is almost impossible to reflect and assess the impact of mediation without exploring peace 
agreements. As with most mediation interventions, the ultimate goal is to contribute to or trigger 
some form of de-escalation in conflict tensions and violence through the instrumentality of some 
sort of agreement or understanding among the conflict parties. Peace agreements, whether formal 
or informal, are almost always a requisite for peace, and a vital intended outcome of mediation 
missions. 

The report judges peace agreements to be successful if they have held for at least one year. Therefore, 
it focuses on agreements that were concluded between July 2015 and June 2016 as the longevity of 
any agreement reached after this date cannot yet be assessed. 

The total number of peace agreements signed in Africa between July 2015 and June 2016 was 27, of 
which 15 were mediated directly by AU/RECs. Consequently, APSA actors were responsible for 56% 
of peace agreements signed during the reporting period. This is a slight increase compared to the 
data for 2015 wherein mediation by AU/RECs was responsible for 50% of peace agreements. 

Of the 15 peace agreements mediated by AU/RECs, 7 (i.e. 47%) held for one year or more. Consequently, 
8 of the peace agreements mediated by AU/RECs were short-lived – that is, failed before the one year 
mark. 

104  Institute for Security Studies. (2017). Challenges and Opportunities for the G5 Sahel force.
105  Jollof Media Network. (2017). Extension of ECOMIG Mandate in Gambia Is Paramount for Regional Security.
106  African Union Peace and Security. (2014). Nouakchott Declaration of the 1st Summit of the Countries Participating in the Nouakchott Process on the Enhancement of Security 
Cooperation and the Operationalization of the African Peace and Security Architecture in the Sahelo-Saharan Region.
107  Institute for Security Studies. (2017). Challenges and Opportunities for the G5 Sahel force.
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Overall, the AU and RECs maintained a relatively high level of involvement through mediation of peace 
agreements. The data for 2016 shows that in spite of increased involvement by AU/RECs in mediation 
in conflicts, the rate of success (measured by the durability of peace agreements) decreased. 

Table 6. Outline of APSA-related peace agreements lasting more than one year as at June 2016 

Peace Agreements mediated by APSA actors between July 2015 and June 2016

16 March 2016 Somalia (federalization process/inter-militia rivalry)

Inter and intra-clan reconciliation peace agreement reached in Kismayo, Somalia 

24 April 2016 Somalia (federalization process/inter-militia rivalry)

Unwritten agreement between the interim administration, AMISOM, National Intelligence and Security Agency 

(NISA), Somali National Army (SNA) and representatives of the Dir/Bimaal and Hawiye/Habargidir clans.

21 March 2016 Sudan (inter-communal violence/Darfur); Sudan (Opposition); Sudan (SPLM/A-North/
South Kordofan, Blue Nile / Sudan - South Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei)

Roadmap agreement signed between the government and opposition groups

20 August 2015 Guinea (opposition) 

Agreement on Inter-Guinean Political Dialogue 

20 June 2015 Mali (Azawad/Northern Mali)

Agreement on Peace and Reconciliation in Mali

17 August 2015 South Sudan (civil war)

Agreement on the Resolution of the conflict in the Republic of South Sudan, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

14 October 2015 Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue Nile / Sudan - South Sudan)

Joint Political and Security Mechanism agree on the demarcation of the Safe Demilitarized Border Zone

2.2.5. Preventive diplomacy in 2016

Cases of preventive diplomacy are rarely included in the above assessment as they (1) often take place 
in the form of ‘silent diplomacy’ and can thus not be easily quantified, and (2) usually address newly 
arising conflicts, which are often disputes or non-violent crises (i.e. level 1-2). This chapter therefore 
focuses on preventive measures taken by AU/RECs. More specifically, it looks at (1) the number of 
preventive measures taken by AU/RECs in newly arising (and potentially violent) crises in 2016, and 
(2) the outcome of these preventive interventions in respect to avoiding further acceleration of the 
conflict. This analysis is based on official reports from the AU or RECs, expert analyses, social media 
exchanges, and other open source materials to identify possible measures of preventive action. Due 
to the scarcity of information, however, this list is indicative rather than exhaustive.

In 2016, there were 5 cases of AU and/or RECs involvement in acts of explicit crisis prevention in 
relation to 16 newly arising (and potentially violent) crises. Based on this data, the AU and/or RECs 
intervened to prevent or douse crisis situations in 31% of newly arising and potentially escalating 
crises, compared with 39% in 2015. These interventions included actions in The Gambia, Chad, 
Ethiopia/Eritrea, Guinea-Bissau and Kenya. Except for the inter-state crisis between Ethiopia and 
Eritrea, the other cases were explicitly domestic politics in nature, often about election disputes 
between governments (incumbents) and opposition groups. 
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While election-related missions can contribute to peaceful elections, events leading up to elections 
and those that occur after the vote are just as critical in determining the prospects of free and fair 
elections. Niger and The Gambia present good examples of what could be considered effective 
preventive diplomacy in the context of an election through long-term election-related missions and 
active crisis prevention through effective early warning systems and a robust combination of APSA 
instruments, namely diplomacy, mediation and PSOs. In most other cases, election-related missions 
were often short-term, and deployed late and close to election dates, thus minimizing their potential 
impact. Nevertheless, the deployment of election-related missions highlights the AU and RECs 
recognition of elections as a major driver of conflict and violence in Africa over the last decade.

Conversely, in 11 cases of newly arising crisis situations (representing 69%), AU/RECs seem not to 
have launched any crisis prevention interventions either using diplomatic or mediation instruments. 
These cases include Algeria (escalation of the non-violent conflict between the Government and 
Berber communities in Kabylia region into a violent dispute); Angola (two conflicts escalated into 
a violent crisis, namely the conflict between FLEC and the government in Cabinda region and the 
conflict between UNIA and the MPLA); and Cameroon (escalation of the conflict between Bakassi 
militants and Cameroon and Nigeria into a violent crisis). Other examples are Eritrea (the Red Sea Afar 
Democratic Organization (RSADO) versus government); Ethiopia (the Afar Revolutionary Democratic 
Front (ARDUF) and Tigray People’s Democratic Front versus government); Mali (opposition groups 
versus government); Nigeria (conflicts involving the Eggon militia, and conflict between Northerners/
APC supporters and southerners/PDP supporters); the Republic of Congo (the Ninja militias versus 
government); and Uganda (conflict in the Rwenzururu area involving elements of the Congolese rebel 
movement M23).

Key observations on crisis prevention 

Overall, there are five key observations and lessons of note from the cases of crisis prevention in 
2016: 

1. Robust collaboration and coordination between the AU, RECs and other international organizations 
such as the UN who intervene in a potential crisis is crucial for effective prevention. The cases of 
Burkina Faso, The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau exemplify this. 

2. State sovereignty remains a persistent challenge and barrier to more effective crisis prevention by 
AU/RECs and other APSA actors.

3. Conflict prevention is often cited as having an economic appeal as it is less costly than PSOs, 
however preventive diplomacy does require financing as well. In most cases, robust financing is a 
requisite for effective crisis prevention. 

4. Preventive interventions work best when there are many tools in the box; that is, a mixture of 
diplomacy, mediation and even PSOs as seen in the interventions in The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau. 

5. Crisis prevention is a process, often tortuous and requiring long-term commitment, rather than an 
ad-hoc, last minute intervention to avert an imminent crisis. The Gambia is a good example of early 
engagement and commitment.

