
Festus Boahen Aboagye • ISS Paper 204 • November 2009

Confronting complex 
emergencies in Africa

Imperatives of a search for a new

doctrine of humanitarian ‘security’ interventions

INTRODUCTION

Th e end of the Cold War brought about signifi cant 
changes in the nature and impact of violent armed 
confl icts in Africa. Th e impact of these confl icts was 
aptly summed up in the Secretary-General’s report to 
the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) titled: ‘Th e 
causes of confl ict and the promotion of durable peace 
and sustainable development in Africa’.1 In that report, 
Kofi  Annan stated that:

... 14 of the continent’s 53 countries were affl  icted by 
armed confl ict in 1996 alone, and over 30 wars have 
occurred … since 1970, mostly within states. Th ese 
accounted for more than half of all the war-related deaths 
worldwide and caused over 8 million people to become 
refugees, returnees and displaced persons.

Given this reality and the sharp contrast between the nature 
of these armed confl icts and the majority of those that took 
place during the Cold War, the complex humanitarian 
emergencies engendered by the new confl icts demanded at 
least two fundamental changes in international intervention 
and confl ict resolution. One of those imperatives involved 
the use of ‘humanitarian interventions’ to legitimise 
‘military interventions’.2 Th e other imperative involved the 
rapid evolution of ad hoc conceptual approaches such as 
multidimensionality and integration. 

Th e second, unprecedented shift  saw a departure 
from the widely held doctrine espoused by Dag 
Hammarskjöld,3 who had argued that ‘peacekeeping is 
not a job for soldiers, but they are the only (emphasis 
added) ones who can do it’.4 To the contrary, all contem-
porary United Nations (UN) peacekeeping deployments 
in Africa since 2003, for instance, have been multidi-
mensional, involving police and civilian components, in 
addition to the military. Even in the case of the African 
Union (AU), the deployment of the AU Mission in 

Sudan-Darfur (AMIS) saw the historic involvement of a 
signifi cant number of police monitors.

Th e reality is that the AU and sub-regional organisa-
tions such as the Economic Community of West African 
States (ECOWAS) have been compelled by the new 
post-Cold War reality to bear increasing responsibility 
for peacekeeping within their own regions, in addition 
to their obligations to the UN System. However, the key 
argument is that the international community needs 
to examine the doctrine of peace missions and peace-
support operations, or humanitarian military interven-
tion, in terms of the use of force (military and police), 
towards civilian protection. Th is includes the normative 
protection of vulnerable populations. 

Th e paper is informed by the moral imperative of 
humanitarian intervention and the implication of that 
imperative, in relation to the principle on the use of 
force. From a historical perspective, it is understandable 
that the UN Charter imposed restrictions on the use 
of force in international relations, including its use in 
response to violent armed confl ict. However, given the 
imperatives of post-Cold War complex emergencies, 
post-Cold War humanitarian intervention (in Africa 
and elsewhere) demands more of the ‘coercive use of 
force’ to restore security. Th e objective of such use of 
force should be to protect vulnerable populations and 
(re)build collapsed and/or failed institutions. Th is 
sequencing of the primary eff ort in the use of force to 
restore security is premised on the argument that it 
is the security defi cit that precipitates humanitarian 
emergencies in the fi rst place.

Given the violent nature of armed confl icts by state- 
and non-state actors:

Humanitarian military interventions must be  ■

envisioned and designed to contain and deal with the 
devastating impact of violent armed confl ict, stem-
ming from sources of security threats
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In consequence, the deployment of robust multidi- ■

mensional peace operations does not constitute a 
realistic, eff ective response to armed confl icts and 
their devastating impact within Africa
Beyond the mere statement of robust mission  ■

mandates, there is need to examine the doctrine of 
‘humanitarian security intervention’ that devolves on 
the use of deterrent force in defeating armed violence 
that leads to civilian vulnerabilities
Th e imperatives of the proposed ‘humanitarian  ■

security intervention’ doctrine should be the basis 
for designing capacity-building initiatives. Given 
the misalignment between the two ends of demand 
and supply, the existing infrastructure for capacity 
building should be overhauled

A new doctrine of humanitarian security intervention 
is needed, in which the primary eff ort of intervention 
is focused on restoring and maintaining security as a 
sine-qua-non strategy for creating requisite conditions for 
economy of eff ort in meeting the other imperatives. 

By focusing on the narrow, limited meaning of 
humanitarian aid, humanitarian interventions and 
humanitarian military interventions have missed the 
objective of speedily and materially impacting on the 
safety and wellbeing of aff ected populations. Harsh 
as this may seem, the primary objective and focus of 
humanitarian military intervention in armed confl ict, of 
the kinds experienced in Somalia and Darfur, should be 
to restore and maintain security. Th is is what is meant by 
the notion of humanitarian security intervention.

