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FOREWORD

Kidane Kiros, PhD

Director

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

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, 2016 and 2017 University of
Pennsylvania Global Go To Think Tank Index Reports.

This sixth edition of the APSA Impact Assessment Report provides a timely
reference tool for the African Union (AU), Regional Economic Communities
(RECs)/Regional Mechanisms (RMs) and member states of the AU and RECs/RMs.
This report comes while the AU is undergoing a reform process that has four
priority areas namely: focusing the AU on key priorities of 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 serves as a tool to assess the successes and challenges
of the various instruments in meeting peace and security priorities on the
continent and 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 produce this report for the second time in partnership with
the European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM), with support
from the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH, on
behalf of the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
(BMZ).



PREFACE

Michelle Ndiaye

Director, Africa Peace and Security
Programme (APSP)

Institute for Peace and Security
Studies (IPSS)

Addis Ababa University

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

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 interventions being carried out in conflict
situations across the continent, both through instruments under APSA and
other ad-hoc security arrangements, 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.

The APSA Impact Report is released annually by the Institute for Peace and
Security Studies (IPSS) as part of its mission to foster peace and security in
Africa through research, education and policy dialogues. This year marks the
second time the report is prepared by a team based at IPSS, a worthwhile
achievement in our continuous efforts to promote African ownership in peace
and security initiatives. Prior to 2016, the report was prepared by the Deutsche
Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH, on behalf of the
German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ)
and the European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM).
Previous editions of the report 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.

I would like to acknowledge the individuals and institutions that made up the
team that developed this report. Co-supervised by ECDPM Policy Officer
Sophie Desmidt and IPSS APSA Monitoring Project research coordinator
Melhik Abebe Bekele, the team at IPSS comprised of: Alem Berhe Kidane,
Elena Thie, Mahlet Fitiwi Tekle, Tigist Kebede Feyissa and Zaharau Shariff. | am
sincerely grateful to these individuals for their diligent work and dedication to
this project. | would also like to acknowledge Anouar Abouhkhars (PhD) and
Olawale Ismail (PhD) for preparing the final report Michelle Mendi Muita and
Abel Belachew for providing editorial support and leading the design and print
process of this publication. Finally, | would like to express my gratitude for the
support we received from BMZ and GIZ, including from the GIZ African Union
team that provided support throughout the project’s duration: David Nii Addy,
Nina Fink and Joana Clemens.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



In 2017, Africa continued to be home to a little more than
a quarter of all conflicts worldwide, with national power,
subnational  predominance,  system/ideology  and
resources as the most prominent conflict drivers. Of 52
violent conflicts in Africa identified by the APSA Impact
Report 2017, the African Union (AU) and Regional
Economic Communities (RECs) intervened in a total of 27
conflicts (52%) either through diplomacy, mediation,
peace support operations (PSOs) or a combination of
these. It should be noted however that under the

methodology of the APSA Impact study (which, for the
benefit of consistency across years, uses the Heidelberg
Conflict Barometer (HCB) as a baseline to identify violent
conflicts), there are often more than one conflicts in
individual countries even after these conflicts are
“clustered” as part of the methodology. This is why there
are a greater number of conflicts in this report than is
common in other publications. (See also ‘Methodology’,
below). As in previous years, the AU and RECs were more
likely to intervene in high-intensity conflicts (wars or
limited wars) and continued to focus on conflict
management rather than preventive diplomacy and
mediation, a pattern that had been observed already in
2016.

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. The AU reform process underway
potentially provides an invaluable opportunity to
enhance and better coordinate the mandate and capacity
of the different regional organizations engaged in
addressing conflict on the continent. The APSA Impact
Report aims to provide data and analyses on the state of
conflict in Africa as well as on the quality and
effectiveness of the interventions conducted by the AU
and RECs in de-escalating or resolving these conflicts.

The findings of the APSA Impact Report 2017 present
a general decline in the effectiveness and quality of
interventions as compared to 2016. A range of reasons
could account for this decline. For instance, several of the
interventions studied in 2017 were relatively long-
running interventions (for example in South Sudan,
Somalia, CAR), which are known to suffer from mission
creep, lack of sustainable funding and fatigue, which
generally affect the quality and effectiveness of
interventions. Furthermore, in 2017, there were less short
term and fast acting interventions (which are often used
in less violent conflicts) and more successful in general.
Election observation missions fall in this category of
interventions and, in 2017, there were fewer elections
than in previous years.

In certain cases (DRC, for example), there were
disagreements between different actors on the approach
to follow in 2017, while in others (Libya, for example), the
AU was sidelined by the UN in the peace process. This
affects quality and effectiveness in general, as it takes
longer to design and implement the intervention.
However, while results might fluctuate from one year
to another, it is important to consider the long-term
quality and effectiveness of interventions. As the scope of
this annual study considers quality and effectiveness in
one year, caution should be taken not to fall into the
“trap” of strict comparisons between one year and the
next. A dip in year might not give a complete picture
about the overall impact of the APSA which requires
a longer-term of 2-3 years assessment, which will be
forthcoming. Nevertheless, 2017 also saw a number of
highly qualitative and successful interventions through
the deployment of a combination of instruments, in most
cases where PSOs were deployed together with
diplomacy and mediation.

According to the findings of this study, in 2017, in 78% of
conflicts where there was intervention, AU and/or REC
engagements were deemed to be of high or medium
quality (86% in 2016), while, as regards effectiveness,
63% were found to be successful or partly successful in
de-escalating or resolving the conflict (78% in 2016).

Diplomacy was used as an instrument of intervention in
all 27 conflicts assessed. In 77% of all cases assessed,
diplomacy was rated to be successful or partly
successful. However, the instrument on its own was
rarely likely to cause a de-escalation or resolution to the
conflict. In 78% of cases assessed, diplomatic
interventions were found to be medium or high quality.
Interventions in the form of mediation took place in
almost half of all conflicts. Of these 13 interventions, 46%
were considered to be successful or partly successful.
Again, mediation efforts were more likely to be effective if
they were combined with other tools. In terms of
quality, 61.5% of mediation interventions were found to
be medium or high quality. This marks a significant drop
from 2016, where 90% of mediation interventions were
assessed as medium or high quality. Of the 8 AU/REC-led
PSOs that took place in 2017, 62.5% were considered to
be successful or partly successful, while 75% were
medium or high quality. A mix of instruments proved to
have a positive effect on the effectiveness/successfulness
of a peace support operation.



While looking at the evolving conflict landscape in the
continent, continuing and potential future risks for
conflicts in Africa become apparent. Corresponding to
these changes in conflict, the respective responses have
undergone a continuing change. In recent years, regional
mechanisms and security initiatives that do not formally
belong to the APSA framework have become more
prominent across Africa’s peace and security landscape.
The Multinational Joint Task Force against Boko Haram
(MNJTF) and the newly established G5 Joint Sahel Force
represent a new type of security arrangement that is, so
far, not formally envisaged under the APSA. Whether such
new security arrangements complement or undermine
the APSA in the long run depends on how those
initiatives and arrangements are integrated into the APSA
politically, institutionally as well as operationally, including
through the AU reforms currently underway.

Continuing security threats still require an active and
visible engagement of African states and regional
organizations in strengthening peace and security in
Africa. The findings from 2017 show limited practical
effort in actual structural conflict prevention. The majority
of APSA-related interventions continue to be “crisis
response” and “fire-fighting” with little evidence of
efforts to address structural causes of violent conflicts,
violent extremism, mass riots, etc. However, security
responses can never be a substitute for tackling the
underlying drivers of insecurity. There is need to
demonstrate greater urgency and readiness to undertake
practical conflict prevention through quick action,
dedicated resources and engagement focused on
addressing the structural causes of violence and
insecurity in Africa.
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METHODOLOGY

The annual APSA Impact Report measures the impact of the
African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA) on conflicts in
Africa. Following the adoption of the AU Peace and Security
Protocol in 2002, APSA has become a central framework for
conflict prevention, management and resolution, as well as
post-conflict reconstruction and development across the
continent. As the African Union’s (AU) decision-making body in
the area of peace and security, the Peace and Security Council
(PSC) . ¢gulates the implementation of APSA instruments. APSA
draws on the AU Commission, the AU PSC, the Panel of the
Wise, the Continental Early Warning System (CEWS), the
Africain Scandby Force (ASF), and the Peace Fund. In line with
the principle of subsidiarity, Regional Economic Communities
(RECs) =< well as other Regional Mechanisms (RMs) constitute
imporwant building blocks of APSA. The APSA is thus based on
a vertical as well as horizontal interplay between various actors.

In recent years, regional mechanisms and security initiatives
that do not formally belong to the APSA framework have
become more prominent across Africa’s peace and security
landscape. The Multinational Joint Task Force against
Boko Haram (MNJTF), for instance, is an ad-hoc coalition
between Cameroon, Chad, Niger, Nigeria and Benin, which
operates under the political authority of the Lake Chad Basin
Commission (LCBC). The LCBC does not belong to the eight
RECs formally recognized by the AU. Although the MNJTF is
mandated by the AU and receives financial resources from it, it
does not form part of the APSA framework. Similarly, the G5
Sahel Joint Force, an ad-hoc coalition between Burkina Faso,
Mali, Mauritania, Niger, and Chad operates under the
authority of the G5 Sahel. In light of the AU’s involvement in
these coalitions and current discussions amongst academics
and practitioners about the potential integration thereof into
the APSA framework, this report includes these mechanisms in
its analysis along with RECs.

The impact of APSA interventions is assessed in this report by
measuring the quality and effectiveness of APSA instruments
deployed in conflicts. The study categorises APSA instruments
into diplomacy, mediation, peace support operations (PSO)
and Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD).
An ‘Indicative Table of Interventions’ (See Annex |) was used
as a guide to categorize a given statement, decision or action
as diplomacy, mediation, PSO or PCRD and to rate its
intensity on a scale of 1-3. The intensity level of engagement
is useful in gauging the responsiveness and appropriateness
of the engagement to the conflict under consideration.



This study is conducted by the Institute for Peace and
Security Studies (IPSS) at the Addis Ababa University,
Ethiopia, in cooperation with the European Centre for
Development Policy Management (ECDPM) in Maastricht,
the Netherlands. The conflicts covered under this report
(for an assessment of quality and effectiveness of AU
and/or REC interventions, if there were any) are identified
by using the annual Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB)
as a baseline. This is a methodological decision made
with the view to create consistency and lessen subjectivity
in assessment. The HCB categorizes conflicts into five
different intensity levels: ‘disputes’ (level 1), ‘'non-violent
crisis’ (level 2), ‘violent crisis’ (level 3), ‘limited war’ (level
4) and ‘war’ (level 5). The first two levels are ‘non-violent
conflicts’, whereas the last three are ‘violent conflicts'. As
the aim of this study is to assess interventions in violent
conflicts, this report looks only at interventions that have
been conducted in conflicts with intensity levels of 3 and
above according to the HCB.

However, some of these conflicts have close linkages with
each other in terms of i) the actors involved, ii) the conflict
dynamics and drivers of conflict at play, and iii) how these
conflicts are addressed by AU/RECs. It was therefore
necessary to add a ‘clustering’ exercise in the process of
identifying conflicts to be covered by the study in which,
on the basis of these three criteria, conflict units in the
HCB are clustered together when it was impossible or
illogical to look at them separately from each other. These
combined conflict units, which are named ‘Conflict
Clusters' (CCs) formed the units of analysis of this study.
However, to avoid confusion, in this final report, “conflict”
is used in place of “conflict clusters”. If there was more
than one conflict unit in a CC, 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 107" conflict units identified
by HCB were clustered into 70 conflict clusters (see Annex
I); 52 of these clusters were of medium or high intensity
levels, and are thus the focus of this analysis. Out of this,
27 were addressed by APSA and it is interventions in
these conflicts that this report looks at to assess their
quality and effectiveness (see Annex lll). It should be
noted that, while for example the AU PSC deals with
countries subsuming the different conflicts in a country
together, in this study there are often more than one

1 The Heidelberg Conflict Barometer only reports 106 conflict units
across Africa in 2017. This is because the conflict unit Leso-tho (military
factions) is not included in the HCB 2017. However, based on the
research conducted for the study presented here, the conflict is deemed as a
conflict with an intensity level of 3. Furthermore, SADC continued to
intervene in Lesotho through-out 2017. For that reason, the decision was
made to include the conflict in Lesotho in the analysis of this study.

conflict units in each individual country. For the sake of
consistency across years and different members of the
research team, this study uses the HCB as a baseline to
identify violent conflicts. Even after the ’clustering’
exercise which significantly reduces the number of
conflicts to be assessed (from 74 conflict units to 52
conflict clusters in 2017), there are certainly a greater
number of conflicts than are on the PSC's agenda for
example. The number of conflicts in this study is also
greater than what we commonly find in other
publications. However, the fact that the number of
conflicts is greater does not have a net negative effect on
the outcome of the study as it equally increases both
conflicts with positively assessed interventions and those
with less favorably assessed ones.

For the 27 medium and high intensity conflicts
identified, the type and intensity of AU/REC engagement
was then mapped, identifying the various activities of the
AU/RECs with regard to a particular conflict. Section 1
provides an overview of peace and security in Africa in
2017 by outlining data on the conflict situation in Africa
such as conflict trends, items and dynamics. Section 2
presents the findings of the assessment of the quality
and effectiveness of AU/RECS interventions on the basis
of three main lines of inquiry (each for quality and
effectiveness) listed below.

Quality: (i) Appropriateness of means used given the
nature of the threat, (ii) relative importance of AU/REC
interventions compared with interventions by other
actors, (i) quality of cooperation between these actors.

Effectiveness: (i) Whether the intervention was timely and
adequate in its response, (i) whether it achieved the
intended result, and (iii) whether it led to a de-escalation
of the conflict.

Sub-section 2.1 provides an overview of the overall
findings on the effectiveness and quality of AU/RECS
interventions, whereas sub-section 2.2 analyses the
effectiveness and quality of diplomacy, mediation
and Peace Support Operations (PSOs) in more detail. The
remaining sub-sections in section 2 cover peace
agreements signed in 2017, preventive diplomacy,
violent conflicts where there were no interventions and
the overall development of APSA interventions from 201

2013 to 2017.

Section 3 provides final conclusions and insights into
future developments.
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Section 1:

OVERVIEW OF PEACE AND
SECURITY IN AFRICA IN 2017



1.1 CONFLICT TRENDS

OVERALL NUMBERS OF CONFLICTS

According to the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer (HCB),? the global number of conflicts decreased from 402 in 2016 to
385 in 2017.2 This is in line with trends over the past years; the pattern of marginal changes, often reduction, year on
year. In Africa, the number of conflicts in 2017 was 107, a slight decrease from 110 recorded in 2016. This meant that
with a total of 107 out of 385, Africa continued to account for a little more than a quarter of all conflicts worldwide.
When disaggregated, the number of wars in Africa remained “stable” and unchanged from the preceding year with a
total of 17 recorded in 2017. However Africa recorded a reduction in the number of violent crisis with 57 cases in 2017,
compared with 65 in 2016. In contrast, the number of non-violent crises recorded in 2017 was 33, compared with 28 in
2016* (see figure 1).

It should be noted that this study assesses the impact of interventions by the African Union (AU) and Regional Economic
Communities (RECs) in conflicts that are violent (intensity levels 3-5 according to HCB) and thus qualify for intervention.
In 2017, Africa had 74 conflicts with an intensity of level 3 and 5; that is wars, limited wars or violent crises, and thus
qualified for interventions by AU. The number is lower than the 82 recorded in 2016, but at the same level recorded in
2015. The numbers in this section reflect conflicts as they appear in the HCB before the clustering exercise carried out in
this study that reduced the number of violent conflicts (level 3 and above) from 74 to 52.°

Figure 1: Conflit Intensity in Africa (2017 - 2017)
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2 Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, p. 15.

3 In terms of conflict intensity, the HCB reports that slightly more than half of these conflicts, i.e. 222, were conducted at a violent level in 2017, which is a slight decrease from
226 recorded in 2016. Within this, the number of full-scale wars increased from 18 in 2016 to 20 in 2017, while the number of limited wars decreased by four from 20 to 16. Over
the course of 2017, 187 violent crises (level 3) were reported (one less than 2016). Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, p. 15.

4 Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 70-73, 170-172.

5 For more on the clustering exercise, see ‘Methodology’ above.
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HIGHEST INTENSITY CONFLICTS: LIMITED WARS
(LEVEL 4) AND WARS (LEVEL 5):

In 2017, out of 36 highly violent conflicts worldwide, 17
were fought in Africa, including 12 out of 20 wars and 5
out of 16 limited-wars.® Compared to 2016, the number
of wars (level 5 intensity) in Africa increased from 9 to
12, while the number of limited wars (level 4 intensity)
declined from 8 to 5 in 2017, respectively.” This included
the escalation of three limited wars to full-scale wars.®
The conflict in the Central African Republic (CAR) (Anti-
Balaka ex-Séléka) re-escalated to a war, as did two
conflicts in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DR Congo
or DRC), namely the limited wars between Kamuina
Nsapu militias and the Congolese government and the
clashes between Mayi-Mayi groups, the Congolese Army
and various other armed militia.

Other wars recorded in 2017 include a new conflict in
Ethiopia between the Oromo against ethnic Somalis, and
the continuation of the conflict between Al-Shabaab and
the Somali and Kenyan governments in Somalia.
In Nigeria the war between farmers and pastoralists
continued, as did the war with Boko Haram. In Sudan, the
war in the Darfur region between the Sudan
Revolutionary Front and the government continued into
its 15th consecutive year.

6  Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 70-73, 170-172.

7 The 2017 Heidelberg Conflict Barometer lists the conflict unit with the Islamic
State (IS) at the level of a war (level 5). This conflict unit includes countries in the Mid-
dle East, notably Syria and Iraq, as well as several North African countries affected by
groups operating under the banner of IS. Based on the research and analysis presented
in this study, the threat posed by IS was not bigger than the one posed by the groups
operating under Al-Qaeda in the Maghreb (AQIM), which, according to experts, saw
a resurgence over the course of 2017. The HCB 2017 does not disaggregate the threat
posed by IS for countries in Africa. For the analysis here, however, the decision was
made to decrease the level of threat posed by IS to align it with the threat posed by
Al Qaeda. This means that the conflicts with AQIM and IS are both at the level of a
limited war (level 4).

8  Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, p. 69.

In South Sudan, two wars continued, namely the
fighting between various ethnic groups over subnational
predominance and resources, and the war between the
SPLM/A-in Opposition and the government. In Libya,
the war over national power between several militias
and rival state institutions continued.®

Over the course of 2017, there were 5 limited wars in
Africa. These include two conflicts in the DR Congo,
between Bantu and Batwa groups in Tanganyika
province, and the conflict between the Islamist armed
group Allied Democratic Forces (ADF) and the
governments of the DR Congo in Beni territory, North
Kivu province (DR Congo). In Egypt, the limited war
between the government and security forces and
Islamist militant groups in the Sinai region continued.'®
However, while this study uses the levels of intensity in
the HCB for all conflicts under assessment, the AU has
indicated to the team preparing the report that, Egypt, a
PSC member, rejects this qualification of the situation in
the Sinai region as a ‘'limited war’ as it considers it only
as isolated attacks. The AU has noted a similar objection
to the characterization of the Darfur conflict in Sudan as
a war (level 5) and two conflicts in Algeria as violent crisis
(level 3). In Sudan, inter-communal rivalry and clashes
over resources continued. Lastly, over the course of
2017, groups operating under the banner of Al-Qaeda
(including AQIM, Ansar al-Sharia, Ugba ibn Nafi Brigade,
ISGS, Ansaroul Islam, al-Mourabitoun, MUJAO, Ansar al-
Din, MLF) were active (or at the very least present) in
Algeria, Burkina Faso, Cote d’Ivoire, Mali, Mauritania,
Morocco, Tunisia and Niger.1!

9 Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 69, 169.

10 These characterizations in the study of conflicts as violent crisis, limited wars or
wars are not based on this study’s own analysis and rating of intensity, but are
taken from the intensities indicated in the HCB which this study uses in an effort to
maintain consistency from year to year and from researcher to researcher.
11 See Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, p 150 stating that “although AQIM
and its affiliates were still present in Algeria, Tunisia, Morocco, and Mauritania,
they had shifted their operational focus to Mali.”


https://hiik.de/2018/02/28/conflict-barometer-2017/?lang=en
https://hiik.de/2018/02/28/conflict-barometer-2017/?lang=en
https://hiik.de/2018/02/28/conflict-barometer-2017/?lang=en
https://hiik.de/2018/02/28/conflict-barometer-2017/?lang=en

OTHER VIOLENT CONFLICTS (LEVEL 3):

Over the course of 2017, 57 conflicts rated as violent crisis
(level 3), were recorded, a decrease of 12% over 2016
levels. Similar to previous years, the majority of level 3
conflicts consist of political contestations between
governments and opposition groups as recorded, for
example, in Sierra Leone, Guinea and Togo. It also
includes cases of decreased intensity in previously intense
conflicts such as the war between SPLM/A-North (SPLM/
A-N) and the Sudanese government in South Kordofan
and Blue Nile and the limited war in Nigeria between
supporters of two main political parties, the APC and the
PDP.