In general, the AU and RECs acknowledge the need to focus more on structural conflict prevention. 
First practical steps were initiated in 2016 with the implementation of instruments of the Continental 
Conflict Prevention Framework. The paradigm shift towards an integrated approach to prevention 
follows the same logic as presented by the World Bank and the United Nations in their Report on 
Inclusive Approaches to Preventing Violent Conflict (see Table 8, Figure 14 and Table 9 below).108

108  United Nations and World Bank. 2017. Pathways for Peace: Inclusive Approaches to Preventing Violent Conflict—Main Messages and Emerging Policy Directions. World Bank, 
Washington.
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Table 7. Approaches to prevention109 

Fig 14. Integrated approach to prevention110 

109  Ibid.
110  Ibid.
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Table 8. Organizing and changing incentives for prevention111 

 

2.2.6. Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD) and Peace-Building

Sustainable peace and security is only possible through active efforts to prevent violent conflicts, 
as well as efforts to rebuild conflict-affected environments after the cessation of hostilities. This is 
recognized within the APSA framework and by APSA actors as encapsulated in the AU 2006 PCRD 
Policy and the APSA Roadmap 2016-2020. Effective PCRD interventions also require close exchange 
and collaboration between AU and RECs on the one hand, and with partners such as the UN, EU, local 

111  Ibid.
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and international civil society groups and the private sector on the other. The increasing emphasis 
on conflict prevention by the AU/RECs in recent years has had several implications for PCRD issues. 
Developments in 2016 include the recently reconstituted PCRD unit at the AU, as well as plans revived 
by ECOWAS to implement its Conflict Prevention Framework (ECPF). 

Nonetheless, the PCRD component is still the least developed and used component of APSA. Moreover, 
for analytical purposes, PCRD does not fit into the impact assessment framework, which focuses on 
diplomacy, mediation and PSOs. The complex nature of rebuilding conflict-affected societies and 
countries means a one-year window is not sufficient and too short to pass informed judgement on 
most cases. 

In 2016, there were 5 AU/REC PCRD interventions, namely in the CAR by the AU and ICGLR, in the 
LRA conflict by the AU, in Guinea Bissau by ECOWAS, in Lesotho by the AU and SADC, and in Mali 
by the AU. Most of the PCRD efforts in 2016 included decisions or projects geared towards Security 
Sector Reform (SSR) or Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR). In all but one conflict, 
namely in CAR, the interventions were deemed ‘too early to tell’, with regard to their effectiveness. 
In CAR, PCRD interventions were deemed ‘partly successful’ as they were seen as aligning with the 
country’s biggest challenge and the new government’s priority. The PCRD intervention in the LRA 
conflict was also deemed as medium quality. PCRD efforts undertaken in the fight against the LRA, 
in Guinea-Bissau, in Lesotho and in Mali but it is too early to tell as to the effectiveness of these 
efforts. For this reason, the bulk of the analysis in this contribution in terms of the impact of APSA 
interventions is thin on PCRD efforts. 

2.2.7. AU and RECs non-intervention in violent conflicts

As indicated in Chapter 1, the focus of this impact assessment is on violent conflicts with intensity 
levels 3, 4 and 5, all of which qualify for AU/RECs intervention. Still, the AU and RECs do not ‘visibly 
intervene’ in all conflicts that qualify for such intervention.112  In 2016, AU/RECs did not intervene 
in 38 (57%) conflicts with an intensity level of 3 and above. In 36 of such cases of non-intervention, 
the conflict had an intensity of level 3, while conflicts with intensity of level 4 and 5 had one non-
intervention each. 

The AU Constitutive Act, in particular Article 4, provides the legal principles and normative basis for 
intervention. Article 4(g) provides for “non-interference by any Member State in the internal affairs 
of another”, while Article 4(h) permits intervention through “the right of the Union to intervene in a 
Member State pursuant to a decision of the Assembly in respect of grave circumstances, namely: war 
crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity”.113

In most cases, the choice between intervention and non-intervention is complex; some conflicts are 
unsuitable for intervention by AU and regional actors because they fall outside their jurisdiction. The 
factors that influence or explain non-intervention by AU/RECs in conflicts with an intensity level of 3 
and above include: 

1. Individual states are the primary providers of security, and the first to respond in instances 
of violent conflict;

2. The principle of state sovereignty;

3. Small risk of escalation or recent de-escalation;

4. Non-escalating political conflicts, especially between government and opposition; 

5. Close proximity to on-going and more serious conflict and sources of threats to regional 
security;

112  This report qualifies non-intervention as a lack of visible intervention because it acknowledges the possibility of discreet diplomatic engagement by the AU and RECs in such conflicts.
113  See Constitutive Act of the African Union, adopted in Lome, Togo, 11 July 2000, p. 7.
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6. Threats to peace and security addressed through regional frameworks; 

7. Geopolitical power and reasons for non-intervention; 

8. The conflict falls outside the mandates of the AU and/or RECs.

In most cases, one or more of these factors combine to influence non-intervention. Some examples 
of conflicts with non-intervention underscore this reality. For instance, APSA actors, including the 
AU and relevant RECs, did not intervene in intercommunal conflict and violence in Kenya largely 
because they fall outside the jurisdiction of AU/RECs, respect for Kenyan sovereignty, presumed low 
risk of escalation, and on-going more serious conflicts in Sudan, South Sudan and Somalia. 

In Sierra Leone, the conflict between the ruling party All People’s Congress (APC) and the main 
opposition party Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) was recorded at level 3 in 2016. There was, 
however, no intervention. Similar to other countries in the region that demonstrated a high level of 
conflict between the ruling party and the opposition, the reason for non-intervention in Sierra Leone 
was probably the understanding that the conflict does not pose further threat to the region in a way 
that should have warranted intervention from APSA actors. 

In Tunisia, the conflict between various labour unions, the Popular Front and the incumbent 
government was reported as a violent crisis i.e. at a similar level as in 2015. However, no APSA 
instruments have been involved in this conflict. 

Much of the internal conflict in the geopolitical hegemons in Africa, namely, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Egypt, 
Algeria and South Africa, also escaped visible APSA interventions in 2016. Like in previous years, 
it appears that APSA actors are less likely to intervene in powerful Member States, possibly due to 
their status as major financiers or troop contributors.

2.3. Development of APSA interventions 2013-2017

Following the initial APSA Impact Report covering the years 2007-2012, data was gathered on an 
annual basis to produce both a current assessment and contribute to long-term monitoring of APSA-
related interventions by AU/RECs. When looking at the annual data gathered since 2013, a positive 
trend for both the effectiveness and quality of interventions can be observed.

Fig 15. Quality of interventions (2013-2016)
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Fig 16. Effectiveness of interventions (2013-2016)

Taking the three instruments of diplomacy, mediation and PSOs into account, the AU and RECs 
interventions were deemed of either high (14) or medium (10) quality in 24 out of the 28 high-level 
conflicts that were addressed by AU/RECs; this equals 86% of all interventions. This is an improvement 
from the 2015 data where 76% of interventions by AU/RECs were deemed high or medium quality. When 
disaggregated, the scorecard for quality shows that there were marginal changes in interventions by 
AU and RECs; instances of high and medium quality interventions increased slightly in interventions 
using diplomacy and PSOs, while declining by a higher margin in mediation. The same mixed results 
applies to interventions that were of low quality; it declined slightly in diplomacy, increased marginally 
in mediation and was unchanged for PSOs. 

The overall picture for the effectiveness of interventions by AU/RECs in 2016 showed declining 
outcomes compared to 2015, but an overall positive trend when looking at data since 2013. When 
diplomacy, mediation and PSOs are combined, 78% of interventions by AU and RECs were either 
successful or partly successful, while slightly fewer than 22% of interventions failed to achieve 
their intended mandate. When further disaggregated, interventions that were successful or partly 
successful declined for diplomacy and mediation compared to 2015, while being unchanged for PSOs. 