Th e paper starts with an examination of the nature, focus 
and scope of humanitarian intervention approaches. It 
highlights the mismatch between salient features of violent 
armed confl ict and the humanitarian military interven-
tion approach. Th e dichotomy between the imperatives of 
complex emergencies and the ambivalent approach of the 
international community is drawn on to argue for a new 
doctrine of intervention devolving on the use of force to 
restore and maintain security, in order to protect civilians 

and support humanitarian assistance. By implication, 
existing regional capacity building approaches within the 
African continent must be reconsidered. 

Th e examination of these issues helps to determine 
the extent to which, if at all, African regional institu-
tions and capacities for peace-support interventions 
contribute to addressing the key imperatives of the 
nature and impact of modern confl icts. It also helps 
to highlight the kind of synergies that should exist 
between African, UN and other international com-
munity intervention tools, in order to avoid the replace-
ment of an international community intervention with 
that of Africa, which is nascent and will continue to be 
limited in scope and leverage. 

Th e last section of the paper provides a synopsis of 
key elements of the proposed doctrine of humanitarian 
security intervention.

Even though the analysis focuses largely on the 
military, it highlights the imperatives and challenges of 
police capacities for humanitarian military interven-
tions. Th is is done to underscore the role of police in the 
protection of displaced civilian populations, in accord-
ance with the principles of international humanitarian 
law and human rights law.

THE HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION 
NARRATIVE: DILEMMA OF DOCTRINAL 
ADAPTATION AND TRANSFORMATION

Peacekeeping started as a Cold War mechanism of de-
ploying international inter-positioning forces, normally 
aft er ceasefi re agreements and peace accords. Because 
these confl icts were largely inter-state, it was easily pos-
sible to position such forces in security or buff er zones, 
or on armistice lines, in order to separate the opposing 
forces of the states at war, and with the sole purpose of 
supervising the ceasefi res or peace accords.5 Sometimes, 
multinational forces (MNF) were used sequentially or in 
tandem with peacekeeping, especially in the Arab-Israeli 
confl ict(s) in Egypt (Sinai) and Lebanon.6

Th e signifi cance of the utility of peacekeeping as 
a tool for confl ict resolution was captured vividly in a 
statement by Jean-Marie Guéhenno that:7

Over the past sixty years, United Nations peacekeeping 
has evolved into one of the main tools used by the 
international community to manage complex crises that 
pose a threat to international peace and security. 

In fulfi lling its primary responsibility for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security, over the years 
the UNSC has deployed peacekeeping operations within 
the ambit of Chapter VI of the Charter, dealing with the 
‘pacifi c settlement of disputes’.8

A new doctrine of humanitarian 

security intervention is needed, 

in which the primary eff ort 

of intervention is focused on 

restoring and maintaining security
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Perhaps bolstered by adherence to the principle of 
‘great power unanimity’ the fi ve permanent members9 of 
the Security Council deemed it expedient to support the 
deployment of such peacekeeping operations by the UN as 
part of the greater strategy of global power balance. Since 
the end of the Cold War, however, changing dynamics in 
global power relations have arguably served to alter the 
unanimity with which the key members of the UNSC and 
other emerging (regional) political, economic, military 
powers – Brazil, India and South Africa10 – agree on the 
approach to the resolution of disputes and confl icts that 
threaten international security. Th e leverage of some of the 
powerful states, notably the triple alliance of the United 
States (US), the United Kingdom (UK) and sometimes 
France, in shaping international opinion has been 
tainted by perceptions of the regime change agenda 
and the war on terror. Th is has made the achievement of 
broad consensus within the UNSC more diffi  cult.

Humanitarianism and humanitarian 
military intervention dichotomy

Th is section seeks to assess the degree to which the 
interventions in Somalia and Darfur met humanitarian 
imperatives on the ground.

Th e incidence of complex emergencies involving 
massive population displacements, systematic, gross vio-
lations of human rights law (HRL) and breaches of IHL, 
by state- and non-state actors alike, is well documented.