An overview of these trends shows a marginal drop in the
total number of conflicts and a decline in the number of
violent conflicts in 2017. However, the marked rise in the
number of level five conflicts as compared to 2016
(from 9 to 12) stands out, and dampens the prospect of
declaring an overall positive trend for 2017. An overview
of conflict trends in Africa including in previous years
does not suggest that the continent is uniquely conflict-
prone or that conflict is unique to Africa. Indeed, conflict
is an inherent feature of all human societies, as well as a
common denominator in social relations. Conflict, as long
as it is not violent, and it is properly managed, 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. This report focuses on conflicts that were, or
could have been, addressed by AU/RECs. Consequently, it
is limited to conflicts that are violent and thus qualify for
an intervention from one or more of the APSA actors.

ASSESSING THE AU/REC INTERVENTIONS IN 2017

For the analysis of the effectiveness and quality of AU and REC interventions in the year 2017, the research team
clustered the conflict units in HCB into so-called conflict clusters. For the year 2017, this meant that 107 conflict
units were clustered into 70 conflict clusters. Of these 70 conflict clusters, 52 were of an intensity level of 3 or
higher, while 18 clusters were below level 3. 27 of the 52 violent conflict clusters with a level of intensity of 3 and
above were addressed by the AU and/or RECs, while 25 of them were not addressed by the AU and/or RECs.
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1.2 CONFLICT ITEMS

The conflict issue or item most frequently fought over across the continent in 2017 was control
over national power, which was a cause of conflict in 25.2% of all conflicts in Africa. It was closely
followed by subnational predominance accounting for 21.3%, system/ideology with 18.72%, and
resources with 17.4%'2 (see Figure 2 below).

In nearly two-thirds (58.8%) of 36 highly violent conflicts (limited wars and wars) fought in Africa in
2017, both resources and subnational predominance featured as conflict issues.”® A combination of
these two conflicts issues was the cause of conflicts in eight highly violent conflicts (almost half).
System/ideology was a conflict issue in 18.7% of conflicts in Africa. Similar to previous years, many
violent conflicts over system/ideology involved Islamist militant groups such as al-Shabaab in
Somalia, Boko Haram in Nigeria and al-Qaeda and Islamic State affiliated groups in Mali, Algeria,
Tunisia, Mauritania and Niger. However, system/ideology also featured as one conflict issue, among
others, in the war over national power and the orientation of the political system between rival
state institutions backed by their armed forces, loyal or loosely affiliated militias, and armed groups,
in Libya™ and the conflict in South Sudan between the SPLM/A-IO and the government.

When disaggregated along regional lines, there were some differences between the conflict items
driving the conflicts in North Africa and Sub-Sahara Africa. In North Africa, system/ideology was a
leading conflict issue across the spectrum (in 10 out 13 conflicts or 77%)," followed by subnational
predominance and national power (both 3 out of 13) with national power most commonly
combined with system/ideology (See Figure 3 below).

The major conflict drivers in Sub-Saharan Africa, by contrast, were national power (29.5%, an
increase from 2016 when this was a driver in 22.97% of conflicts), followed by subnational
predominance (23.3%), resources (19.4%) and system/ideology a distant fourth driver (9.3%)."® (See
Figure 4 below).

12 The graph shows in percentages the number of issues each conflict issue was fought over inr dlation toall conflict issues. Many conflicts are fought
over more than one conflict item, which is why the total number of times all conflict items were fought over is higher than the total number of conflicts
in the continent. This also applies to the graphs below on conflict items in Sub-Saharan Africa and in North Africa.

13 Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 70-73, 170-172.

14 With Libya divided into different national-level factions and competing governments that are underpinned by loose coalitions of local armed
groups and regional and international actors, in much of Libya, local groups and criminal networks are fighting over access to resources, including
dominance of border trade, military installations and oil fields. Th ese s ruggles o er po wer and e sources expose th e c ep fis sures wit hin Lib yan
society.

15 These conflicts, according to HCB, are the conflict between Kabylia Berbers and the Algerian government,; the conflict over the orientation of
the political system between various opposition groups and the Algerian government; the conflict between groups operating under the banner of Al
Qaeda and governments of various states in North Africa; the conflict between the Islamic State and governments of various states in North Africa;
the conflict in the Sinai Peninsula between several militant groups and the Egyptian government; the conflict in Libya between the rival state institu-
tions backed by their armed forces, loyal or loosely affiliated militias, and armed groups; the conflict in Morocco between the 20 February Movement
and other groups and the government over the formation of a new coalition government following the October 2016 elections; the conflict between
anti-slavery activists and the government of Mauritania over the abolition of modern slavery and resulting issues of land rights and civil rights; the
violent crisis between opposition groups and civil society movements and the government of Tunisia that was marked by several large-scale protests;
and the violent crisis in Egypt over national power and the orientation of the political system between militant opposition groups such as Hasm
Movement (HM), Lewaa al-Thawra and Ansar al-Islamas well as non-militant civil rights activists, on the one hand, and the government, on the
other. However, it is noteworthy that these characterizations are not based on the study’s own analysis into the conflicts, but are based on the HCB
which the study uses as a starting point or a baseline to identify violent conflicts and their causes. For more on the specific conflict items in
conflicts in Africa, see Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 71-73.

16  Specific details on which conflicts in Africa were fought over each conflict item can be found on Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp.
71-73.
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1.3 AFRICA’S GEOSTRATEGIC SECURITY
DYNAMIC AND FUTURE RISKS

This section outlines dynamics in selected
conflict trends and lays out potential risks for conflicts in
Africa.

1.3.1 CLIMATE CHANGE, CONFLICT AND
DISPLACEMENT

According to data consulted by The Economist, natural
disasters or outbreaks of violence displaced over
30 million people in 2017 (see Figure 5 below), with
natural disasters being the biggest cause of upheaval. A
quarter of a billion people have been displaced in the
past decade, mostly because of storms, flooding or
famine. By contrast, the number of people uprooted as
a result of violent conflicts is 70 million."” However,
while natural disasters displace more people than
conflicts, displacements as a result of natural disasters
tend to be for short(er) period. '@

The linkages between climate change and conflict, and
the issue of climate change as a security risk has been
given increasing attention by policy makers. Most experts
agree that there is no direct link between climate change
and the eruption of violent conflicts, particularly extensive
inter- and intra-state conflicts.” There is need to study
and respond to the possible impact of climate change on
conflict risk factors and vulnerabilities and how climate
change impacts the resilience of communities to cope
with the risk of conflicts. The effect of climate change on
the environment is varied. It can affect availability
of water for society and agriculture, all aspects of food
security, rising sea levels and migration and displacement
patterns, amongst others.?® A study by SIPRI outlines five
explanations for how climate-related changes may lead
to violent conflict: i) deteriorating livelihoods,

Figure 5:
Internally displaced persons in 2017 (millions)

By natural
disaster/
conflict type

Floods 8.6

Armed 7.9

Storms 7.5

Communal* 2.4

> 4 /. .
I\ Conflits

Droughts 1.3
Political 1.0

Geophysial 0.8
Wildfires 0.5

Criminal 0.3
Other

Disasters

By country

China 4.5

Philippines 2.5
Cuba 1.7

United States 1.7
India 1.3

Other 7.1

Syria 2.9

Congo 2.2

Irag 1.4
South Sudan 0.9
Ethiopia 0.7

Other 3.7

Source: International Displacement Monitoring Centre
*Ethnic religious or inter-communal violence

17 ‘Weather and Violence Displace Millions Inside Borders Every Year’, The Econ-
omist, 22 May 2018.
18  ‘Weather and Violence Displace Millions Inside Borders Every Year’, The Econ-
omist, 22 May 2018.

19 Sida Working Paper, ‘The Relationship Between Climate Change and Violent
Conlflict’, 2018, p. 9.
20 Sida Working Paper, “The Relationship Between Climate Change and Violent
Conlflict’, 2018, p. 7.
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i) increased migration, iii) changes in pastoralist mobility
patterns, iv) tactical considerations among armed
groups, and v) elite capture of local disaffection.?’ But
researchers note that despite the growing attention,
“scientific evidence of this relationship remains elusive
due to heterogeneous research designs, variables, data
sets and scales of analysis."?> With regards to Africa, they
note that a growing number of researchers are criticizing
the research claiming a link between climate change and
violent conflict, pointing “to the way it stigmatizes some
places — most often ‘Africa’ or a few African countries —
as being more naturally violent than others."%

In Africa, countries such as Nigeria, South Sudan
and Somalia have been said to fit a pattern in which
droughts and water crises lead to greater political
instability, but these countries are also characterized by
weak governance, ineffective institutions, high levels of
corruption and failing economies, all determining factors
of conflict and violence.* According to observers, in
Somalia, for example, food shortages in 2017 were the
result of drought, not of conflict. However, the ongoing
conflict added to the impact of drought. Evidence also
suggests that the last prolonged drought, in 2011, may
have actually undermined the military capacity of Al-
Shabaab.?® Most experts prefer to refer to climate
change as a “"threat magnifier” which amplifies existing
threats such as resource shortages, poverty, famine,
terrorism or extreme ideology.?®

Another country where climate change interacts with and
conflict vulnerability or risk factors is South Sudan,?
which the UN estimates to have the fastest growing
refugee crisis since 2017 and where famine has induced
food insecurity for millions of people. 2 According to
observers, however, famine was predominantly the result
of mismanagement stemming from the lasting effects of
the 2013 civil war, although its effects were amplified by
below average rainfall that dried up parts of the
country’s agricultural areas.®

On 31 March 2017, the UN Security Council adopted
resolution 2349 on the conflict in the Lake Chad region,
which explicitly recognized “the adverse effects of climate

21 M. Mobjork et al., ‘Climate-Related Security Risks: Towards an Integrated Ap-
proach’, SIPRI, October 2016, pp. 17-19.

22 C. Adams et al., ‘Sampling Bias in Climate-Conflict Research’, Nature Climate
Change 8, pp. 200-203, 2018.

23 C. Adams et al., ‘Sampling Bias in Climate-Conflict Research’, Nature Climate
Change 8, pp. 200-203, 2018.

24 ‘We Need to Stop Blaming Climate Change for Conflicts in Africa’, Quartz Af-
rica, 2 May 2018.

25 See ‘We Need to Stop blaming Climate Change for Conflicts in Africa’, Quartz
Africa, 2 May 2018.

26  ‘Climate change: A Catalyst for Conflict, DW, 6 November 2017.

27 ‘These Are 5 Conflicts That Were Made Worse by Climate Change’, Global Citi-
zen, 17 November 2017.

28  ‘Famine Is Making South Sudan the ‘Fastest Growing Refugee Crisis, Global
Citizen, 17 May 2017.

29  Food and Agricultural Organization, Country Briefs: South Sudan Global Infor-
mation and Early Warning System, 25 September 2018.

change and ecological changes among other factors
on the stability of the Region, including through water
scarcity, drought, desertification, land degradation, and
food insecurity [..].”*° More recently, in 2018, building on
a January UN Security Council Presidential Statement on
West Africa and the Sahel where the link between climate
change and violence in those regions was
acknowledged,*' the AU PSC dedicated its 774th meeting
on 21 May, to an open session on ‘The link Between
Climate Change and Conflicts in Africa and Addressing
the Security Implications’.>> The meeting highlighted the
linkage between climate change and peace and security
in Africa and that climate change is a threat to global
peace and security and stated the importance of
coordinated efforts in mitigating the adverse effects of
climate change and provided a set of recommendations
to member states and AU partners.

These developments at the UN and AU levels seems
to confirm the dominant discourse on the security
implications of climate change, which asserts that
environmental scarcity, for example, caused by climate
change and drought, causes political violence. This is
notwithstanding some research suggesting that water
scarcity might have a pacifying effect on armed conflict,
and that political violence is more prevalent during
periods of comparatively better agro-climatic conditions
as this makes the tactical environment more conducive
to attacks.®

With regards to displacement as a result of climate
change, much attention has been given to the notion of
so-called “climate refugees”** In 2018 alone, the World
Bank (WB), the Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO)

and the Intergovernmental Science Policy Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) published
reports underscoring the role that land degradation, lower
water availability and food price swings play in driving
internal  migration.*® Under the most pessimistic
scenarios, the World Bank estimates that by 2050 the
number of potential internal climate migrants in Sub-
Saharan Africa could reach 85.7 million unless the
national, local and global actors coordinate their actions
“on climate change mitigation and adaptation, together
with inclusive

30 UNSC Resolution 2349, 31 March 2017.

31  ‘Security Council Presidential Statement Expresses Serious Concern over Securi-
ty Situation in West Africa, Sahel’ 30 January 2018.

32 “The 774th meeting of the AU Peace and Security Council, an open session on the
theme: “The link Between Climate Change and Conflicts in Africa and Addressing the
Security Implications™ 21 May 2018.

33 I Salehyan & C. Hendrix, ‘Climate Shocks and Political Violence’, Global Envi-
ronmental Change 28 (1), pp. 239-250.

34  Sida Working Paper, “The Relationship Between Climate Change and Violent
Conflict, 2018, p. 8.

35  World Bank, ‘Groundswell: Preparing for Internal Climate Migration, March
2018; IPBES, ‘Summary for Policymakers of the Thematic Assessment Report on Land
Degradation and Restoration of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services’, July 2018; FAO Land & Water Discussion Paper
11, ‘Water Stress and Human Migration: A Global, Georeferenced Review of Empirical
Research’, 2018.
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development  policies and embedding climate
migration into policy and planning.” In other words,
there is an urgent need for investments in research to
increase the understanding of all stakeholders of the
complex dynamics of internal migration.

1.3.2 THE JIHADI PARADOX

One of the nagging questions about the persistent wave
of insurgencies in the Maghreb and Sahel regions is that
they continue to be characterized and defined by
extremist ideologies. After violent jihadists discredited
Algeria’s insurgency in the late 1990's, the assumption
was that dissident rebels may want to avoid the adoption
of extremist ideology, as it alienates the majority of local
populations, fragment the ranks of rebels, and scare away
external supporters. Given such negative marginal
returns, it is puzzling that transnational and local Salafi
jihadism remains the insurgent repertoire in the crisis in
both the Maghreb and Sahel regions. This is not to say
that the Maghreb and Sahel regions are the same, but
the nature of jihadi insurgencies present in the two
regions is something worth drawing parallels on.

Some scholars attribute this prominence to the
ideological characteristics of these groups and their
transnational revolutionary networks.> Others point more
convincingly to the strategic incentives for embracing
extremist ideologies.?” For rebel leaders, radical ideology
helps their groups recruit and stand out from the rest of
the pack. The core assumption is that the adoption of a
radical revolutionary identity provides a critical
competitive advantage in attracting the most dedicated
first-movers/fighters necessary to build a well-funded,
robust network that can outcompete rival rebel groups
and shape the dynamic and outcomes of conflict.®®
This is extremely important in contexts of intense rebel
competition where switching sides and realignment
of alliances is more the norm than the exception. In such
fractured  environments,  extremist groups can
also become appealing to moderate individuals, as they
appear as the only group able to fight and follow
through on their commitments to reshape state-society
relationships. Though it is tempting to attribute this
prominence to Islam’s presumed core teachings and
a violent reading of religious texts, in several conflict-
affected areas, the adoption of jihadism as a tool of war
continues to be viewed as a rationalist choice to violently
contest the status quo.

Whereas French scholar of Islam, Olivier Roy asserts that
contemporary jihadists are motivated only by the nihilistic

36 E. El-Badawy et al., ‘Inside the Jihadi Mind: Understanding Ideology and Pro-
paganda’, October 6, 2015.

37 B. E Walter, “The Extremist’s Advantage in Civil Wars’, International Security 42
(2), November 2017, pp. 7-39.

38  For a detailed analysis of the instrumental value of jihadi ideology, see A.
Boukhars, “The Paradox of Modern Jihadi Insurgencies: The Case of the Sahel and
Maghreb’, Al Jazeera Center or Studies, 15 July 2018.

destruction of the status quo, 3 it makes more sense to
argue that rebels adopt Salafi jihadism because it offers
the promise of imagining alternatives to a deeply corrupt
and unjust political and social system. For instance, the
regions of the Sahel and the Maghreb demonstrate that
in environments pervaded by bad governance and
intense inter- and intra-group tensions, individuals and
communities tend to embrace any group offering
assurances of survival, and when possible profit. In other
words, people join groups and alliances based on
relative power calculations.

Case studies have documented® how in contexts of
socio-political instability, the temptation for aggrieved
individuals and communities to join armed groups that
can defend them is high.*' Surveys of young Fulani people
in the conflict-affected areas of Mali, Niger, and Burkina
Faso reveal how toxic the state and its defense and
security services (DSF) have become.*? Majorities associate
DSF with a threat to the security of their communities and
assert the necessity to arm themselves as protection from
state abuse and stigmatization. For an appreciable
number of young men, jihadi groups appear as logical
allies in environments teeming with myriad armed groups,
some of whom are believed to be supported by the same
abusive security services.®® In the more immediate term,
jihadi groups are appealing because they tend to possess
enough fighting power to help Fulanis defend themselves
as well as compete in the struggle over access to natural
resources with rival factions such as the Bambara and
Dogon farmers in central Mali and the Daoussakh herders
in northwest Niger.*

In this context, viewing Islamic fundamentalism as the
main driver of modern insurgencies misdiagnoses the
problem. A growing body of research is showing that the
endurance and proliferation of Salafi jihadi groups in the
Sahel and much of Africa is not due to increasing levels
of religiosity or even to global dynamics. Rather, the
most determining factors are local in nature; foremost
amongst them are abusive dysfunctional governments.
Jihadi armed groups are successful precisely because
they pose as the only credible alternative to an
unsalvageable status quo.*

It is this revolutionary character — buttressed by a
moralizing and revolutionary discourse — that builds the
credibility and reputation of jihadists as enforcers of
order

39  See for example, O. Roy, ‘Who are the new Jihadis?’ Reuters, 13 April 2018.

40  See A. Boukhars, ‘The Maghreb’s fragile edges’, Carnegie Endowment for Inter-
national Peace, 19 March 2018.

41 L. Raineri, ‘If victims become perpetrators: Factors contributing to vulnerabili-
ty and resilience to violent extremism in the central Sahel’, International Alert, June

2018.

42 Ibid.
43 Ibid.
44 Ibid.

45  A. Boukhars, ‘Corridors of militancy: The Sahel-Sahara border regions, Carne-
gie Endowment for International Peace, 22 July 2015.
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and purveyors of security. If several scholars, NGO's and
journalists highlight the brutality and harshness of such
enforcement, even if such cruel application s
inconsistent, interviews with those who lived under
jihadists' rule reveal a more nuanced assessment of their
tenure. This helps explain why a non-negligible number
of people still turn to the jihadists for swift justice and
protection. Some, even long for the days when AQIM
controlled Timbuktu and cracked down on criminality
(theft of cattle, motorbikes) and moral failures
(prostitution, Alcohol) and enforced an equitable justice.*

Unless the African Union and local governments
acknowledge the conditions that make Salafi jihadi
groups resilient, the challenges to state authority will
continue to be characterized and dominated by extremist
ideologies.

1.3.3 FRAGILE EDGES: THE CASE OF NORTH
AFRICA

In 2017, much of the outlying regions of several countries
in North Africa faced tensions, demonstrations and armed
violence, often reflecting that an appreciable number of
youths have developed feelings of deep frustration and
anger towards state authority and the risk of
destabilization by transnational armed groups. In
Morocco, there was a worrying increase in social tensions
in the country’s peripheral regions, as exemplified by the
2017 months long protests that rocked the central Rif
region of northern Morocco after the gruesome death of
a fishmonger in October 2016. Since he assumed the
throne in 1999, King Mohammed VI has placed the
economic development of the Rif, meaning “the edge of
cultivated land,” as a top national security priority. The
western Rif region, in particular, has seen a noticeable
turnaround with significant investments in ports, roads,
railways, air transportation, and water supply, as well as a
range of other measures to attract private-sector
investors to the newly created economic enclaves and
industrial parks. The success in transforming the Tangier-
Tétouan axis into an important manufacturing hub and
commercial gateway has not, however, been replicated in
the central Rif region where hundreds of villages still rely
on rudimentary subsistence farming or cannabis growing
to survive. These isolated communities in Morocco's
periphery remain a potential incubator for further
instability.*”

In Tunisia, the border regions remain hotbeds of
social discontent and agitation. In the southeast, the
governorate of Tataouine became in 2017 a flashpoint
for protests against marginalization. Despite the
vastness of its territory (25 percent of Tunisia) and its oil
fields,

46 M. Pellerin, ‘Les trajectoires de radicalisation religieuse au Sahel’, Notes de I'Ifri,
February 2017.

47 A. Boukhars, “The Maghreb fragile edges, Africa Security Brief, No. 34, 19
March 2018.

which account for 40 percent of Tunisian production, the
region is held back by poor physical assets such as roads,
hospitals, and schools. The disconnect between the state
and its marginalized regions threatens to pull Tunisia into
a vicious cycle of violence and state repression. In
Algeria’s energy rich south, spontaneous protests "have
become part of the daily routine.” So far, emergency
measures and promises of infrastructure projects
contributed to a Iull in social mobilization, but their
effects could quickly evaporate if they fail to also
genuinely respond to people’s demands for economic
opportunity and ethical governance.*

In Egypt's hinterlands, the sentiments of anger and
resentment among peripheral communities remain
unabated, especially in the Sinai, “where tribes have long
felt marginalized politically, economically, and socially
from the central government in Cairo and its Nile
culture.”® In November 2017, militants killed 305 at Sufi
Mosque in Egypt's Deadliest Terrorist Attack in the Sinai
Peninsula.®® Trouble was also brewing in Egypt's Western
Desert which abuts Libya. The extent of the threat was
made clear in October 2017 when Ansar al-Islam, an al-
Qaeda affiliate, claimed responsibility for killing at least
sixteen security officers. According to Zack Gold at the
Center for Naval Analyses, “the threat of a spread into
the Nile Valley is much more real and much more
dangerous and much more likely from the Western
Desert and from Libya than from Sinai.”"