The overall results for 2016 pinpoint that AU/RECs and their processes are slightly getting better at 
intervention, but this has yet to translate into improvements in outcomes. This may be due to a variety 
of factors, such as the scale of improvement in quality remaining small or that it is yet too early to tell 
if there will be sustained improvements in the quality of intervention over the medium- to long-term. 
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Section 3: Conclusions

• The capacity of AU and RECs to intervene in violent conflicts on the continent has increased over 
the last years. AU and RECs interventions in 2016 were deemed of high or medium quality in 24 out 
of the 28 high-level conflicts that were addressed through APSA instruments; this equals 86% of 
all interventions. The overall picture for the effectiveness of AU/REC interventions in 2016 showed 
that 22 out of 28 interventions were deemed to be successful or partly successful (78%). This 
indicates that AU/RECs have become effective and indispensable actors to maintain peace and 
security in Africa through APSA. Globally, there is no other continental framework that provides 
regional institutions with such strong mandates and instruments for conflict transformation. 
The envisaged closer cooperation with the UN, through the implementation of the Joint UN-AU 
Framework for Enhanced Partnership in Peace and Security, is seen as a basis to further improve 
the effectiveness and efficiency of APSA.

• In 2016, the APSA actors showed that they are willing and able to be adaptive, innovative and 
decisive in the use of APSA instruments, particularly in The Gambia and Guinea-Bissau. Other 
conflicts such as Sudan, South Sudan and Somalia however, have a long history of interventions 
by AU/RECs without much progress or strategic breakthrough. The combination and sequencing 
of diplomacy, mediation and PSOs could be a model for more effective interventions by APSA 
actors in the future. 

• The AU principles of sovereignty and non-interference, as well as the different interests of the 
AU PSC member states and of regional bodies, seem to be barriers to early responses through 
interventions by AU/RECs in the frame of APSA. The provisions of relevant AU/RECs statutes 
allow authorizing interventions in instances of gross human rights violations and crimes against 
humanity. Member States, however, seem to reject involvement by AU/RECs in cases of serious 
security challenges quoting the principles of territorial integrity, sovereign status and non-
interference. 

• AU/RECs acknowledge the need to focus more on structural conflict prevention, and initiated 
the first practical steps in 2016 towards implementing instruments of the Continental Conflict 
Prevention Framework. In addition, the AU Summit in January 2017 addressed structural causes 
of conflict through a catalogue of initiatives outlined in the “Master Roadmap on Steps for Silencing 
the Guns in Africa by 2020”. 

• The 6th Tana High-Level Forum on Peace and Security in Africa, held in April 2017, discussed 
violent conflicts related to natural resources and presented challenges and good practices for 
natural resource governance in Africa.

• Elections, issues of constitutional term limits and citizens’ discontent over governance failures 
have become drivers of violent conflict. This constitutes a major challenge for AU/RECs who 
made good experiences with more pro-active and long-term approaches to better anticipate and 
respond to elections and governance issues as a source of conflict. 

• There seems to be a need for greater inclusion and effective participation of civil society and 
especially of youth and women groups in diplomatic consultations, mediation and decision-making 
on peace and security issues involving APSA actors and processes. The implementation of UN 
resolutions 1325 and 1820 focuses on national action plans rather than the implementation at 
regional and continental levels. 



49

• While RECs and RMs in West, East and Southern Africa performed well, RECs/RMs in some regions 
(especially in North and Central Africa) face challenges in undertaking effective interventions. As 
such, there is unevenness in the regional performance and chances of positive impact of the 
APSA. 

• In addition to the APSA Roadmap 2016-2020, a Joint AU-RECs 5-Year Work Plan (Maputo Work 
Plan 2016-2020) was developed to harmonize and synergize their respective tasks for the post-
Full Operational Capability of the ASF. Currently, the AU is conducting a verification of the ASF’s 
pledged capabilities in order to serve as a baseline for the Maputo process.

• As part of strengthening conflict prevention and peace-building, the AU and some RECs initiated 
efforts to operationalize its framework for Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development 
(PCRD). This seems necessary since the majority of violent conflicts in Africa arise in post-conflict 
countries. The ongoing revisions of the ASF doctrine and of the compliance and code of conduct 
regulations by the AU seem to address these issues.

• There are on-going attempts at structural reforms (as underlined by the Kagame Report on AU 
Institutional Reforms and the January 2017 Reform Decisions of the AU Summit) to streamline the 
AU in terms of core competences, priority areas, realignment of institutions and improvement of 
its accountability. A key component of on-going institutional reform at the AU is the drive towards 
financial sustainability, especially the ability of the AU member states to better finance and sustain 
their peace and security agenda. At the July 2016 AU Summit, a 0.2% levy on all eligible imported 
goods into the continent was agreed to allow the AU to fund 100% of its operational budget, 75% 
of its programmes, and 25% of its peace and security activities in incremental phases from 2017 
onwards. 

• Similarly, the year 2016 also witnessed more serious efforts by the AU to reform and operationalize 
the Peace Fund to enhance planning and more sustained engagement and operational effectiveness 
of APSA interventions. The July 2016 AU Assembly resolved to endow the Peace Fund with $325m 
in 2017, rising to a total of $400m by 2020 from the 0.2% levy. The endowment will provide the 
minimum amount available every year to enable AU/RECs to fully finance mediation and preventive 
diplomacy activities, institutional readiness and capacity, maintain a crisis reserve facility as well 
as meet its commitment to finance 25% of its peace operations budget. These reforms are seen 
as important steps to improve ownership, capacities, effectiveness and efficiency of the APSA 
operationalization on the continent. 
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Annex I

Methodology 

The analysis that came up with the findings in this report is based on 111 conflict units in Africa 
identified in the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB). These conflicts units are categorized into five 
different intensity levels, i.e. non-violent conflicts: ‘disputes’ and ‘non-violent crisis’ (‘low intensity’ 
levels 1 and 2 respectively), and violent conflicts: ‘violent crisis’, ‘limited war’ and ‘war’ (‘medium 
intensity and ‘high intensity’, levels 3, 4, and 5 respectively). The assessment in this report examines 
conflicts of ‘medium’ and ‘high’ intensity. 

The first step was comprised of understanding the conflict dynamics of the different conflict units, 
by providing a comprehensive conflict background and establishing a conflict timeline. However, 
some of the conflict units are deeply intertwined with each other, in terms of i) the actors involved, ii) 
the conflict dynamics and drivers of conflict at play, and iii) how these conflict units were addressed 
by AU/RECs. On the basis of these three criteria, conflict units were clustered together, when it 
was impossible or illogical to look at them in isolation. These combined conflict units, which we 
named ‘Conflict Clusters’ (CCs), formed the units of analysis. If there was more than one conflict 
unit in a Conflict Cluster, it was assigned the highest level of intensity from the conflict units that 
CC comprises. At the end of this clustering exercise based on the three criteria indicated above, the 
111 conflict units identified by HCB were clustered into 86 conflict clusters (see Annex II). 67 of these 
clusters were of medium or high intensity levels, and are thus the focus of this analysis. 29 of these 
were addressed by APSA. Out of these 29 conflict clusters, 28 were rated as high-intensity conflicts 
and consequently this report looks at these conflicts to assess the quality and effectiveness of APSA 
interventions (see Annex III).
For the 28 medium and high intensity CCs identified, the extent and intensity of AU/REC engagement 
was then mapped, identifying the various activities of the AU/RECs with regard to a particular conflict 
cluster. APSA interventions were categorized into four instruments of intervention, namely, diplomacy, 
mediation, peace support operations (PSOs) and post-conflict reconstruction and development 
(PCRD). In mapping APSA interventions through these instruments, each intervention item was rated 
on a scale of one to three in terms of its intensity level. AU/REC interventions were assigned a level 
of engagement according to the ‘Indicative table of interventions’ (See table below), level 1 being the 
lowest level of engagement, and level 3 indicating the highest level. 
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Indicative table of Interventions with levels of engagement 

Please note that this is not a comprehensive table of all interventions. It is a table with typical 
interventions, and is used to as a calibration tool, to maintain consistency throughout the countries. 

