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Executive Summary
The transition from the Organization for African Unity (OAU) to the African Union (AU) was a consequence of the changing peace and security agenda of the Pan-African organization. The African leaders desired a continental peace and security architecture, which would be capable of preventing, managing and resolving conflicts in Africa. The OAU, guided by the principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity, was  inadequate to accommodate this new headed direction. Hence, on 9 July 2002, in Durban, South Africa, 53 Member States signed the Constitutive Act of this continental Intergovernmental Organization (IGO). 
The AU’s peace and security architecture, let by the Peace and Security Council (PSC) and support arrangements, has made significant progress in addressing the challenges of Africa. 
Yet when it comes to a long-term approach the AU peace security architecture is challenged by the following three main factors: 
1. Lack of resources
The AU suffers from a enormous financial deficit  as it has only a few resources, due to the lack of Member States’ contribution to the Union, and the high costs to conduct missions. As a result, the Union over-relies on external support and in this way subjects Africa to external donors’ their own agenda. 

2. Ambiguous legitimacy

The newly adopted intervention clause of the AU is not completely outlined. The AU does not formally acknowledge its obligation to request authorization from the UNSC  for intervention. Furthermore, the division of responsibilities between these organizations in missions remain unclear as a result of contradictions in the AU legal framework. Moreover, specified descriptions of situations where the AU is permitted to intervene are also unavailable. 
3. Weak institutional and military capacity

The AU has thus far not established a strong institutional and military capacity due to the lack of human and financial resources. This has resulted in a poorly run PSC and the slow establishment of a Standby Force. In addition, the PSC has not devoted its attention to structural conflict resolution. Therefore, the AU is unable to effectively address the problems of Africa, especially in the long-term.
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Introduction
“No more, never again. Africans cannot... watch the tragedies developing in the continent and say it is the UN’s responsibility or somebody else’s responsibility. We have moved the concept of non-interference to non-indifference. We cannot as Africans remain indifferent to the tragedy of our people” (Ambassador Saïd Djinnit, African Union’s Commissioner of Peace and Security, Addis Ababa, 28 June 2004)(as cited in Powell, 2005, p. 1). 

This predominant sentiment formed the trigger for the African leaders to take matters into their own hands and genuinely address the plagues of the continent, namely: the enduring wars, conflicts and crises. Hence, in July 2002, in Durban, South Africa, 53 African heads of state and government launched the AU, as a continental organization, as a step towards this new headed direction of the African leaders: establishing peace and security in Africa. 

The AU’s predecessor, the Organization for African Unity (OAU) was incompetent to support the new objectives and principles of the African leaders. Thus, the establishment of a new and more dynamic organization was vital. 

The Constitutive Act and the Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council (PSC) emphasized the course of the newly established organization, namely: the building of a continental peace and security architecture, including a key component and support entities capable of preventing, managing and resolving conflicts in Africa. 

This thesis aims at examining the peace and security architecture of the AU.
The central question of this thesis is:

“Is the African Union’s peace and security architecture capable of effectively addressing the peace and security challenges of Africa?”

In order to answer the central question, the following sub-questions have to be answered:

· What is the history of the African Union?

· What does the peace and security architecture of the AU look like?
· Are there other AU programs that are engaged in the peace and security architecture?

· Are there any attempts of the AU to preserve the peace and security within its Member States? If so, what happened, what was the role of the AU and what were the results? 

· What are the strengths of the peace and security architecture of the AU?  

· What are the challenges of the AU peace and the security architecture?
· What can the AU do to improve its capability? 
In order to provide an appropriate answer to the central question of this thesis I conducted desk-research. I collected books and articles from journals from the African Studies Centre, situated at the University of Leiden. Furthermore, I used the Internet as a source of information. Due to the excess amount of information on this topic I was not obliged to hold an interview.

The thesis is composed of three chapters, conclusion and recommendations.

Chapter 1: 

This chapter looks at the history and development of the AU. Firstly, it will discuss the development and the failure of the OAU. Secondly, it will discuss the transformation from the OAU to the AU. Subsequently, the chapter will discuss the objectives and principles of the AU and finally, the newly established organs will be discussed.

Chapter 2:

This chapter focuses on the peace and security architecture of the AU. It will, firstly, discuss the steps of the AU toward its peace and security architecture. Secondly, the PSC and its support arrangements will be examined. Finally, this chapter will evaluate the AU peace and security architecture by looking at its strengths and its challenges. 

Chapter 3:

In this chapter case-studies will be conducted to examine the AU in maintaining the peace and security in Africa. The chapter will use the Burundi conflict and Darfur-Sudan crisis. . 
Conclusion:

The conclusion will answer the central question based on the evaluation of the peace and security architecture and the case-studies. 

Recommendations:

The recommendations are based on the three main factors defined in the conclusion. 
1. History and Development of the African Union
The AU, as the successor of the OAU, was established in July 2002 to enhance the role of the organisation in addressing the increasing and changing challenges faced by Africa. The AU focuses, amongst others, on democracy, rule of law, human rights and the maintenance of peace and stability on the continent in contrast to its predecessor which was founded in an era where decolonisation from Western domination was the main priority of the African States. Thus, the creation of the AU was to replace the OAU as it encountered new challenges, such as globalisation, that needed to be dealt with. 

The idea of an United States of Africa emerged when the already independent states seeked to create an unity of all African states. This desire for African unity was a political instrument and ideology in the struggle for independence in Africa and was referred to as Pan-Africanism. This concept of Pan-Africanism pronounces solidarity amongst Africans as the only way to address the social, political and economic problems of Africa.
 One of the leading advocates of Pan-Africanism, President Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana argued that African unity was the only answer to address the various issues facing independent Africa. Hoskyns described (as cited in Francis, 2006) the OAU as a “strong continental commitment to unity, based on racial consciousness and the common experience of colonialism” (p.30). 

Furthermore, the African leaders were also determined to solve the complex  and diverse problems of wars, civil conflict, increasing poverty and underdevelopment of the continent themselves. This urgency to respond to the peace and security issues of Africa became known as the ‘Try Africa First Approach’ which called for ‘African solutions to African problems’. Thus, the unity of African states was to take the matters of Africa into their own hands by collectively responding to the challenges faced by Africa. As a result the OAU was established, on 25 May 1963 in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. (Francis, 2006, p.16, 21-22).
This chapter will, firstly, discuss the development and the reasons that led to the failure of the OAU. Secondly, this chapter examines the transition from the OAU to the African Union. Finally, the chapter discusses the objectives and priniciples of the AU and its organs. 

1.1. The development and failure of the Organization for African Unity 
With the Pan-African vision as the guiding principle, the 32 independent African states signed the Charter of the OAU, which went into force on 13 September 1963. The Charter acknowledged four main organs, namely: the Assembly of Heads of State and Government, the Council of Ministers, the General Secretariat and the Commission of Mediation, Conciliation and Arbitration (CMCA). Furthermore, the Charter included principles and objectives that supported the primary priority of the Organization: the decolonisation of all African countries and the building of a continental political unity. The most binding principles were that of non-interference in the internal affairs of Member States, respect for their sovereignty and territorial integrity and for self-determination by the Member States. This meant that neither the OAU nor the Member States were allowed to interfere in the internal matters of the other Member States (Okoth, 2008, p.23-24). 
As many African countries became independent, the OAU altered its focus from seeking independence for all African countries to ending apartheid in South-Africa and promoting the African identity in the world arena. In the following years, the OAU came to encounter other issues that needed to be prioritized, such as the promotion of economic integration, development and human rights, in order to deal with the challenges of the post-Cold War age and globalisation. However, although the priority of the Organization changed, the founding principles in the Charter remained to a large extent unaltered as these principles served as a tool for the protection of smaller and less powerfull states against the larger, stronger or more aggressive states. These principles also enabled the states to have political space to rebuild their nation and pursue political, economic and social development. It was only decided during the 4th Extraordinary Session of the Assembly, in September 1999, in Sirte, Libya that the OAU needed to be replaced by a more dynamic organization that could preserve its achievements, before it could incorporate new objectives and principles (idem). 

In relation to peace and security on the continent, an inconsiderable number of  disputes and conflicts between and within African states plagued the OAU in its first years of existence and continued to form a constraint in its advancement. The principles of non-interference and respect for the sovereignty of Member States, enshrined in the Charter, limited the Organization’s ability to mediate in conflicts. These principles made the OAU unable to enforce actions from the conflict parties and hold the heads of state and government to their commitments. Therefore, these commitments of respect for the rule of law and human rights were broken with impunity (idem). 

Furthermore, the contradictions in the Charter constrained the OAU to resolve disputes. The Organization seeked to resolve the conflicts in a peaceful manner. However, as Magliveras (2006) argued, the OAU was, from the beginning, ill-equipped to perform as a mediator in disputes (p.15). Even though, the CMCA was incorporated in the Charter, this institution never became operational. Its purpose was to deal with intra-state conflicts, by providing conflict resolution through peaceful means. However, there were only a few Member States that submitted disputes to it. Member States felt as they breached their commitment to solve disputes in a peaceful manner it was worthless to turn to an appropiate organ that they established themselves. Morerover, the CMCA was also financially restricted as Member States failed to pay their contribution to its fund. As a consequence, the CMCA was abolished, which demonstrates the unwillingness of the OAU leaders to genuinely resolve violent civil wars (Magliveras, 2004, p. 14-15, 44) . 
Nevertheless, in 1993, the African leaders adopted the Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution (MCPMR)  and its Central Organ, through the Cairo Declaration. At first the MCPMR co-existed with the CMCA and aimed at the anticipation and prevention of conflicts disputes among Member States. However, when the AU was established it was integrated as an organ. The MCPMR provided the OAU the legitimacy to intervene in domestic matters of a Member State. However, the interference was merely with the approval of the conflict parties involved (Magliveras, 2004, p.15, 45-47). Thus, the Charter formed one of the most significant constraints of the OAU. 
An additional factor that continued to form pressure on the OAU’s mediating framework was the inheritance of the borders set by the European colonial masters. These borders were set according to the interest of the colonial powers without respecting the ethnic and tribal divisions of the African people. The OAU continued to maintain the borders that existed at the time of independence in order to preserve the peace and stability on the continent. However, the conflicts continued and pressed for the OAU to tackle its weak performance in addressing the peace and security challenges of Africa (Okoth, 2008, p.23-24). 


The organizational structure and decision-making process also contributed to the OAU’s ineffectiveness to address the disputes between the states. It constrained the independence and capability of the OAU to provide conflict resolution for various reasons. Firstly, the Secretary-General was politically ineffective and did not have the significant power and authority. Furthermore, he had very few human resources to be genuinely able to deal with the cases the Assembly assigned to him. The power over the Organization remained with the state leaders of the Member States as they took the main role in conflicts resolution and addressed conflictson an ad-hoc basis and did not involve the CMCA in the negotiations. The pursuit of self-interest constrained the different countries to come to a consensus and unity in the Assembly and limited its capability to genuinely resolve conflicts (Okoth 2008, p.25-27). 