In summary, while the degree of vulnerability to security
threats facing governments in North Africa varies, none
of these countries is immune from the mounting
pressures of social tensions, transnational militant
organizations, and criminal networks in their border
areas. There is a growing disconnect between the state
and its periphery in many North African countries. The
strengthening

of states’ abilities to exert control over the entirety of
their territories as well as the improvement of regional
cooperation is, however, only one piece of the puzzle in
tackling insecurities along the borders of the Maghreb.
Security responses can never be a substitute for tackling
the underlying drivers of insecurity: the political and
socioeconomic marginalization of border communities.

48  A. Boukhars, ‘In the eye of the storm: Algeria’s South and its Sahelian borders’,
in L. Martinez and R. A. Boserup, eds. Algeria Modern: From Opacity to Complex-
ity (London: Hurst & Co., 2016) and (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016), pp.
111-126.

49  ‘Egypt Is in Trouble, and Not Just from ISIS’, The New Yorker, 27 November
2017.

50  ‘Militants Kill 305 at Sufi Mosque in Egypt’s Deadliest Terrorist Attack’, The New
York Times, 24 November 2017.

51  ‘Militant threat emerges in Egyptian desert, opening new front in terrorism fight’,
The Washington Post, 14 March 2018.
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Section 2:

INTERVENTIONS
BY AU AND RECS
IN VIOLENT
CONFLICTS



This chapter provides an in-depth analysis of
interventions conducted by the AU and RECs in 2017. It
outlines indicative trends with regards to the quality and
effectiveness of these interventions in the conflicts
under assessment. In each section, the preliminary
findings and trends are illustrated with specific examples
of interventions in selected violent conflicts.

The  analytical  framework  categorizes  AU/REC
interventions into three primary types: diplomacy,
mediation, and peace support operations (PSOs). Post-
Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD) is
presented as a separate category in the qualitative
analysis and is not included in the quantitative analysis,
as it is less commonly used than other instruments.

2.1 OVERVIEW OF AU/REC INTERVENTIONS IN
ASSESSED CONFLICTS IN 2017

As outlined in Section 1, 107 conflicts (violent and non-
violent) took place across Africa in 2017. According to
the methodological approach this study uses, these
conflicts are clustered together on the basis of their
similarities in terms of actors, conflict dynamics and AU/
REC interventions.*

Following this methodology, the total number of
conflicts in Africa in 2017 was found to be 70, compared
with 86 in 2016 and 88 in 2015.

Of the total conflicts recorded in 2017, 52 (74%) were
violent conflicts (i.e. intensity level 3-5) as compared
to 67 (77%) in 2016 and thus eligible for AU/REC
interventions. The AU/RECs intervened in a total of 27
conflicts (52%) through either diplomacy, mediation,

PSOs or a combination of these. Conversely, 25 eligible
conflicts were not addressed, or at least not addressed
visibly in 2017.%* In nominal terms, the number of
conflicts addressed was similar to the 28 addressed in
2016, However, as a share of conflicts eligible for AU/
RECS intervention, the conflicts addressed in 2017
represent a 10 percent increase over those of 2016. This
is partly explained by tweaks in the way the conflicts in
Nigeria and Ethiopia were clustered for 2017.

52 For more on the clustering exercise in this study and other methodological infor-

mation, Methodology, above.

53 For more on the 25 conflicts that were not addressed, see section 2.5. Non-inter-

vention by the AU and RECs in violent conflicts, below.

Figure 6: Violent conflicts (HCB 3-5) with and without
interventions (2013-2017)

“Bubble indicates the number of conflicts in which no interventions
took place”
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Diplomatic interventions were used in all 27 conflicts in which the AU/RECS intervened in 2017.% This study subsumes a
range of activities with various levels of intensity under diplomatic activities, including, for example, issuing a cautionary
wording in a communiqué to parties (e.g. ‘expresses grave concern’, ‘deeply concerned’) (level 1), deploying an EOM or
‘strongly condemning’ a conflict (level 2) or issuing sanctions (level 3). In 13 out of these 27 violent conflicts, the AU and/
or RECs intervened through mediation activities. Mediation involves a number of different activities, such as deploying
initial visits to a country (level 1), concluding a roadmap agreement to conduct further mediation efforts (level 2) or
contributing to the signing of a peace agreement as a leading mediator (level 3). In the context of the AU, mediation may
involve the appointment of Special Envoys as well as direct involvement of the AUC Chairperson and Commissioners in
the mediation process. In eight conflicts, AU and/or RECs deployed PSOs.>

Overall, including PCRD efforts, the AU and RECs used a combination of instruments in 67% (18) of all conflicts addressed
over the course of 2017. In nine conflicts, the only instrument deployed was diplomacy. A combination of diplomacy and
PSOs was used in four conflicts, while the combination of diplomacy and mediation efforts was deployed in nine conflicts.

Similar to previous years, a combination of diplomatic and mediation activities was used in half of the conflicts. The
distinction between diplomacy and mediation is however not always simple. This report uses cross-country comparisons
to establish consistency throughout the assessment. A combination of three instruments (diplomacy, mediation and
PSOs) was deployed in Guinea Bissau (opposition conflict), Lesotho (military factions) and Sudan (Darfur/inter-
communal violence). In The Gambia (opposition conflict), a combination of all three main instruments was
complemented by PCRD efforts, while in Sierra Leone, only diplomacy was combined with PCRD activities.*®

Of the eight PSOs deployed or in operation in 2017, five of them were mandated or executed directly by the AU or RECs.
Besides the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) in Somalia, AU/REC-led PSOs include the African Union-led
Regional Cooperation Initiative for the Elimination of the Lord’'s Resistance Army (RCI-LRA), the ECOWAS Mission in
Guinea Bissau (ECOMIB), and the ECOWAS Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG). The Multinational Joint Task Force against
Boko Haram (MNJTF), and the United Nations-African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID), and the SADC's
Oversight Committee in Lesotho continued operations in 2017. The G5 Sahel Joint Force (FC-G5S) was established by
Chad, Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Mali and Niger and endorsed by the AU PSC for an initial period of twelve months
(renewable) in 2017.

Diplomacy: 27

The number of violent conflict clusters in which the AU and RECs got
involved by means of conflict prevention and transformation (diplo- Mediation: 13
macy, mediation, PSO)

Peace Support Operations: 8

Table 1: Overview of deployed instruments

Use of instruments

Single instrument*: Two instruments*: Three instruments*: Four instruments*:

9 conflicts 14 conflicts 3 conflicts 1 conflict

*Only diplomacy *Either diplomacy and *Diplomacy, mediation *Diplomacy, mediation,
Mediation (9), diplomacy and PSO PSO and PCRD

and PSO (4), or diplomacy
and PCRD (1)

54 An ‘Indicative Table of Interventions’ (see Annex I) was used as a guide to categorize a given statement, decision or action as diplomacy, mediation, PSO or PCRD and to rate
its intensity on a scale of 1-3.
55 'These conflicts and the findings on the interventions are listed in Annex V: Overview of AU/REC interventions (2017).

56  For more on the PCRD efforts in Sierra Leone and The Gambia in 2017, see section 2.2.4. Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Development (PCRD), below.



2.1.1 QUALITY OF INTERVENTIONS IN 2017

This section presents the overall aggregated findings of the analysis on the quality of interventions in 2017.57 The
quality of the AU and/or REC interventions is assessed on the basis of i) the relative contribution of the role played by the
AU and RECs, also compared to other international actors, ii) the coordination between the AU and RECs and with other
international actors, and iii) the degree to which the intervention was appropriate and commensurate with the nature and
level of the threat. The judgment categories are ‘Overall high’, ‘Medium’ or ‘Mostly low" quality. The sources used for this
assessment are own analyses of the intensity of engagement (levels 1-3) and the conflict background as well as expert
analyses and public sources, including conflict databases and official documents (AU/REC reports and communiqués).

Table 2: Quality of interventions in 2017

Intel-'l;?:::ions Diplomacy Mediation
Total Number 27 27 13 8
Quality
Overall high quality 9 8 4 1
Medium quality 12 13 4 5
Mostly low quality 6 6 4 2
Too early to tell 0 0 1 0

Figure 7: Quality of interventions in 2017

15

Diplomacy Mediation PSOs

@ Mostly Low Quality @ Overall High Quality
@ Medium Quality Too early to tell

57 These overall findings on quality are an aggregation of the separate findings on the quality of the different instruments that AU/RECs used to intervene in a given conflict.
Disaggregated findings on the quality diplomacy, mediation and PSO are presented in the sections further below.
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In 2017, of the 27 conflicts that attracted interventions by
the AU and RECs, the quality was deemed to be of
‘overall high’ or ‘medium’ quality in 21 (78%) cases. This
marks a decline in the quality of interventions when
compared to the 86 percent of overall high or medium
quality of intervention recorded in 2016. In nine conflicts
(33%), interventions are deemed to be of ‘overall high'
quality, while the quality of 12 interventions (45%) is
rated as 'medium quality’. In six conflicts (22%), the
quality of AU/REC interventions is deemed of ‘mostly
low’ quality.

The overall findings on the quality of interventions largely
correlate  with the success (effectiveness) of these
interventions. Eight out of the nine interventions deemed
to be of ‘overall high quality’ are also assessed as having
been ‘partly successful” or ‘overall successful’. Examples
of this include the AQIM/IS conflict in the Sahel region,
the political crisis in Lesotho, Mali (both the conflict in the
Azawad region and between the government and
opposition groups), Sierra Leone, Somalia (federalization
process/inter-militia rivalry), The Gambia and Togo While
this suggests that high quality interventions tend to be
successful in de-escalating conflicts, particular cases show
that high quality interventions do not necessarily translate
into a de-escalation of the respective conflict. For
instance, the interventions by IGAD and the AU in South
Sudan, deemed as 'high quality’ interventions, eventually
have been rather unsuccessful. Among these high-quality
interventions, either a combination of diplomacy and a
PSO (for instance in the conflict with AQIM/IS in the Sahel
region), a combination of diplomacy and mediation (e.g.
in both conflicts in Mali, in South Sudan or Somalia) or a
combination of all three instruments was applied (for
example in The Gambia, Lesotho or Sudan).

The picture gets again more mixed when looking at
those interventions deemed to be of ‘medium quality’
which resulted in partial success. In the cases of Algeria,
Angola, Islamist militants in the Sinai Peninsula, the
conflict in the Eastern DR Congo as well as Kenya, for
instance, only diplomacy was used to intervene and
adjudged partial success. In the Boko Haram crisis and in
Somalia, a combination of diplomacy and a PSO led to
partial success. The same applies to the conflicts in the
CAR and Libya, where a combination of diplomacy and
mediation was employed. ‘Medium quality’ interventions
took place in Guinea Bissau and the Darfur conflict in
Sudan, with a combination of all three instruments.

Six interventions are deemed to be of 'mostly low
quality’. Three of these conflicts include cases where
events described by observers as “unconstitutional
change of government” had taken place — namely in
Burundi through efforts to hold a referendum to
extend presidential term limits; in Zimbabwe, where a
military takeover of the government took place; and in
the DR Congo, where elections were delayed by two
years
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prompting observers to accuse President Kabila of trying
to prolong his stay in power unconstitutionally.
Comparing these with the ‘overall high quality’
judgment given to ECOWAS's (and AU’s) interventions in
The Gambia, where a similarly described political crisis
unfolded, points to a stark disparity in the capacity and
willingness of the different RECs to intervene in cases of
unconstitutional government changes. In three other
conflicts, namely the conflicts with the Lord’s Resistance
Army (LRA) and two conflicts in Sudan (the opposition
conflict and the conflicts in the Two Areas and Abyei),
interventions have also been deemed to be of ‘mostly
low quality’. Four of the six ‘low quality’ interventions
recorded in 2017 (namely Burundi, the LRA conflict and
the two conflicts in Sudan) have also been classified as
‘rather unsuccessful’, and this reaffirms the observation
that the quality of interventions and their success in de-
escalating conflicts are largely correlated.

The declining quality of interventions observed in 2017
appears to be a continuation of a mixed pattern already
observed in the past three years, where the quality of
interventions has intermittently improved and then
again declined. Accordingly, while there was an
improvement in the quality of intervention in 2016 after
a three year decline, 2017 saw a return to the declining
pattern observed in the years prior to 2016.

2.1.2. EFFECTIVENESS OF INTERVENTIONS IN
2017 %8

The degree to which interventions were effective was
assessed based on three criteria: 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). The judgment categories are ‘Overall
successful’, ‘Partly successful’, '‘Rather unsuccessful’, and
‘Too early to tell'’® However, given the number of
exogenous variables that influence the outcome of an
intervention, the assessment should be considered as
indicative rather than absolute.

58  This section presents the overall aggregated findings of the analysis on the effec-
tiveness of interventions in de-escalating conflicts in 2017. These overall findings on
effectiveness are an aggregation of the separate findings on effectiveness of the different
instruments that the AU/RECs used to intervene in a given conflict. Disaggregated
findings on the effectiveness of diplomacy, mediation and PSO are presented in the
sections further below.

59 It should be noted that these judgment categories on effectiveness were intro-
duced in 2016 following a methodological change broadening the highest judgment
category from “Yes (Successful)’ to ‘Overall successful’ and lowest category from No’
(Not successful) to ‘Rather unsuccessful’. This change was introduced because especial-
ly the highest category was too rigid and unable to accommodate the so-called ‘high
end’ results in the ‘Partly successful’ category. In these cases, the AU and/or RECs were
overall successful, despite some points of critique. Therefore, the new and broader cat-
egory ‘Overall successful’ was introduced and contains those conflicts where AU/REC
interventions were mostly successful, but where some points of ineffecti
cles 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.

ness or obsta-




Table 3: Effectiveness of interventions in 2017

Total

Interventions

Total Number 27

Effectiveness

Overall successful 6
Partly successful 11
Rather unsuccessful 9
Too early to tell 1

In 2017, interventions in six assessed conflicts (22%)
were deemed to be ‘overall successful’ while eleven
(41%) were found to be ‘partly successful’ in de-
escalating conflicts, while AU/REC interventions in nine
conflicts were considered as ‘rather unsuccessful’.
Overall successful and partly successful interventions
account for 63% of all interventions assessed marking a
significant decline from the 78% recorded in 2016. These
overall findings are further disaggregated per
instrument (diplomacy, mediation and PSO) in section
2.2 below.

‘Overall” and ‘partly successful’ interventions mostly took
place in conflicts with a political character such as
government-opposition conflicts; The Gambia, Guinea
Bissau or Sierra Leone with an overall successful impact,
and Algeria, DR Congo, Togo and Zimbabwe with partly
successful interventions. Other successful interventions
were observed in conflicts stemming from the activities
of terrorist groups such as AQIM/IS and Boko Haram in
the Sahelo-Saharan region or Al-Shabaab in Somalia.

In 33% of the conflicts (9 cases), no positive impact was
recorded. These conflicts range again from government-
opposition conflicts like in Burundi or Sudan or territorial
disputes (like the Western-Sahara conflict in Morocco)
and conflicts arising from militant groups and inter-
communal violence, such as in Egypt (AQIM and IS), the
Central African Republic (CAR), DR Congo or Sudan.
Only in one case, the conflict between the government
and opposition groups in Mali, is deemed too early to
carry out an assessment about the impact of the
interventions.

Diplomacy Mediation
27 13 8
5 2 2
10 4 3
11 6 2
1 1 1

Figure 8: Effectiveness of interventions in 2017
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N

N

Mediation PSOs

Diplomacy

@ Rather Unsuccessful
@ Overall Successful

@ Partly Successful

Too early to tell
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This marks a decline in the effectiveness of interventions
as compared to 2016, where 75% had been recorded
as ‘overall’ or "partly’ successful. This decreased result for
effectiveness is worrying, especially when looking at
individual instruments separately. For example, similar to
the previous year, the results for mediation are the lowest
(only 46% of mediation interventions are found to be
‘overall successful’ or ‘partly successful’, as compared to
55.5% for diplomacy and 62.5% for PSOs). Assessing these
disaggregated findings in light of the increased efforts
and attention paid to PSOs suggests that the AU and
RECs continue to focus on conflict management rather
than preventive diplomacy and mediation when
intervening in violent conflicts, a pattern that had been
observed already in 2016. A possible reason for that could
be that AU and RECs deem “soft” interventions too late
when intervening in violent conflicts which also warrant
the deployment of a PSO.

Having a deeper look at the used instruments for
intervention, effectiveness appears to be particularly low
when only one tool is used. This was, for instance, the
case in Egypt, where diplomacy (by the AU) as the only
instrument used didn't lead to a de-escalation of the
conflict with militant groups in the Sinai Peninsula. In
contrast to that finding, the cases of Algeria and Angola
demonstrate a partly successful record despite diplomacy
being the only instrument used to de-escalate the
conflict. In general, most overall or partly successful
interventions include a combination of either diplomacy
or mediation, and a PSO (e.g. in the Boko Haram crisis), a
combination of diplomacy and mediation (like for
instance in the CAR) or the combination of all three
instruments like in Guinea Bissau and The Gambia.
However, 6 of the 9 cases rated as rather unsuccessful
also include a combination of at least two of the
instruments for de-escalating a conflict. Therefore, the
year 2017 seems to present a considerably more mixed
picture about the effectiveness of interventions and their
combination than 2016.

2.2 ASSESSMENT OF APSA INSTRUMENTS

This section disaggregates the overall results and further
reflects on the quality and effectiveness of AU/RECs
interventions by the three APSA instruments used, namely
diplomacy, mediation and PSO. It is important to note
that, in conflicts where more than one instrument was
used, the overall findings are an aggregation of the
results on all instruments.

2.2.1 DIPLOMACY

When the 27 conflicts that involved AU/RECS intervention
were assessed for effectiveness, diplomatic interventions
are classified as ‘overall successful’ in ive conflicts,
‘partly successful’ in ten conflicts, and ‘rather
unsuccessful’ in eleven conflicts.
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As regards quality, diplomatic interventions by AU and/
or RECs were found to be of ‘overall high quality’ in
eight conflicts, ‘medium quality’ in 13 conflicts, and
‘mostly low quality’ in six others.

In four conflicts, diplomatic interventions were found
to be of ‘overall high quality’ and ‘overall successful’.
These are diplomatic interventions by the AU and
ECOWAS in the Mali (Azawad/Northern Mali) conflict and
their support to relief work and monitoring of
preparations for the elections in Sierra Leone, efforts
by the AU and to a lesser extent IGAD, in the Somalia
(federalization process/inter-militia rivalry) conflict, and
the AU and ECOWAS' efforts in the political standoff
in Gambia. Conflicts in which diplomatic interventions
were deemed of ‘overall high quality’ included two
high intensity conflicts, namely AQIM/IS and the war
in South Sudan.®® However, the high quality diplomatic
engagements by IGAD and the AU in South Sudan did not
translate into success in de-escalating the conflict and
were therefore deemed ‘rather unsuccessful’. In the
AQIM/IS conflict as well, the high quality diplomatic
efforts by the AU, and to a lesser extent ECOWAS and the
G5 Sahel were only ‘partly successful’ in achieving their
intended results.

The other conflicts in which diplomatic interventions were
deemed of ‘overall high quality’ are Lesotho
(military factions) and Mali (opposition). High quality
diplomatic interventions by SADC, and to a lesser extent
the AU, in Lesotho, were however found to be only ‘partly
successful’ because of the halted process of
implementing constitutional changes and security sector
reforms that were recommended by SADC. In the (Mali)
opposition) conflict, it was deemed too early to assess
the effectiveness of diplomatic interventions by the AU
and ECOWAS.