Diplomacy

Type of 
instrument

Level Description of possible interventions at different levels

Diplomacy

(diplomatic 
measures taken 
by PSC or the 
equivalent in a 
REC)

1

• Cautionary wording in a PSC/AU/REC communiqué to parties in a conflict 
(e.g. ‘grave concern’, ‘deeply concerned’)

• Special/extraordinary AU/REC meeting on the conflict situation 

• Appointing envoys / special representatives 

• ‘Routine’ fact-finding visits/missions by envoys/special representatives; 
possibly also Panel of the Wise (e.g. trust missions to Tunisia in 2013)

• AU/REC express support to other actors’ efforts (‘other actors’ refers 
both to other elements of APSA; e.g. the AU expressing support to IGAD, 
or ECOWAS expressing support to the AU, or other actors, such as the 
UN or EU)

• AU/REC asks for support by other actors (if it addresses other important 
key multilateral bodies, such as the UN or other elements of APSA; i.e. 
not AU/REC asking the international community in general for financial 
support, but includes AU/REC asking the UN or other donors for financial 
support for a specific intervention)

• Specifically mentioning the country in reports/communiqués of the Panel 
of the Wise

• Panel of the Wise is briefed on the situation in a country

• Calling for the establishment of an International Contact Group/Forum 
on the country (e.g. Burkina Faso)

• Publication of a draft or interim report (e.g. presentation of the interim 
Commission of Inquiry on South Sudan) 

• Authorizing a pre-election assessment mission

• Urging parties to facilitate and support for smooth operation of 
humanitarian assistance

• Reaffirming commitment to the AU Constitutive Act (including Article 
4 (o)) and the relevant provisions of the Protocol Relating to the 
Establishment of the Peace and Security Council of the African Union

• Deciding to deploy military experts to verify/monitor processes of 
disarmament; or human rights observers

• Welcoming the extension of a UN mandate or the strengthening of a UN 
mandate (e.g. UNMISS in South Sudan) 

• Calling for the resumption of the cooperation between a peacekeeping 
mission and the national military (e.g. between MONUSCO and FARDC in 
DRC)

• Agreeing to deploy an peace support operation if needed (e.g. South 
Sudan)
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2

• Using the words ‘condemning’ ‘strongly condemning’, ‘strongly reject’ or 
‘extreme concern’ by the Peace and Security Council (PSC), the African 
Union Commission (AUC), or the African Union Assembly of Heads of 
State and Government

• Extraordinary AU/REC meeting at heads of state level
• Establishing a country-specific office/task-force/international contact 

group/commission on the country; also region-specific (e.g. MISAC for 
CAR and Central Africa)

• High-level fact finding mission by the AUC Chairperson/PSC/Peace and 
Security Commissioner/Panel of the Wise

• Deploying an election monitoring mission; Deciding not to deploy an 
election observation mission because necessary conditions have not 
been met

• Deploying military experts to verify/monitor processes of disarmament 
• Deploying human rights observers
• Threatening sanctions/setting ultimatums
• Urging the parties to return to negotiations/political processes 

immediately/without delay/within a specific timeline
• Supporting and calling for non-AU military action 
• Calling for and welcoming the UNSC to impose sanctions 
• Calling for the establishment of an International Commission of Inquiry; 

or an AU/REC Commission of Inquiry (e.g. AU Commission of Inquiry for 
South Sudan) and taking necessary steps to prepare the establishment

• Publication of a report by a Commission of Inquiry 
• Calling for the ‘withdrawal of the (unconstitutional) ruling party’, 

urging for withdrawal of armed groups and all allied forces or troops; 
demanding armed belligerents to end all acts of violence

• Calling for an international observation and security force 
• Asking for deferral of ICC prosecution or indictment
• Recalling a principled position on the total rejection of unconstitutional 

change of government and the recourse to armed violence to advance 
political claims

• Reaching an agreement from a government on allowing Peace Support 
Operations to operate on a country’s territory (e.g. LRA in DRC)

• Welcoming a UNSC resolution mandating a peacekeeping operation (e.g. 
Mali)

• Declaring an organization a terrorist group (e.g. LRA) or welcoming the 
UN declaring a group a terrorist organization

• Formation and/or active participation of the AU/RECs in an International 
Contact Group/Forum on the country

• Requesting the strengthening of the mandate of a peace support 
operation (e.g. DRC, CAR, MINUSMA) 

• Calling for the authorization of an international (e.g. UN) mission or for 
the authorization of an African-led mission (e.g. MNJTF) 
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3

• Suspension from decision-making bodies - re-admitting/lifting 
suspensions

• Issuing sanctions/lifting suspensions

• Implementing UNSC resolutions with sanctions (asset freezing, travel/
visa bans, etc.)

• Issuing an arms embargo 

• Barring a politician from being eligible for elections 

• Declaring null and void all measures of constitutional, institutional and 
legislative nature taken by the military authorities following a coup d’état 

• Establishing a Commission of Inquiry (e.g. AU Commission of Inquiry for 
South Sudan)

• Extending the mandate of a Commission of Inquiry (e.g. AU Commission 
of Inquiry on South Sudan)

• Establishing a peace agreement monitoring mission (e.g. MVM in South 
Sudan)

• Deciding not to deploy a peace support operation (e.g. Burundi and 
MAPROBU)
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Mediation

Type of 
instrument

Level Description of possible interventions at diff erent levels

Mediation 
activities 
undertaken by 
the AU/REC/RMs

1 • AU/REC establishes a delegation to initiate dialogue or appoints a 
mediator

• Initial visit to the country/initial discussions held by AU/REC/RM 

• Consultations held with relevant parties in preparation for mediation 
meetings

• Consultations by EOM with stakeholders (government, CSO, political 
parties) before elections

2
• Appointing a high-level mediator (e.g. current president)

• Numerous visits to a country for mediation purposes (including fact-
finding missions, for mediation purposes)

• Consultations held with both parties with the aim of reaching an 
agreement 

• Fully supporting the mediation efforts when not itself being the chief 
mediator

• Formation and/or active participation of the AU/RECs in an inter-
institutional body to deal with mediation 

• AU delegation/representative is mandated to take the lead role in a 
mediation team

• Agreeing on a road map to end a crisis (e.g. CAR), or a draft agreement 
for negotiations (e.g. Sudan) 

• Organizing a workshop to help identify the practical steps to be taken by 
the AU in support of a peace agreement

• Consultations by EOM with stakeholders (government, CSO, political 
parties) before elections

3
• Mediation is led by the AU/RECs, or the AU/REC is playing the key role in 

the mediation efforts.

• AU representative in high-level mediation team

• Through AU/REC mediation, or with its active support, a key peace, 
power sharing or security agreement is reached

• Extending mediation activity (e.g. African Union High-Level 
Implementation Panel on Sudan (AUHIP))
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Peace Support Operations

Type of 
instrument

Level Description of possible interventions at different levels

Peace support 
operations 
(including ASF and 
its precursors)

1
• Preparatory meetings for a peace support operation 

• Needs assessment mission for stabilization purposes 

• Convening of a resource mobilization meeting/conference for conflict 
transformation/stabilization

• AU/RECs attending ceremonies marking the handover of troops to a 
PSO

• Requesting the AU Commission to undertake contingency planning

2 • Authorizing or mandating the deployment of a peace support 
operation 

• Formalizing a peace support operation with the transitional 
government 

• Formalizing formal directives (strategic directives, rules of 
engagement, operational procedures, etc.) (e.g. LRA)

• Providing financial assistance by the AU/RECs to conflict 
transformation/stabilization 

3 • Deployment of a peace support operation

• Extending mandate of a peace support operation

Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development

Type of 
instrument

Level Description of possible interventions at different levels

Engagement of PRCD 
actors from AUC/RECs

1
• Meeting on PCRD organized/attended by the AU/REC 

• PCRD assessment mission 

• Capacity building workshops organized and led by the AU/REC (e.g. 
counterterrorism workshops in Algeria and Tunisia) 

2 • Establishment of a multi-actor committee/office/institution on PCRD

• Donor conference on PCRD organized by AU/REC

3 • AU/REC PCRD programmes or Quick Impact Project implemented by 
AU/REC 

Following this mapping exercise, the effectiveness and quality of the AU/RECs engagement was 
assessed, building on own analysis, including the conflict analysis, timeline and mapping of AU/REC 
activities, expert analysis and official sources. 