Th e tenuous debate over the political utility of humani-
tarian military intervention as an approach in confl ict 
management and resolution by the international commu-
nity may well have started with the humanitarian crisis in 
Liberia in the wake of Charles Taylor’s invasion in late 1989, 
and the deployment of the ECOWAS Monitoring Group 
(ECOMOG) in Liberia (1990). Given that the Liberian crisis 
was comparatively less dramatic than other subsequent 
humanitarian crises, the ‘controversial’ interventions that 
followed that of ECOMOG brought the issue of humanitar-
ian military action to centre stage of the debate.11 

What needs continuing examination is a way out 
of the moral and political dilemmas of humanitarian 
military interventions, and answers to the questions: 
what has been their real impact; how eff ective have they 
been in relieving the massive population displacement 
and the gross violations of human rights by state- and 
non-state actors; how well are they adapted to addressing 
the root causes of confl ict; and how can they mitigate the 
aggravating, triggering and prolonging factors of violent 
armed confl ict, especially within Africa?

Th at there was need for a new intervention approach 
has never been in question. What is in question is the 
precipitate action of the UN system and the international 
community, as entrepreneurs of norm building, in 

merely orchestrating a moral justifi cation for humanitar-
ian intervention. Schweizer, for instance, points out that 
in contrast with classic organised charity as a domain 
of religious orders, contemporary humanitarianism has 
taken on an unprecedented secular character, especially 
following the establishment of the original Geneva 
Convention (1864). For all practical purposes and intent, 
Schweizer underscores Leader’s caution that the princi-
ples on which humanitarian action are founded:12

... cannot be seen as the expression of a universal ethic, 
because they were historically a compromise between 
military-political necessity and the dictates of conscience 
and humanity.

Leader’s most important argument is that the terms of 
the ‘humanitarian deal’ need to be constantly renegoti-
ated. Th is argument has relevance to the debate over the 
perceived intrusion of humanitarian ‘military’ interven-
tion into the domain of classic humanitarian intervention. 
As Schweizer puts it, humanitarian ‘military’ intervention 
is gaining (or has gained) unprecedented currency as one 
of a range of political tools, or political frameworks of 
response, to confl ict, by the international community.

Aft er an illuminating debate on humanitarianism 
and humanitarian military intervention, Schweizer 
concludes on the terse note that ‘this humanitarian 
space must be kept clearly distinct from “humani-
tarian” military interventions’.13 But is the key issue 
about humanitarian space, and should the paradigms 
of humanitarianism and political-military utility be 
mutually exclusive? Or, as Leader argues, should the 
debate not be seen as part of the constant need for 
renegotiation of the humanitarian ‘deal’ in order to 
make humanitarian military intervention more relevant 
to contemporary imperatives?14 

Indeed, even though arguing in the context of the 
humanitarian principle of neutrality, Schweizer may 
seem to suggest an answer to this dilemma when he 
posits that:15 

Th e moral dilemma (between neutrality and political 
activism), however, remains diffi  cult to solve for 
humanitarian organizations. Th e two approaches 
seem mutually exclusive but when seen pragmatically 
are complementary. It might in fact be in the interest 
of victims of oppression and violence that both 
philosophies coexist, albeit represented by diff erent 
organizations (and diff erent mandates and objectives).

Otherwise, that point of departure from Schweizer’s 
conclusion can borrow from the sense of Macrae’s 
observation.16 Given the enormous humanitarian 
catastrophe in the wake of such violent confl icts as in 
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Somalia and Darfur, the narrow conceptual framework 
defi nition of humanitarian intervention designed to 
mitigate the impact of war (in its classical sense), should 
be to make room for a new normative framework defi ni-
tion of humanitarian security intervention that is more 
responsive to these realities and is designed to focus its 
eff orts fi rst on the restoration of security and then on 
supporting humanitarian assistance. Nicholas Leader 
was apt in suggesting that nineteenth-century-based 
humanitarian principles (and the nature of warfare) in a 
changing world cannot remain fossilised. His pragmatic 
summary is more to the point that:17

Th e humanitarian impulse may be universal and 
timeless, but the rules and institutions through which it 
is expressed, and the extent to which these are respected, 
are historically determined.

On the one hand, it can be assumed that UN and other 
regional humanitarian military interventions, and the 
discourse around humanitarianism and humanitarian 
military intervention, have contributed to norm build-
ing. On the other hand, that assumption sometimes 
is aff ected by the false hopes of a ‘quick fi x’ and exit 
strategy of humanitarian intervention. Th ese confl icting 
dimensions may be answered in the next section, which 
examines proximate inconsistencies in humanitarian 
intervention or humanitarian military intervention.

Proximate inconsistencies in 
humanitarian military intervention

Th e tension between humanitarianism and humanitar-
ian military intervention is not the only dimension 
of the debate aff ecting unimpeded norm building 
around humanitarian intervention. Th e debate extends 
to tensions over state sovereignty and responsibility. 
Deng argues cogently that sovereignty equates to the 
responsibility of the state to protect populations within 
state borders as the basis of the legitimacy of govern-
ments, and the accountability of such governments to 
international norms and standards. To this end, Deng 
argues that:18

Th e critical question … is under what circumstances 
the international community is justifi ed in overriding 
sovereignty to protect the dispossessed population 
within state borders. Th e common assumption in 
international law is that to justify such action there must 
be a threat to international peace and security.