Among the 13 conflicts where diplomatic interventions
were found to be of ‘medium quality’ are six high
intensity conflicts: engagements by the AU, LCBC and
ECOWAS in the Boko Haram conflict, the AU’s efforts in
the Libya (opposition/inter-tribal tension), the AU's
engagements in the Sudan (inter-communal violence/
Darfur) conflict, including as part of the UNAMID, the AU
and, to a lesser extent, SADC and ICGLR's engagements
in the DR Congo (Eastern Congo militia violence/Kata
Katanga, Kasai/KN) conflict, the AU's engagements in
the Egypt (Militant groups / Sinai Peninsula) conflict and
its efforts in the Somalia (Al-Shabaab) conflict. In two of
these conflicts, namely Boko Haram and the war in Libya,

60 Diplomatic interventions are deemed to be of ‘overall high
quality’ when the degree of diplomatic engagement by AU and/
or RECs was found to be commensurate with the level of inten-
sity of the conflict.



medium quality interventions were found to be ‘partly
successful’, while the AU’'s medium quality diplomatic
efforts in the Somalia (Al-Shabaab) conflict yielded an
‘overall successful’ finding. In the conflicts in Darfur,
Eastern Congo (DRC) and the Sinai (Egypt) however,
medium quality interventions were found to be ‘rather
unsuccessful’ in de-escalating conflicts.

A rather typical example for ‘partly successful’ and
‘medium quality’ diplomatic interventions is the use only
of an EOM that does not respond to pre- or post-election
related violence or escalation. This was the case in
presidential  elections in  Angola and Kenya
and parliamentary elections in Algeria in 2017, where
EOMs sent by AU and RECs were deemed to be 'partly
successful' and of ‘'medium quality’. It should be noted
that EOMs in countries that have conflicts with intensity
of level 3 and above are considered diplomatic
interventions under the methodology of this study. This is
because EOMs are often the only engagement the AU or
RECs deploy in particularly level 3 conflicts and thus are
seen as an important, albeit "soft”, tool for diplomatically
engaging with underlying causes of political crisis in
countries. Furthermore, while EOMs are deployed in
countries with no violent conflicts (levels 1 and 2), these
are not assessed as interventions in the study as the focus
is only on violent conflicts.

The other conflicts in which diplomatic interventions were
deemed of ‘'medium quality’ are the AU's, and to a lesser
extent ECCAS and ICGLR's, efforts in the CAR (anti-Balaka-
ex — Séléka) conflict, diplomatic engagements by the AU
with the Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara) conflict,
ECOWAS and the AU's efforts in the Guinea Bissau
(opposition) conflict, and the Togo (opposition) conflict.

Lastly, regarding the least favorable results of the
assessment, in six conflicts (out of 27), diplomatic
interventions were found to be of ‘mostly low quality’,
while diplomatic interventions were ‘rather unsuccessful’
in 11 conflicts. The six conflicts with ‘mostly low quality’
diplomatic interventions consist of three conflicts about
unconstitutional changes of government (in Burundi,
Zimbabwe, and the DRC) as well as the conflicts with the
LRA and two conflicts in Sudan. In four of these six
conflicts, diplomatic interventions deemed to be of low
quality translated into 'rather unsuccessful’ findings on
effectiveness. These are the AU and EAC's diplomatic
efforts in the Burundi (opposition) conflict, the AU's
engagements with the LRA conflict, and the AU's
diplomatic statements on the Sudan (opposition) and
Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, Blue Nile/Sudan —
South Sudan) conflicts. In the Zimbabwe (opposition) and
DRC (opposition) conflicts however, low quality
diplomatic interventions from the AU and SADC in the
respective political crises were deemed to be ‘partly
successful’.

2.2.2 MEDIATION

Out of the 13 conflicts where mediation was used by AU
and/or RECs to intervene, a judgment of either ‘medium
quality’ or ‘overall high quality’ was given in eight
conflicts (61.5%). This marks a significant drop from 2016,
where 90% of mediation interventions were assessed as
‘medium quality’ or ‘overall high quality’. While the
number of ‘high quality’ interventions remained the
same (four), there was a sharp decline in the number of
‘medium quality’ mediation efforts from nine to four (or
from 64% to 31%) and a considerable rise in ‘mostly low
quality’ mediation activities from one to four (or from 7%
to 31%). This decline in quality of mediation interventions
is a continuation of the trend observed in 2016 where the
quality of mediation was lower in comparison to 2015. A
similar trend of decline as compared to 2016 is observed
on effectiveness as well.

Mediation activities were said to be ‘overall successful’
in two out of 13 conflicts. These included the active
role of the AU and ECOWAS as part of the Algiers-led
Follow-up ~ Committee to implement important
elements of the Algiers Peace Agreement (regarding
the Azawad conflict in Northern Mali) and the ECOWAS'
high-level mediation delegations that negotiated an
agreement with the former President of The Gambia to

step down peacefully. These two mediation efforts
were also classified as ‘overall high quality’
interventions.  The  other two  ‘high  quality’
interventions included IGAD's continued

mediation efforts in Somalia’s state formation process as
well as IGAD’s and the AU's role in facilitating the
National Dialogue, the establishment of the Hybrid Court
for South Sudan as well as revitalizing the peace
agreement in South Sudan.

Four mediation interventions were classified as ‘medium
quality’ interventions, namely ECOWAS' mediation
efforts in Guinea-Bissau, where risks had been expected
in upcoming elections in 2018 and due to a lacking
implementation of the Conakry Agreement; SADC's role
in reinstating Cyril Ramaphosa as its facilitator In
Lesotho; individual ECOWAS heads of states’ role in kick-
starting a national dialogue process; and in Libya, were
the AU undertook persistent and highly responsive
efforts, in spite of its generally marginal role in the UN-
led peace process. Except for Guinea-Bissau, these three
interventions in addition to Somalia were also ‘party
successful'.

One intervention (ECCAS' and ICGLR's mediation efforts
under the umbrella of the African Initiative for Peace and
Reconciliation in the Central African Republic) is ‘too
early to tell’, since it was still under preparation by the
end of 2017. In nearly half of the 13 conflicts where
mediation activities took place (46%), mediation efforts
are found to be ‘rather unsuccessful’. These include
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the interventions in the conflicts Burundi (opposition),
Guinea-Bissau (opposition), South Sudan (civil war), and
the three conflicts in Sudan (inter-communal violence/
Darfur, opposition and SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan,
Blue Nile/Sudan - South Sudan). Also, the interventions of
the EAC in Burundi as well as again the AU'’s interventions
in the three conflicts in Sudan were of ‘mostly low
quality’. It is noteworthy that the conflicts in Sudan and
South Sudan are two of the deadliest and most
intractable conflicts on the continent in which mediation
activities have taken place for several years.

2.2.3 PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

This report analysed eight African-led peace support
operations (PSOs) that were in operation in 2017. The
effectiveness of PSOs in relation to conflict mitigation and
stabilization presents a more positive development than
found for diplomacy and mediation. Regarding
effectiveness, ve out of eight PSOs were found to be
‘overall successful' or 'partly successful'. These are the
ECOWAS Mission to Guinea-Bissau (ECOMIB) and the
ECOWAS Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG) (both
‘overall successful’) as well as the African Union Mission
to Somalia (AMISOM), the Multinational Joint Task Force
(MNJTF) against Boko Haram and the G5 Sahel Joint
Force against AQIM/IS in the Sahel (all three ‘partly
successful’). Two PSOs — the African Union-led Regional
Cooperation Initiative for the Elimination of the Lord's
Resistance Army (RCI-LRA) and the United Nations-
African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) —
were assessed as ‘rather unsuccessful’, whereas SADC's
Regional Oversight Committee and Contingent Force in
Lesotho was found to be ‘too early to tell.

Regarding the quality of the PSOs in 2017, one was
found to be of ‘overall high quality’, while ve were
found to be of ‘'medium quality’. This shows that the
percentage of ‘overall high quality’ and ‘medium quality’
PSOs out of the total remained at the same level as 2016
(75%). However, in 2017, there was one less ‘overall high
quality’ PSO than in 2016, which had two. ECOMIG in The
Gambia was found to be of ‘overall high quality’, while
ECOMIB, the MNJTF, the G5 Sahel Joint Force, and
AMISOM were found to be of 'medium quality’. Although
SADC's Regional Oversight Committee and Contingent
Force in Lesotho is 'too early to tell' regarding its
effectiveness, SADC's efforts were judged to be of
‘medium quality’. UNAMID as well as the RCI-LRA were
found to be of
‘mostly low quality’.

In the following sections, a detailed analysis of these
PSOs and their respective success and challenges is
conducted. The analysis looks into the mandate,
achievements as well as challenges and outlooks of the
PSOs in 2017. In addition to the desk research, interviews
were conducted with representatives of the AU's Peace
and Security
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Department that monitor the progress of PSOs to
gain additional insights in relation to the
achievements and challenges, and recent
developments in PSOs.

African Union Mission in

Somalia (AMISOM)

Partly successful, medium quality

AMISOM was created by the African Union’s Peace and
Security Council on 19th January 2007 with an initial six
month  mandate. Thereafter the mandate was
continuously extended and furthermore backed by the
UN Security Council. In 2015, the UN Security Council
furthermore authorized the African Union mission to
take all measures, as appropriate, to carry out support
for dialogue and reconciliation. In August 2017, the UN
Security Council issued resolution 2372 enabling the
gradual handing over of security responsibilities from
AMISOM to the Somali security forces.®

Mandate: (1) To hand over its security activities to the
Somali security forces, (2) reduce the threat of Al-
Shabaab and other armed opposition groups, and (3)
assist the Somali security forces to provide security for
political processes at all levels, including stabilization,
reconciliation and peacebuilding.

Achievements: AMISOM, as the AU's biggest PSO,
continues to play an important role in the response to
the threat posed by Al-Shabaab. With the support of
international actors such as the EU Special Envoy to
Somalia and airstrikes carried out by the United States,
AMISOM has remained responsive to attacks by Al-
Shabaab and helped to stabilize the security situation
during the February 2017 elections, primarily in
Mogadishu. UN Secretary-General Anténio Guterres has
argued that AMISOM has fought “to protect our global
security (...) without enough support and with
unpredictable funding”.6?

Challenges: According to AU sources, AMISOM faces
several challenges: (1) It is overly military in nature and,
as a result, it lacks capacity to cooperate directly with
the local population. As such, it has not built up a direct
relationship with the local population, i.e. through
community projects, that might offer an alternative
narrative to Al-Shabaab. AU sources have suggested
that the mission should be multidimensional in nature,
with strong civilian and military components to
complement its military character.

61 AMOISOM, Background, 12 December 2018.
62 A. Guterres’ opening remarks at the London Somalia Conference 2017, 11 May
2017.
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(2) In 2017, Al-Shabaab increased its attacks on Somalian,
AMISOM and other international troops. Mogadishu
suffered the worst terror attack in
its history in October 2017 with more than 500 people
killed in an attack perpetrated by Al-Shabaab.®® This
intensification of attacks threatens to derail AMISOM's
exist strategy. (3) This exit strategy is not feasible in
practice, as the Somali National Security Forces (SNSA)
are not ready to take over AMISOM's activities due to
political feuds, and poor operational capacity. For
example, federal member states rejected the same
“National Security Architecture”® which they purportedly
agreed to with the federal government on 16 April 2017.
These political challenges make the timeline envisaged in
AMISOM's exit strategy unrealistic.®® (4) Furthermore,
there have been reports about human rights violations by
AMISOM troops, including sexual violence,®” which
suggests that AMISOM did not comply with the AU's
policy on zero tolerance for sexual exploitation and abuse.
(6) Finally, the progress made in Somalia could not have
been possible without the support of international
partners, and AMISOM is starting to face the peril of
donor fatigue. Since January 2016, the mission has
suffered from crippling financial cuts that left it
underfunded and demoralized AMISIOM personnel.®®

African Union-led Regional Cooperation
Initiative for the Elimination of the Lord’s

Resistance Army (AU-led RCI-LRA)

Rather unsuccessful, mostly low quality

The RCI-LRA was authorized by the AU on 22 November
2011 as a response to the growing regional impact
of LRA’s activities. Although LRA activities decreased
significantly in 2017 when compared to 2016, the LRA
remains a “serious threat” for the local communities and
civilians in CAR, the Democratic Republic of Congo, South
Sudan, and Northern Uganda, with a total of 10 civilian
fatalities and 367 civilian abductions in 2017.° However,
the RCI-LRA did not respond to these attacks as a result
of their limited personnel and capacity.
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Mandate: The RCI-LRA is tasked with (1) capacity
building in the countries affected by the LRA, (2)
stabilization of the impacted areas, and (3) the provision
of humanitarian aid. The AU’s Peace and Security Council
renewed the RCI-LRA's mandate for an additional 12
months in May 2017.

Achievements: According to AU sources, the Task Force
of the RCI-LRA conducted several robust operations
against the LRA until March 2017. The LRA has been
significantly reduced in size (roughly 120 members), and
its area of operation has shrunk considerably.”” People
that were internally displaced as a result of LRA activities
have started to return home.”

Challenges: (1) In March 2017, Uganda declared its
withdrawal from the RCI-LRA following the United States’
departure from the Task Force. Subsequent to the
withdrawal, South Sudan declared that it would no longer
host the Forces’ headquarters in Yambio. In addition, the
DRC and South Sudan displayed reservations about
cross-border operations within their territories.”? The
withdrawal of troops as well as the lack of cooperation
between countries within the RCI-LRA, have undermined
its effectiveness and responsiveness. (2) The RCI-LRA’s
renewed mandate by the AU did not resolve the lack of
financial and logistical support. Core issues regarding
financial resources were not appropriately addressed and
solved by the AU and troop contributing member states,
and the payments of operations allowance of troops were
months in arrears in 2017.7% As a result, the RCI-LRA was
not able to contribute to any de-escalation to the conflict
in 2017 and failed to provide security for the population
in the affected areas. Against this background, a
discussion of a potential exit strategy is needed. (3) The
relative irrelevance of the group compared to other far
more violent armed groups in Central Africa leads to
shrinking attention and funding for the mission. Against
this background, the mandate of the RCI-LRA was
misaligned with the actual threat posed by the group,
while cooperation with other actors in the region
affected by the LRA, notably the UN, was missing.

70  Human Rights Watch, “Ten Questions About the Drawdown of the US Counter
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ECOWAS Mission in Guinea Bissau (ECOMIB)

Overall successful, medium quality

ECOMIB, established in 2012 following the coup d'état, is
tasked with the provision of security and support of the
newly elected authorities. Activities include military and
police patrol across Guinea Bissau, discussions with the
local population to address security challenges, the
provision of security to the presidency and the prime
minister’s offices, health care assistance to the population,
and demobilization, reconversion and socio-economic
reintegration of the security forces. In April 2017, ECOWAS
announced that the mission would withdraw in June
2017.% However due to the resurgence of political
tensions and the delayed implementation of the Conakry
Agreement, ECOWAS postponed the withdrawal for three
months. ECOMIB’s mandate was extended until February
2019 by UN Security Council Resolution 2404.7

Mandate: The ECOMIB is tasked with (1) stabilizing the
country after the 2012 coup, (2) supporting efforts for
security sector reforms’, and (3) securing Guinea Bissau's
transitional arrangements.”

Achievements: ECOMIB has been credited as an
important deterrent force against potential military
interference in the protracted political crisis in Guinea
Bissau. The mission has contributed to an overall sense of
stability. ECOMIB has been effective in containing the
political crises and deterring military interference, as only
a few incidences of violence were recorded during 2017.
While the political situation in the country has remained
at a stalemate, the mission has been credited by various
international institutions for the role it has played in
preventing an escalation of the crisis.

Challenges: (1) Several actors have disagreed with
ECOMIB’s withdrawal as a result of logistical and financial
limitations. The UN Security Council argued that the
military might interfere in the political crisis if the mission
is ended, a development which ECOMIB has been said to
have deterred effectively.” (2) However, there has been

74  ECOWAS High-level Ministerial Mission to the Republic of Guinea Bissau, Final
Communique, 26 April 2017.

75 UNSC Resolution 2404, 28 February 2018.

76  Global Security, ECOWAS Mission in Guinea-Bissau [ECOMIB]’, December
2017.

77 ECOWAS Press Release, ECOWAS Mission in Guinea-Bissau to be Formalized’,
6 November 2012.

78  UN Security Council, Report of the Secretary-General on Developments in Guin-
ea-Bissau and the Activities of the United Nations Integrated Peacebuilding Office in
Guinea-Bissau, August 2017.

31

low diplomatic support and only little to no attention to
the impact of ECOMIB’s planned withdrawal and potential
hand-over to or division of labour with the United
Nations Integrated Peacebuilding Office in Guinea-Bissau
(UNIOGBIS). While the AU, EU and the UN expressed their
concern over the lack of financial resources and the
planned withdrawal, no alternative for ECOMIB was
discussed. In light of the delayed implementation of the
Conakry Agreement and elections in 2019, which could be
potentially violent, withdrawing ECOMIB now could be a
risk. Furthermore, it is not clear how the mandate of
ECOMIB and the process around the Conakry Agreement
are aligned. (3) Finally, stability and peacebuilding
in Guinea Bissau demand significant constitutional,
institutional, electoral as well as security sector reforms.”
For the moment, it seems there is little coordination or
exchange between ECOMIB and the mediation team, let
alone a discussion on the actual complementarity of
these efforts.

United Nations - African Union Hybrid

Operation in Darfur (UNAMID)

Rather unsuccessful, mostly low quality

In July 2018, the UN Security Council renewed UNAMID's
mandate for a 12-month period and adopted a plan
to restructure UNAMID, with a troop ceiling of 4,050
personnel® The Security Council authorized the
deployment of the required police force (up to 2,500
personnel). The situation on the ground is monitored
regularly to determine whether planned troop reductions
are appropriate. In addition, the Security Council decided
that UNAMID should also support the government on
other tasks related to its mandate, such as capacity
building for transitional justice and the voluntary return of
displaced persons. These developments follow a decision
as part of an AU-UN strategic review in June 2017 to
begin a process of restructuring and redeployment over
two successive six-month phases.®!

Mandate: UNAMID is mandated to (1) protect civilians,
(2) facilitate the delivery of humanitarian assistance, (3)
mediate between the government of Sudan and non-
signatory armed movements on the basis of the Doha
Document for Peace in Darfur, and (4) support the
mediation of inter-communal conflicts.
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Achievements: UNAMID has remained active in Darfur
and has managed to provide a certain level of security in
the region. Extending the mandate of UNAMID in June
2017 was highly responsive to the situation in the region.
Following a government-led Disarmament Initiative
launched in August 2017, a decrease in clashes with rebel
groups and intercommunal violence was recorded.®? In
September 2017, the Joint Special Representative for
UNAMID, Jeremiah  Mamabolo, reported that
cooperation with the government has improved with
regards to humanitarian access and restrictions on
UNAMID'’s activities.®®> Sudan’s Foreign Ministry stated in
September 2018 that Darfur's five states have now
become safe and host refugees from other countries.
The region, according to the Ministry, has moved from a
state of emergency to one of reconstruction and
development.

Challenges: (1) While UNAMID provided a certain level
of security in Northern Darfur, it failed to do so outside
of this region. The scope of the operation was reduced
significantly (over 40% of the military and 30% of the
police) from June 2017 onwards as part of UNAMID's exit
strategy. This significant change in UNAMID's presence
has been criticized in light of ongoing fragility in the
region. The reduction has been labelled as a hasty
decision made to reduce costs, rather than one based on
a thorough evaluation of the current security situation in
Darfur® (2) Although UNAMID contributed to a certain
level of security, the root causes of the conflict have not
been addressed.?® Rather, the conflict is stuck in a vicious
cycle of violence and never-ending clashes between the
various sides. Over the course of 2017, the conflict got
even more fragmented, as the SLM/A-N split into two
groups which were following different agendas regarding
peace negotiations with the Sudanese government.®” (3)
UNAMID cooperates in some occasions with the
Sudanese government, e.g. by supporting the
Disarmament Initiative that started in August 2017.%8
However, the government hindered international non-
governmental organizations and UNAMID troops from
accessing the region where most rebel activities continue
to take place, mainly the region of Jebel Marra.#® Thus,
the cooperation between UNAMID and the government
is rather ambivalent, as the mission is hindered in its bid
to fulfill its responsibilities on security of civilians and
insurance of human rights.*
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SADC Oversight Committee on Lesotho

Too early to tell, medium quality

Following the assassination of the Commander of the
Lesotho Defence Force (LDF), the Double Troika Summit
of SADC Heads of State and Government approved in
September 2017 the deployment of a Contingent Force
that includes military, security, intelligence and civilian
experts to support the Government of Lesotho.l' In
December 2017, SADC launched the SADC Preventive
Mission (SAPMIL) in Lesotho pursuant to the prior
decision to launch the Contingent Force and the
Technical Assessment Mission that followed in order to
create a secure, stable and peaceful environment, where
the rule of law is upheld and SADC decisions as well as
security sector reforms are implemented.®> The mandate
of the Preventive Mission was extended by the Double
Troika in April 2018 until November 2018.%

Mandate: The SADC Oversight Committee on Lesotho
monitors security sector reforms and acts as an
early-warning mechanism. The decision to deploy
the Preventive Mission followed a request from the
government of Lesotho to aid in its pursuit of peace and
security in the country.