The assessment of effectiveness of interventions in a particular conflict cluster was based on a 
three-step process: first, by assessing whether the response was swift, decisive and responsive to 
escalation and de-escalation points; second, whether the intervention achieved the intended result 
(e.g. convincing the parties to commit themselves to dialogue); third, whether this actually resulted 
in de-escalating the conflict (e.g. dialogue led to a peace agreement). The assessment happened 
on the basis of conflict analysis of intensity of engagement (levels 1-3, see above), public sources 
(e.g. AU/REC communiqués) and expert analysis. Our judgment categories were ‘Overall successful’, 
‘Partly successful’, ‘Too early to tell’, and ‘Rather unsuccessful’, with an accompanying justification 
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established via peer exchange.114 

The assessment of quality of interventions was done by looking at: i) the relative contribution of the 
role played by the AU and RECs, and also compared to other international actors; ii) the coordination 
between AU and RECs with other international actors; and iii) the degree to which the intervention was 
appropriate and commensurate with the nature of the threat. The judgment categories are overall 
high, medium or low quality. The sources used for this assessment were own analysis of intensity of 
engagement (levels 1-3) and the conflict background, expert analysis, and public sources, including 
conflict databases and official documents (AU/REC reports and communiqués). 

It should be noted that the analysis into effectiveness and quality based on the above methodology 
is conducted in respect to each instrument of intervention deployed by AU/RECs in each of the 28 
conflict clusters assessed. This means that the effectiveness and quality of diplomacy, mediation, 
PSO and PCRD interventions, if any, are carried out separately and then the findings on quality and 
effectiveness of each instrument are then aggregated into two overall judgments for that conflict 
cluster: one for quality and one for effectiveness.

 

114  It should be noted that in 2016, a methodological change was introduced in the judgment categories. The main change was the broadening of the highest judgment category from 
‘Yes (Successful)’ to ‘Overall successful’ and lowest category from ‘No’ (Not successful) to ‘Rather unsuccessful’. This followed the peer exchange held between GIZ, IPSS and ECDPM. This 
change was introduced as it was felt that especially the highest category was too rigid and was unable to accommodate the so-called ‘high end’ results in the ‘Party successful’ category. 
In these cases, APSA actors were overall successful, despite some points of critique. Therefore the new and broader category ‘Overall successful’ was introduced and contains those CCs 
where APSA actors’ interventions were mostly successful, but where some points of ineffectiveness or obstacles were nevertheless reported. Similarly for quality, the highest and lowest 
categories were broadened to ‘Overall high quality’ and ‘Mostly low quality’ for the same reason.
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Annex II

Overview of all conflict clusters

No Name of Conflict Cluster Conflict Units included Level of 
intensity

Max level 
of intensity 

conflict 
cluster

1 Algeria (Berbers/Kabylia) CU 1: Algeria (Berbers/Kabylia) 3 3

2 Algeria (Malekites - Mozabites/
Ghardaia) 

CU 2: Algeria (Malekites - Mozabites/Ghardaia) 1 1

3 Algeria (opposition) CU 3: Algeria (opposition) 3 3

4 Angola (FLEC/Cabinda) CU 1: Angola (FLEC/Cabinda) 3 3

5 Angola (UNITA) CU 2: Angola (UNITA) 3 3

6 AQIM/Islamic State115 CU 1: Algeria, Mali, et al. (AQIM et al.) 3 5

CU 2: Algeria, Egypt et a. (IS) 5

CU 3: Egypt (Islamist groups / Sinai Peninsula) 4

7 Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger 
(Boko Haram)

CU 1: Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger (Boko Haram) 5 5

8 Burkina Faso (opposition) CU 1: Burkina Faso (opposition) 3 3

9 Burundi (opposition) CU 1: Burundi (opposition) 3 3

CU 3: Burundi (FNL - Rwasa) 3

10 Burundi - Rwanda CU 2: Burundi - Rwanda 2 2

11 Central African Republic (anti-
Balaka - ex-Séléka)

CU 1: Central African Republic  
(anti-Balaka - ex-Séléka)

4 4

12 Chad (opposition) CU 1: Chad (opposition) 3 3

13 Chad (rebel groups) CU 2: Chad (rebel groups) 1 1

14 Côte d’Ivoire  
(militant groups)

CU 1: Côte d’Ivoire (militant groups) 2 2

15 Côte d’Ivoire (opposition) CU 2: Côte d’Ivoire (opposition) 3 3

115 Non-African countries excluded, see Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016.
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16 DR Congo (eastern Congo militia 
violence)

CU 1: DR Congo (ADF) 4 4

CU 2: DR Congo (Bantu - Batwa) 4

CU 4: DR Congo (Ituri militias), 3

CU 5: DR Congo (Kata Katanga), 3

CU 6: DR Congo (Mayi-Mayi et al.) 4

CU 9: DR Congo (FDLR) 4

CU 10: Burundi, DR Congo (FNL-Nzabampema) 3

17 DR Congo (ex-M23) CU 3: DR Congo (ex-M23) 3 3

18 DR Congo (opposition) CU 7 (opposition) 3 3

19 DR Congo - Rwanda CU 8 (DR Congo - Rwanda) 2 2

20 Egypt (Bedouin activists) CU 1: Egypt (Bedouin activists) 1 1

21 Egypt (Muslims - Christians) CU 2: Egypt (Muslims/Christians) 3 3

22 Egypt (opposition) CU 4: Egypt (opposition) 3 3

23 Egypt - Sudan CU 5: Egypt - Sudan 1 1

24 Eritrea (RSADO) CU 1: Eritrea (RSADO) 3 3

25 Ethiopia (ARDUF) CU 1: Ethiopia (ARDUF) 3 3

26 Ethiopia (OLF / 
Oromiya) 

CU 2: Ethiopia (OLF / Oromiya) 3 3

27 Ethiopia (ONLF / Ogaden) CU 3: (ONLF / Ogaden) 3 3

28 Ethiopia (opposition) CU 4: Ethiopia (opposition) 3 3

29 Ethiopia (TPDM) CU 5: Ethiopia (TPDM) 3 3

30 Ethiopia – Egypt, Sudan (GERD) CU 6: Ethiopia – Egypt, Sudan (GERD) 1 1

31 Ethiopia – Eritrea CU 7: Ethiopia – Eritrea 3 3

32 Gabon (opposition) CU 1: Gabon (opposition) 3 3

33 Guinea (opposition) CU 1: Guinea (opposition) 3 3

34 Guinea-Bissau (opposition) CU 1: Guinea-Bissau (opposition) 3 3

35 Kenya (inter-communal violence) CU 1: Kenya (inter-communal violence) 3 3

36 Kenya (MRC / Coast) CU 2: Kenya (MRC / Coast) 2 2

37 Kenya (Mungiki) CU 3: Kenya (Mungiki) 2 2



63

38 Kenya (opposition) CU 4: Kenya (opposition) 3 3

39 Lesotho116 CU 1: Lesotho (military factions) 3 3

40 Libya (Federalist/Cyrenaica) CU 1: Libya (Federalist/Cyrenaica) 1 1

41 Libya (inter-tribal/opposition) CU 2: Libya (inter-tribal) 3 5

CU 3: Libya (opposition) 5

42 Central African Republic, DR 
Congo, South Sudan, Uganda 
(LRA)

CU 1: Central African Republic, DR Congo, South Sudan, Uganda 
(LRA)