Such thinking found resonance with the UN system 
in 1992 when Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the then UN 
Secretary-General, emphasised the utility of the concept 

of consent-based, sovereignty-sensitive ‘preventive 
deployment’ as a tool for his Agenda for Peace (1992):19

… in a variety of instances and ways … in conditions of 
crisis within a country … to alleviate suff ering and to limit 
or control violence…assistance in maintaining security, 
whether through military, police or civilian personnel, 
could save lives and develop conditions of safety in 
which negotiations can be held … in these situations of 
internal crisis the United Nations will need to respect the 
sovereignty of the State; to do otherwise would not be in 
accordance with the understanding of Member States in 
accepting the principles of the Charter … 

Perhaps this agenda was suited to the time of minimalist 
UN intervention. With hindsight, however, the concept 
suff ers from at least three signifi cant weaknesses. Th e fi rst 
relates to the diffi  culty in securing a ‘reasonably compre-
hensive’ consent, or maintaining the respect of warring 
parties for an existing framework of consent. Th e report of 
the Brahimi Panel underscores the dilemmas around the 
exploitation of consent and its potential as a confl ict-pro-
longing tool when it is withheld or withdrawn.20 Wesley 
has argued that by their nature, civil war adversarial 
groups have the capacity for rational calculations about 
their relative strengths vis-à-vis that of UN missions. 
In that dynamic relationship, they are able to calculate 
the inherent weaknesses in the design — mandate, force 
level, force capabilities, mission presence and military 
balance — that enable them to choose their tactics and 
non-permissive attitudes towards such missions. He 
argues that where belligerents perceive critical weaknesses 
in humanitarian intervention missions, they are inclined 
to withhold cooperation or be blatantly hostile.21

Second, the state may be unwilling or unable to 
extend that reasonable consent, or may itself be complicit 
in gross violations of the human rights of the population. 
Th is dilemma, time and again, has frustrated and even 
impeded mandate implementation, as was particularly 
true of Sudan’s Darfur confl ict. 

Th e third weakness lies in the assumption that the 
mandate and design of each deployment and mission, 
pursuant to the fundamental principles of humanitar-
ian assistance, would be contextually adaptable to the 
doctrine of peacekeeping. 

It is indisputable that the Agenda for Peace was 
insuffi  cient and unsuitable doctrinally for meeting the 
humanitarian and security imperatives of the post-Cold 
War era. Consequently, in its characteristic incremental 
approach to issues, the UN tasked the Brahimi Panel 
with ‘assess[ing] the shortcomings of the existing system 
and [making] frank, specifi c and realistic recommenda-
tions for change’. It is fair to say that the report of the 
Brahimi Panel (2000)22 was a reasonable attempt to 
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deepen thinking within the UN system on the need to 
mainstream humanitarian military intervention, among 
others, into peacekeeping. 

Th e panel’s report contextualises the need for UN 
peace operations not to be inhibited in using force to 
silence a source of deadly fi re directed at UN troops, 
the people they are mandated to protect, or to cede the 
initiative to their attackers. It emphasises the need for 
commensurately larger well-resourced forces with clear, 
credible and achievable mandates, with explicit authority 
to use force as a deterrent, while accepting the risk of 
operational casualties. It is obvious that, while not being 
exact in its words, the panel underscores the need for a 
new doctrinal posture, informed by a ‘credible deterrent 
threat’, for neutralising, if not destroying, armed threats 
to mission mandates.

Even though the panel emphasised that this posture 
should be in contrast with the ‘symbolic, non-threaten-
ing peacekeeping posture’, UN peace operations have 
probably continued in the same vein of ‘peacekeeping’, 
largely owing to the UN’s tendency towards adaptation 
rather than a new bold and holistic doctrine of humani-
tarian security intervention. Th at in turn owes to the 
tendency of the Security Council and member states to 
craft  and support ambiguous, inconsistent and under-
funded mandates in non-permissive confl ict zones.23 
However, this dilemma stems from the entrenched 
aversion of the permanent members of the UNSC, as well 
as the other member states of the UN system, to ‘warlike’ 
interventions, in spite of the reality and eff ect of such 
operations, in eastern DRC for instance.