Achievements: The SADC Oversight Committee and the
SADC Preventive Mission were put in place to serve as
early-warning mechanisms and to facilitate the
implementation of SADC decisions in Lesotho. However,
as only a few constitutional and security sector reforms
were introduced in 2017, it is difficult to assess whether
the intervention has been successful. A Joint Technical
Assessment Mission by the AUC and the SADC Secretariat
in February 2018, however, underlined the positive impact
of the Preventive Mission. The mission has acted as a
deterrent force and, following its deployment, the
security situation has become relatively calm with an
improved relationship between the various security
agencies. The Technical Assessment Mission praised the
professional implementation of the mission’s mandate as
well as the support it has received from the government
of Lesotho.** The mission appears to be a good example
of successful cooperation between a REC intervention
and a national government.
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Challenges: (1) It seems that the actions taken by the
Oversight Committee and the Preventive Mission have
been more reactive than preventive in nature, which
is incongruent with an early-warning mechanism. The
Oversight Committee and Preventive Mission have,
however, led to an increased SADC presence in Lesotho,
which has allowed SADC to intervene more swiftly in
crises. (2) According to the Joint Technical Assessment
Mission, the Preventive Mission currently faces a
financial shortfall, which has to be met in order to
provide the mission with the required logistical capacity
to discharge its mandate, e.g. staff vehicles and
communication infrastructure, support from judicial as
well as security sector reform and good governance
experts.® (3) Given the very limited movement towards
constitutional and security sector reforms witnessed in
2017, it is difficult to assess whether the intervention has
been successful. As the SADC Preventive Mission was
only deployed in December 2017, it remains too early to
evaluate the future role that this intervention played.

95  SADC Press Release, AU Conducts Assessment of the SADC Preventive Mission
in Lesotho (SAPMIL), 9 February 2018.
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ECOWAS Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG)

Overall successful, overall high quality

ECOWAS launched its mission in The Gambia in January
2017 in order to force long-time ruler Yahya Jammeh to
step down peacefully and hand over the presidency to
Adama Barrow, who had defeated Jammeh in the
December 2016 elections. In June 2017, ECOWAS
extended the mission by one year, and 500 out of the
original 7,000 troops are to remain in The Gambia.*

Mandate: ECOMIG is tasked with the provision of security
and stability during the period of democratic transition in
The Gambia. The mission provides guarding and
patrolling services to the president, members of the
government, as well as key locations such as the
international airport.”” In addition, ECOMIG conducts joint
patrols with Gambian armed forces in order to build their
confidence with the new authorities, and provides
training to the armed forces to aid the democratic
transition.

Achievements: The part-military nature of the mission
was invaluable to the peaceful end of the post-electoral
crisis in the country. To date, ECOMIG has maintained
stability in The Gambia with no reports of additional
political ~troubles. Until December 2017, ECOMIG
had undertaken a total of 152 patrols. The Gambian
authorities have also been able to introduce broad
security sector reforms.®® In addition, the mission
shows the successful interplay between different APSA
elements: ECOMIG's troops were temporarily halted to
allow mediation talks to continue to facilitate Jammeh's
departure in January 2017 The effectiveness of
ECOWAS' military interventions cannot be assessed
without looking at the combination with the diplomatic
and mediation efforts undertaken by ECOWAS. Clearly, in
combination with coercive diplomacy and mediation, the
military efforts contributed greatly to the de-escalation of
the conflict. The fact that the main drivers behind
ECOWAS' intervention — Ghana, Liberia, Nigeria, and
Senegal — bore the responsibility for the financial costs of
deploying and sustaining their joint military force helped
deliver the timely and decisive response to the crisis in
The Gambia. ECOWAS' strong determination to act and
lead was instrumental in securing the quick support of the
AU and the UN.

Unlike other RECs, ECOWAS has displayed a readiness to
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97  Africa-EU Partnership, Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG), October 2018.

98  Africa-EU Partnership, Mission in The Gambia (ECOMIG), October 2018.

99  ‘West African Military Halt Gambia Operation, Issue Jammeh Deadline’, Reu-
ters, 19 January 2017.
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use military force to strengthen democratic principles, as
in the Ivory Coast in 2011, where it backed the use of
military force to oust former president Laurent Gbagbo
following his electoral defeat.’® ECOWAS's approach may
be also due to the growing body of former opposition
leaders as heads of state in ECOWAS, including Nigeria's
Muhammadu Buhari, Liberia's Ellen Johnson Sirleaf or
Senegal’'s Macky Sall. This contrasts sharply with the
situation in other RECs, such as the EAC and SADC that
have been much less active in the conflicts in Burundi or
Zimbabwe respectively.” It is noteworthy that various
factors contributed to the positive outcome of the
intervention, such as the continuous advocacy by civic
associations in The Gambia to keep the conflict on the
international agenda, the country's relatively small size
and limited military strength, and the high level of
political unity at both ECOWAS and the AU in favor of
ensuring a democratic transfer of power.” From a
longer-term perspective, ECOMIG represents the logical
outcome of developments in two related sets of
processes at the AU and ECOWAS: the condemnation of
unconstitutional changes of government, and a greater
willingness to use military force as part of its conflict
management strategies.'®

Finally, there was a strong alignment between different
actors as well as APSA instruments, which became
particularly clear in light of the temporary halt of the PSO
in order to allow mediation negotiations with Jammeh in
January 2017. In this regard, the mediation team and
ECOMIG showed a high level of cooperation when the
exigencies of the situation demanded it, thus engaging in
a highly effective strategy of “tag-teaming”. ECOWAS's
military efforts did not undermine the mediation and
diplomatic efforts; and arguably the robust combination
of all three instruments contributed to a peaceful transfer
of power. Thus, the case of ECOMIG shows the
importance of a multi-dimensional approach towards
successful conflict management.

Challenges: (1) Despite ECOWAS' clear stance for the
deployment of a mission, its legal basis has remained
unclear: While the AU and ECOWAS declared to take all
necessary measures'™, the UN Security Council
Resolution 2337 does not explicitly authorize the use of
force as defined under Chapter VII and VIII of the UN
Charter, as the developments in The Gambia are not seen
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Today, 19 January 2017.
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103 P, Fabricius, ‘Gambia: A Test of ECOWAS’ Commitment to Democracy’, ISS
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104  Communiqué of the 644th Meeting of the Peace and Security Council on the
Post-election Situation in the Islamic Republic of The Gambia, 12 December 2016;
Final Communiqué of Fiftieth Ordinary Session of the ECOWAS Authority of Heads
of State and Government, 17 December 2016.

as a threat to international peace and security.'®
Discussions remain though whether President Barrow
asked for international help while being in exile, thereby
making ECOMIG an
“intervention by invitation”.’%

Multinational Joint Task Force (MNJTF)

Partly successful, medium quality

The Multinational Joint Task Force (MNJTF) was formed in
2015 as an ad-hoc coalition between Cameroon, Chad,
Niger, Nigeria and later Benin as a regional response to
the terrorist threat posed by Boko Haram. The coalition
lies under the political oversight of the Lake Chad Basin
Commission (LCBC) and was authorized by the by the

AU Peace and Security Council on 29 January 2015.

Mandate: The MNJTF is tasked with (1) the creation of a
safe and secure environment in the areas impacted by the
activities of Boko Haram and other terrorist groups, (2)
the implementation of the overall stabilization
programmes by the LCBC Member States and Benin in
these areas, including the resotoration of state authority
and the return of internally displaced refugees, and (3) the
facilitation of humanitarian operations and assistance,
within the limits of its capabilities.’?” The AU PSC extended
the MNJTF's mandate for another year in December
2017.108

Achievements: The MNJTF has made significant progress
from an operational perspective. The Task Force has
managed to push Boko Haram back into the hard terrain
of the Lake Chad region, where it had occupied a wide
area prior to 2017. While isolated attacks continue, these
have been reduced as Boko Haram has been significantly
degraded.' The MNIJTF has now entered its second
phase, which is to stabilize the region and to deprive Boko
Haram of its ideological breeding ground.” As part of the
stabilization strategy, the MNJTF has successfully returned
internally displaced refugees and now includes a more
prominent civilian component. At the strategic level, the
MNJTF has benefited from coordination between the
LCBC and the AU to mobilize additional support. At the
operational level, the MNJTF has been able to draw on co-

105  C. Krefs & B. NufSberger, ‘Pro-democratic intervention in current
international law: The case of The Gambia in January 2017’, Journal on the Use of
Force and Inter-national Law 4 (2), 30 June 2017, pp. 239-252.

106 ’West Africa: ECOMIG Forces Explain Mandate in Gambia’, The Point,
31 January 2017.

107 Multinational Joint Task Force, Mandate of the Multinational Joint Task
Force, October 2018.

108  738th PSC Meeting on the Renewal of the Mandate of the Multi-National
Joint Task Force (MNJTF) Against the Boko Haram Terrorist Group, 14 December
2017.109  Press Statement of the 680th Meeting of the AU Peace and Security
Council on the Operations of the MNJTE, 21 April 2017.

110 Multinational Joint Task Force, MNJTF Commences Strategic Messaging
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operation between national troops and the political
backing of the LCBC.

Challenges: (1) Despite a high level of cooperation,
the MNJTF is characterised by a complex multi-actor
constellation, which complicates the coordination
between different actors at different levels. While the
MNJTF has the operational and military command,
the LCBC holds the political accountability and the AU
is responsible for acquiring resources from external
donors.”" Its four operational sectors are at different
degrees of operationalisation, which ultimately has an
impact on the overall operational capability of the MNJTF.
In addition, national interests as well as the coexistence of
national, bilateral and multilateral operations complicate
the coordination at MNJTF command level, and risk
overlapping command structures and responsibilities,
thus hindering rather than promoting coherent military
action.”? (2) Although the AU plays an important role in
mobilizing financial contributions from external donors
such as the EU, the AU failed to fully meet its obligations
due to limited capacities."® Since the very beginning, the
MNJTF has been chronically underfunded and lacks staff
and equipment. In October 2017, for instance, Chad
withdrew hundreds of troops from Niger, where it
assisted local forces in the fight against Boko Haram
under the umbrella of the MNIJTF. Observers are
concerned that this withdrawal may weaken the regional
fight against Boko Haram. As a result, the MNJTF is to a
high extent dependent on the availability of resources
from external donors, which could, in the long turn,
undermine its ownership and sustainability. (3) In August
2018, the LCBC unanimously adopted the Regional
Stabilization, Recovery and Resilience Strategy for Areas
Affected by Boko Haram, which is designed to drive,
rationalize and complement various initiatives in the area,
including the MNJTF."* However, the MNIJTF has
struggled to halt radicalization measures by Boko Haram.
The implementation of the stabilization strategy requires
vast resources, which are yet to be fully provided.
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65 Sahel Joint Force (FC-G5S)

Partly successful, medium quality

The G5 Sahel Joint Force was established in January 2017
by the countries of the G5 Sahel — Burkina Faso, Mali,
Mauretania, Niger and Chad. It was authorized by the AU
PSC in April 2017 and welcomed by UN Security Council
Resolution 2359 in June 2017. The Force conducted its first
mission in the border area of Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger
in early November 2017.

Mandate: The FC-G5S attempts to improve security along
the shared borders of the G5 Sahel Member States through
increased cooperation and joint patrols. The Force aims to
reduce the flow of terrorist groups and traffickers across
porous borders. It has four pillars of operation:

(1) To combat terrorism and drug trafficking, (2) to restore
state authority and return displaced persons, (2) to facilitate
humanitarian operations and aid, and (4) to implement
development strategies in the G5 Sahel region. The Joint
Force's mandate is intended to complement MINUSMA and
Operation Barkhane (launched by French forces in 2014)
through a more comprehensive approach towards tackling
terrorism and transnational organized crime.'™

Achievements: The deployment of the FC-G5S was a new
adequate and responsive regional initiative to the growing
threat of terrorism and violent extremism in the Sahel. The
Joint Force has been presented by General Keita, Chief of
the Malian Armed Forces, as a "long-desired Africanization
of international efforts”, which may one day allow
Operation Barkhane and UN forces in Mali to withdraw.®
The Joint Force has conducted three military operations to
neutralize terrorist groups in the region.'” Given its
timeline of deployment, however, the force has not yet
contributed to a de-escalation of the conflict.

Challenges: (1) According to AU sources, the Joint Force
is overly military in its focus. While it aims to operate in
close cooperation with the population and facilitate
peace processes on the ground, it lacks capacity to
address the root causes of terrorism and drug trafficking,
and its securitized approach risks overlooking the
requisite developments on “governance, justice and the
protection of local populations”.""® (2) There are already
various security initiatives in operation in the area, includi-

115 J. Cooke, ‘Understanding the G5 Sahel Joint Force: Fighting Terror, Building
Regional Security?’, Centre for Strategic & International Studies, 15 November 2017.
116 ‘G5 Sahel Joint Force to Combat Terrorism in Africa’, Diplomatic Courier, 10
October 2017.

117 A. Athie, ‘Coordinated Response Key to G5 Sahel Joint Force Success’, IPI Global
()bservamr); 19 June 2018.
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ing French Operation Barkhane, the US, a UN
Peacekeeping Mission, and an EU training mission, which
may lead to a “security traffic jam” and competing
strategies and interests.' (3) Although there was overall
alignment and cooperation between the AU and the G5
Sahel regarding authorization and operationalization,
there was some disagreement between members of the
G5 Sahel on the implementation of the mandate; and a
lack of synergy with MINUSMA due to different
mandates, areas of operation and the relatively negative
image MINUSMA is reported to have on the ground.'®
Moreover, cooperation among other countries in the
region will be a decisive factor in the long term. For
instance, cooperation with Algeria, as an important
military and strategic power
in the region and in its role as a counter-terrorism
coordinator for the AU, will be essential to the success of
the Force.’' (4) The Joint Force has not yet received the
necessary resources to implement its mandate, with
limited funding to purchase equipment and facilitate
communication.’? The lack of reference to Chapter
VIl excludes the possibility of funding from the United
Nations, thus limiting the scope of Resolution 2359
(2017) to a purely political support,’?* although UNSC
Resolution 2391 pledged renewed support to the Force
by the international community, including MINUSMA, in
December 2017.'%* (5) Like the MNJTF, the FC-G5S builds
on the national armies of its member states; however, the
troop contributing countries are overstretched due to
their engagement in other security initiatives in the
region, such as the MNJTF and MINUSMA.

Ad-hoc coalitions of states: A new type of

security arrangements in Africa

The MNJTF and FC-G5S represent a new type of security
arrangement — they are ad-hoc coalitions of willing
states that do not directly fall under the APSA
framework; rather, they are experimental forces with a
fluid and constantly changing modus operandi.’? The
creation of these new security arrangements is "part of a
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growing appetite both within and outside the continent
for a new generation of military response in a global
context that is increasingly skeptical of both the
effectiveness of the UN peacekeeping doctrine and its
suitability to asymmetrical conflicts and terrorism.”12
They illustrate shifting dynamics within the architecture of
peace and security in Africa, where regional mechanisms
— not necessarily those officially recognized by the AU —
are taking over the management of crises and only
request the PSC's political endorsement.

Both the PSC and the AU have limited control over such
operations.”” In  theory, ad-hoc coalitions could
supplement the AU’'s approach towards peace and
security by becoming a “force multiplier” with a
comparative advantage (flexibility).”®® The MNJTF and FC-
G5S Forces are not subject to the bureaucracy and
cumbersome decision-making mechanisms of the AU,
and they also allow for the adoption of an issue-specific
approach, which yields a tailored engagement strategy.

However, these advantages do not mean that these
“coalitions of the willing” will necessarily be efficient, and
they face several challenges that range from difficulties
in the command and control structures, and most
importantly, a lack of funding, operational capacity
deficits and poor coordination. The difficulties regarding
funding also point to the need for the AU to re-assert its
its authority over regional operations by successfully
acting as a financial intermediary between RECs and
external donors. Their success depends furthermore on
the ability to differentiate themselves in a crowded
security market, while coordinating action with the
African and Western military forces present in the region.
For the FC-G5S, for instance, this question of cooperation
especially with MINSUMA was not yet fully settled by the
end of 2017, although it was requested by the AU,
ECOWAS and the UN. Furthermore, the limited control of
the ad-hoc coalition forces by the AU makes it more
difficult to monitor compliance with legal standards,
in particular human rights standards.’® Several recent
studies warn that unchecked state abuse best exemplified
by the toxic culture of impunity that pervades the security
services is directly driving young men into the orbit of
violent extremist organizations. The same problem has
occurred in central Mali (Mopti) when security services
subjected some members of the Fulani community to acts
of vindictive abuse and arbitrary punishment over alleged
support for MUJAO. The fact that such acts go largely
uninvestigated and unpunished has contributed to
mounting feelings of fear, anger and indignation that
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armed jihadi groups like MUJAO have exploited.

By falling outside of the control of the AU and thus
risking the aforementioned developments, ad-hoc
coalitions bear the risk of undermining a continental
approach within the APSA framework. Whether such ad-
hoc coalitions complement or undermine the APSA
eventually depends on how those initiatives and
arrangements are integrated into the APSA politically,
institutionally as well as operationally.'*°

2.2.4 POST-CONFLICT RECONSTRUCTION AND
DEVELOPMENT (PCRD)

PCRD is used by the AU to intervene in post-conflict
situations in order to consolidate peace and to prevent a
relapse into violence by promoting sustainable
development and regeneration in regions that were
affected by violent conflicts. However, as in previous
years, PCRD activities are used sparingly in interventions
and have thus not been included in the report's
detailed evaluation thus far.

There were fewer PCRD efforts conducted in 2017 as
compared to the previous year. PCRD activities were
deployed by the AU in two conflicts, namely Sierra
Leone (APC - SLPP) and The Gambia (opposition). In
Sierra Leone, the AU’s financial and material support to
the government in response to mudslides that
devastated communities in 2017 can be considered as a
‘medium quality’ and ‘partly successful’ intervention. In
the case of The Gambia, the AU deployed a needs
assessment mission under the framework of the AU
Inter-Departmental Task Force on PCRD.' Together
with the effective cooperation between the various
actors and alignment of the instruments used, the PCRD
efforts in The Gambia were ‘overall successful' and of
‘overall high quality’.
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2.3 PEACE AGREEMENTS MEDIATED BY AU
AND/OR RECS

The assessment on the impact of mediation on conflicts
is supplemented by a tally of the peace agreements
mediated by the AU and/or RECs. For the purpose of
this report, only those peace agreements mediated by
the AU and/or RECs are included that have lasted for
more than one year, i.e. which had not been violated for
this duration. By the time of finalizing the analyses of
this report (July 2018), an assessment of peace
agreements signed after June 2017 was not possible.
Therefore, all peace agreements signed after 1 June
2017 are excluded from this study.’?

Accordingly, 23 peace agreements in 11 conflicts were
signed over the course of 2017. In three of them, the AU
and/or RECs played a decisive role in mediating the
agreements, and of this, only one lasted for more than
one year (as of 1 July 2018). Consequently, only 13% of
peace agreements had been negotiated by the AU and/
or RECs, which stands again in stark contrast to 2016,
where 55.5% of peace agreements were negotiated by
AU or RECs (or 50% in 2015 and 75% in 2014,
respectively). This may not be unconnected with the
marked decline in the quality and effectiveness of
mediation efforts observed in 2017 as compared to 2016.

The following table provides an overview of the peace
agreements which held for more than one year. The first
row indicates the peace agreements that were signed in
2017 and held for more than one year. The second row
indicates the peace agreements that were signed after
July 2016 but before 2017 and which held for more
than a year.