3 3

43 Mali (Azawad/Northern Mali) CU 1: Mali (CMA et al/ Azawad) 3 3

CU 2: Mali (inter-militant rivalry / northern Mali)

44 Mali (opposition groups) CU 3: Mali (opposition) 3 3

45 Mauritania (anti-slavery activists) CU 1: Mauritania (anti-slavery activists) 3 3

46 Morocco (opposition) CU 1: Morocco (opposition) 3 3

47 Morocco (POLISARIO/Western 
Sahara)

CU 2: Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara) 3 3

48 Mozambique (RENAMO) CU 1: Mozambique (RENAMO) 3 3

49 Niger (opposition) CU 1: Niger (opposition) 3 3

50 Nigeria 
(Christians - Muslims)

CU 1: Nigeria (Christians - Muslims) 3 3 

51 Nigeria (Eggon groups/Nasarawa 
State)

CU 2: Nigeria (Eggon groups/Nasarawa State) 3 3 

52 Nigeria  
(farmers - pastoralists)

CU 3: Nigeria (farmers - pastoralists) 5 5

53 Nigeria (Ijaw groups/Niger Delta) CU 4: Nigeria (Ijaw groups/Niger Delta) 3 3

54 Nigeria (IMN) CU 5: Nigeria (IMN) 3 3

55 Nigeria (MASSOB/Biafra) CU 6: Nigeria (MASSOB/Biafra) 3 3

56 Nigeria (MOSOP, Ogoni/Niger 
Delta)

CU 7: Nigeria (MOSOP, Ogoni/Niger Delta) 1 1

57 Nigeria  
(Northerners - Southerners)

CU 8: Nigeria (Northerners, APC supporters - Southerners, PDP 
supporters)

4 4

58 Nigeria, Cameroon (militants / 
Bakassi)

CU 9: Nigeria, Cameroon (militants / Bakassi) 3 3

116  This conflict was not listed in the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016, while it was in the previous version; nor was it indicated to have declined to a lower level. Given the ongoing 
conflict in the country, the project team decided to add this conflict to the overview at a similar level of intensity.
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59 Republic of Congo
(Ninja militias)

CU 1: Republic of Congo (Ninja militias) 3 3

60 Republic of Congo (opposition) CU 2: Republic of Congo (opposition) 2 2

61 Senegal 
(MFDC / Casamance) 

CU 1: Senegal (MFDC / Casamance) 3 3

62 Sierra Leone (APC - SLPP) CU 1: Sierra Leone (APC - SLPP) 3 3

63 Somalia (federalization process/
inter-militia rivalry)

CU 1: Somalia (ASWJ) 3 3

CU 2: Somalia (Habr Gedir - Biymal / Lower Shabelle) 3

CU 3: Somalia (Hawadle - Surre/Hiiraan) 2

CU 4: Somalia (inter-militia rivalry / Jubaland 3

64 Somalia (Puntland - Somaliland 
- FGS)

CU 5: Somalia (Khatumo State - Puntland - Somaliland) 3 3

CU 6: Somalia (Puntland) 1

CU 7: Somalia (Somaliland) 1

65 Somalia - Kenya 
(Al-Shabaab)

CU 8: Somalia, Kenya (Al-Shabaab) 5 5

66 South Africa 
(KwaZulu- Natal)

CU 1: South Africa (KwaZulu- Natal) 1 1

67  South Africa (opposition) CU 2: South Africa (opposition) 3 3

68 South Africa (xenophobes) CU 3: South Africa (xenophobes) 3 3

69 South Sudan (civil war) CU 1: South Sudan (inter-communal violence) 5 5

CU 2: South Sudan (opposition) 2

CU 3: South Sudan (SPLM/A-in-Opposition) 5

CU 4: South Sudan (various militias) 3

70 South Sudan 
(border communities) 

CU5: South Sudan (border communities) 2 2

71 Sudan (Darfur/inter-communal 
violence)

CU 1: Sudan (Darfur) 5 5

CU 3: Sudan (inter-communal violence) 4

72 Sudan (Eastern Front) CU 2: Sudan (Eastern Front) 2 2

73 Sudan (opposition) CU 4: Sudan (opposition) 3 3
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74 Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South 
Kordofan, Blue Nile / Sudan 
- South Sudan/ Sudan, South 
Sudan (Abyei))

CU 5: Sudan (SPLM/A-North / South Kordofan, Blue Nile)

CU 6: Sudan - South Sudan 

CU 7: Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei)

5

3

3

5

75 Swaziland (opposition) CU 1: Swaziland (opposition) 3 3

76 Tanzania (Chadema, CUF - CCM) CU 1: Tanzania (Chadema, CUF - CCM) 3 3

77 Tanzania (Christians-Muslims) CU 2: Tanzania (Christians-Muslims) 2 2

78 Tanzania (Uamsho/Zanzibar) CU 3: Tanzania (Uamsho/Zanzibar) 1 1

79 The Gambia (opposition) CU 1: Gambia (opposition) 3 3

80 Togo (opposition) CU 1 : Togo (opposition) 3 3

81 Tunisia (opposition) CU 1: Tunisia (opposition) 3 3

82 Uganda (Baganda/Buganda) CU 1: Uganda (Baganda/Buganda) 1 1

83 Uganda (Bakonzo/Rwenzururu) CU 2: Uganda (Bakonzo/Rwenzururu) 3 3

84 Uganda (Inter-communal 
Rivalry/Rwenzururu)

CU 3: Uganda (Inter-communal Rivalry/Rwenzururu) 3 3

85 Uganda (opposition) CU 4: Uganda (opposition) 3 3

86 Zimbabwe (opposition) CU 1: Zimbabwe (opposition) 3 3
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Annex III

Overview of all conflict clusters > HCB level 3 addressed by APSA

No Name of Confl ict 
Cluster

Confl ict Units included Level of 
intensity

Max level 
of intensity 

confl ict 
cluster

1 AQIM/Islamic State117 CU 1: Algeria, Mali, et al. (AQIM et al.) 3 5

CU 2: Algeria, Egypt et a. (IS) 5

CU 3: Egypt (Islamist groups / Sinai Peninsula) 4

2 Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger 
(Boko Haram)

CU 1: Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger (Boko Haram) 5 5

3 Burkina Faso (opposition) CU 1: Burkina Faso (opposition) 3 3

4 Burundi (opposition) CU 1: Burundi (opposition)

CU 3: Burundi (FNL-Rwasa)

3

3

3

5 Central African Republic (anti-
Balaka - ex-Séléka

CU 1: Central African Republic (anti-Balaka - ex-Séléka 4 4

6 Chad (opposition) CU 1: Chad (opposition) 3 3

7 Côte d’Ivoire (opposition) CU 2: Côte d’Ivoire (opposition) 3 3

8 DR Congo (eastern Congo militia 
violence)

CU 1: DR Congo (ADF) 4 4

CU 2: DR Congo (Bantu - Batwa) 4

CU 4: DR Congo (Ituri militias), 3

CU 5: DR Congo (Kata Katanga), 3

CU 6: DR Congo (Mayi-Mayi et al.) 4

CU 8: DR Congo, Rwanda (FDLR) 4

CU 10: Burundi, DR Congo (FNL-Nzabampema) 3

9 DR Congo (ex-M23) CU 3: DR Congo (ex-M23) 3 3

10 DR Congo (opposition) CU 7 (opposition) 3 3

11 Gabon (opposition) CU 1: Gabon (opposition) 3 3

12 Guinea (opposition) CU 1: Guinea (opposition) 3 3

13 Guinea-Bissau (opposition) CU 1: Guinea-Bissau (opposition) 3 3

117  Non-African countries excluded, see Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016. 
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14 Kenya (opposition) CU 4: Kenya (opposition) 3 3