Even though, the OAU lacked the means and the will to efficiently and effectively prevent and resolve conflicts on a regional and domestic level, it did experience success in numerous areas. It achieved its main goals of protecting and strenghtening the process of independence of all African states, their territorial integrity and sovereignty and the war against neo-colonialism in all forms. Moreover, the OAU reinforced the links between African states through the creation of common institutions. Hence, one can state that the OAU played a significant role in the history of the African continent as it was able to eliminate colonialism and apartheid in Southern Africa through the deliverance of diplomatic aid to liberation movements (Magliveras, 2004, p.12, 16).

1.2. Transition of the Organization for African Unity to the African Union
As all the African countries had become independent and ‘formally’ liberated from racial discrimination and apartheid, the OAU still had to achieve its goal of ‘total advancement of our people in all spheres of human endeavor’ mentioned in the Preamble of the Charter. 

The OAU, in its established form, brought up many questions about its ability to deal with the challenges of post-Cold War age and globalization, its capability to participate in the highly competitive world stage and if its existence was still useful since it had achieved its main objectives. During the 35th Ordinary Assembly Session in Algiers, in July 1999, Colonel Muammar Quaddafi, the Libyan leader proposed the creation of an United States of Africa with a single currency, a single army and a powerful leadership. In September 1999, the Sirte Declaration called for the establishment of the AU and aimed at:

· addressing the new social, political and economic realities in Africa and the world in an effective manner;

· fulfilling the aspirations of the African people for greater unity, as foreseen in the OAU Charter and in the African Economic Community (AEC)Treaty;

· revitalizing the OAU and strengthening its role so as to meeting the needs of the African people;

· eliminating the causes of conflicts; and

· protecting the human and natural resources of the Continent leading to the improvement of living conditions (Magliveras, 2004, p.17-18). 
Moreover, the Sirte Declaration declared that the key principles of the AU would be in conformity with the objectives of the OAU Charter and the AEC, or also known as the Abuja, Treaty
. The Sirte Declaration also called for the establishment of the organs which were specified in the AEC Treaty, namely: the Assembly of the Union, the Council of Ministers, the Economic and Social Commission, the Court of Justice, the General Secretariat, the Specialized Technical Committees and in particular the Pan-African Parliament (PAP) (idem). 
The AU was officially launched on 9 July 2002, in Durban, South Africa. The Charter was replaced by a Constitutive Act, which was signed on 11 July 2000 in Lomé, Togo and entered into force on 26 May 2001. Nowadays, this continental Intergovernmental Organization (IGO) consists of 53 Member States covering almost the whole African continent, except for Morocco
 (Magliveras, 2004, p.61-64). 
1.2.1. Objectives and principles of the AU
The AU adopted the Constitutive Act to replace the Charter of the OAU. In relevance to the topic of the paper, I will only discuss the objectives and principles that are relevant to the peace and security architecture of the AU. 

The Constitutive Act contains objectives and principles of the AU that are based on the ideas of Pan-Africanism. Article 3 of the Act specifies fourteen objectives that emphasise the political cooperation and economic integration in the activities of the AU. The objectives differ from the promotion of peace, security and stability in Africa to democratic principles and good governance as well as greater unity and solidarity between the states and people in Africa (Magliveras, 2004, p.65). 

Article 4, on the other hand, stipulates the principles of the AU. These include the traditional principles adopted from the OAU such as the “respect for borders that existed when the Member States gained independence” and the “respect for their sovereignty and territorial integrity and of self-determination” (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.38). 
In addition to traditional principles, the Constitutive Act constitutes new principles, such as good governance and social justice, in which the participation of the African people in the activities of the Union and the promotion of self-reliance, gender equality and social justice are centralized. This is to promote the respect for democratic principles, human rights and  the rule of law by condemning and rejecting acts of terrorism, political assassination and unconstitutional changes of governments. The most important principle of the AU, which guides the Union in its efforts to deal with the challenges, is the peace and security principle. The African leaders acknowledged that by eradicating the scourge of conflicts they would be able to provide for the socio-economic development of the continent. Hence, this principle calls for the establishment of a common defense policy, peaceful resolution of disputes among Member States and the prohibition of the use of force or threat to use force among Member States (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.38-39).  
While the OAU was restricted by its Charter the AU enhanced its capability to address intra-state conflicts by providing the Union the right to intervene in internal affairs of Member States, as stipulated in Article 4 (h) of the Constitutive Act. This newly adopted right may only be implemented, if decided by the Assembly upon the recommendation of the PSC, in “respect of grave circumstances, i.e. war crimes, genocide, crimes against humanity and serious threat to the legitimate order” (Magliveras, 2004, p.66-67). In addition to the AU’s right to intervene, Member States themselves now enjoy the right to request intervention from the AU in order to preserve peace and security, which is specified in Article 4 (j) (idem). 

This newly adopted intervention clause signifies that intervention can occur without the consent of a Member State as they legally acknowledged this right by signing the Constitutive Act. The AU Member States unanouismly agreed that the Union should have the right of intervention in order to avoid the reliance on sovereignty by Member States, which  constrained the OAU’s ability to effectively respond to peace and security issues on the continent (Kuwali, 2009, p.42, 46-47). This right of intervention will be discussed further in the following chapter. 
1.2.2.  Organs of the African Union 
The Constitutive Act also called for the creation of nine AU organs in additoon to the four institutions of the OAU. In relation to the central question of this dissertation, I will only discuss the organs that are relevant to the peace and security architecture of the AU. 
Assembly of the African Union

The Assembly replaced the OAU Assembly of Heads of State and Government. It is the highest governing organ of the AU. The Assembly meets once a year in ordinary session and in extraordinaray sessions when requested by any Member State, with the approval of at least two-thirds of the total membership. The Assembly is the decision-making organ and determines the AU policies, approves the new memberships, adopts the budget, takes decisions on reports and recommendations from other AU organs as well as appoints the Chairman of the Commission and his deputy and other commissioners. Furthermore, the Assembly determines if intervention in a Member State occurs and gives instructions to the Executive Council in conflict management and peace building activities (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.41-43). The Chairman of the Assembly serves for a period of a year and the current Chairman is Libyan President Moammar Gadhafi (CCN, 2009, “Libya’s Gadhafi African Union chairman” para. 1).
The decision making process of the Assembly is guided by the principle of consensus and when this cannot be reached, the Assembly decides by a two-thirds majority. However, on procedural issues the Assembly decides by a simple majority. The decisions taken by the Assembly are binding to the Member States if it is issued as a directive or a regulation. The Member States have to take all measurements to ensure the implementation in 30 days. If the decision is taken as a ‘recommendation, resolution or opinion,’ than it is not binding because the decision then aims at guiding and harmonizing the perspectives of Member States. The decision-making, when the Assembly has to decide on intervention, takes place only in an extraordinary session with the approval of “a two-thirds majority of the Member States” and 15 days notice. An extraordinary session occurs only if 36 Member States respond to the request for an extraordinary session (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.42).
 However, it is unclear what happens when the AU is unable to achieve the required number of states in order to decide on intervention. This might be problematic in cases of “grave circumstances” such as genocide, where thousands of people ar displaced and a massive number of deaths occur; example given, the Rwanda genocide in 1994 where intervention was vital but did not happen by the AU or the international community (Powell, 2005, p.24). 
The Assembly also holds the power to impose sanctions on Member States that breach the principles of the Union or fail to conform to the decisions and policies of the Union. The Rules of Procedure of the Assembly, amongst others, include the imposing of sanctions for arrears and unconstitutional changes of government. The types of sanctions range from exclusion from the Union to denial of transport and communication links with other Member States or as recommended by the Peace and Security Council (PSC). However, there are no sanction measurements defined within the AU’s institution for  cases of “grave circumstances”or how decisions will be taken in these cases. (AU, “Rules of Procedure of the Assembly of the Union”,  p.13-14). 
Executive Council

The Executive Council consists of ministers appointed by the governments of the 53 Member States. It replaced the OAU Council of Ministers and has more functions. The Council is responsible to the Assembly and monitors the formulated policies of the Assembly. The matters discussed and decided on by the Council are, among others, social security, humanitarian action, education and foreign trade. It meets at least twice a year in ordinary session or more times when requested by any Member State, with the approval of at least two-thirds of the total membership. The Council decides through unanimity or by approval of two-thirds of the total membership. However, on procedural issues the Council reaches its decision by a simple majority, equal to the Assembly. Furthermore, it is expected to delegate its powers and tasks to the Specialized Technical Committees (Magliveras, 2004, p.78-79).
Permanent Representatives' Committee

The Committee is composed of representatives of the Member States who are permanently appointed by the Executive Council. They prepare the work for the Executive Council and is similar to the COREPER, the Committee of Permanent Representatives of the European Union (EU) (Magliveras, 2004, p. 91-92). 

Pan-African Parliament (PAP) 

The PAP is the newly established organ under the AU. The PAP aims to provide a full participation of the civil society in development, governance and economic integration of Africa. In order to achieve its objective to promote peace and security in Africa, PAP is to work closely with the PSC and is permitted to request reports on the work conducted by the PSC. At the moment, the PAP serves merely as an advisory and consultative organ but in time the Parliament is expected to become the highest legislative organ of the AU. It seats in Midrand, South Africa and its structure consists of ten Permanent Committees which are organised around Parlementary Committees and recommend the PAP on matters relating their mandate. Furthermore, PAP is composed of a Bureau consisting of a President and four Vice-Presidents, who each represent a geographical section of Africa; and a Secretariat, which is responsible for the day-to-day management and administration of the PAP. In addition, there are ten Permanent Representatives that represent the different sectors. The current President of PAP is Gertrude Ibengwe Mongella of Tanzania. (Pan-African Parliament, 2006). 
African Union Commission

The Commission is the secretariat and the executive organ of the AU. Its head quarter is in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The Commission serves as an important organ in the day-to-day management of the Union. It is composed of a Chairperson, a Deputy Chairperson and eleven commissioners and supporting staff. Each commissioner is responsible for a portfolio. The portfolios relevant to the AU peace and security architecture are: 
· Peace and Security

· Political Affairs

· External Relations/Foreign Affairs

Amongst others, the Commission’s function is to ensure the promotion of peace, security and stability and to provide operational support to the PSC. In accordance with the PSC, the Chairperson of the Commission plays a leading role in the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.49-51). 

The current Chairperson is Jean Ping, the Foreign Affairs Minister from Gabon. The Deputy Chairman is the Kenyan Erastus Mwencha (The African Union, 2008). 