132 In implementing the methodology of the study, a more positive judgement (on
effectiveness and quality) is given to mediation efforts that have resulted in the signing
of a peace agreement. In addition to the findings on the quality and effectiveness of
mediation efforts presented above, the number of peace agreements mediated by AU
and/or REC:s is also included as it is a good indicator of the impact of mediation efforts
on a continental level.
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https://au.int/sites/default/files/decisions/33559-assembly_au_dec_642_-_664_xxix_e_1.pdf

Table 4: Peace Agreements mediated by the AU and/or RECs between July 2016 and June 2017

Peace Agreements mediated by the AU and/or RECs between July 2016 and June 2017

Indicator
Peace agreements concluded through 1. The Gambia (opposition)
mediation by the AU and/or RECs that ECOWAS Heads of State, Professor Alpha Condé and Mohamed
held for more than one year [signed Ould Abdel Aziz, Presidents of Guinea and Mauritania respectively,
in 2017] visited The Gambia and negotiated an agreement with outgoing
president Yahya Jammeh leading to his resignation.
Peace agreements concluded through 1. Equatorial Guinea/Gabon
mediation by the AU and/or RECs "Compromis Entre la République Gabonaise et la République de
that lasted for more than one year Guinée Equatoriale”?
[signed  between  July-December 2. Guinea Bissau (opposition)
2016] Six Point Roadmap Agreement between the government and
oppositions?
3. Guinea-Bissau (opposition)
Conakry Agreement on the implementation of the ECOWAS
Roadmap*
4. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
The sub-clans of Dir and Hawiye signed a ceasefire agreement.’
5. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
The sub-clans of Dir and Hawiye agreed to come up with an
action plan on reconciliation and peace building following the
signing of a ceasefire agreement in July.®
6. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
“Formation of Hirrshabelle State"”
7. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
The Hawadle clan and the Dir sub-clan Surre elders agreed on a
preliminary ceasefire.®
8. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
The Habr gedir clan and the Biymal clan in Lower shabelle state
agreed on a withdrawal of their militias from the contested areas.’
9. Somalia (federalisation process/inter-militia rivalry)
The preliminary ceasefire between the Hawadle clan and the Dir
sub-clan Surre was transformed into an unconditional ceasefire.'
1 UN, ECOWAS, AU, Joint Declaration on the Political Situation in The Gambia, 21 January 2017, para 2; ECOWAS, ECOWAS Chairperson:

Press Statement on the Gambia, 24 January 2017; see also ‘Mauritania President Flies to Senegal afier Gambia Mediation’, Reuters, 18 January 2017.
‘Compromis Entre la République Gabonaise et la République de Guinée Equatoriale’, 15 November 2016 (Spanish version).

‘Guinea Bissau Agrees to Deal Aimed ar Ending Crisis’, Reuters, 11 September 2016.

ECOWAS, Conatkry Agreement on the Implementation of the Political Crisis in Guinea Bissau, 14 October 2016.

AMISOM, Warring Clans Agree to Uphold Peace in Marka’, 25 September 2016.

AMISOM, Warring Clans Agree to Uphold Peace in Marka’, 25 September 2016.

1IGAD, Communiqué: IGAD Extra-Ordinary Summit of IGAD Assembly of Heads of State and Government, 9 December 2016.
Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016, p. 21.

Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016, p. 21.

Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2016, p. 21.
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2.4 PREVENTIVE DIPLOMACY

In addition to assessing the impact of interventions in
violent conflicts in the continent, this report also attempts
to uncover acts of explicit prevention by the AU and/
or RECs, including acts of “silent diplomacy” in non-
violent conflicts. The research thus aimed to uncover i)
the number of preventive measures undertaken by the
AU and/or RECs in newly arising (and potentially violent)
crises in 2017, and ii) the outcome of these preventive
interventions in respect of avoiding further acceleration
of the conflict in the year 2017. Although uncovering
measures of conflict prevention or “silent diplomacy” is
notoriously challenging, some evidence of preventive
action undertaken by the AU and/or RECs could be found
in three out of eight cases of newly emerged or potential
crises.

With the Islamic State in Somalia (ISS), a new conflict
characterized as a violent crisis (level 3) emerged on the
landscape in 2017. The potential threat that the group
could pose in the future to the Puntland Administration
was also noticed by a UN Monitoring Group in November
2017. Although the AU and IGAD put the conflict on their
agenda, it was not included in official statements or
communiqués from respective meetings, and both actors’
interventions in Somalia mostly focused on Mogadishu as
well as Southern and Western regions. Another explicit
preventive measure was undertaken by the AU over the
existing conflict between Anglophone and Francophone
groups in Cameroon, which saw a further deterioration
over the course of 2017. The AUC Chairperson Moussa
Faki Mahamat released in October 2017 a statement on
the situation in Cameroon where he expressed deep
concerns about the deterioration and underlined the
AU’'s commitment to promoting peace and stability.
Lastly, in June 2017 the AU expressed its support
regarding the efforts undertaken by the G5 Sahel Joint
Force over the spill-over effects of Mali’s instability in
Burkina Faso.

In all other five cases where a newly emerged potential
crisis could be observed, no evidence of preventive
measures undertaken by the AU and/or RECs could be
found. Among these are conflicts between Egypt and
Sudan over the Sinai Peninsula; between Egypt, Ethiopia
and Sudan over the Grand Ethiopian Renaissance Dam
(GERD); Mauritania (following protests by anti-slavery
activists); Senegal (nationwide protests against the
security forces and the government after the death of a
student in Saint-Louis caused by security forces); and
Mozambique (with the beginning of attacks by Islamist
militants in October 2017).
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2.5 NON-INTERVENTION BY THE AU AND RECS
IN VIOLENT CONFLICTS

As indicated in section 1, the focus of this study is on
violent conflicts with intensity levels 3, 4 and 5, i.e. those
conflicts that qualify for an intervention by the AU and/or
RECs. However, the AU and RECs do not “visibly
intervene” in all such conflicts. In 2017, they did not
intervene in 25 out of 52 conflicts (48%) with an
intensity level of 3 (23 conflicts) or above (two cases of
level 5).

It should be noted that, although 2017 is the first time the
number of violent conflicts not addressed by AU and/or
RECs (25) is less than those addressed (27), this is partly
because of a

methodological decision reached to cluster the conflict
units in Ethiopia and Nigeria respectively (both not
addressed by AU and/or RECs), as changes in dynamics
and actors in the different conflicts in these countries
made a clustering exercise necessary.** This has reduced
the number of conflicts not addressed in 2017.

Furthermore, with elections held in 2017 in Angola,
Kenya, Lesotho, Somalia, The Gambia and Algeria, there
were relatively fewer interventions through EOMs as
compared to the previous year, which saw 16 legislative
and presidential elections that were observed by EOMs
from the AU and/or RECs. EOMs that may have been sent
to observe the 2017 elections in Liberia, Rwanda and
Senegal are not assessed in this study, as conflicts in
these countries have an intensity of less than 3, where as
in Angola, Kenya, Lesotho, Somalia, The Gambia and
Algeria, there were conflicts with intensity level of 3 or
above according to HCB.134

Article 4 of the Constitutive Act of the African Union
provides the normative basis for intervention. While
Article 4(g) stipulates the “non-interference by any
Member State in the internal affairs of another”, Article
4(h) explicitly permits an 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."13°

133 For more on what the clustering exercise according to the methodology used
in this study involves, refer to the chapter ‘Methodology’.

134 It should be noted that EOMs in countries that have conflicts with intensity
of level 3 and above are considered as diplomatic interventions under the

oy ss )logic
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are often the only engagement the AU and/or RECs deploy in particularly level 3
conflicts and thus are seen as an important, albeit “soft”, tool for diplomatically
engaging with underlying causes of political crisis in countries. Furthermore, while
EOMs are deployed in coun-tries with no violent conflicts (levels 1 and 2), these are
not assessed as interventions in the study as the focus in only on violent conflicts.
135 Constitutive Act of the African Union.



In most cases, the choice between intervention and non-
intervention is complex, and some conflicts simply fall
outside the jurisdiction of the AU and/or RECs. Factors
that influence or explain non-intervention by the AU/RECs
include a conflict's small risk of escalation, a recent de-
escalation and the principle of sovereignty, non-
escalating political conflicts, regional frameworks that
already address threats to peace and security, geopolitical
power, and whether a conflict falls inside or outside the
AU's jurisdiction.

Small risk of escalation and the principle of

sovereignty'

A large majority of conflicts that were not addressed
by the AU and/or RECs had a relatively small risk of
escalation. In many such cases, the AU and/or RECs
arguably would have little or no mandate to intervene.
Most conflicts not considered for intervention by the AU
and/ or RECs are usually small and localized in nature,
which are often considered matters of national rather
than international concern.

In Angola, for instance, only the conflict in the course of
the elections in 2017 was addressed, while the conflict
between the Front for the Liberation of the Enclave
of Cabinda (FLEC) and the government over issues of
secession and resources was not addressed by the AU
and/or RECs. The most likely explanation for the non-
intervention is the conflict’s little potential to escalate into

136 This was the case in the following conflicts: Angola (FLEC/Cabinda), Kenya
(inter-communal violence), Mauritania (anti-slavery activists), Republic of Congo
(conflict between the Ninja militias and the government over the issue of subnational
predominance), Tunisia (opposition conflict between various labour unions, the Popu-
lar Front and the incumbent government) and Uganda (conflicts between the Bakon-
zo/Rwenzururu, inter-communal Rivalry/Rwenzururu, and the conflict between the
government and the opposition).

a violent crisis given the trends recorded over the last two
years. Additionally, the possibility of a spillover of this
conflict into neighboring countries is rather limited.
Another example of non-intervention is the conflict
of inter-communal violence in Kenya™ that was not
addressed by IGAD, EAC or the AU. In fact, no
intervention has been reported since the first APSA
Impact Monitoring Report covering 2007-2012. Despite
having the potential of a spillover effect, the conflict is
seen as a national issue that can be internally solved,
without needing further international attention.”® In
Mauritania, the conflict between anti-slavery activists,
particularly the Initiative for the Resurgence of the
Abolitionist Movement (IRA), and the government was
not addressed by the AU or RECs, although it remained at
the level of a violent crisis. In late April, hundreds of
Mauritanians protested against slavery.’ Similar to the
aforementioned conflicts, the AU most likely subsumed
this conflict under a national banner, assuming that the
incumbent government will prevent the escalation of
violence through internal measures like the tightening of
laws against slavery (with up to 20 years in jail, which
recently happened to two slave owners in March 2018).14°

137 According to Heidelberg Conflict Barometer, the inter-communal rivalry in-
volves the communities of Pokot, Turkana, Samburu, Degodia, Garre vs. Maasai vs.
Kipsigis vs. Giriama vs. Orma

138 Another possible reason is that the inter-communal conflicts were overshad-
owed by the tumultuous elections in Kenya in the second half of 2017.

139 Global Slavery Index, Mauritania, 2016; ‘Protests to end slavery in Maurita-
nia, Middle East Monitor, 2 May 2017.

140 ‘Mauritania says US anti-slavery visit illegal’, News 24, 10 September 2017;
‘Mauritania court gives toughest sentence for slave owners’, BBC, 30 March 2018.
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https://www.middleeastmonitor.com/20170502-protests-to-end-slavery-in-mauritania/
https://www.news24.com/Africa/News/mauritania-says-us-anti-slavery-visit-illegal-20170910
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-43600274

Non-escalating political conflicts'

Another group of conflicts that have not been addressed
by the AU and/ or RECs are internal political conflicts
(such as conflicts between the government and
opposition) with a very small risk of escalation. In general,
the AU and RECs have a tendency to avoid involvement in
the internal political affairs of their member states, in
respect of national sovereignty and territorial integrity.
Hence, unless such conflicts severely escalate, the AU
and/ or RECs will not intervene in these matters. An
exception is the sending of EOMs when elections are
scheduled, which has become a more or less standard
and widely accepted procedure.

For example, the conflict between the Resisténcia
Nacional Mocambicana (RENAMO) and the government
in Mozambique has not been addressed by the AU or
SADC in 2017. Although the involvement of Botswana to
broker peace between the conflicting parties shows that
there is some regional concern for Mozambique's political
stability, the situation has not been put on the agenda of
any of the relevant institutions; and unlike international
actors, the AU and SADC were continuously silent
throughout the year. A potential explanation could be
that the conflict is expected to have only limited
repercussions upon the region or the continent. However,
other factors might be at play that allow to direct
attention away from the internal conflicts. For instance,
Mozambique's President Filipe Nyusi chairs SADC's Organ
for Peace, Politics, Defence and Security and thus can be
expected to have an influence on SADC's decisions.
Furthermore, Mozambique is being seen as one of Africa’s
post-conflict success stories and international actors are
reluctant

to give up this narrative.'? Although Mozambique's
peacebuilding efforts were exemplary, not enough has
been done to consolidate the gains made after the peace
treaty was signed with RENAMO in 2014.43

The violent crisis in Niger between the government and
opposition groups including the main opposition party
Nigerien Democratic Movement for an African Federation

141  Among these conflicts are Cote d’Ivoire (opposition conflict between the Ivorian
Popular Front (FPI) and the government), Morocco (government-opposition conflict),
Guinea (government-opposition conflict over elections), Gabon (government-opposi-
tion conflict), Mozambique (conflict between RENAMO and the government), Niger
(government-opposition conflict) and Tanzania (conflict between the opposition par-
ties Civic United Front (CUF) and Party for Democracy and Progress and the ruling
Party of the Revolution (CCM)).

142 L. Louw-Vaudran, ‘Mozambique’s success story under threat’, Institute for Se-
curity Studies, 19 February 2016.

143 L. Louw-Vaudran, ‘Mozambique’s success story under threat’, Institute for Se-
curity Studies, 19 February 2016.
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(MODEN/FA Lumana Africa) saw various clampdowns of
the opposition, student unions and civil society members.
Here, the government took measures to mollify various
grievances such as holding discussions with students, the
arrest of violent police officers as well as President Issoufo’s
intentions not to run for a third term in the next elections.
This contributed to the de-escalation of tensions and
reduced the prospect of a violent conflict. More
importantly, Niger emerged as an important country in the
region against the background of migration flows and
terrorism in the Sahel and its membership of the G5 Sahel
Joint Force and the MNJTF. Niger is at the frontline of these
counter-terrorism measures, and it is likely that no
intervention was undertaken because its domestic issues
are to a high extent overshadowed by the fight against
extremism. Furthermore, the AU did not address the crisis
in Morocco over the formation of a new coalition
government between the Party of Justice and Development
(which won the October 2016 elections but did not win
enough votes to form a government alone), and rival
parties.” The possible reasons might lie in the fact that the
conflict is expected to have limited repercussions upon the
region or the continent, that the bigger issue of Western S-
ahara remains a major focus of the AU, and that Morocco,
although a recent member, is one of the five biggest finan-
cial contributors to the AU.

Geopolitical power'

The relative geopolitical power of a state in which a conflict
occurs also accounts for non-intervention by AU and /or
RECs, and research suggests that the political economy of
decision-making within the APSA plays a central role in
responses to conflicts. Regional hegemons like Nigeria in
West Africa, South Africa in Southern Africa and Ethiopia in
the Horn of Africa often play more strategic roles and
exercise greater leverage, albeit more discreetly than
others in the AU and the respective RECs regarding agenda
setting, financial or troop contributions.

This was the case in Ethiopia with a series of conflicts with
level 3 intensity and where the conflict among ethnic
groups and the government reached level 5 according to

144 See for example ‘Moroccan king names new PM to break political deadlock’, The
Associated Press, 17 March 2017.

145  This was the case for Algeria (conflict between Berber and the government),
Ethiopia (inter-ethnic rivalry/OLF/ONLF/opposition conflict and the TDPM/ARDUF
conflict), Egypt (government-opposition conflict and conflict between Muslims and
Christians), Nigeria (North-South/Christians-Muslims/Nasarawa, Ijaw groups/Niger
Delta, and Pro- Biafra Groups/Biafra), South Africa (government-opposition and xe-
nophobic violence) and Chad (government-opposition conflict).


https://issafrica.org/iss-today/mozambiques-success-story-under-threat
https://issafrica.org/iss-today/mozambiques-success-story-under-threat
https://issafrica.org/iss-today/mozambiques-success-story-under-threat
https://issafrica.org/iss-today/mozambiques-success-story-under-threat
https://apnews.com/54c79328ca414fadbcaaaa363195865d

HCB 2017 and UNOCHA.™“® However, there was no
intervention in all these conflicts. Ethiopia is a regional
hegemon and security anchor in the Horn of Africa, one
of the largest refugee-hosting countries in the region
and home to the AU headquarters.!*” The country is an
important ally in counter-terrorism efforts and is one of
the largest troop contributors to UN and AU
peacekeeping missions.”® Nigeria is a country
characterized by numerous protracted conflicts including
those with level 3-5 intensity. The conflict between
farmers and pastoralist, for instance, is rated at level 5 by
HBC. None of these conflicts, however, are addressed by
the AU, ECOWAS or other regional institutions. Nigeria is
one of the strongest geopolitical actors in the continent,
with a strong economy and a supposed military “might”.
As one of the major contributors to the ECOWAS, MNJTF
and the AU, Nigeria plays an indispensable role in these
organizations and established itself as an important
actor for peace support operations and stabilization
missions in Africa.™ In Chad, the situation was similar.
Although the AU intervened in Chad in 2016 regarding
elections, there was no intervention addressing the
conflict between the government and opposition groups
that remained at an intensity level 3. During the last
years, Chad has placed itself as a military hegemon in
central Africa and has secured important positions in the
decision-making organs of the AU and RECs.

Finally, the contention between the government and the
opposition as well as the conflict around xenophobic
violence in South Africa remained unaddressed by the
AU and/or RECs. Although the second conflict would
require a regionally embedded approach, there was no
intervention likely due to the geostrategic, socio-political
status and economic profile of South Africa in SADC and
the AU.

Overall, the nature and means of manifestation of
conflicts and the profile of the country under
consideration are amongst the dominant factors
influencing decisions to intervene or not. Also, a good
number of conflicts in which no intervention takes place
are either localized conflicts with a small risk of
escalation or political conflicts between governments
and opposition parties, which are deemed unsuitable for
intervention under the principle of sovereignty.
Nevertheless, the importance of continental or regional
hegemony and power politics are undeniably crucial
factors in the decision-making processes of the AU and/
or RECs.

146  Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2017, pp. 14, 31-32, 64.

147 Africa’s next hegemon: behind Ethiopia’s power plays, Horn Affairs, 13 April
2015; ‘Civil strife in Ethiopia has the potential to destabilize the whole region’, TRT
World, 9 March 2018; ‘Ethiopia is on the brink, we should all be concerned’, The East
African, 28 March 2018.

148 L. Louw-Vaudran, ‘Why the AU needs a stable Ethiopia’, Institute for Security
Studies, 16 March 2018.

149 O. Ogunnubi & U. Okeke-Uzodike, ‘Can Nigeria be Africa’s hegemon?’, African
Security Review, 25:2, 110-128, 24 March 2016.

2.6 DEVELOPMENT OF APSA INTERVENTIONS
2013-2017

As regards 2017, a number of preliminary observations
can be presented here building from the data and
material assembled above. First, the overall results
indicate a rather mixed picture when comparing
effectiveness and quality (taking into account the two
highest categories of judgment). The results on quality
and effectiveness show a decline in 2017 as compared to
2016. However, the decline was more significant and thus
worrying regarding the effectiveness than the quality of
interventions. The reduction of quality observed in 2017
seems to be a continuation of a mixed pattern already
observed in the past years, where the quality of
interventions has intermittently improved and declined
over the previous three years. While there was an
improvement in quality in 2016 after a three year decline,
2017 saw a return to the declining pattern observed in the
years prior. The chart below illustrates the general APSA
instruments by showing results for effectiveness and
quality from 2013-2017.
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https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10246029.2016.1147473

Figure 9: Quality of Interventions (2013-2017)
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Figure 10: Effectiveness of Interventions (2013-2017)

14

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

@ Rather Unsuccessful @ Partly Successful
@ Overall Successful Too early to tell

43



The graphs show that there is a significant decrease in
both overall effectiveness and quality of interventions in
2017 as compared to 2016. While in 2016, 86% of
interventions were of ‘medium quality’ or ‘overall high
quality’, in 2017 this number has decreased to 78%. A
sharper decline is observed in effectiveness with 63% of
interventions found to be ‘overall successful’ or ‘partly
successful’ in 2017 (compared with 78% in 2016).

Of the 52 conflicts with a level of intensity of 3 or above,
only 27 were addressed by AU and/or RECs through
either diplomacy, mediation, peace support operations,
or a combination of two or more of these. The
assessment thus looks only on those 27 conflicts where
the AU and/or RECs did intervene in and does not
account for the remaining 25 conflicts with a level of
intensity of 3 or above. The presented study, therefore,
does not measure the overall institutional and
operational quality and effectiveness of AU and/or REC
engagements in peace and security in Africa in general.
Furthermore, it is equally important to note that this
study is based on publicly available official documents of
the AU and RECs (such as communiques, press
statements etc.). Behind the scenes negotiations and
meetings that are not made public, like so-called “silent
diplomacy”, could not be taken into account for this
report.

In general, the trend seems to show that the AU and/or
RECs focus more on conflict management (reactions)
rather than conflict prevention. The results for preventive
measures further support this observation. Only in a few
individual cases did successful and high-quality
interventions take place, mostly through a combination
of several instruments like in Lesotho or The Gambia. This
suggests that the combination of robust instruments
influences the probability that generally interventions will
be more successful and of higher quality.
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Section 3:

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS



+ The proposed reforms of the AU and its institutions,

including those that have mandates for peace and
security issues, will clearly have implications for how,
where and when particular instruments are deployed.
The observations and findings from the performance
of the APSA (AU and RECs) in 2017 require strategies
for aligning the reform agenda to what needs to be
done to optimize the use of APSA instruments. For
instance, strategies are required for leveraging the
reform process to improve the quality and
effectiveness of interventions. Similarly, the reform
process provides an invaluable opportunity to address
the cases of non-intervention in some violent conflicts
on the continent; especially those that merit such
intervention under the AU Constitutive Act (Article 4(f)).