15 Lesotho (military factions) CU 1: Lesotho (military factions) 3 3

16 Libya (inter-tribal/opposition) CU 2: Libya (inter-tribal)

CU 3: Libya (opposition)

3

5

5

17 Central African Republic, DR 
Congo, South Sudan, Uganda 
(LRA)

CU 1: Central African Republic, DR Congo, South Sudan, Uganda 
(LRA)

3 3

18 Mali (Azawad/Northern Mali) CU 1: Mali (CMA et al/ Azawad)

CU 2: Mali (inter-militant rivalry / northern Mali)

2

3

3

19 Morocco (POLISARIO/Western 
Sahara)

CU 2: Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara) 3 3

20 Niger (opposition) CU 1: Niger (opposition) 3 3

21 Somalia (federalization process/
inter-militia rivalry)

CU 1: Somalia (ASWJ) 3 3

CU 2: Somalia (Habr Gedir - Biymal / Lower Shabelle) 3

CU 3: Somalia (Hawadle - Surre/Hiiraan) 2

CU 4: Somalia (inter-militia rivalry / Jubaland 3

22 Somalia - Kenya (Al-Shabaab) CU 8: Somalia, Kenya (Al-Shabaab) 5 5

23 South Sudan (civil war) CU 1: South Sudan (inter-communal violence) 5 5

CU 2: South Sudan (opposition) 2

CU 3: South Sudan (SPLM/A-in-Opposition) 5

CU 4: South Sudan (various militias) 3

24 Sudan (Darfur/inter-communal 
violence)

CU 1: Sudan (Darfur)

CU 3: Sudan (inter-communal violence)

5

4

5

25 Sudan (opposition) CU 4: Sudan (opposition) 3 3

26 Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South 
Kordofan, Blue Nile / Sudan 
- South Sudan/ Sudan, South 
Sudan (Abyei))

CU 5: Sudan (SPLM/A-North / South Kordofan, Blue Nile) 5 5

CU 6: Sudan - South Sudan 3

CU 7: Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei) 3

27 The Gambia (opposition) CU 1: The Gambia (opposition) 3 3

28 Uganda (opposition) CU 4: Uganda (opposition) 3 3
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Annex IV

Analysis of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises where AU/RECs intervened with explicitly 
preventive measures

1. Indicators

 a) Number of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises in which the AU and RECs took  
 explicitly preventive measures [in the year 2016]. 

 b) Number of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises where AU/RECs intervened and  
 did not erupt into conflict and violence [in the year 2016]. 

2. Methodology

For the identification of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises in the year 2016, a review of the 
following literature has been conducted: Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB) 2016, ISS Peace and 
Security Council Reports from the year 2016, the Report of the PSC on its activities and other early 
warning sources. The search was extended to all African countries.

Once identified as ‘emerging conflicts’, interventions by AU/RECs were researched, with a view to 
map explicitly preventive measures undertaken by AU/RECs to address the conflicts. The tables 
below include a brief description, when relevant, of explicitly preventive interventions (mediation and 
diplomacy) concerning newly arising crises. The number of measures undertaken is also counted.

From all the conflicts identified in Tables 1 and 2, the number of cases that did not erupt into violence 
is counted below. If a conflict is reported in the HCB 2016 with a level of intensity equal or above 3, 
it is considered that the conflict erupted into crisis. If the conflict it is not reported in the Heidelberg 
Conflict Barometer 2016, or it figures there with a level of intensity lower than 3, the conflict is 
considered a positive example where a crisis was prevented. A qualitative judgment is then made on 
the basis of the research conducted.

An analysis of the below table, and answers to indicator a) and b) is provided in Section 3, followed by 
some key observations and messages in section 4. 

Table 1: Newly emerged (potential) conflicts118 

Country Context AU/RECs explicitly preventive 
measures

Erupted in crisis

1 The Gambia The situation in The Gambia in 2016, a new 
confl ict according to the Heidelberg Confl ict 
Barometer 2016, was primarily marked 
by tensions in the run up to the elections 
scheduled on 1 December 2016. 

Early engagement by ECOWAS in April 2016 
- but following the elections and political 
crisis, APSA actors deployed “typical” conflict 
management tools. 

(ECOWAS/AU, high intensity of engagement)

Yes

118  These were newly emerged conflicts according to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016. 
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Table 2: Existing conflicts with newly emerged (potential) crises119

Country Context APSA interventions

2 Algeria In Algeria, the conflict between the Government 
and Berber communities in Kabylia region 
escalated from a non-violent to a violent 
dispute. Protests and minor incidents had been 
reported throughout the year. While previous 
years featured claims for more cultural and 
political rights, including the promulgated goal 
of Kabylia autonomy, this year’s demonstrators 
and spokespersons for the MAK demanded full 
independence from Algeria.

No evidence of preventive measures taken by 
APSA actors.

Yes

3 Angola In Angola, both conflicts listed by the HCB 2016 
escalated in the course of 2016. The conflict 
between FLEC and the government in Cabinda 
region escalated from a non-violent to a violent 
crisis, while the conflict between UNIA and the 
MPLA escalated from a dispute to a violent crisis.

There is no evidence of preventive measures 
taken by the AU or regional actors. 

Yes

4 Cameroon The conflict between Bakassi militants and 
Cameroon and Nigeria escalated exponentially in 
2016, from a dispute to a violent crisis. 

There is no evidence of preventive measures 
taken by regional actors or the AU. 

Yes

5 Chad The conflict between opposition groups and 
the government in Chad in 2016 was related to 
the presidential elections that took place on 10 
April, with President Déby running for his fifth 
term and winning the vote with approximately 
60%, allowing him to remain in power. During 
the year, several anti-government protests took 
place. As a result of recurring anti-government 
demonstrations, violent clashes with police forces 
ahead of the presidential elections. 

AU Liaison office played an important monitoring 
role during the elections; critical EOM report; but 
no evidence of preventive measures.

(AU, medium intensity of engagement)

No

7 Eritrea In Eritrea, the conflict between the Red Sea 
Afar Democratic Organization (RSADO) and the 
government escalated again to a violent crisis over 
the course of 2016. 

No preventive measures were taken by APSA 
actors. 

Yes

8 Ethiopia Several conflicts continued in Ethiopia, following 
the tense election and oppression following the 
May 2015 elections. Two conflicts in particular 
escalated, namely the conflict involving the Afar 
Revolutionary Democratic Front (ARDUF) and the 
conflict involving the Tigray People’s Democratic 
Front (TPDM). According to the UN Monitoring 
Group, the TPDM “represented the most significant 
Ethiopian opposition group being trained, financed 
and hosted inside Eritrea”. Since then however, 
the defection of its former chair and a number of 
fighters loyal to him has significantly impacted 
its capacity, and the TPDM is reportedly growing 
increasingly fragmented.120

No preventive measures were taken by APSA 
actors. 

Yes

119  Election Observation Missions have not been considered as explicitly preventive measures, unless they were complemented by Goodwill Missions or high level pre-election 
missions. 
120  United Nations, Report of the Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea pursuant to Security Council resolution 2244 (2015): Eritrea, 31 October 2016.
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9 Eritrea-
Ethiopia

The confl ict between both countries also escalated 
considerably in 2016, following some period of 
relative stability, from a (silent) dispute to a violent 
crisis. This re-escalation in tensions puts the border 
region at considerable risk, according to the EU in 
April 2017. 

No preventive measures were taken by APSA 
actors, besides for expressing its concern at the 
continued tensions in the Eritrea and Ethiopia, 
and calling upon the Commission to take 
appropriate measures during the AU Assembly 
in January 2016. No information was found on 
measures taken over the course of 2016. 