In the following chapter, the role of the Commision within the AU peace and security architecture will be discussed in more detail.
Peace and Security Council 
The PSC is responsible for the promotion of ‘peace, security and stability in Africa’ as set in the Preamble of the Constitutive Act. It is the decision-making organ in the areas of peace and security and serves as an early warning arrangement, with the aim to have a military force at its disposal by 2010, to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts in the continent. 
The PSC is identical to the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) and was adopted to replace the OAU Central Organ of the MCPMR during the Summit of Heads of State in July 2002, in Durban. It is composed of fifteen Member States (Makinda, 2008, p.48). 
The Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the PSC (herein the PSC Protocol) enabled the creation of the organ and sets out the mandate of the AU in addressing the peace and security challenges of Africa. The PSC Protocol also established entities to support the PSC. Hence, the PSC forms the key actor in the peace and security architecture of the AU. The PSC will be further discussed in the following chapter. 
Financial institutions 

The African Central Bank, African Investment Bank, African Monetary Fund provide the AU with financial aid (Magliveras, 2004, p.92-93).  
African Court of Justice  

The Constituve Act stipulates the establishment of the Court of Justice as the primary judicial organ of the AU. A protocol to set up the Court has been adopted in 2003 but has not entered into force yet. When it is functioning the Court of Justice will be composed of eleven judges who will be elected by the Assembly by secret ballot and by a two-thirds majority of Members who are qualified to vote. The function of the Court is to determine whether violations of obligations of Member States to another or to the AU have taken place, according to the AU legislation, such as its Constitutive Act and regulations; and international law and treaties. 
The cases that are authorized to be presented before the Court may only come from the Member States that have contracted parties to the Protocol, the Assembly, the PAP, the Commission and its staff when it concerns employment related matters and third parties with the approval of the contracting party concerned under the conditions that will be decided on by the Assembly. The other organs may  present a case with the consent of the Assembly (Magliveras, 2004, p.85-87). 
In relation to the AU peace and security architecture, Article 44 (1) specifies that the judges of the Court of Justice may provide an advisory opinion on any legal matter when requested by the PSC (AU, 2003, “Protocol of the Court of Justice of the African Union”). 
In short, through the establishment of the AU the African leaders aimed at responding effectively to the new priorities they were facing. As its predecessor, the OAU, was incapable to respond adequately to the challenges that plagued the continent, the ambitious leaders of the AU, set with a new Constitutive Act and newly founded organs, aimed to bring ‘peace, security and stability to the African people’.  

However, as the AU leaders have managed to set the first steps to achieving the objective of promoting peace and security in Africa, how is the AU peace and security archictecture working in practice? What does the peace and security architecture of the AU exactly look like, what is the role of the Peace and Security Council in this architecture and what about the support arrangements and programs incorporated to enable the AU to address the peace and security challenges in Africa? These questions will be discussed in the following chapter. 
2. The Peace and Security system of the African Union 
The Constitutive Act of the AU, in contrast to the OAU and its Charter, facilitated the course of the organization to address the peace and security issue of the continent. By incorporating the Act with the groundbreaking intervention clause: Article 4 (h) and (j) and Article 23 (2) on sanctions, the African leaders deliberately shifted from a policy of non-interference to internal matters of a Member State to a policy of non-indifference. This legal framework enabled the organization to enhance its capability to politically deal with conflicts on the continent. In order to support the Union’s new headed direction, the leaders established new institutional bodies, particularly the PSC, that would support its role in the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts. 

This chapter, firstly, discusses the steps of the AU toward its peace and security architecture. Secondly, this chapter will discuss the PSC, the key component in this architecture, including its objectives and principles, the formal rules of the PSC, its decision-making process and finally the newly adopted right of intervention. Thirdly, the PSC’ support arrangements will be examined which include: the Chairperson of  AU Commission, the Continental Early Warning System (CEWS)  , the African Standby Force (ASF), including a Military Staff Committee (MSC)  , the Panel of Wise and the Peace Fund. Furthermore, the chapter discusses the New Partnership in African Development (NEPAD) and the African Peer Review Mechanism (APRM) since they are included in the efforts of the AU to tackle the peace and security issues in Africa. Finally, this chapter will evaluate the AU peace and security architecture by looking at its strengths and challenges. 

2.1. Towards the African Union’s peace and security architecture
While the Constitutive Act set the legal framework for the AU, the PSC Protocol of the African Union enabled an operational framework to effectively implement the decisions taken in the area of peace and security. The Protocol was adopted during the Summit of Heads of State in Durban, South Africa, in July 2002 where the OAU became the African Union. The PSC replaced the OAU Central Organ of the MCPMR, which appeared ineffective in practice. The Protocol entered into force on 26 December 2003 after its ratification by 27 Member States and was launched on May 25, 2004 (Mlambo, 2006, p.43-44).  

The security culture of the AU is characterized by seven key doctrines which are based on principles of the OAU Charter and the Constitutive Act, namely: 

1. Sovereign equality of Member States (Article 4a of the Protocol).

2. Non-intervention by Member States (Article 4g).

3. Anti-imperialism/ African solutions first.

4. Respect for territorial frontiers that existed at independence (Uti Possidetis) (Article 4b).

5. Non-use of force/peaceful settlement of disputes (Articles 4e, 4f, 4i).

6. Condemnation of unconstitutional changes of governments (Article 4p)

7. The Union’s right to intervene in a Member State in grave circumstances (Article 4h) (Williams, 2007, p.261). 
The AU peace and security architecture includes, in addition to the PSC Protocol, the AU Non-Aggression and Common Defence Pact which was adopted during the Ordinary Session of the AU Assembly in January 2005. This Pact is to promote the peaceful settlement of disputes and promote the cooperation among the Member States in the areas of non-aggression and common defence (AU, African Union Non-Aggression and Common Defence Pact, 2005, p.6); the Common African Defence and Security Policy (CADSP) which is “a common understanding among African states about their defence and security challenges and a set of measures they seek to take collectively to respond to those challenges” (Touray, 2005, p.642). The CADSP was adopted in February 2005 during the Extraordinary Session of the AU Assembly in Sirte, Libya. However thus far the CADSP has not been established.  Furthermore, the AU established the Pelindaba Treaty, which  established the African Nuclear Weapons Free-Zone. Moreover, the Convention for the Prevention and Combating of Terrorism forms part of the AU peace and security architecture (Aning, 2008, p.12).
2.1.1. The Peace and Security Council

The PSC Protocol established the PSC  as “a standing decision-making organ for the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts in Africa and as a collective security and early-warning arrangement to facilitate a timely and efficient response to conflict and crisis situations in Africa”, as laid down in Article 2” (African Union [AU], 2003, “Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security Council (PSC) of the African Union”, p.4). 

The PSC is the most authoritative institution in the peace and security architecture of the AU. Article 7 of the Protocol provides the PSC, in conjunction with the Chairperson of the Commission, amongst others, the authorization to: 

· deploy and mount peace support missions and lay down guidelines for the conduct of such missions; 
· recommend to the Assembly on intervention in Member States, in accordance with the provisions of the Constitutive Act concerning war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity; 

· undertake Peace Support Operations (PSO), such as peace-building and post-conflict reconstruction and intervention through the posing of sanctions when an unconstitutional change of government happens in a Member State; 

· promote and implement the common defense policy of the Union, the OAU Convention on the Prevention and Combating of Terrorism and other relevant international conventions and treaties to combat terrorism and on arms and disarment; 

· take appropriate actions to defend the national independence and the sovereignty of a Member State when these are being threatened as well as following-up the progress of Member States on promoting, amongst others, the protection of human rights, democracy, good governance and rule of law;

· institute sanctions whenever an unconstitutional change of Government takes place in a Member State, as provided in the Lomé Declaration;

· take decisions in the areas of prevention, management and resolution of conflicts which are assigned to the Assembly (AU, Protocol, 2003, p.8-9).
The PSC is composed of fifteen AU Member States; ten members are elected for a period of two years and five for a term of three years (one of each of Africa’s five official regions). They are elected on the basis of equal rights and are immediately eligible for re-election when their term is expired. Furthermore, the election of the PSC members is based on the principle of equitable regional representation and rotation as well as on criteria that determine their ability to be a member (i.e. its participation in conflict resolution, peace-making and peace-building at regional and continental level, their contribution to the Peace Fund, etc.) and their ability and willingness to carry out the responsibilities that membership brings. The PSC members have equal voting rights thus none of the Member States enjoy veto rights or permanent membership (African Union, “The Peace and Security Agenda”, n.d).
As from March 2008, the members of the PSC are:

1. South Africa, Swaziland and Zambia (Southern Africa) 

2. Ethiopia, Rwanda and Uganda (Eastern Africa)

3. Gabon, Burundi and Chad (Central Africa)

4. Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Benin and Mali (Western Africa) 

5. Algeria and Tunisia (Northern Africa) (Williams, 2008, p.5).  
2.1.1.1. Objectives and Principles

The objectives of the PSC include, amongst others, the promotion of peace, security and stability in Africa; the anticipation and prevention of conflicts; the promotion and implementation of peace-building and post-conflict reconstruction; and the development of a common defence policy that can be operationalized by the Union, in reference to Article 4 (d) of the Constitutive Act; the promotion and encouragement of democratic practices, good governance and the rule of law through the protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms and respect for the sanctity of human life and international humanitarian law, as part of efforts for preventing conflicts (Albert, 2007, p.49). 

The PSC is guided by eleven principles enshrined in the Constitutive Act in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations (UN) and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The principles range from the peaceful settlement and resolution of conflicts and disputes, the sanctity of human life, respect for the rule of law to interdependence among the Member States of the AU, which are enshrined in Article 4 of the PSC Protocol (AU, 2003, p.5-6). As mentioned before, the AU still maintained the traditional principles as its guiding principle in its efforts to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts in Africa. For instance, Article 3 of the Constitutive Act specifies that one of the objectives of the AU is to ‘defend the sovereignty, territorial integrity and independence of its Member States’ and Article 4 (f) of the PSC Protocol, on the other hand, stipulates the ‘non-interference in the internal affairs of another’ (idem). This is notable since these principles limited the OAU’s capability to address the conflicts within a Member State. 
2.1.1.2. Formal Rules

The PSC meets at the level of ambassadors  at least twice a month, once a month at ministerial level and annually at the heads of state and government level. The PSC Chairperson, which rotates monthly in the alphabetic order of their names, leads the meetings, which are mostly held in the AU headquarters in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The content of the agenda depends on the present conflicts and crisis situations, proposal of a PSC member (generally in consultation with the Chairperson) or proposal from the Commissioner for Peace and Security. The PSC meetings can be categorized in three types: 

· Formal meetings: These meetings are primarily used to examine reports from the AU Commission. These meetings are closed but open meetings are held to invite the concerned Member States and Regional Economic Communities (RECs).

· Briefing Sessions: These sessions are utilized to update the PSC on specific issues. The staff of the Commission presents talking points instead of a full report and based on these points the PSC produces a statement or a communiqué, depending on the gravity of the matter. 