The AU and RECs in and outside of the APSA clearly
require a more result-oriented approach to the use of
APSA instruments in order to improve their quality and
effectiveness and also accountability in the use of the
instruments. Without excluding the capacity for
adaptation and flexibility in the use of the instruments,
the result-oriented approach could include developing
and using clearly defined objectives, indicators,
milestones and timelines to guide the use of particular
instruments. Apart for helping the AU/RECS and other
stakeholders to track progress (or otherwise), it will
also assist in framing a theory of change that shows
how each instrument and mission contributes to the
realization of the APSA vision.

In spite of recent declarations and political statements
reiterating the need to focus on conflict prevention, the
findings from 2017 show limited practical effort in
actual structural conflict prevention. The majority of
APSA-related interventions continue to be “crisis
response” and “fire-fighting”. It is not impossible that
the lack of resources and investment in practical
structural conflict prevention explains the limited use
of PCRD. The AU and RECs within and outside the
context of the APSA need to demonstrate greater
urgency and readiness to undertake practical conflict
prevention through quick action, dedicated resources
and investment focused on addressing the structural
causes of violence and insecurity in Africa.

There is a need to inject or strengthen a theme-based
approach within the APSA and the use of its
instruments in order to coordinate efforts and share
lessons on similar themes across different contexts.
Thus interventions in contexts with similar themes
(challenges) such as violent extremism, organized
crime, mass riots/protests, etc. could share experiences
and resources and replicate best practices. This can
contribute to improving the quality and effectiveness
of APSA instruments and interventions.

ECOWAS' pro-democratic intervention in The Gambia
in January 2017 was an example of African states
assuming greater responsibility in resolving African
problems. This ownership of solutions, particularly
financial, military and political in this case, averted a
potentially damaging political, humanitarian and
security crisis. ECOWAS' mission holds important
lessons for future interventions. First, any peace
enforcement mission requires realistic and achievable
mandates. Second, success rests on the capacity of
the AU, RECs or a coalition of interested and willing
countries to mobilize their diplomatic, financial and
military resources to act in a timely and decisive
manner.

The AU and RECs need to enhance their mediation
capacity. The AU's 2016 decision to establish a
mediation support unit (MSU) is an acknowledgment
that effective mediation requires a mixture of technical
knowledge and operational support provided by
specialized units. In this regard, the MSU has the
potential to play a critical role in identifying the most
qualified mediators and providing them with the
training and logistical help necessary to tackle complex
conflicts. Equally important, the MSU can and should
have an evaluation component that critically reviews
and assesses the work of AU mediators.

To boost their capacity for preventive diplomacy
and peacemaking, peacekeeping missions need to
strengthen their efforts to promote dialogue between
communities and defuse tensions that regularly erupt
in violent outbreaks. Examples of preventive initiatives
that merit support include MINUSCA's
and MINUSMA's efforts to support mediation and
dialogue between herders and farmers in the CAR and
Mali while ensuring that local stakeholders maintain
ownership of the processes. Such local ownership of
conflict prevention is crucial as it shields peacekeepers
from accusations of biases towards the pastoralists or
farmers. In the case of the Mopti region in Mali,
MINUSMA'’s facilitation of locally driven dialogue
processes fed into the organization of the “flood plains
conference” to "demarcate the cattle herder migration
routes.”™® In cases where feuding communities do not
perceive the government and local stakeholders as
credible or legitimate interlocutors, then peacekeepers
may have to assume the mantle of mediator of last
resort.

Given the insufficient resources for peacekeeping and
the multidimensional nature of violent local conflicts,
peacekeepers should develop prioritization criteria to
better optimize interventions. Even if such determinati-
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United Nations Peacekeeping, “The Role of United Nations Peacekeeping Oper-

ations in Addressing Local Conflicts’, October 2017, p. 32.
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https://peacekeeping.un.org/sites/default/files/20171003_local_conflict_web_0.pdf.
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ons may vary by context, a new consensus is emerging
on best practices to consider when making
prioritization decisions.”™ For example, peacekeepers
need to focus on the local conflicts that cause or
threaten to inflict the most violence to civilians and
disruption to national political processes.

The flexibility and decisional autonomy that new forms
of multilateral security cooperation such as the MNJTF
or the FC-G5S provide makes them attractive to
national governments. In spite of their differences from
PSOs, these ad hoc security initiatives do not have to
compete with existing PSOs or undermine the APSA. If
each focuses on its specific strengths, these so-called
coalitions of the willing can become an asset for the AU.
For now, their prominence provides a glimpse into the
future evolution of peace operations in Africa. The
challenge for the AU is how to include them in its PSO
doctrinal approaches. As the threats continue to
evolve, the AU needs to revisit its operational modes
for peace support operations in Africa.

151

A. Gorur and M. Vellturo, Local Conflict, Local Peacekeeping’, Stimson Center,

31 January 2017; see also United Nations Peacekeeping, “The Role of United Nations
Peacekeeping Operations in Addressing Local Conflicts’, October 2017.
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https://www.stimson.org/content/local-conflict-local-peacekeeping
https://peacekeeping.un.org/sites/default/files/20171003_local_conflict_web_0.pdf.
https://peacekeeping.un.org/sites/default/files/20171003_local_conflict_web_0.pdf.
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ANNEX

ANNEX |: 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 as
a calibration tool to maintain consistency throughout the countries.

DIPLOMACY

Type of

. Level Description of possible interventions at different levels
instrument

Diplomacy 1 )

 Cautionary wording in a PSC/AU/REC communiqué to parties in a conflict (e.g. ‘grave
(diplomatic concern’, 'deeply concerned’)
measures  Special/extraordinary AU/REC meeting on the conflict situation
taken by PSC « Appointing envoys/special representatives, appointing Joint Special Representatives and
or the. equiv- Head of Missions (e.g. UNAMID)
;I:g)t ina « '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 to a specific intervention)

« Specific mentioning of 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 the deployment of an election observation mission or a pre-election
assessment mission

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

+ Reaffirming commitment to 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

« Decision 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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Type of
instrument

Diplomacy

(diplomatic
measures
taken by PSC
or the equiv-
alentina
REC)

Level

Description of possible interventions at different levels

Use of the words ‘condemning’, ‘strongly condemning’, ‘strongly reject’ or ‘extreme
concern’ by the PSC, the AUC or the African Union Assembly of Heads of State and
Government

Extraordinary AU/REC meeting at heads of state level

Establishment of a country-specific office/task-force/international contact group/
commission on the country or the region (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 are not met

Deployment of military experts to verify/monitor processes of disarmament

Deployment of human rights observers

Threatening with sanctions/setting ultimatum

Urging the parties to return to negotiations/political processes immediately/without delay/
with specific timeline

Supporting and calling for a 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 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 peace-keeping operation (e.g. Mali)
Declaring an organisation a terrorist group (e.g. LRA) or welcoming UN declaring a group
a terrorist organisation

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

Requests 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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Type of
instrument

Diplomacy

(diplomatic
measures
taken by PSC
or the equiv-
alentina
REC)

Level

Description of possible interventions at different levels

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

Issue sanctions, lifting suspension

Implementation of 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'Etat

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

Establishment of peace agreement monitoring mission (e.g. MVM in South Sudan)
Decision not to deploy a peace support operation (e.g. Burundi and MAPROBU)

Mediation

Type of
instrument

Mediation
activities
undertaken
by the AU/
REC/RMs.

Level

Description of possible interventions at different levels

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

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

Consultations held with relevant parties in preparation for mediation meetings
Consultations by EOM with stakeholders (government, CSO, political parties) before
elections

Consultations held for the implementation and follow-up of a peace agreement (e.g. Mali
Algiers Peace Agreement)

AU/REC availing a budget for mediation activities

Appointing a high-level mediator (e.g. former or 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)

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

Mediation is led by the AU/RECs, or the AU/REC is playing the key role in the mediation
efforts.

AU/REC/RM 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 a mediation activity (e.g. African Union High-Level Implementation Panel on
Sudan (AUHIP))
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Peace Support Operations

:I'ype il Level Description of possible interventions at different levels

instrument

Peace 1  Preparatory meetings for a peace support operation

support « Needs assessment mission for stabilization purposes

operations + Convening of a resource mobilization meeting/conference for conflict transformation/
(including stabilization

ASF and its

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

precursors) « Request the AU Commission to undertake contingency planning [...];

2  Authorizes or mandates the deployment of a peace support operation

« Formalization of 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

:I'ype il Level Description of possible interventions at different levels
instrument

Engagement 1 « Meeting on PCRD organized/attended by the AU/REC
of PRCD * PCRD Assessment mission

actors from

AUC/RECs « Capacity building workshops are organized and led by the AU/REC (e.g. counterterrorism

workshops in Algeria, Central African Republic (CAR) and Tunisia)

« 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
« Commission implements recommendations from PCRD Needs Assessment Mission.
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ANNEX II: OVERVIEW OF ALL CONFLICT CLUSTERS

Max level
Name of Conflict . _ Level of of intensity Addressed
Cluster HEE SIS intensity  conflict by AU/REC
cluster
Algeria (Berbers/ ) . .
1 Kabylia) CU 1: Algeria (Berbers/Kabylia) 3 No
2 Algeria (opposition) | CU 2: Algeria (opposition) 3 Yes
Angola (FLEC/ . .
3 Cabinda) CU 1: Angola (FLEC/Cabinda) 3 No
4 Angola (UNITA) CU 2: Angola (UNITA) 3 Yes
CU 1: Algeria, Mali, et al. (AQIM et al.) 4
5 AQIM/Islamic State Yes
CU 2: Algeria, Egypt et a. (IS) 4
Egypt (Islamist
6 groups/Sinai CU 3: Egypt (Islamist groups/Sinai Peninsula) 4 Yes
Peninsula)
Nigeria, Cameroon, N . 5
7 Chad, Niger (Boko CU 1: Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger Ves
H (Boko Haram)
aram)
CU 1: Burundi (opposition) 3
Burundi
8 o Yes
(opposition) )
CU 3: Burundi (FNL — Rwasa) 3
9 Burundi — Rwanda CU 2: Burundi — Rwanda 2 No
Central African ) . . . 5
10 Republic G- CuU 1; ICentraI African Republic (anti-Balaka — Yes
s ex-Séléka
Balaka — ex-Séléka
11 Chad (opposition) CU1: Chad (opposition) 3 No
12 Chad (rebel groups) | CU2: Chad (rebel groups) 1 No
Céte d'lvoire e .
13 (opposition) CU 2: Cote d'Ivoire (opposition) 3 No
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Name of Conflict

Conflict Units included

Max level
Level of of intensity Addressed

Cluster intensity  conflict by AU/REC
cluster
CU 1: DR Congo (Bantu — Batwa) 4
CU 2: DR Congo (ex-M23), 3
CU 3: DR Congo (Ituri militias) 3
DR Congo (Eastern
Congo militia CU 4: DR Congo (Kata Katanga) 1
14 violence/Kata 5 v
Katanga, Kasai/KN) . €s
! CU 5: DR Congo (Kamuina Nsapu (KN)), 5
CU 6: DR Congo (Mayi-Mayi et al.) 5
CU 9: DR Congo, Rwanda (FDLR, CNRD) 3
CU 10: DR Congo, Uganda (ADF) 4
DR Congo . .
15 (opposition) CU7: DR Congo (opposition) 3 3 Yes
16 | DRCongo- CU3: DR Congo - Rwanda 2 2 No
Rwanda
17 Sepjpit = AT CU 6: Ethiopia — Egypt, Sudan (GERD) 2 2 No
Sudan (GERD) ’ '
Egypt (Muslims . . -
18 _Christians) CU 1: Egypt (Muslims/Christians) 3 3 No
19 Egypt (opposition) | CU 2: Egypt (opposition) 3 3 No
20 Egypt — Sudan CU 3: Egypt - Sudan 2 2 No
Equatorial Guinea
21 — Gabon (Mbanié, CU 1: Equatorial Guinea — Gabon (Mbanié, 1 1 No
Cocotier, Conga Cocotier, Conga Islands)
islands)
22 Eritrea (RSADO) CU 1: Eritrea (RSADO) 1 1 No
23 Ethiopia — Eritrea CU 2: Ethiopia — Eritrea 2 2 no
Eg)(;gtn_ Ethiopia, CU 1: Egypt — Ethiopia, Sudan
24 M 2 2 No
(GERD) (GERD)
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Name of Conflict
Cluster

Conflict Units included

Max level
Level of of intensity Addressed
intensity  conflict by AU/REC

55

cluster
o CU 2: Ethiopia (ARDUF) 3
25 Ethiopia (TDPM/ 3 No
ARDUF) o
CU 7: Ethiopia (TPDM) 2
26 | Ethiopia (inter- CU 3: Ethiopia (inter-ethnic rivalry)™ 5
ethnic rivalry/OLF/
ONLF/opposition)
CU 4: Ethiopia (OLF/Oromiya) 2
5 No
CU 6: Ethiopia (opposition) 3
CU 5: (ONLF/Ogaden) 3
27 Gabon (opposition) | CU 1: Gabon (opposition) 3 3 No
28 Guinea (opposition) | CU 1: Guinea (opposition) 3 3 No
Guinea-Bissau 3
29 - CU 1: Guinea-Bissau (opposition) 3 Yes
(opposition)
30 e (ier CU 1: Kenya (inter-communal violence) 3 3 No
communal violence)
31 Kenya (MRC/Coast) | CU 2: Kenya (MRC/Coast) 1 1 No
32 Kenya (opposition) | CU 3: Kenya (opposition) 3 3 Yes
33 Lesotho? CU 1: Lesotho (military factions) 3 3 Yes
Libya (inter- CU 1: Libya (inter-tribal tensions) 3
34 tribal tensions/ 5 Yes
opposition) CU 2: Libya (opposition) 5
CentraI.Afncan CU 1: Central African Republic, DR Congo,
35 Republic, DR 3 3 Yes
South Sudan, Uganda (LRA)
Congo, South
. CU 1: Mali (CMA et al/Azawad)
Mali (Azawad/
& Northern Mali) . 5 =
CU 2: Mali (inter-militant rivalry/Northern Mali)
37 Mali (opposition CU 3: Mali (opposition) 3 3 Yes
38 Maurltanla' (gntl- CU 1: Mauritania (anti-slavery activists) 3 3 No
slavery activists)
39 Morocco CU 1: Morocco (opposition) 3 3 No
Morocco .
40 (POLISARIO/ CU 2: Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara) 3 3 Yes
41 Mozambique CU 1: Mozambique (RENAMO) 3 3 No
2 Although included in 2014, this conflict was not listed in the Heidelberg Conflict Barometer 2015, 2016 and 2017. However, given the on-

going conflict in the country, the project team decided to add this conflict to the overview at a similar level of intensity as in 2014.



Max level

Name of Conflict Conflict Units included Level of of intensity Addressed
Cluster intensity  conflict by AU/REC
cluster
42 Niger (opposition) | CU 1: Niger (opposition) 3 3 No
43 Nigeria (North/ CU 1: Nigeria (Christians — Muslims) 3
South — Christians —
Muslims/Nasarawa) | CU 2: Nigeria (Eggon groups/Nasarawa State) 1
CU 3: Nigeria (farmers — pastoralists) 5 5 No
CU 5: Nigeria (IMN) 3
CU 6: Nigeria (Northerners — Southerners) 3
Nigeria (ljaw T .
44 groups/Niger Delta) CU 4: Nigeria (ljaw groups/Niger Delta) 3 3 No
45 St (e CU 7: Nigeria (Pro- Biafra Groups/Biafra) 3 3 No
Biafra Groups/ -9 P
Biafra)
Cameroon, ) L . .
46 Nigeria (militants/ CU 8: Cameroon, Nigeria (militants/Bakassi) 1 1 No
Bakassi)
47 Replofie Of. CU 1: Republic of Congo (Ninja militias) 3 3 No
Congo (Ninja ’
militias)
48 Republic of CU 2: Republic of Congo (opposition) 2 2 No
Congo :Rep go (opp
(onbosition)
\UPFUDILI\JI I/
49 L CU 1: Senegal (MFDC/Casamance) 2 2 No
Casamance)
5o | eraleone (APC | ) 4. Gierra Leone (APC — SLPP) 3 3 Yes
- SLPP)
51 Somalia CU 1: Somalia (ASW)) 2
(federalization CU 2: Somalia (Habr Gedir — Biymal/
process/inter- L Shabell 3
militia rivalry) e Sl i)
CU 3: Somalia (Hawadle — Surre/Hiiraan) 2
CU 4: Somalia (inter-militia rivalry/Jubaland 2 3 Yes
CU 6: Somalia (Khatumo State — Puntland >
— Somaliland)
CU 7: Somalia (Puntland) 1
CU 8: Somalia (Somaliland) 1
Somalia — Kenya CU 9: Somalia, Kenya (Al-Shabaab) 5
52 (Islamist actors, 5 Yes
Al-Shabaaby/I55) CU 5: Somalia (ISS) 3
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Max level

Name of Conflict Conflict Units included Level of of intensity Addressed
Cluster intensity  conflict by AU/REC
cluster
53 South Afrlca CU 2: South Africa (opposition) 3 3 No
(opposition)
54 South Africa CU 3: South Africa (xenophobes) 3 3 No
(xenophobes)
55 South Sudan (civil CU 1: South Sudan (inter-communal rivalry) 5 5 Yes
war)
CU 2: South Sudan (opposition) 2
CU 3: South Sudan (SPLM/A-in-Opposition) 5
CU 4: South Sudan (various militias) 3
South Sudan
56 (border CU 5: South Sudan (border communities) 1 2 No
communities)
Sudan (Darfur/ CU 1: Sudan (Darfur) 5
57 inter- 5 Yes
communal CU 3: Sudan (inter-communal violence) 4
violence)
IS
sy | SUeEn i CU 2: Sudan (Eastern Front) 1 2 No
Front)
59 Sudan (opposition) | CU 4: Sudan (opposition) 3 3 Yes
60 Sudan (SPLM/A-
NL:)rth/éouth / CU 5: Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South Kordofan, 3
Kordofan, Blue Blue Nile)
Nile/Sudan — South 5 Yes
Sudan/Sudan, CU 6: Sudan — South Sudan 3
South Sudan
(Abyei)) CU 7: Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei) 3
61 swaziland CU 1: Swaziland (opposition) 2 2 No
(opposition) ' PP
Tanzania (Chadema, ) . B
62 CUF - CCM) CU 1: Tanzania (Chadema, CUF — CCM) 3 3 No
63 Tanzan'la (Christians CU 2: Tanzania (Christians — Muslims) 1 1 No
— Muslims)
The Gambia . . o
64 (opposition) CU 1: Gambia (opposition) 3 3 Yes
CU 1 : Togo (opposition)
65 Togo (opposition) 3 3 Yes
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Max level

Name of Conflict Conflict Units included Level of of intensity Addressed
Cluster intensity  conflict by AU/REC
cluster

66 Tunisia (opposition) | CU 1: Tunisia (opposition) 3 3 No
Uganda (Baganda/ .

67 Buganda) CU 1: Uganda (Baganda/Buganda) 1 1 No
Uganda (Inter- CU 2: Uganda (Bakonzo/Rwenzururu) 3
communal

68 . 3 No
rivalry/Bakonzo/ CU 3: Uganda (Inter-communal 3
Rwenzururu) Rivalry/Rwenzururu)

69 Ugrrele CU 4: Uganda (opposition) 3 3 No
(opposition) ’

70 Z|mbak?vye CU 1: Zimbabwe (opposition) 3 3 Yes
(opposition)

ANNEX [I1: OVERVIEW OF ALL CONFLICT CLUSTERS > 3 ADDRESSED BY AU/RECS

Level of Max level of
Name of Conflict Cluster Conflict Units included . . intensity conflict
intensity
cluster
1 | Algeria (opposition) CU 2: Algeria (opposition) 3 3
2 | Angola (UNITA) CU 2: Angola (UNITA) 3 3
CU 1: Algeria, Mali, et al. (AQIM et al.) 4
3 | AQIM/Islamic State 4
CU 2: Algeria, Egypt et a. (IS) 4
Egypt (Islamist groups/ CU 3: Egypt (Islamist groups/Sinai Peninsula)
4 20" . 4 4
Sinai Peninsula)
5 Nigeria, Cameroon, CU 1: Nigeria, Cameroon, Chad, Niger 3 5
Chad, Niger (Boko (Boko Haram)
Haram)
CU 1: Burundi (opposition) 3
6 | Burundi (opposition) 3
CU 3: Burundi (FNL — Rwasa) 3
7 Central African Republic CU 1: Central African Republic (anti-Balaka > 5
(anti-Balaka — ex-Séléka) — ex-Séléka)
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Max level of