(AU, low intensity of engagement)

Yes

10 Guinea-Bissau Guinea Bissau has a long history of political 
instability and unconstitutional changes of power. 
Following a period of relative stability however, the 
confl ict in the country re-escalated in 2016, from a 
dispute to a violent crisis; indicated the continued 
potential for intense escalation. The crisis 
revolved around the appointment of the cabinet 
and importantly the Prime Minister. Following 
ECOWAS-led mediation, a six-point roadmap and 
a 10-point Conakry Agreement were signed in 
September and October 2016 respectively. 

AU field mission in March to assess situation and 
identify ways of conflict resolution; combination 
of election observation missions, mediation 
and a PSO. However, given the pre-existing 
engagement, perhaps insufficient levels of 
preventive action.

(AU/ECOWAS, high intensity of engagement)

No 

11 Kenya In 2016, the confl ict between the government 
and opposition parties escalated ahead of the 
scheduled 2017 elections, from a non-violent to a 
violent crisis. 

The AU took preventive measures through the 
AU observation mission by calling for urgent 
electoral and judicial reforms to avert a crisis 
during the 2017 general election.121

(AU, medium intensity of engagement)

Yes

12 Mali In Mali, the confl ict between the opposition 
groups and the government escalated from a non-
violent crisis to a violent crisis in 2016. The local 
elections in November 2016 were a major reason 
for contestation, in which the opposition claimed 
fraud, and called for a voter boycott. Polls were 
cancelled in at least 7 districts for security reasons, 
with opposition leader Soumalia Cisse calling for a 
delay in the voting process.122 

There was no intervention from APSA actors 
in the Mali (opposition) conflict. However, it 
should be noted that prior to the November local 
elections, opposition leader Soumalia Cisse and 
President Keita held a meeting in September to 
“facilitate an atmosphere of dialogue” to address 
the communication deficit between these 
parties and allow the incumbent government 
to understand opposition criticisms.123  No APSA 
actors were present at this meeting.

Yes

13 Nigeria In Nigeria, a high number of confl icts remained 
active. According to the HCB, several of those 
escalated over the course 2016, including in 
Nasarawa State with the re-activation of Eggon 
militia. HCB also reports that the confl ict between 
Northerners/APC supporters and southerners/
PDP supporters escalated to a limited war from 
a violent confl ict in the previous year. However, 
ACLED notes that “Over the course of 2016, Nigeria 
witnessed a general downward trend in violence 
starting in March 2016.124 

No preventive measures were taken by APSA 
actors. In light of previous efforts by the Nigerian 
government to emphasize the national character 
of conflict, including the fight against Boko 
Haram, we can expect pushback against regional 
involvement in these conflicts too, including for 
potentially preventive measures. 

Yes

 121   ‘AU observers call for electoral, judicial reforms in Kenya’ AllAfrica 28 May 2016.
 122  ‘Mali’s ruling party loses in 10 of the 19 urban communes’ Africa News November 2016.
 123  ‘Mali: Soumaïla Cissé s’explique après avoir rencontré IBK’ RFI Afrique 9 September 2016. 
 124   ACLED 2017 ‘Conflict and Violence Overview: Report 55’ February 2017.
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14 Republic of 
Congo

In the Republic of Congo, the conflict between 
the Ninja militias and the government escalated 
to a violent crisis, from a non-violent dispute in 
previous years. This followed a decade of DDR 
efforts to demobilize rebels of the Ninja militia. 
The violence between government troops and 
alleged former Ninja fighters was triggered by an 
attack by a group of young men, who set fire to 
the government’s administrative headquarters 
in Makélékélé, a southern arrondissement of the 
capital Brazzaville.125  The government was quick to 
describe it as a “terrorist” attack. According to the 
ACLED Conflict Trends Report of February 2017, the 
last irregularities were reported on 26 November 
2016; it has been quiet in the region since.126

While the AU was engaged with regard to 
the conflict between the government and the 
opposition in the country, there is no evidence 
of preventive measures having taken place as 
regards this conflict. 

No

15 Togo In 2016, HCB reported that the conflict between 
the opposition and the government escalated from 
a non-violent crisis to a violent crisis. Opposition 
members demanded constitutional reforms and 
local elections. 

No preventive measures were taken by APSA 
actors. 

Yes

16 Uganda In Uganda, two conflicts escalated to a violent 
crisis, both of them related to the Rwenzururu 
area. 

The area remained in a fragile position in 2016 
given the on-going instability in Eastern Congo. 
Combatants reportedly identified as members 
of the Congolese rebel movement M23 were 
reportedly in the Rwenzururu kingdom (Uganda) 
to destabilize the Ugandan security forces 
deployed in the region. Furthermore, following the 
local council elections that took place in February, 
there was severe unrest between ethnic groups in 
the Rwenzururu region. 

While the AU was engaged with regard to the 
local election in Uganda, there is no evidence of 
preventive measure taken regarding this conflict.  

3. Analysis of preventive measures undertaken by APSA

Number of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises in which the AU 
and RECs took explicitly preventive measures [in the year 2016]. 

5: APSA actors intervened through preventive measures in The 
Gambia, Chad, Ethiopia-Eritrea, Guinea-Bissau and Kenya. 

Number of newly arising (and potentially violent) crises where AU/
RECs intervened and did not erupt into conflict and violence [in the year 
2016]. 

0

125    African Arguments: Republic of Congo government blames non-existent militia for attack, wages war on citizens, 19 April 2016. 
126    ACLED Conflict Trends Report no. 55, Republic of Congo, February 2017. 
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Annex V

Staffing levels of AU/REC-led PSOs 

Name Organization Country Duration Staff 

military (M), police (P), civil (C) 

According to mandate In duty

African Union 
Mission in Somalia 
(AMISOM) 

AU Somalia Since 
19.01.2007 

22,586 uniformed 
personnel + one 
appropriate civil component 
(70 logistical staff  
supported by UN) 

21,524 M , 399 P ,55 C 

(July 2017) 

Lord’s Resistance 
Army – Regional 
Cooperation 
Initiative (LRA-
RCI) 

AU-authorized 
coalition between 
DRC, CAR, Uganda 
and South Sudan 

Central African 
Region (DRC, 
CAR, South 
Sudan, Uganda) 

Since 
22.11.2011 

5,030 M , 1 C 

(Dec. 2014) 

3,085 M , 1 C 

(Nov. 2015) 

ECOWAS Mission 
in Guinea Bissau 
(ECOMIB) 

ECOWAS Guinea Bissau 16.04.2012 
until 
30.06.2017

850 uniformed personnel 

120 C , (Dec. 2014) 

576 M , 282 P (2 FPU) 

7 C , (May 2015) 

Multinational 
Joint Task Force 
(MNJTF) against 
Boko Haram 

AU, Chad Lake 
Basin Commission 
supported by 
ECOWAS and ECCAS 

Niger, Nigeria, 
Cameroon, Chad 

Since 
29.01.2015 

8,700 M 

2,000 P und C 

10,599 M , 46 C

(July 2017) 

African Union– 
United Nations 
Hybrid Mission in 
Darfur (UNAMID) 

AU, UN Sudan Since 
01.01.2008 

15,854 M , 3,403 P 

Appropriate civilian 
component 

(Dec. 2014) 

13,626 M , 3,047 P 

2,888 C , (June 2017)

SADC – Oversight 
Committee 
Lesotho

SADC Lesotho Since 
17.11.2016

Outlook

ECOWAS 
Mission in 
The Gambia 
(ECOMIG)

ECOWAS The Gambia Since 
17.01.2017

Mandated in 2017 

7000 M

Mali – G5 
Sahel Force

Since: 
21.06.2017

Mandated in 2017 

5,000 M and P

Not yet deployed

127  The following table provides an overview of the on-going African-led PSOs and their staffing composition. As access to this data is limited, the dates of data-collection vary and 
should consequently not be used for direct comparison.