· Consultations: The members of PSC use these consultation session to create a better understanding of a matter without taking a decision. Since the beginning of 2007 certain stakeholders are invited to the open informal part of the consultation. These stakeholders have been representatives of governments that contest a report of the Commission or UNSC representatives (Williams, 2008, p.8-9). 
In its five years of existence, the PSC has met nearly 200 times, developed almost 100 communiqués. The PSC also held sessions based on topics such as terrorism and post-conflict reconstruction and development (idem). 

The reports and communiqués of the PSC contain the official statements of the PSC on particular topics and these are formulated for the public. The most important audience for these statements are AU Member States, the concerned conflict or crisis parties, the Commission, which implements the decisions of the PSC, the international community and the affected civilians, including the media (Williams, 2008, p. 11). 

The PSC Secretariat writes the reports and communiqués and they are, firstly, circulated amongst the staff of the Commission for revision, input and comments. The draft report is then passed from the technical staff to the Commissioners. In general, the Commissioners look at the precise language that is used in the report rather than at the facts. Subsequently, the report is passed to the PSC members who may request for further revisions if it does not reflect their views. For instance, the draft reports on the Darfur conflict has been called for several revisions because they were believed to be blunt. Thus far, the PSC has rejected only one report on Western Sahara. As these official statements are carefully examined, it shows the sense of consistency and collective responsibility amongst the PSC members to project to the public (idem). 
2.1.1.3. Decision-making process 
Article 8 (12) of the PSC Protocol stipulates the decision-making process within the PSC. Each member has one vote and the decision-making is guided by the principle of consensus. When consensus cannot be reached amongst the members, simple majority voting in procedural matters adopts a decision and in other matters decisions are adopted by a two-thirds majority voting (AU, “Protocol”, 2003, p.13. 
The PSC, as a standing decision-making organ for the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts is authorized to act on behalf of the AU members. The members agreed to accept and implement the decisions of the PSC while performing its duty by signing the Act. However, it is the AU Assembly of Heads of State and Government, as the supreme organ of the Union that holds the primary power to determine the common policies of the Union in the areas of peace and security and gives the Executive Council instructions on management of conflicts, war and other catastrophes and the restoration of peace. Furthermore,  as discussed before, the Assembly determines whether to intervene in the internal affairs of a Member State. In addition, the PSC has the duty to report to the PAP when it is requested to do so. Therefore, one can conclude that the PSC enjoys a relatively great deal of freedom when it comes to decision-making (Strydom, 2003, p.67). 
2.1.1.4. Right of intervention 
The adoption of the right of intervention by the AU leaders was a response that reflected the sense of frustration amongst the African leaders towards the international community as they acted slow towards the catastrophes of Africa and sometimes even prioritized the problems of other parts in the world. This sentiment elicited the view of “African solutions for African problems”  wherein the African leaders take matters into their own hand. In deciding whether to intervene in a Member State, the AU leaders felt that they could not wait for the authorization of the UNSC. As Ben Kioko (as cited in Williams, 2008) stated, “African leaders have shown themselves willing to push the frontiers of collective stability and security to the limit without any regard for legal niceties such as the authorization of the Security Council” (p.7). 

The UN has the primary responsibility for the maintenance of the international peace and security, as stipulated in Article 1 of the UN Charter and therefore is the only organization that has the right to decide on enforcement action. Hence, regional organizations, such as the AU, need to seek authorization from the UNSC when it intends to intervene through the use of force, as specified in Article 53 (1) of the UN Charter (Kioko, 2003, p.820-821).
The PSC Protocol acknowledges that the UN has the primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security but it also states that the AU has the primary responsibility for the promotion of peace, security and stability in Africa. These ambiguities might have serious consequences to the efforts of the AU to maintain the peace and stability in Africa. It is unclear what the role of these organizations are in the AU missions and who has the primary right to sanction a Member State when it has breached an international law in Africa (Aning, 2008, p.18).
As mentioned before, Article 4 (h) provides the Union now with the right to intervene in a Member State. Subsequently, the Protocol on Amendments to the Act added to Article 4 (h) also “serious threats to legitimate order to restore peace and stability to the Member State of the Union upon the recommendation of the PSC” (Kioko, 2003, p.807). 
The Assembly, as the supreme AU organ, determines whether intervention occurs in cases of grave circumstances. The PSC serves to recommend the Assembly on conflict situations that are not related to war crimes, genocide or crimes against humanity where intervention of the AU is required. However, although international law recognizes the definitions of “war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity, the AU does not define what the conflict situations could be that the PSC could recommend on. Neither the Constitutive Act as the PSC Protocol specifies these situations (Kioko, 2003, p.815). 


To date, the AU has yet to authorize intervention based on the situations envisaged in Article 4 (h). Thus examination of this right of the AU in practice is, unfortunately, not possible. 

2.2.  Peace and Security Council support arrangements
In its efforts to address the peace and security issues of Africa, the PSC is supported by separate entities i.e. the Commission of the AU, an Early Warning System, Standby Force and the Panel of Wise. These support arrangements will be discussed separately in the following section. The organizational structure of the PSC and its support arrangement is set out in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Structure Peace and Security Council (Cilliers, 2005)
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The AU Commission
The Chairperson of the Commission of the AU and the Commissioner for Peace and Security and the Directorate for Peace and Security form the Department of Peace and Security. The core divisions of the PSC Department are i) Conflict Management, ii) Peace Support Operations, iii) Defence and Security, vi) Darfur Integrated Task Force and v) the PSC Secretariat (Aning, 2008, p.12). 
The Commission is the secretariat of the Union and its executive organ. In the peace and security architecture of the AU,  the Commission is to consult the Panel of Wise on potential conflicts based on the information given by the CEWS. The Chairperson of the Commission raises and accepts donations to the Peace Fund. Furthermore, the Commission serves to provide secretarial support to the PSC. It sets up its timetable, proposes its agenda, prepares the PSC draft reports and drafts communiqués which are in general only given minutes before the meeting for consideration and adoption purposes. Hence, the Commission is being exhausted as it wants to run the AU system and the PSC is not fully participating in the technical matters of the drafting and analysis of facts. The PSC lacks full-time personnel that could serve the council. Furthermore, the Commission has assumed the lead role of implementing the AU peace and security agenda as well as the management of funds donated to allow the implementations. It has even taken some of decisions which should have been taken by the PSC. For instance, in April 2006 the Commission requested for more troops for the AU Mission for the Support of Elections in the Comoros from the South African government without seeking support from the PSC (Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.50-51).  

In addition to the work circumstances of the PSC, the Secretariat has only been able to design and implement an appropriate set of working methods in 2008. This was the result of the poorly staffed Secretariat, which was only set 15 months after the PSC Protocol was established. Due to the late recruitment of personnel, the Conflict Management Division (CMD) was forced to run the PSC business on an ad-hoc basis. Hence, the meetings were conducted without formal agenda’s and relevant documents. Thus the PSC has not been able to work in an efficient and productive manner. This shows an example of the lack of AU leaders’ efforts to provide the PSC with the necessary resources (Williams, 2008, p.16).  
The Continental Early Warning System

The CEWS is not fully operational, it is still in the building-up phase. Once it is fully established, the CEWS will be a vital component in the AU peace and security architecture. It  is to provide information to the Chairperson of the Commission in a timely manner. The Chairperson will use this information to advise the PSC on potential conflicts and recommend the appropriate measurements to take, which may be military of diplomatic. Once it is fully operational, the CEWS will be an open-source system which collects and analyses data on potential conflicts from various sources of information such as radio, TV, written press, governmental actors as well as Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and academia (AU, 2008, p.6) . It should be noted that the collected information is based on existing information and therefore does not contain new information. However, as the CEWS serves to anticipate conflicts it should therefore contain mechanisms and supporting staff which would enhance its ability to foresee conflicts. 
Subsequently, the data is produced on the basis of an early warning module. This is a framework “based on clearly defined and accepted political, economic, social, military and humanitarian indicators” (AU, Protocol, 2003, p.17) provided by the AU Commission to systemize the operation of the CEWS. The CEWS serves to provide advice to all the key institutions of the AU, including the PSC, Chairperson of the Commission and the Panel of the Wise on potential conflicts and threats in Africa. As its purpose is to facilitate the anticipation and prevention of conflicts, the CEWS serves to assist in the development of suitable measurements to respond to these threats (African Union, 2008, p.6-8).

The CEWS is composed of an observation and monitoring centre, known as “the Situation Room” located at the CMD of the AU Peace Security Department and observation and monitoring units of the RECs such as the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS), which are to be linked directly to the CEWS. In order to ensure the effectiveness of the CEWS, the Commission is to cooperate with the UN, its agencies, relevant international organizations, research centres, academic institutions and NGO’s to develop the early warning module (idem).  Figure 1: demonstrates the structure of the CEWS. 
Figure 2: Schematic representation of the CEWS (Cilliers, 2005).
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African Standby Force

The establishment of a continental Standby Force is originated from OAU’s MCPMR. However, the AU’s Standby Force is still in the building-up phase until the end of June 2010. Article 4 (h) and (j) of the Act and Article 13 of the PSC Protocol called for the creation and establishment of a Standby Force, and when operational, it will be composed of “civilian, police and military components in their country of origin and are prepared for rapid deployment at appropriate notice” (AU, Protocol, 2003, p.18). 

The Policy Framework for the Establishment of the ASF and the Military Staff Committee (MSC) was adopted by the African Chiefs of Defence and Security (ACDS), in May 2003. It stipulates the establishment of the MSC, as part of the ASF, to advise and recommend the PSC on issues relating to the military and security necessities for the promotion and maintenance of peace and security in Africa. The MSC will consist of senior military officers of each of the fifteen PSC members. Furthermore, the ASF is to be composed of five regional brigades which will be able to deploy into complex multi-dimensional peacekeeping operations (Touray, 2005, p.645-647). Table 1 demonstrates the ASF membership per region. 
Table 1: ASF Membership (Cilliers, 2008)
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The ASF is the vehicle of the AU to intervene in a member state, through military force.  Amongst others, it serves to observe and monitor missions, including peace support missions; intervene in a Member State, in respect of grave circumstances mentioned in the Act; preventive deployment; peace building and humanitarian assistance. In order to achieve its purpose, the ASF will collaborate with the UN and its agencies, other relevant organizations, as well as with national authorities and NGO’s. The ASF is to respond to six mission scenarios under the mandate of the AU, which depends on the mission type and its composition. The ASF was to be established in two phases: 

Phase 1: at continental level, the Commission of the AU was to develop and maintain the strategic level management capacity of Scenarios 1 and 2. At regional level, the standby forces would be established and be ready to achieve up to Scenario 4. This was supposed to be accomplished by 30 June 2006 but in early 2008 only the Western and Southern region had made significant progress. 

Phase 2:  which is still being worked on, is to build ASF’s capacity for the management of Scenario 5 and 6 on the continent by the Commission. The regions are to build up the staff development potential for Scenario 5 and to enhance their rapid deployment capability. This phase ends on 30 June 2010 (Cilliers, 2008). 