Th e problem is one of failure of the Security Council 
and the wider international community to establish an 
eff ective doctrine for humanitarian military interven-
tion. Th is point is best explained by borrowing from a 
generic defi nition of ‘doctrine’ as a term of political and 
military science that humanitarian military interven-
tion doctrine should be ‘what we believe about the best 
way to conduct humanitarian intervention’.24 Based on 
such a defi nition, it is questionable whether the Security 
Council and the wider international community believe 
that the existing paradigm of humanitarian interventions 
is the best way to resolve humanitarian and security 

imperatives arising from the incidence of violent intr-
astate armed confl ict.

However, the lacuna over norm building around a 
doctrine of humanitarian security intervention is also a 
political issue. Weil, for instance, argues that one of the 
reasons that explain the lack of a consistent humanitarian 
intervention penetration in armed confl ict revolves around 
the still contentious issue of legitimacy in its three compo-
nent variants: ethical; legal; and procedural authority.25 

Her argument principally is that lack of interna-
tional consensus on the socially constructed notion of 
legitimacy detracts from its strength as a trigger for 
humanitarian intervention. As she argues, confusion 
over the meaning of legitimacy stems from the norm of 
non-intervention arising, for instance, from Immanuel 
Kant’s interpretation of the ‘just war’ theory. Proponents 
of non-intervention argue that in order to be legitimate, 
humanitarian intervention must fi rst be ethical or con-
sistent with the underlying principles or moral authority 
of the theory of ‘just war’: just cause, use of force as the 
last resort, proportional means, and a high prospect of 
success or a positive outcome.26 

Th e achievement of all the objective ethical criteria for 
‘just war’ would be almost impossible in many of today’s 
complex emergencies; classically, they could not be 
achieved in the confl icts in Somalia and Darfur, largely 
as a result of the dynamics of intra-state confl ict (includ-
ing the confl icting interests of the parties involved) as 
opposed to inter-state confl ict, with respect to which the 
‘just war’ theory was postulated. 

Th e dilemma in the tension between state sovereignty 
and the need to avoid going down in history as an era 
in which society stood idly by in the face of devastating 
confl icts underscores the international community’s 
quandary in choosing between its normative procedural 
‘right to intervene’ and the moral ‘duty to intervene’. Th e 
obvious conundrum is a legitimacy-legality gap,27 and 
the pitfall of using legitimacy to achieve legality for an 
otherwise illegal intervention, in the context of the new 
normative defi nition of security that encompasses state 
and human security.28

Within the framework of the recommendations of 
the Brahimi Panel Report, the process of norm building 
towards humanitarian military intervention came to 
devolve on the principles of the normative defi nition of state 
sovereignty espoused by the International Commission on 
Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS):29

State sovereignty implies responsibility, and the 
primary responsibility for the protection of its people 
lies with the state itself … Where a population is 
suff ering serious harm, as a result of internal war, 
insurgency, repression or state failure, and the state in 
question is unwilling or unable to halt or avert it, the 

The international community 

must not go down in history 

as standing idly by in the 

face of violent confl icts
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principle of non-intervention yields to the international 
responsibility to protect.

Th e importance of that new normative defi nition is that 
states cede their sovereign ‘responsibility to protect’ to 
the international community, which would then exercise 
the remit to prevent, react and rebuild. On the surface, 
therefore, ‘responsibility to protect’ appears to provide 
a reasonable caveat for intervention, and safeguards 
against the violation of state sovereignty. 

Incidentally, however, the drive towards that 
norm building has been aff ected by the decision of 
the UN General Assembly in favour of customised, 
case-specifi c early and fl exible response only when 
prevention fails. In reframing the norm (which it refers 
to as a concept only), the General Assembly is espous-
ing a three-pillar strategy devolving on the protection 
responsibilities of the state; international assistance and 
capacity-building; and timely and decisive response. It 
emphasised that:30

… we [member states] are prepared to take collective 
action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the 
Security Council, in accordance with the Charter, 
including Chapter VII, on a case-by-case basis and in 
cooperation with relevant regional organizations as 
appropriate, should peaceful means be inadequate and 
national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their 
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing 
and crimes against humanity.

In practice, the collective will of the UN, as always, will 
appear to continue to hinge on the complex self-interest 
politics of the UN Security Council which, in many 
instances, derail the speed with which norms are built 
generally, as well as compromise the specifi c elements of 
early, decisive action.31 

As a matter of fact, the sensitivity of the UN and 
its member states is to blame for the almost complete 
demise of the movement that started in the 1990s 
(1994–97) towards the ‘prevention of armed confl ict’.32 As 
Langille explains, the movement sought to ensure rapid 
and eff ective responses to armed confl ict, focusing on a 
range of intervention mechanisms, such as a UN rapid 
reaction force using peace enforcement units and Article 
43-type (national standby forces) arrangements, as well 
as the idea of a UN legion. 