Name of Conflict Cluster Conflict Units included .Level Pf intensity conflict
intensity
cluster
8 | DR Congo (Eastern Congo CU 1: DR Congo (Bantu — Batwa) 4 5
militia violence/Kata
Katan-ga, Kasai/KN) CU 2: DR Congo (ex-M23), 3
CU 3: DR Congo (lIturi militias) 3
CU 4: DR Congo (Kata Katanga) 1
CU 5: DR Congo (Kamuina Nsapu (KN)), 5
CU 6: DR Congo (Mayi-Mayi et al.) 5
CU 9: DR Congo, Rwanda (FDLR, CNRD) 3
CU 10: DR Congo, Uganda (ADF) 4
9 | DR Congo (opposition) CU7: DR Congo (opposition) 3 3
10 | Guinea-Bissau (opposition) | CU 1: Guinea-Bissau (opposition) 3 3
11 Kenya (opposition) CU 3: Kenya (opposition) 3 B
12 Lesotho CU 1: Lesotho (military factions) 3 3
- Ty (el CU 1: Libya (inter-tribal tensions) 3 ;
tensions/opposition) CU 2: Libya (opposition) 5
Central African Repubilic, ) . .
14 DR Congo, Soun Sudan. | £ Cetal Altan Sepubic of ; a
Ugan-da (LRA) 9o 9
1: Mali (CMA I/A
15 Mali (Azawad/Northern v ali (¢ EVSEIE) 3 3
Mali) CU 2: Mali (inter-militant rivalry/northern Mali)
16 | Mali (opposition groups) CU 3: Mali (opposition) 3 3
Morocco (POLISARIO/ )
17 s SelieE) CU 2: Morocco (POLISARIO/Western Sahara) 3 3
18 | Sierra Leone (APC — SLPP) CU 1: Sierra Leone (APC — SLPP) 3 3
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Max level of

Name of Conflict Cluster Conflict Units included ihi::ls;:f intensity conflict
y cluster
19 | Somalia (federalization CU 1: Somalia (ASW)J) 3
pro-cess/inter-militia
rivalry) CU 2: Somalia (Habr Gedir — Biymal/Lower
Sha-belle)
CU 3: Somalia (Hawadle — Surre/Hiiraan)
CU 4: Somalia (inter-militia rivalry/Jubaland
CU 6: Somalia (Khatumo State — Puntland —
So-maliland)
CU 7: Somalia (Puntland)
CU 8: Somalia (Somaliland)
2 Seriie i (enye (S CU 9: Somalia, Kenya (Al-Shabaab) ;
Al-Sh I
actors, Al-Shabaab/ISS) CU 5: Somalia (ISS)
21 | South Sudan (civil war) CU 1: South Sudan (inter-communal rivalry) 5
CU 2: South Sudan (opposition)
CU 3: South Sudan (SPLM/A-in-Opposition)
CU 4: South Sudan (various militias)
1: Darfi
20 Sudan (Darfur/inter- (IR Bk Rk 5
- | viol
com-munal violence) CU 3: Sudan (inter-communal violence)
23 | Sudan (opposition) CU 4: Sudan (opposition) 3
24 | Sudan (SPLM/A-North/ CU 5: Sudan (SPLM/A-North/South 5
South Kordofan, Blue Kordofan, Blue Nile)
Nile / Sudan — South
Sudan/Su-dan, South CU 6: Sudan - South Sudan
Sudan (Abyei))
CU 7: Sudan, South Sudan (Abyei)
25 | The Gambia (opposition) CU 1: Gambia (opposition) 3
26 | Togo (opposition) CU 1: Togo (opposition) 3
27 | Zimbabwe (opposition) CU 1: Zimbabwe (opposition) 3
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ANNEX [V: CONFLICT CLUSTERS NOT ADDRESSED BY AU/RECS

. Max level of
LEIOC TS Conflict Units included .Level .°f intensity conflict Addressed
Cluster intensity by AU/REC
cluster
Algeria (Berbers/ . . .
1 Kabylia) CU 1: Algeria (Berbers/Kabylia) 3 3 No
Angola (FLEC/ . .
2 el CU 1: Angola (FLEC/Cabinda) 3 3 No
3 | Chad (opposition) CU1: Chad (opposition) 3 3 No
Céte d'lvoire o I -,
4 (opposition) CU 2: Cote d'Ivoire (opposition) 3 3 No
Egypt (Muslims . . .
5 Christians) CU 1: Egypt (Muslims/Christians) 3 3 No
6 | Egypt (opposition) CU 2: Egypt (opposition) 3 3 No
L CU 2: Ethiopia (ARDUF) 3
7 Ethiopia (TDPM/ 3 No
ARDUF)
CU 7: Ethiopia (TPDM) 2
CU 3: Ethiopia (inter-ethnic rivalry) 5
Ethiopia (inter- CU 4: Ethiopia (OLF/Oromiya) 2
8 | ethnic rivalry/OLF/ 5 No
ONLF/opposition) CU 5: (ONLF/Ogaden) 3
CU 6: Ethiopia (opposition) 3
9 | Gabon (opposition) CU 1: Gabon (opposition) 3 3 No
10 | Guinea (opposition) CU 1: Guinea (opposition) 3 3 No
11 Kenya (|nter-‘ CU 1: Kenya (inter-communal violence) 3 3 No
communal violence)
12 Maurltanla. (?ntl_ CU 1: Mauritania (anti-slavery activists) 3 3 No
slavery activists)
13 | Morocco (opposition) | CU 1: Morocco (opposition) 3 3 No
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Max level of

Name of Conflict . _ Level of . ; . . Addressed
Cluster Conflict Units included T——— intensity conflict by AU/REC
cluster
|| WErElmlelE CU 1: Mozambique (RENAMO) 3 3 No
(RENAMO) '
15 | Niger (opposition) CU 1: Niger (opposition) 3 3 No
CU 1: Nigeria (Christians — Muslims) 3
CU 2: Nigeria (Eggon groups/Nasarawa State) 1
Nigeria (North/
16 | South — Christians — CU 3: Nigeria (farmers — pastoralists) 5 5 No
Muslims/Nasarawa)
CU 5: Nigeria (IMN) 3
CU 6: Nigeria (Northerners — Southerners 3
Nigeria (ljaw N .
17 groups/Niger Delta) CU 4: Nigeria (ljaw groups/Niger Delta) 3 3 No
18 Mgt (o= CU 7: Nigeria (Pro- Biafra Groups/Biafra) 3 3 No
Biafra Groups/ '
Biafra)
19 | Republic of CU 1: Republic of Congo (Ninja militias) 3 3 No
Congo (Ninja -hep 9 )
militias)
20 Sl Afrlca CU 2: South Africa (opposition) 3 3 No
(opposition)
21 South Africa CU 3: South Africa (xenophobes) 3 3 No
(xenophobes)
Tanzania (Chadema, ) . 3
22 CUF - CCM) CU 1: Tanzania (Chadema, CUF — CCM) 3 3 No
23 | Tunisia (opposition) CU 1: Tunisia (opposition) 3 3 No
Uganda (Inter- CU 2: Uganda (Bakonzo/Rwenzururu) 3
24 | communal rivalry/ 3 No
Bakonzo/Rwenzururu) | CU 3: Uganda (Inter-communal 3
Rivalry/Rwenzururu)
25 | Uganda (opposition) CU 4: Uganda (opposition) 3 3 No
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ANNEX V: OVERVIEW OF AU/REC INTERVENTIONS (2017)

Country Conflict Cluster Highest Highest Highest level Highest level Acts of explicitly
level level prevention
diplomacy mediation

Name of Name of conflict cluster (e.g.AU: 1, | (e.g.AU: 1, | (e.g. AU: 1, (e.g. AU: 1, (Describe, if any)

country/ IGAD:2) IGAD:2) IGAD:2) IGAD:2)

conflict

1 Algeria Algeria (opposition) AU: 2 N.a. N.a N.a. None
2 Angola Angola (UNITA) SADC: 2 N.a. N.a. N.a. None
AU: 2
ICGLR: 1
3 AQIM/IS Algeria, Mali et. al (AQIM/IS) | AU: 2 N.a. AU: 2 N.a. None
G5 Sahel: G5 Sahel: 3
2
ECOWAS:
2
4 AQIM/IS Egypt (Militant groups/ AU: 2 N.a. N.a. N.a. None
Sinai Peninsula)
5 | Boko Nigeria, Chad, AU: 2 N.a AU: 3 N.a None
Haram Cameroon, Niger (Boko
Haram) ECOWAS:
2
ECCAS: 1
6 Burundi Burundi (opposition) AU: 2 EAC: 2 N.a. N.a. None
EAC: 2
ICGLR: 1
SADC: 1
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Effectiveness of interventions

Quality of interventions

Mediation and peace agreement

Overall/Partly/Rather unsuccessful or Overall high/ Medium/ Mostly low quality Description + Held > 1 year
'too early to tell’ (use latter very or 'too early to tell’ (use latter very (if applicable)
sparingly) sparingly)

Diplomacy: Diplomacy:

AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Partly successful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: Non
AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

SADC: Partly successful SADC: Medium quality

ICGLR: Partly successful ICGLR: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Partly successful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Partly successful AU: Overall high quality

G5 Sahel: Partly successful ECOWAS: Overall high quality

ECOWAS: Partly successful G5 Sahel: Overall high quality

PSO: PSO:

AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

G5 Sahel: Partly successful G5 Sahel: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Partly Overall judgment:

successful Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Rather unsuccessful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

ECOWAS: Partly successful ECOWAS: Medium quality

G5 Sahel: Partly successful G5 Sahel: Medium quality

PSO: PSO:

LCBC/AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Partly Overall judgment:

successful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Mostly low quality

EAC: Rather unsuccessful EAC: Mostly low quality

ICGLR: Rather unsuccessful ICGLR: Mostly low quality

SADC: Rather unsuccessful SADC: Mostly low quality

Mediation: Mediation:

EAC: Rather unsuccessful EAC: Mostly low quality

Overall judgment: Rather Overall judgment: Mostly

unsuccessful low quality
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Country Conflict Cluster Highest Highest Highest level Highest level Acts of explicitly
level level PSO PCRD prevention

diplomacy mediation

7 | Central Central African Republic AU: 2 AU: 1 N.a N.a None
African (anti-Balaka — ex-Séléka)
Republic ECCAS:2 | ECCAS: 1
ICGLR: 2
8 LRA Central African Republic, AU: 2 N.a. AU: 3 N.a. None

DR Congo, South Sudan,
Uganda (LRA)

9 DR Congo DR Congo (Eastern AU: 2 N.a. N.a. N.a. None
Congo militia violence/
Kata Katanga, Kasai/KN) SADC: 2
ICGLR: 2
10 | DR Congo | DR Congo (opposition) AU: 2 N.a. N.a N.a. None
SADC: 2
ICGLR: 1
11 | Guinea- Guinea- ECOWAS: | ECOWAS: | ECOWAS: 3 AU: 1 None
21 2
Bissau Bissau (opposition)
AU: 1
12 | Kenya Kenya (opposition) AU: 2 N.a. N.a. N.a. None
IGAD: 2
COMESA:
2
EAC: 2
ICGLR: 2
13 | Lesotho Lesotho AU: 2 SADC: 2 SADC: 3 N.a. None
(military factions) SADC: 2
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Effectiveness of interventions

Quality of interventions

Mediation and peace agreement

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality

ECCAS: Partly successful ECCAS: Medium quality

ICGLR: Partly successful ICGLR: Medium quality

Mediation: Mediation:

AU: Too early to tell AU: Too early to tell

ECCAS: Too early to tell ECCAS: Too early to tell

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Partly successful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Mostly low quality

PSO: PSO:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment:
Rather unsuccessful

AU: Mostly low quality
Overall judgment:
Mostly low quality

Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
SADC: Rather unsuccessful
ICGLR: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment: Rather
unsuccessful

Diplomacy:

AU: Medium quality
SADC: Medium quality
ICGLR: Medium quality
Overall judgment:
Medium quality

Kasai region traditional chiefs signed
an agreement to promote peace
and development in the region
during a peace forum the
government held between 18-21
September.”16

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Partly successful SADC: AU: Mostly low quality

Rather unsuccessful ICGLR: SADC: Mostly low quality
Rather unsuccessful ICGLR: Mostly low quality
Overall judgment: Partly Overall judgment:

successful Mostly low quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy

AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Medium quality ECOWAS:
ECOWAS: Rather unsuccessful Medium high quality
Mediation: Mediation:

ECOWAS: Rather unsuccessful ECOWAS: Medium quality PSO:
PSO: ECOWAS: Medium quality
ECOWAS: Overall successful Overall judgment:

Overall judgment: Medium quality

Overall successful

Diplomacy: Diplomacy:

AU: Partly successful IGAD: AU: Medium quality IGAD:
Partly successful COMESA: Medium quality COMESA:
Partly successful EAC: Medium quality EAC:

Partly successful ICGLR: Medium quality ICGLR:

Partly successful Overall Medium quality Overall
judgment: Partly judgment: Medium

successful quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None

AU: Partly successful
SADC: Partly successful
Mediation:

SADC: Partly successful
PSO:

SADC: Too early to tell
Overall judgment:
Partly successful

AU: Overall high quality
SADC: Overall high quality
Mediation:

SADC: Medium quality
PSO:

SADC: Medium quality
Overall judgment:
Overall high quality
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# Country Conflict Cluster Highest Highest Highest level Highest level Acts of explicitly
level level PSO PCRD prevention

diplomacy mediation

14 | Libya Libya AU: 2 AU: 2 N.a. N.a. None
(opposition/inter-
tribal tension
15 Mali Mali (Azawad/ Northern AU: 3 AU: 2 AU: 1 AU: 1
Mali)
ECOWAS: | ECOWAS:
2 2
G5 Sahel:
2
16 | Mali Mali (opposition) AU: 1 N.a N.a N.a None
ECOWAS:
1
17 | Morocco Morocco AU: 3 N.a. N.a. N.a. None
(POLISARIO/Western
Sahara)
18 Sierra Sierra Leone (APC — SLPP) AU: 1 N.a. N.a. AU: 1 None
Leone
ECOWAS:
1
19 | Somalia Somalia — Kenya AU: 2 N.a. AU: 3 N.a. None
(Al-Shabaab)
IGAD: 2
20 | Somalia Somalia (federalization AU: 1 IGAD: 3 N.a. N.a. None
process/inter-
IGAD: 1
militia rivalry)
21 South South Sudan (civil war) AU: 2 AU: 3 N.a. N.a. None
Sudan
IGAD: 2 IGAD: 3
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Effectiveness of interventions

Diplomacy:

AU: Partly successful
Mediation:

AU: Partly successful
Overall judgment:
Partly successful

Quality of interventions

Diplomacy:

AU: Medium quality
Mediation:

AU: Medium quality
Overall judgment:
Medium quality

Mediation and peace agreement

A peace deal/ceasefire between
Awlad Suleiman, Tebu and Tuareg
tribes negotiated in Rome (30 March
2017)." (Didn't hold for a year); Joint
declaration/ceasefire agreement
between GNA PM Fayez al-Sarraj,
and LNA's Khalifa Haftar (25 July
2017)."®8 (Not applicable)

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Overall successful AU: Overall high quality

ECOWAS: Overall successful ECOWAS: Overall high quality

Mediation: Mediation:

AU: Overall successful AU: Overall high quality

ECOWAS: Overall successful ECOWAS: Overall high quality

Overall judgment: Overall Overall judgment:

successful Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy:

AU: Too early to tell AU: Overall high quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Too early to tell Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Rather unsuccessful Medium quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Overall successful AU: Overall high quality

ECOWAS: Overall successful ECOWAS: Overall high quality

PCRD: PCRD:

AU: Partly successful AU: Medium quality Overall

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

successful Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None

AU: Overall successful
IGAD: Overall successful
PSO:

AU: Partly successful
Overall judgment:
Overall successful

AU: Medium quality
IGAD: Medium quality
PSO;

AU: Medium quality
Overall judgment:
Medium quality

Diplomacy:

AU: Overall successful
IGAD: Overall successful
Mediation:

IGAD: Partly successful
Overall judgment:
Overall successful

Diplomacy:

AU: Overall high quality
IGAD: Overall high quality
Mediation:

IGAD: Overall high quality
Overall judgment:
Overall high quality

19 October: “Somaliland” and the self-
proclaimed “"Khatumo State” signed a
five-point agreement in Caynabo™ (not
applicable); 6 December: Power
sharing agreement was signed
between the Galmudug state and the
Ahlu Sunna Wal Jama’a (ASWJ)-20

Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
IGAD: Rather unsuccessful
Mediation:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
IGAD: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment: Rather
unsuccessful

Diplomacy:

AU: Overall high quality
IGAD: Overall high quality
Mediation:

AU: Overall high quality
IGAD: Overall high quality
Overall judgment:
Overall high quality

Ceasefire agreement between Dinka
Bor and Murle from Jonglei and
Boma states (22 May)?' (did not hold
for a year); Unilateral Ceasefire
declared by SPLM/A (22 May)?? - did
not hold for a year; Unilateral
ceasefire declared by SPLM/A (7
November)?; Cessation of Hostilities,
Protection of Civilians and
Humanitarian access agreement
between SPLM/A and SPLM/IO (21
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Country

Conflict Cluster

Highest Highest
level level
diplomacy mediation

Highest level
SO

Highest level
PCRD

Acts of explicitly
prevention

22 | Sudan Sudan (inter- AU: 2 AU: 3 AU: 3 N.a None
communal violence/
Darfur)
23 | Sudan Sudan (opposition) AU: 2 AU: 1 N.a. N.a. None
24 | Sudan Sudan (SPLM/A-North/ AU: 2 AU: 1 N.a. N.a. None
South Kordofan, Blue
Nile/Sudan — South
Sudan)
25 | The Gambia | The Gambia (opposition) AU: 2 ECOWAS: | ECOWAS: 3 AU: 1 None
3
ECOWAS:
2
26 | Togo Togo (opposition) AU: 1 ECOWAS: | N.a. N.a None
2
ECOWAS:
2
27 | Zimbabwe Zimbabwe (opposition) AU: 1 N.a. N.a. N.a.
SADC: 1
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Effectiveness of interventions

Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Mediation:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
PSO:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment:
Rather unsuccessful

Quality of interventions

Diplomacy:

AU: Medium quality
Mediation:

AU: Mostly low quality
PSO:

AU: Mostly low quality
Overall judgment:
Medium quality

Mediation and peace agreement

- Unilateral Ceasefire extended by
Sudanese government for further six
months (15 January 2017).25(Did not
hold > 1 year)

- SLM-M, JEM, and Sudan Liberation
Movement-Transitional Council
(SLM-TC) extended a unilateral
cessation of hostilities in the Darfur
region for three months. (3 February
2017).26 Did not hold > 1 year)

Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Mediation:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment:
Rather unsuccessful

Diplomacy:
AU:Mostly low quality
Mediation:

AU: Mostly low quality
Overall judgment:
Mostly low quality

Diplomacy:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Mediation:

AU: Rather unsuccessful
Overall judgment:
Rather unsuccessful

Diplomacy:

AU: Mostly low quality
Mediation:

AU: Mostly low quality
Overall judgment:
Mostly low quality

- Unilateral Ceasefire extended by
Sudanese government for further six
months (15 January 2017).27(Did not
hold > 1 year)

- Unilateral Ceasefire extended by
Sudanese government until the end of
2017 (8 October 2017).2¢ (Not
applicable)

- SPLM/A-N-Agar declared an unilateral
six-month ceasefire for Blue Nile (28
December 2017).2° (Not applicable)

Diplomacy:

AU: Overall successful
ECOWAS: Overall successful
Mediation:

ECOWAS: Overall successful
PSO:

ECOWAS: Overall successful
PCRD:

Overall successful Overall
judgment: Overall

Diplomacy:

AU: Overall high quality
ECOWAS: Overall high quality
Mediation:

ECOWAS: Overall high quality
PSO:

ECOWAS: Overall high quality
PCRD:

Overall high quality Overall
judgment:

Out-going President Yahja Jammeh
signed an agreement to (to step
down peacefully) negotiated by
ECOWAS Heads of State Alpha Condé
and Mohamed Ould Abdel Aziz of
Guinea and Mauritania,
respectively.>0

successful Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None
AU: Rather unsuccessful AU: Medium quality

ECOWAS: Rather unsuccessful ECOWAS Medium quality

Mediation: Mediation:

ECOWAS: Partly successful ECOWAS: Medium quality

Overall judgment: Overall judgment:

Partly successful Overall high quality

Diplomacy: Diplomacy: None

AU: Partly successful SADC:
Partly successful Overall
judgment: Partly successful

AU: Mostly low quality SADC:
Mostly low quality Overall
judgment: Mostly low quality
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For further questions on specific conflicts and interventions covered in this report, write an email to melhik.bekele@ipss-addis.org

www.ipss-add is.org/publ icat ions
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