The principal reason for AU’s inability to achieve this ASF objective is the lack of adequate financial resources to support these missions.  In several occasions the AU authorized a budget for missions and then the annual budget of the AU had been much lower than anticipated. For instance, for the first AU Mission in Burundi, the AU approved a budget of USD$ 130 million a year while the annual budget for the AU was merely USD$ 32 million. The following mission required an annual budget of USD$ 466 million (idem).  This demonstrates the financial deficit of the AU to conduct these peace missions.
Regardless of the financial constraints, most of the RECs are positively heading towards the achievement of the 2010 objectives and they have also been able to design for reservation and rotation capacity. However, according to Captain Johan Potgieter (2009), the RECs are facing difficulties deploying the total required number of troops, namely more than 99.000 including the 16.000 troops for the UN/AU hybrid in Somalia. Thus far Africa will only be able to provide less than 50 percent troops in the first rotation with a low quantity of troops available for subsequent deployment. Currently the Africa troop donating countries are managing by returning deployed troops after only one rotation. However, since the worldwide norm for deployment frequency is one in six, on a long term this approach would not be manageable. Nevertheless, Potgieter remains positive and states that the AU can train the remaining number of troops needed to meet this total. A great quantity of the approximate 4 million of the militaries and gendarmeries cannot participate in peacekeeping operations because they do not meet the requirements for peacekeeping. Next to this some of the force components are not suitable for peacekeeping efforts but they can still be trained to do so. 

However, another constraint to the efforts of the AU to establish the ASF is that most states do not have legislation that permits civilians to be deployed for military operations outside their countries which also need to be revised to ensure the deployment of sufficient troops (Mlambo, 2006, p.53). 

If the AU is able to deploy its ASF, the question that remains is to what extent it is able to command and control military operations. According to Lieutenant Colonel Flemming Mathiasen of the Royal Danish Army (2006, p. 9, 11), the AU is unable to provide, plan, control, and sustain sizeable military operations. The Deployed Integrated Task Force, which is located at the headquarters in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, has limited command and control capacity at strategic and operational level. It is dependent on national, regional and international support such as the UN, North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the EU. According to Mathiasen, the AU will only be able to sustain this by establishing its own command and control infrastructure.  Furthermore, Mathiasen argues that the ambitions of the African leaders in establishing the ASF are very high. The ASF are created as land forces without joint capacity, such as air support, while geographical spread operations demand these types of support in order to be able to sustain the operations. 

Panel of Wise

The Panel of Wise has been operational since December 2007. It consists of five highly respected African individuals that have been selected by the Chairperson of the Commission after proposition by the Member States for their “outstanding contributions to the cause of peace, security and development” in Africa. The Members of the Panel are elected according to the principle of equitable representation and are to serve a term of three years (ISS, “Profile: African Union”, n.d.). 
This advisory body serves to support the PSC and the Chairperson of the Commission on issues concerning the promotion and maintenance of peace and security in Africa. In addition, the Panel of Wise is authorized to take actions to support the conflict prevention efforts of the PSC (AU, Protocol, 2003, p.16). 
To date, the Panel has convened six times and has commenced thematic reflections on matters that are relevant to conflict prevention such as election-related conflicts and violence, and impunity and a report was written thereon and submitted to the Assembly during the 13th Ordinary Session. The Assembly has requested for implementation of the recommendations made by the Panel (AU, 2009, p.2-3, 5). 
The Peace Fund

A Special Fund is established to provide for the necessary resources to execute the operational activities that are associated with the peace and security efforts of the AU. The Peace Fund is obtained from ordinary budget funds, voluntary contributions from Member States and other sources, such as internal and external donations (AU, Protocol, 2003, p.26-27). 
Currently, the AU Peace Fund consists merely of 6% contribution of the annual AU budget, which is, at the moment, at approximately US$ 140 million (ISS, “Profile: African Union, 2009). 

Since January 2006 only five African states (South Africa, Nigeria, Libya, Egypt and Algeria) have contributed to 75% of the regular budget; each of these state paid 15% of the total. However, in the beginning of 2008, this number increased and 29 Member States were up-to-date with the payments of their contributions to the budget. Nevertheless, this still means that almost half of the members are behind on their payments (Williams, 2008, p.14). 

The international community has provided significant funding to the peace and security efforts of the AU. For instance, through the Africa-EU Joint Strategy the EU established the Africa Peace Facility (APF), which gave the AU almost €300 million for peace support operations. The APF became operational with the AU Mission in Somalia (AMIS) in July 2004. Furthermore, these funds contributed significantly to the peacekeeping operations in Burundi, Darfur, Comoros and the Central African Republic. Furthermore, the EU donated € 400 million for the crisis in Darfur and the USA, the UK and other international partners donated USD$ 350 million.  If it were not for these donations, the AU would not be able to undertake its mission. The partnership between the EU and the AU has enhanced through the APF and the EU continuous to fund the AU (Cilliers, 2008).  

Furthermore, the AU is in an enhanced collaboration with the UN to find modalities to fund its operation. In April 2008 the UN and the African leaders set up an AU/UN Panel that would examine the possibilities for the financing of peacekeeping operations under the UN mandate. This was to support the AU and enhance their partnership (Security Council, 2008). The report of the findings still has to be presented to the AU and UN.
2.3. AU programs in Peace and Security architecture
2.3.1. New Partnership for African Development  

The New Partnership for African Development  (NEPAD) is an economic development program of the AU, which was adopted at the 37th Summit of the OAU in July 2001. It is initiated by Africans to be driven by Africans. Its headquarters is in Midrand, South Africa, under the former South African president Thabo Mbeki’s supervision. NEPAD’s objectives are based on its principles, which are, amongst others, to have good governance, accelerate African integration in the worlds economy and build competitive African countries. The main objectives of the NEPAD are, amongst others, to eradicate poverty and to promote maintenainable growth and development of African countries (Department of Foreign Affairs, “NEPAD in brief”, 2004). 

NEPAD serves as an incorporation agency to all the plans and programs of the AU and the implementation of its policies and programs are completed by the AU organs, RECs, individual countries and continental organizations. Furthermore, it is composed of fifteen African countries including the founding states i.e. Senegal, Algeria, South Africa, Nigeria and Egypt.  The NEPAD structure consists of a Heads of State and Government Implementation Committee (HSIC), which consists of three states per region, set by the AU; a Steering Committee, consisting of the fifteen AU Member States; a Secretariat; and special task teams (NEPRU, “Briefing on NEPAD No. 3, 2003). 

In relation to peace and security in Africa, NEPAD and the AU Commission believe that peace and security are interlinked to socio-economic development. Therefore, a Peace and Security Agenda was set up which aims at establishing peace and security through:

· the promotion of long-term conditions for development and security. 

· the capacity building of African organs to pick up early signs of conflict and to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts

· the adoption of NEPADs core values in all structures through strong leadership (UNOY/Jana, 2004, p.2-3).
These goals will be achieved through NEPADs involvement in four key areas, namely, prevention, management & resolution of conflicts; peacemaking, peacekeeping and peace enforcement; post-conflict reconciliation, rehabilitation and reconstruction; and the combat against illegal production of small arms, land mines and light weapons (NEPAD, “Peace and Security Initiative, 2001).

In June 2005, the AU and NEPAD established a policy named the Post-Conflict Reconstruction Policy (PRC) Framework. This framework serves to guide and coordinate the AU Commission, NEPAD Secretariat, RECS, civil society, the private sector and other stakeholders in the process of re-building communities that are affected by a conflict. The PRC system is composed of  network of institutions, mechanisms and processes and is based on five dimensions which, among others, include security, socio-economic development as well as coordination, management and resource mobilization (NEPAD, “African Post-Conflict Reconstruction Policy Framework”, 2005, p. IV).

Tim Murithi (March, 2009) conducted an analysis on challenges to the PRC Policy. He states that, while the  PRC Framework proposes a creation of PRC systems which will serve to guide, plan, monitor and evaluate PRC in Africa, the challenge with this policy, “as always is transforming these policies in coherent and practical strategies on the ground” (p.21). In order to achieve this, there is a great need for strong partnership between these institutions, RECS and the international community. Furthermore, Murithi argues the ability of the AU/NEPAD to financially support the PRC Policy. As both the organizations lack the financial resources, it is destined to request aid from the UN or World Bank as they are more experienced and have more resources and therefore forces African leaders to rely on external actors for the funding of its efforts (idem). 

Thus once again, the issue of financial resources prevails and continues to limit the AU in its efforts to tackle the challenges faced by Africa.

2.3.2. African Peer Review Mechanism 
The APRM was established under NEPAD in July 2003. It serves as a self-monitoring instrument for AU Member States to voluntarily subject themselves to monitoring and assessment of their political and economic performances. These reviews are important and interesting for the governments but also for the civil society and the international community (Strydom, 2003, p.76). 

The APRM’s primary objective, however, is to ensure that the policies and practices of participating countries are in accordance with the agreed political, economic and corporate governance values, codes and standards of the AU as stipulated in the Declaration on Democracy, Political, Economic and Corporate Governance by the African Union (Strydom, 2003, p.76). 

In order to fulfil its role, the APRM is composed of a Panel of Eminent Persons which is the review team consisting of six members. The Panel is supported by a Secretariat which, amongst others, maintains the database of the participating countries and checks the performances of these countries (African Union, “African Peer Review Mechanism”, 2002). 

In context of the promotion of peace and security, the APRM serves as an instrument to anticipate future conflicts. Through the reviews it conducts, it is able to foresee the occurrence of a crisis and possibly prevent it by assessesing the political and economic conditions of a country. In addition, while the participants are provided with a forum to self-monitor their performances at political and economic level, the APRM is to build mutual trust amongst the Member States by promoting openness and transparency (The Centre for Conflict Resolution, 2005, p.36-37). 

However, there is no modus operandi established to deal with Member States of which their national policies are not in accordance with the AU principles. Since the reviews are conducted voluntarily and the results are inaccessible to other parties than the reviewed countries, the AU does not contain the legal ability to condemn the practices of that particular country (Melber, et al., 2009, p.7). Thus, it is more than fair to question the purpose of the APRM in the efforts of the AU, the PSC in particular, to promote and encourage democratic practices, good governance and rule of law.  
To date, 29 African states have signed the Memorandum of Understanding permitting the APRM reviews in their country. Most of them have signed but not started the process yet and only a few countries have their results already published (Economic Commission for Africa, “ECA in the APRM, 20009). Even though, a majority of the AU Member States have subjected themselves for the reviews,  the AU should make these reviews obligatory to be able to anticipate conflicts in order to enhance its ability to anticipate conflicts. 
2.4. Evaluation of the peace and security architecture of the AU
The AU is still in the process of establishing a comprehensive architecture to address the peace and security problems of the continent. In the following section I will discuss the strengths of the established architecture and subsequently its  challenges. 
2.3.3. The strengths of the peace and security architecture
From its inception, the AU strived to play an active role in the peace and security activities in Africa. The PSC established the Pelindaba Treaty which set for a nuclear-free Africa; the African Non-Aggression and Common Defence Pact, to promote the peaceful settlement of disputes among the Member States in the areas of non-aggression and common defence. Furthermore, it has adopted the a common defence policy and although it has not entered into force yet it does show the willingness of the African leaders to unite on the front of defence and security. The AU has also established a PRC Framework to facilitate the efforts to rebuild communities after a conflict or crisis.  