Th e movement led, among others, to the emergence 
of such initiatives as the UN’s rapidly deployable mission 
headquarters; the UN Standby Arrangements System 
(UNSAS) to provide for some degree of guaranteed 
contributions by member states; and the Denmark-based 
13-member multinational Standby High Readiness 
Brigade (SHIRBRIG). Indeed, the motivations and 

rationale for the establishment of the African Standby 
Force (ASF) stem from this movement.

Admittedly, some initial progress was achieved in 
the materialisation of the UNSAS in the mid 1990s. Th e 
SHIRBRIG33 was fully operational in 1996, deploying in 
2000 to the United Nations Mission in Ethiopia-Eritrea 
(UNMEE) in that year, and establishing a headquarters 
element for the United Nations Mission in Liberia 
(UNMIL) in 2003.34 In addition, the ASF is slowly 
making progress towards full operationalisation in 2010. 
Furthermore, the implementation of the recommenda-
tions of the Brahimi Panel has led to the institutionalisa-
tion of the integrated mission planning process, includ-
ing the application of integrated mission task forces.35

In spite of these achievements, Langille points out that 
the limitations of the various mechanisms arise from lack 
of full commitment on the part of the UN and member 
states in signing up to the arrangements. In addition, the 
Brahimi Panel notes a number of key shortcomings of 
UNSAS, as not being fully dependable for the supply of 
capable resources, and lacking coherent multidimensional 
brigade-size forces.36 Th e reality is that the momentum 
towards a full operationalisation of an eff ective, compre-
hensive and harmonised mechanism has all but fi zzled 
out. Th is is largely as a result of the focus of the UN and 
the international community on pragmatic incremental 
reforms and strengthening existing structures. 

Going back to the earlier debate, as a more recent 
example, the prospects for a rapid humanitarian inter-
vention in Darfur on an international scale were not only 
hampered by the absence of a rapid deployment capabil-
ity, they were virtually smothered by two factors: the 
prolonged confl ictual debate over whether the situation 
there constituted genocide; and the intransigence and 
opposition of the government to the issue of ‘foreign 
forces’. Th e circumstances surrounding the AU (and 
subsequently AU/UN) intervention in Darfur underscore 
the diffi  culties involved in that determination.37 On the 
ground, the impact of these missions has been hampered 
by the lack of an eff ective humanitarian security inter-
vention doctrine.

Th e critical questions will appear to be: What are the 
objective criteria for a humanitarian military interven-
tion? How can the UNSC preclude the violation of the 
sovereignty of the state? Will the reality on the ground 
possess the required gravitas? How will that gravitas help 
to shape and tilt the collective view of the Security Council 
(and member states and regional organisations)? Or does 
state sovereignty still preoccupy the minds and interests of 
UN member states and other regional organisations? Th e 
clear answer is, yes, it does. However, that these questions 
are being asked is even more astonishing in light of the 
abysmal failure to resolve the debacle in Somalia, and the 
resultant disengagement from Somalia since 1995.
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To some extent though, humanitarian military inter-
vention erroneously seems to have become a compulsive 
tool of choice by the international community, including 
the AU in Africa, even though that norm retains an 
element of being contrary to that of state sovereignty. Th e 
dilemma is that the mantra of humanitarian intervention 
has been invoked in Africa (particularly in Somalia and 
Darfur), although the political conditions for the inter-
vention (the so-called humanitarian ceasefi res or peace 
agreements) were neither comprehensive nor substantive. 
Empirically, they appear to have been invoked for the 
sole objective of ‘giving peace a chance’ and for the AU 
to appear to underscore its commitment towards the 
constitutional provision on:38

… the right of the Union to intervene in a member 
state … in respect of grave circumstances, namely: war 
crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity. 

In reality, however, the lack of comprehensive ceasefi res 
or peace agreements as a basis for interventions in 
Somalia and Darfur, for instance, speaks to the tenuous 
balance of power between the state and those who accuse 
it of all the causes of instability (socio-economic and po-
litical failure) and therefore contest the state’s monopoly 
over coercive instruments of power.

Key generic challenges in existing 
conceptual frameworks

Th e necessity for humanitarian military interventions 
naturally leads to a need for an analysis of framework 
defi nitions of three inter-related notions: humanitarian 
intervention; protection; and civilian protection; as well 
as three conceptual approaches: multidimensionality; 
integration; and integrated missions.

Th e UN (OCHA) suggests that humanitarian inter-
vention is a doctrine generally meaning:39

Coercive action by States involving the use of armed 
force in another State without the consent of its 
government, with or without authorisation from the 
UN Security Council, for the purpose of preventing or 
putting to a halt gross and massive violations of human 
rights or international humanitarian law.