Furthermore, the PSC has been able to promote peace and security in Africa through several initiatives. To date, the PSC has deployed a number of troops for its peace support operations in the Comoros, Somalia, Darfur, and Burundi, which enabled the placement of UN troops in the latter two cases. The PSC has successfully utilized its right to sanction Member States as in the case of Togo. The PSC suspended Togo from PSC meetings, in the beginning of 2005, regardless that it was an elected PSC member at the time. Later that year, in August, Mauritania was suspended from the Union when a coup d’état had occurred there. 

Furthermore, the PSC has made several efforts to increase its collaboration with the international community such as the EU and the APF and the UN in its peacekeeping operations in Burundi and Darfur as well as the AU/UN Panel. These collaborations enabled the augmentation of human and financial resources for peacekeeping as well as peacebuilding missions and post-conflict reconstruction and development. However, the lack of resources continues to limit the Union in its efforts.
Although the AU peace and security architecture is suffering from the lack of financial resources, the PSC has received more resources from the AU Member States than its predecessor, the OAU Central Organ of the MCPMR. Firstly, the Peace and Security Department is the largest of the eight substantive divisions within the AU Commission. The four AU peace operations conducted in Burundi (2003-04), Sudan (2004-present), the Comoros (2006), and Somalia (2007) have required a significant amount of resources. A total of approximately 13 500 uniformed troops were required for the missions and South Africa, Uganda, Nigeria, Rwanda and Senegal were the only troop donating countries. Although these are just a handful of Member States it does show the African support and belief in the PSC (Williams, 2008, p.14). 

The most important achievement is the adoption of the right of intervention. This right enhances the capability of the AU to address the peace and security issues of Africa. However, the AU has acknowledged its ‘responsibility’ to intervene for human protection purposes, through the ‘Ezulwini Consensus’ document. The African leaders supported the concept of the Responsibility to Protect(R2P).
 (Powell, 2005, p.7-13). Therefore, the AU should formally acknowledge its ‘responsibility’ to intervene by integrating it in its peace and security framework in order to be better prepared to fulfil its mandate.
2.3.4. The challenges of the peace and security architecture
First of all, the main constraint of the AU is the lack of adequate human and financial resources to support the Department of Peace and Security but most importantly its peace support operations in the conflict areas. The late recruitment of staff for the PSC Secretariat and the Head of Division who was only hired more than three years after the adoption of the PSC Protocol demonstrates the gravity of this deficit. Moreover, the high costs of the peace missions that exceed the regular annual budget of the AU demonstrates the enormity of the resource deficit.  The small number of troop donating Member States, namely five out of 53 Member States also significantly contribute to the limitations of the AU to financially support its efforts. Hence, the AU plays a secondary role to the UN in peace support operations. Williams (2008, p.17) states that the PSC is best to deal with situations where (i) peace operations are small (such as in Comoros, in 2006, where the AU supported the government to monitor the election. The AU deployed 462 military and civil police personnel); (ii) situations where mediation and peacemaking operations are required (as in Kenya, in 2007-08, during the elections); (iii) in cases of unconstitutional changes of government (as in Togo and Mauritania, in 2005, where the PSC sanctioned the countries by suspending them from AU meetings. 

As a consequence, the AU over-relies on external donors for financial support. This dependency subjects the AU to the external actors’ own agenda in Africa which would benefit the donors rather than the African people. These commitments might have long-term consequences for Africa  which may elicit circumstances similar to those during the neo-colonialism era. Furthermore, it over-reliance clashed with the Pan-African view of providing ‘African solutions to African problems’. 
Secondly, although the PSC has responded actively to the conflicts and crisis faced by Africa, it has mostly acted once conflicts had erupted. As Paul Williams (2008, p.5) argues the PSC has acted since its inception as a ‘fire extinguisher’ instead of developing a more efficient fire service or building better fire proof houses. Moreover, the PSC has paid more attention on constructive engagement with the conflict parties concerned. Therefore, the PSC has initiated little towards taking the conflict issues at their roots by, for instance, focusing on structural matters that stimulate ‘bad governance’ such as was the case with Robert Mugabe’s regime which has not been addressed by the PSC. Until recently, for a state to get the attention of the PSC it needed to witness a total chaos or open rebellion before it was put on the agenda. In addition, the PSC has paid little attention to issues of peace and security that are non-military, such as the fight against climate change (idem). 

Thirdly, the PSC involves the concerned parties, governments that disagree with reports of the Commission, interested actors of the international community and RECs in its deliberations on a particular topic. However, thus far, PSC members have not invited non-state actors for informal discussions outside formal meetings like the UNSC does in its “Arria formula”. In practice, the regional members have a tendency to lead in matters within their own sub-region (Williams, 2008, p.8). In this way, the PSC misses out on important input of stakeholders  that might bring more clarity into the case and therefore would enhance the capability of the AU to address the issues effectively. 

Fourth of all, as Jakkie Cilliers (2008, p.43-44) argues, the AU requires more than just the timely provision and sharing of relevant information as an early warning. In order to carry out its mandate of anticipating and preventing conflicts, it needs an early warning that collects and analyses data in an uniform and systemized manner and utilizes a commonly shared methodology to ensure its effectiveness. As the early warning system of AU is currently designed, the early warning and conflict prevention are carried out by the same staff thus analysis and execution of AU policy are combined. Although, continuous interaction between the collection, analysis and interpretation of data and preventive action is desirable to ensure the effectiveness of the system, to avoid confusion in the team thinking, these entities should be separated. Moreover, the attention is now divided and therefore both work areas do not receive the required focus. In addition, the skills required for early warning and conflict management are relatively distinct. Thus, the ‘Situation Room’ should include another ‘Room’ within the Commission that would focus on the data analysis. 

As for the new acquired right to intervene in the internal affairs of a Member State, this raises questions about the situations that do not fall under genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity, that the PSC could recommend on. Will the Assembly only intervene when there is a total breakdown of law and order, which results in massive population displacement? What happens when a government refuses to give up power after losing an election which leads to a chaos in a Member State. According to Sturman and Baiman (as cited in Kioko, 2003) the  amendment to Article 4 (h) is to “protect State security rather than human security” (p.816). They argue that the amendment is contradictory to other grounds for intervention that are to safeguard the African population of gross violations of human rights (idem). 
In addition, Samuel Makinda and F. Wafula Okumu (2008, p.84) argue that Articles 4(h) and 4(j) apply for very particular cases. Article 4(h), on the one hand, is only applicable in failed states where all security arrangements have vanished and civilians are left vulnerable to crimes and violence. On the other hand, Article 4(j) makes intervention by the AU only possible when a government that lacks the capacity to protect it population invites the AU. Hence, the PSC should therefore seek to eradicate this ambiguity and to provide more security in the process of deciding on intervention.
Finally, the objectives of the African leaders are too ambitious for a organization that has just emerged. For instance, all the PSC support arrangements have been significantly delayed and facing problems in their establishment. The Panel of Wise was only formed in January 2007 and the CEWS and the ASF are still in the building-up phase. The establishment timeline for the establishment of the Standby Force is too rigid and ambitious for a continent that is dealing with economic underdevelopment. 
3. Case Studies

The African Union has conducted several missions in order to establish a peaceful and secure Africa for its civilians. In order to assess the capability of the AU to address the peace and security challenges of Africa, this chapter, through case-studies of the Burundi and Darfur-Sudan crises, evaluates its intervention and mediation efforts. 
3.1. The Republic of Burundi case
3.1.1. Background

The conflict in Burundi originated from the assassination of the country’s first elected President, Melchior Ndadaye. He was the leader of a primarily Hutu dominated political party, named the Front pour la democratie au Burundi (FRODEBU). As a response to the assassination, Hutu rebel movements attacked the Tutsi dominated government of Burundi.

The Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Accord was signed on 28 August 2000 and it outlined a timetable for promoting and creating democratic rule based on the principle of inclusion. A power sharing transition government was established for a period of three years that would end in election and civilian rule. The power sharing signified that for the first 18 months a Tutsi President would hold the leading power and for the remaining 18 months a Hutu President would lead Burundi. The Arusha Accord instructed the Burundian government to submit to the UN request for an international peacekeeping force. 

On 7 October 2002, the Transitional Government of Burundi (TGoB) and the Burundi Armed Political Parties and Movements (APPMs) signed a ceasefire agreement. On 2 December 2002, the Ceasefire Accord was signed by the TGoB and the Conseil Nationale pour la defense de la démocratie-Forces pour la defense de la démocratie (CNDD-FDD) led by Pierre Nkurunziza. The rebel group Forces Nationales de Libération (PALIPEHUTU-FNL) let by Agathon Rwasa did not sign the ceasefire agreements and pursued its rebellion. Hence, it could not participate in the activities of the transition government. The Ceasefire Accord permitted the establishment of the first AU force to monitor the implementation of the peace agreement (Murithi, 2005, p.92).  

3.1.2. African Union’s peace operations in Burundi

The AU operation in Burundi was the first initiative of the organization to operationalize and implement its peacebuilding efforts. The organization determined that it would take matters into own hands and would manage and execute peacebuilding operations in conflict areas in Africa.  On 2 April 2003, the AU created the African Mission in Burundi (AMIB) and deployed 3 335 troops from South Africa, Ethiopia and Mozambique. The mandate for the AMIB troops was until 31 May 2004 and as from 1 June 2004 the troops were deployed under the UN mission, called the UN Operations in Burundi (ONUB) which was authorized to conduct peacekeeping operations in accordance with UNSC Resolution 1545 (Murithi, 2005, p.93). 

The main purpose of the AMIB was to facilitate the implementation of the Ceasefire Agreements and to establish a defence and security situation in Burundi that is stable and well-managed through the creation of new defence and security structures. In order to achieve this purpose, AMIB had the following objectives: 

· to monitor the implementation of the ceasefire agreements by the parties;

· to support the disarmament and demobilization initiatives and recommend on the integration of ex-combatants; 

· to create conditions for the establishment of a UN peacekeeping mission; and 

· to contribute to political and economic stability in Burundi (Agoagye, 2004, p.10). 

AMIB was composed of a civilian component and military contingents including a Head of Mission and Special Representative of the Chairperson of the AU Commission, who were assisted by two deputies. Furthermore, it consisted of a Force Commander, which was the leader of the military component assisted by a Deputy Commander. There was also an observer mechanism with personnel from Burkina Faso, Mali, Gabon, Togo and Tunisia (idem). 

In the peace building operations, the AMIB troops were, amongst others, mandated to establish and maintain liaison between the TGoB and the rebel groups; facilitate delivery of humanitarian support, including to refugees and Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs); coordinate mission activities with the UN presence in Burundi; and provide VIP protection for designated returning leaders who would participate in the TGoB.  AMIB also served to increase the governments capability to reintegrate ex-militia back into society and establish secure demobilization centres which would monitor the Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) process. These demobilisation centres were established in Bubanza, Gitega. In addition, AMIB was engaged in the activities that allowed refugees and IDPs, who were based in the provinces of Burundi and refugee camps in Tanzania, back to their communities. An additional mandate of the AMIB was to create conditions for the peacebuilding and peacekeeping operations by the UN. The UN was unwilling to authorize the deployment of peacekeepers to Burundi until there was a complete and all-inclusive ceasefire in the country (idem). 

Furthermore, AMIB was also engaged in the Civil-Military Cooperation, which was to provide humanitarian support to the civilians and ex-combatants, focus on the DDR process and maintain civil-military relations with the host nation authorities. However, AMIB served to support the UN and the international humanitarian agencies and NGOs by liaising and consulting these organizations when planning the operational conditions of humanitarian delivery. This was to ensure an appropriate and effective coordination of all AMIB military and other support to the organizations (Agoagye, 2004, p.9-12). 
3.1.3. Evaluation of the AU’s intervention and mediation efforts in Burundi


AMIB would have successfully completed its main mandate, if it had facilitated the implementation of the Ceasefire Agreements and had established a stable defence and security situation in Burundi which was supported by newly developed national defence and security  structures. AMIB did establish and maintain liaison between the TGoB and the rebel movements, monitor and verify the implementation of the Ceasefire Agreements and facilitate the activities of the Joint Ceasefire Commission (JCC). However, the AMIB troops failed to fully achieve its main purpose as it was unable to come to a consensus with the TGoB about the designation and security of identified pre-assembly and disarmament centres. Furthermore, it was incapable of supporting the DDR initiatives and recommend on the reintegration of former combatants (Agoagye, 2004, p.14). 

The AU also faced difficulties in establishing and deploying its troops. As AMIB was unable to provide in-mission sustainment, it was dependent on troop-contributing countries. Furthermore, the budget for the AMIB deployment, operations and sustainment was greater than the budget available for the funding of the mission. The budget was US $ 134 million in total while the AU received merely US $ 10 million, excluding the support provided by the United States (US $ 6.1 million) and the United Kingdom (US $ 6 million), which supported the deployment of Ethiopian and Mozambican troops. Although the AU’s traditional partners indicated to be of goodwill towards the peace activities of the organization, this aid was not given. Thus, the UN, international community and African leaders themselves failed to provide the required support to fulfil its mandate. The AU would have been better capable of sustaining and financing its mission if it would not be dependent on external support (Agoagye, 2004, p.13).

All in all, the AMIB troops brought relative peace to almost the whole country, except for the region outside Bujumbra where the rebel group PALIPEHUTU-FNL continued to resist and stage attacks. This allowed for the positioning of UN peacekeepers in Burundi. It was the presence of AMIB troops that helped to avoid the escalation of the conflict through its conflict prevention  and peacebuilding operations. AMIB was able to control the conflict situation in Burundi and on 1 June 2004 AMIB transformed into ONUB troops . In addition, AMIB assisted positively in making the delivery of humanitarian support possible,  managing mission activities with the presence of the UN in the country and protecting the designated leaders of the TGoB (Agoagye, 2004, p.13-14).

3.2.  Sudan-Darfur case

3.2.1. Background
The civil war in Sudan originates from the period when the British had occupied the country.  As a result of the British colonial policy of ‘divide and rule’ Sudan was segregated in the northern part, which was dominated by the Arab/Muslims, and southern Sudan, which was occupied by the mixed Black Christians/animist population. By implementing a policy that prohibited the teachings and activities of both religious groups in each other’s part of the country, the British wanted to halt the spread of Arab nationalism and limit anti-colonialism. After Sudan’s independence, under the appearance of ‘Sudanisation’ the Arabs were able to occupy all the senior civil service positions which intensified the resentment between these groups. As a consequence, an uprising of southern soldiers occurred against the government in Khartoum (Okereke, 2005, p.106-112). 
However, by 1958 the emerging regime of General Aboud imposed Islam as the state religion and declared Arabic the official language while the independence constitution pronounced Sudan a secular state. Subsequently, the Arabs gained power through a coup d’etat in 1969. In 1972, Colonel Jafar El-Nimeri (leader of the coup d’etat) ended the civil war by signing the Addis Ababa Peace agreement, which provided possibilities for a secular Sudan, fundamental rights under the rule of law and a regional government with restricted autonomy in the south. However, ultimately President El-Nimeri re-introduced the Shari’ah law and by 1989 a legal system according to the Islamic laws was fully implemented by the current President General Omar Al-Bashir in Sudan. Moreover, the political dominance by the Arabs permitted the power over the country’s oil wealth. This resulted in an increased hatred by the Blacks towards the Arabs and furthermore caused friction with the Ethiopians and the Eritreans. They disagreed with the exportation of the radical Islamic foreign policy thrust of the National Islamic Front led by Bashir. The continuous struggle between the Arabs and the Blacks for religious, cultural and economic supremacy paint the Sudanese history (idem).

In the period from 1981 to 2004, the Sudanese civil war conflict had displaced internally an estimate of three million southern civilians and forced 670.000 others to flee and become refugees, in amongst others Chad. Furthermore, the effects of the war are worsening the humanitarian situation in Sudan. Thus far, people are suffering and dying from drought, famine and ecological devastation (idem). 

Nevertheless, in February 2003 a new wave of armed conflict erupted in Darfur, the western region of Sudan. The rebel groups Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) emerged and attacked the government troops as a response to the economic underdevelopment, marginalization and alienation of the region Darfur and the discrimination against the three main indigenous ethnic groups, namely: the Massalit, Fur and Zaghawa. These groups also claimed greater participation in their political affairs and the genuine promotion of economic development. In the beginning of March 2003, the government of Sudan (GOS) responded by using armed forces and this set the course for the current Sudanese situation (Murithi, 2005, p.52). 

The Darfur crisis has caused 300.000 deaths; 2.6 million refugees and IDPs because their homes are burnt, destroyed or abandoned out of fear for attacks; and unknown number of rapes, abuses and abducted. Hence, it is seen by the international community as “world’s worst human rights and humanitarian catastrophes” (Amnesty International, 2009).
3.2.2.  African Union’s peace operations in Darfur, Sudan

In 2003, the AU was called on by the international community to lead negotiations between GOS and the two rebel groups, SLA and JEM. In April 2004, the AU supported by Chad, led negotiations between the GOS and SLA and JEM which resulted in the April 8 Humanitarian Ceasefire Agreement. It was signed by all parties and was to come into effect on 11 April 2004 but hostility continued between the rebelled groups and the allied militia of the Sudanese government (Janjaweed) thus the conflict continued. 

In addition, the Ceasefire Agreement enabled the deployment of sixty ceasefire monitors and 300 soldiers to provide protection to them.  In July 2004, the AU began its deployment, named the African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS). It was mandated to provide security to the civilians and aid workers in Darfur. By the end of 2007, the AU had expanded its force to merely 7000 troops, in a country with a landmass of over two million square kilometres. According to General Romeo Dallaire, head of the UN peacekeeping force in the 1994 Rwandan genocide, a troop of 44.000 men would have been more appropriate (as cited in Makinda & Okumu, 2008, p.86). 

Prior to the summit in July 2004 in Addis Ababa,  Chairperson of the AU Commission, Alpha Oumar Konare talked with UN officials and factions in the Sudan conflict to discuss peace initiatives. As a response to the humanitarian catastrophe, on 30 July 2004 the UNSC mandated, through the adoption of Resolution 1556, the Sudanese government to disarm the Janjaweed militia within 30 days and bring human rights transgressors to justice or risk sanctions. However, this disarmament never happened (Okereke, 2005, p.121-122). 

In May 2006, one faction of the SLA group and the GOS signed the Darfur Peace Agreement and subsequently more rebel groups signed the agreement. These groups, which are referred to as the ‘signatories’, control some of the government posts and areas in Darfur. In November 2006, the UNSC and the AU met to set up for a joint UN-AU peacekeeping mission (Amnesty International, 2009). 

At the end of July 2007, the UNSC authorized the deployment of 26.000 troops and police to undertake peacekeeping operations under the UN-AU hybrid mission in Darfur (UNAMID). The UNAMID operation commenced in January 2008, however, thus far only 9000 troops have been put on Sudanese ground. The UNAMID was unable to increase the required manpower necessary for deployment in Darfur. The African leaders who were responsible to deploy manpower as well as the West who was to provide the required logistical assistance, failed to complete the UN-AU hybrid force. Furthermore, the already established UNAMID force lacks significant equipment to even carry out basic peacekeeping operations. For instance, as the UNAMID consisting of the old AU force and two new brigades, was so poorly provisioned some of the AU personnel had to “buy paint to turn their green helmets into UN blue due to the lack of provisioning” (Onoja, 2008, p.41-42). 

3.2.3. Evaluation of the AU’s intervention and mediation efforts in Darfur, Sudan

The AU contributed greatly to the creation of dialogue between GOS and the rebel groups. Although the AU was constricted by many challenges it made great effort to play a pro-active role in the peace building efforts in Sudan. The failure of the AMIS was due to various factors.
Makinda and Okumu (2008, p.84) argue that the AU’s failure in Sudan is due to a lack of political will of the AU leaders and the lack of mechanisms to determine which conflict fall under “grave circumstances” and how to approach these conflicts. They state that, firstly, the decision-making process is not clear on how to intervene. Secondly, the Assembly of Heads of State and Government meets only twice a year or in rare extraordinary sessions. Evidently, this is not frequent enough for the only organ of the organization that is authorized to take decisions on intervention in a Member State, especially when one takes the gravity of the conflicts that are plaguing Africa into account. Finally, as mentioned before, they argue that Articles 4(h) and 4(j) apply to very particular cases. 
In terms of the mission of the AU in Sudan, firstly, the AMIS did not have many soldiers that were trained to handle the peace operations of the Darfur nature. Most countries felt that the lives of their troops should not be endangered and therefore decided to deploy according to traditional peacekeeping principles. Secondly, the AU lacked logistical resources such as equipment, sufficient vehicles and aircrafts. The AU was dependent on donations and these were not delivered on time. In addition, the offered troops were unable to reach Darfur due to logistical deficits and lack of a status of force agreement which restricted the deployed troops to land in Sudan. Thirdly, the AMIS troops were merely authorized to carry out traditional peacekeeping operations, which respects the principles of impartiality, neutrality and consent, as  constructed according to scenario four of the ASF. Hence, the AU troops did not hold significant power to address the crimes against humanity, war crimes and genocide. Fourthly, AMIS troops lacked basic skills in peace building which negatively impacted the mission. Finally, concerns the ineffectiveness of the AMIS on the ground. The AU troops became frustrated as a result of actions by the Sudanese government and the AU headquarters. The AU troops were to obtain authorization from the Sudan government before releasing reports, particularly if it included information that proved that the Ceasefire Agreement was violated. Thus, the reports did not provide the accurate reflections of the situation in Sudan. Moreover, Sudan did not provide fuel to the AU monitors when its attack-helicopters were in the air (Makinda and Okumu, 2008, p.84-86). 