It is striking that this suggested defi nition excludes 
the use of ‘less-coercive force’, or the threat of its use,40 
in confl ict and post-confl ict settings, to prevent and/
or protect serious violations of human rights and 
relieve the unprecedented humanitarian catastrophe.41 
Nevertheless, not all interventions need to be, or are 
necessarily coercive. Furthermore, the practical examples 
of humanitarian intervention that fi t with the OCHA 

defi nition are wide and varied. Th ey include the UN’s 
operations in Northern Iraq and Somalia, and NATO’s 
operation in Kosovo (cited by OCHA), as well as those in 
Haiti, Liberia, Rwanda, Bosnia and Sierra Leone.

Th e ambivalence of the international community’s 
commitment towards humanitarian intervention (which 
will be examined later) possibly compromises the objec-
tive UN (OCHA) defi nitions fi rst of ‘protection’ as:42 

A concept that encompasses all activities aimed at 
obtaining full respect for the rights of the individual in 
accordance with the letter and spirit of human rights, 
refugee and international humanitarian law. Protection 
involves creating an environment conducive to respect 
for human beings, preventing and/or alleviating the 
immediate eff ects of a specifi c pattern of abuse, and 
restoring dignifi ed conditions of life through reparation, 
restitution and rehabilitation.

And second of ‘protection of civilians (in armed confl ict)’ as:

Structures and policies developed by the UN, States and 
other humanitarian actors, and based in international 
humanitarian law, human rights and refugee law, to 
protect vulnerable populations from the eff ects of armed 
confl ict, ranging from the most immediate priorities 
of minimising civilian casualties to more long-term 
priorities of promoting the rule of law and security, law 
and order within a State.

In principle, these defi nitions entail considerable 
critical imperatives arising from the nature and impact 
of violent armed confl ict and the use of appropriately 
commensurate force to infl uence those imperatives 
for the safety, security and wellbeing of the victims of 
confl ict and for international security. Furthermore, 
given that no two confl icts are the same, the constitu-
ent elements of the impact of armed confl ict need 
to be prioritised and the use of force customised in 
proportion to the dynamics and imperatives of each 
particular confl ict. Th at proposition diff ers from the 
current use of humanitarian military intervention as 
a standard template in situations of confl icts ranging 
from self-determination by minorities to bringing 
down dictatorships and ushering in democracy, and 
ending occupation by invading armies, even where such 
counter-occupation struggle employs the use of terror-
ism as a weapon of war.

Th e merits of focusing on emergency relief — feeding 
mouths, sheltering bodies and seeking welfare — are 
immediately obvious. Th ey are media friendly; they 
highlight the focus of society on the plight of the needy 
victims of confl ict; they assuage the moral failings of 
society by highlighting its compassionate side; and 
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Table 1 Matrix of mandates of selected missions

Designation End State/Mission Statement Essential Tasks

UNOSOM 1 

(April 92–

March 93)45

To monitor the ceasefi re in Mogadishu … and to provide protection and security for UN personnel, equipment and supplies at 

the seaports and airports in Mogadishu and escort deliveries of humanitarian supplies … to distribution centres in the city and 

its environs

UNOSOM II (March 

93–March 95)46

To take appropriate action, including 

enforcement measures, to establish 

throughout Somalia a secure environment 

for humanitarian assistance, and complete 

the task of UNITAF through disarmament and 

reconciliation

  Monitoring cessation of hostilities and other hostilities

  Preventing resumption of violence and, if necessary, taking appropriate 

action

  Maintaining control of heavy weapons of factions brought under 

international control

  Seizing small arms of unauthorised armed elements

  Securing ports, airports and lines of communications required for 

delivery of humanitarian assistance

  Protecting personnel, installations and equipment of UN and agencies, 

ICRC, NGOs

  Continuing mine clearing, and

  Assisting in repatriation of refugees and displaced persons in Somalia

UNITAF 

(December 92-

May 93)47

Chap VII: To use all necessary means to 

establish as soon as possible a secure 

environment for humanitarian relief 

operations in Somalia

  Security operations/tasks: air assault, patrols, cordon and search, main 

supply routes, military and NGO convoys, critical facilities

  Combat operations in support of humanitarian agencies

  Construction (re-construction): 1 100–2 000 km road and bailey bridges

  Escorts: convoy and VIP protection

  Disarmament (weapon confi scation)

  Provision of theatre communications

  Customs, arrest, detention of local civilians suspected of felony crimes 

  Criminal investigation support 

  Reconnaissance and information (human intelligence) gathering 

  Mine and unexploded ordnance clearance

  Water well drilling

  Airfi eld upgrading and maintenance

  Civic action projects (schools, orphanages, hospitals, water supplies)

AMIS (2004-

2007)48

End state: restoration of a secure situation 

throughout Darfur, which is underpinned 

by a political settlement, allowing a safe 

environment for the return of IDPs and 

refugees.