In addition to these factors, the AMIS troops were unable to provide access for humanitarian aid or protect humanitarian convoys, although it brought security to some of the most vulnerable civilians in particular camp areas. Furthermore, the troops failed to provide protection for the populations in the rural areas due to the inaccessibility of these areas. AMIS also failed to disarm the Janjaweed and bring the violators of the international humanitarian law to justice (Murithi, 2005, p.88-90). 

An additional factor, probably the most important factor, that played a significant role in the Sudan crisis was the diplomatic skills of Sudan. Sudan is the most powerful member of the AU due to its dedication to the Union and its membership in the AU Assembly, the AU organ that decides on intervention. In addition, Sudan is one of the top contributors of the AU budget and has experienced representation to the Union. Moreover, at the time that the Union decided on the situation of Darfur, Sudan was a member of the PSC. Hence the AU has not undertaken any steps that would offend Sudan and to avoid marginalization of the mission in the country. In addition, Sudan also held influence power in the UN as it was sponsored for election by African states as an African representative in the Human Rights Commission. Moreover, the protection of Russia and China due to their special relation with Sudan safeguards the country from strict measurements from the UNSC. Thus, the lack of political will to solve this matter, in order to maintain a good relationship with ‘important’ leaders, seems to be more important than the millions of lives that have been and still continue to perish (Makinda and Okumu, 2008, p.84-86). 
Conclusion 

Since the AU replaced the OAU, it has made a significant progress in establishing a continental peace and security architecture that responds actively to the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts in Africa. Hence, in response to the central question of this thesis, which stated: “Is the African Union’s peace and security architecture capable of effectively addressing the peace and security challenges of Africa?”  I can respond positively. The Pan-Africanist organization, which is guided by the vision of “African solutions to African problems” has made numerous achievements. It has formulated and implemented various frameworks that promote a peaceful and secure Africa, such as the Pelindaba Treaty. It has also actively responded to conflicts on the continent by constructively being engaged in peace support operations, such as in Burundi, Sudan and Somalia. In some cases it has even played a leading role. In the case of Burundi and Darfur, Sudan, they brought peace and order which made room for UN peacekeeping troops. Furthermore, it has been able to effectively sanction Member States by, amongst others, restricting them from AU meetings. Hence, Williams (2008, p.19) concludes that the security circumstances on the continent would have been worse, if the PSC did not exist and if there was not an instrument that would deal with the plagues of Africa, it would be wise to invent one (p.19). 
However, when it comes to a long-term conflict prevention and resolution approach the AU peace security architecture remains challenged by several factors. The following main factors influence on the AU’s ability to address the huge challenges of Africa in an effective manner:
1. Lack of resources
The AU suffers enormously from a financial deficit  as it has only a few resources, due to the lack of Member States’ contribution to the Union’s budget, and the high costs that come with the deployment and sustainment of missions, as the missions in Sudan and Burundi demonstrated. As a consequence, the Union over-relies on external financial support with the possibility of subjection to these donors’ own agenda. Furthermore, this dependency limits the AU to play a more prominent role and take the lead in the peace support operations. 
2. Ambiguous legitimacy
The legal framework of the AU contains ambiguities that will constraint its ability to effectively respond to the conflicts. While the newly adopted intervention clause perceives the idea that the AU can and will intervene in cases of grave circumstances, it has not been completely outlined. In addition, Article 4 (h) of the Constitutive Act does not delineate the fact that the AU is obliged to seek authorization from the UNSC as stipulated in the UN Charter. Furthermore, the contradiction in the PSC Protocol on the division of responsibilities in Africa between these two organizations brings uncertainty to the peace missions. In addition, neither the Constitutive Act nor the PSC Protocol define the situations that do not relate to war crimes, genocide or crimes against humanity, where intervention of the AU might be required, upon recommendation of the PSC. These ambiguities may cause problems for the AU when intervention is urgent. 

3. Weak institutional and military capacity

The PSC is poorly run due to a lack of human and financial resource. A set of working methods that encourages an efficient and productive working manner has only recently been designed and implemented. Hence, the Commission has been forced to take more work than it can bare and is therefore unable to provide adequate secretarial support to the PSC. It has even undertaken some of the PSC’s responsibilities. In addition, the PSC, fails to devote sufficient attention to the eradication of the roots of conflicts, which could provide a structural solution to the challenges of Africa. Furthermore, regarding the military capacity, the AU lacks the ability to command and control these operations. Although it has a basic military staff, it is unable to provide, plan, control and sustain sizeable military operations and therefore dependents on external actors. Finally, the establishment of the PSC support arrangements, i.e. CEWS and a Standby Force has also been delayed due to the great number of human and financial resources needed for these entities. These are greater than the AU can handle at the moment. Therefore, it is not totally unfair to state that the objectives of the African leaders have been too ambitious. 

Thus, by taking all these factors into consideration, I join Isaac Olawele Albert (2007) as he states that the African Union is “a baby that is still living on milk. It has started growing teeth, but the teeth are not yet strong enough to break the kind of bones available in the challenging post- Cold War global environment in which it is expected to survive” (p.41). 
 Recommendations 
These recommendations are based on the three factors that the AU needs to improve in order to safeguard an effective long-term approach in its peace and security architecture and be able to play a constant and prominent role in peace support operations.   

1. Lack of resources
In order to ensure a predictable, sustainable and flexible financing of the AU peace and security architecture, the AU should enhance its partnership with the UN. These two organizations are interdependent. The UN, as the primary organization responsible for the maintenance of international peace and security needs regional organizations, such as the AU, to lighten the burden. This also applies for the AU as it needs the UN to support in peace missions through donations of human and financial resources. However, it must be noted that the UN is also suffering from a lack of resources and that is why these organizations are interdependent. Thus a collaboration would enable them to achieve more. Furthermore,  as the UN shares the same objectives, the AU is less subjected to the agenda’s of  external actors. 

The African leaders have taken steps to strengthen the collaboration with the UN to secure the financing of peacekeeping operations, i.e. the AU/UN Panel that would consider the modalities to finance the missions. These findings have not been published yet but there is good hope that these will be positive. 

Furthermore, the EU is constructively engaged in strengthening the African peace and security architecture through the Africa-EU Joint Strategy. The AU should further enhance this partnership to safeguard the financing of its peace operations.  
2. Ambiguous legitimacy
The AU needs to revise its legal framework to safeguard its capability to address the challenges of Africa in an unrestricted and effective manner. 

First of all, concerning Article 4 (h), it is impossible for the African leaders to eradicate this right to intervene as these leaders cannot wait for the international community to provide for peace and security on the continent. However, it must formally acknowledge its mandate to request permission from the UN prior to the intervention in Member States by adding an amendment to its Constitutive Act and PSC Protocol. 

Secondly, the AU needs to eradicate the contradiction on the division of responsibilities in Africa by clearly acknowledging the UN as the primary organization responsible for the maintenance of peace and security in Africa. This will create more clarity responsibilities between these organizations in missions. Hence, the AU needs to find a way to co-exist with the UNSC as it is the only organ that is permitted to use enforcement actions. In this way, the roles of these organizations will be defined. 

Finally, the AU needs to outline the situations that are not related to war crimes, genocide or crimes against humanity, where intervention of the AU might be required, upon recommendation of the PSC. It is imperative that the AU should be able to respond immediately to cases where intervention is needed and is not be restricted in its efforts to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts to protect the African civilians. 

3. Weak institutional and military capacity
The AU can use its collaboration with the UN to strengthen the institutional and military capacity  by sharing experiences, have a staff exchange and have workshops and trainings to strengthen their peacekeeping capacity.

In respect of the weak institutional capacity of the AU, as the PSC staff recently designed and implemented a new set of working methods, the Council is expected to be more efficient and productive. In addition, as the new working methods are being utilized, this might alleviate the work pressure of the Commission. The results of this newly adopted working method are still to be seen but they are hopeful. However, it is advisable for the AU to evaluate its effect to establish its efficiency and effectiveness.  

In addition, the PSC should start focusing on eradicating the causes of conflicts as a structural solution to the challenges of Africa. This will, evidently, have more effect on the long haul and is a vital step towards putting a halt to the continuous wars, conflicts and crises in Africa. 

Furthermore, the full establishment of the PSC support arrangements, i.e. CEWS and the ASF can be resolved significantly by providing training to force components and militaries that do not meet the requirements to conduct peacekeeping operations. In addition, the AU should establish its own command and control infrastructure in order to ensure effective military operations which are sustainable. Most importantly, the AU should take ‘baby steps’, in other words it should aim at objectives that are achievable and sustainable i.e. look at plans with a timeline of two or three years to avoid the exhausting of its capacity and the breaking of promises it was not able to keep.
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� The Preamble of the Charter of the OAU included Pan-Africanism and referred to: 


“the cooperation among our States in response to the aspirations of our people for brotherhood and solidarity, in a larger unity transcending ethnic and national differences. All African States should henceforth unite so that the welfare and well-being of their people can be assured” (as cited by Magliveras, 2004, p.12). 


Pan-Africanists acknowledge the fragmented nature of the existence of Africans, their marginalization and alienation which might occur in Africa or in the rest of the world, also referred to as the Diaspora. (Murithi, 2005, p.7-8). 





� The African Economic Community (AEC)Treaty is one of OAU’s foundations, which addresses the lack of economic growth and prosperity that the independent states are experiencing (Naldi, 2004, p. 148).


� Morocco joined the OAU from its inception, in 1963, but withdrew from the Organization, in November 1985, because they were against the formal acceptance of the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic (SADR) as a member of the Organization. The SADR did not meet all the admission criteria, among others, that it was not an independent sovereign state because it was occupied by Morocco (Magliveras, 2004, p.30-31). 


Nowadays, Morocco is not a member of the AU but has a special status within the Union which means that it is allowed to use the services from AU institutions that are merely available for its Member States. Furthermore, Morocco is involved in the resolution of conflicts in Algeria and parts of Western Sahara (African Union, 2009, “Overview”, para.6.). 


� The concept of R2P was written by the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) when in 1999 the UN Secretary General Kofi Anan, requested the international community to develop a consensus on how it should respond to gross and systematic violations of human rights. The R2P framework stipulates that when a state, as based on the doctrine of sovereignty, is unable or unwilling to provide protection for its civilians, the international community has the responsibility intervene in humanitarian tragedies. The international community should act, if necessary, through the use of force, even without the consent of the state involved (Powell, 2005, p.7).
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