Mandate (enhanced AMIS October 2004):

  Monitor and observe compliance with 

HCFA

  Verify compliance with HCFA

  Investigate alleged violations of HCFA

  Assist/promote process of confi dence 

building (aerial/vehicular patrols, and show 

AU presence)

  Contribute to secure environment for 

delivery of humanitarian relief and support 

return of IDPs

  Contribute to improvement of overall 

security situation in Darfur

  Be prepared to protect civilians under 

imminent threat in immediate vicinity, 

within capabilities; be prepared to protect 

static and mobile humanitarian operations 

under imminent threat and in immediate 

vicinity, within capabilities; and provide 

visible military presence by patrolling and 

establishment of temporary outposts to 

deter uncontrolled armed groups from 

committing hostile acts against the 

population

  Submit periodic (monthly) reports of HCFA 

violations to Joint Commission

  Submit operational reports to AU PSC 

(DITF)

  Liaise with local authorities of all parties

  Monitor/verify activities of all parties and security situation in/around 

declared safe areas

  Monitor/verify provision of security for returning IDPs and in vicinity of 

IDP camps, through the Government of Sudan (GoS)

  Monitor/verify cessation of hostile acts by parties

  Monitor/verify hostile militia activities against population. 

  Monitor/verify overall security situation within the AOR

  Monitor/verify attempts of GoS to disarm govt controlled militias

  Investigate/report allegations of violations of HCFA

  Protect AU personnel, equipment and installations

  Protect observer patrols on vehicle and heli-borne deployment as 

required

  Be prepared to protect civilians under imminent threat in immediate 

vicinity, within capabilities

  Be prepared to protect static and mobile humanitarian operations under 

imminent threat and in immediate vicinity, within capabilities

  Provide visible military presence by patrolling and establishment 

of temporary outposts to deter uncontrolled armed groups from 

committing hostile acts against the population
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therefore they instil in the collective conscience of 
society a sense of achievement.43 

Th e demerits are not so obvious, even though many 
of them have long been the subject of intense debate in 
academic and policy circles, generally in the context of 
the failings of UN interventions. 

The mandate lacuna: pragmatic incremental 
ambiguities and mismatched means

Th e deployment of the UN Operation in Somalia 
(UNOSOM) and the United Task Force (UNITAF) in the 
early 1990s possibly marked the beginning of UNSC’s 
perennial confrontation with the dilemmas over the 
degree of force permissible to ensure security for the 
delivery of humanitarian aid and agencies; protection of 
civilians; and force protection. Th e mistaken aversion of 
the UN Security Council to establishing missions with the 
requisite mandates led to the establishment of missions 
with ‘robust’ Chapter VI, or ‘Chapter 6½’ mandates in the 
early 2000s.44 Th e challenges to some of these missions, 
such as UNAMSIL and UNMIL, convinced the Security 
Council of the inappropriateness and ineff ectiveness of 

that normative mandate. As a result, subsequent missions 
from 2003 have been established under Chapter VII provi-
sions, specifying their security and protection of civilian 
responsibilities.

Appearing to be in denial that the exigencies of spe-
cifi c complex emergencies, such as those in Somalia and 
Darfur, require higher threshold Chapter VII mandates, 
the Security Council continues to establish missions 
with ‘robust’ Chapter VII mandates, denominated by 
conditionalities that, coupled with mandates–means 
lacunae, only serve to detract from the higher intent 
in the UNSC’s mandates. Using table 1, the rest of the 
discussion will highlight the dilemmas of mandates in 
humanitarian military interventions from the 1990s to 
the present conditional robust Chapter VII mandates.

Conundrum of the operational 
application of protection mandates

Mandate statements, whether by the Security Council 
or regional organisations like the AU, are crucial to the 
security and safety of civilians in armed confl ict, espe-
cially in Africa. Invariably since 1990, Security Council 

Designation End State/Mission Statement Essential Tasks

UNAMID 

(31 July 2007–)49

Acting under Chap VII of the Charter of the 

UN: a) decides that UNAMID is authorised 

to take the necessary action, in the areas of 

deployment of its forces and as it deems 

within its capabilities in order to: i) protect 

its personnel, facilities, installations and 

equipment, and to ensure the security and 

freedom of movement of its own personnel 

and humanitarian workers, ii) support early and 

eff ective implementation of the DPA, prevent 

the disruption of its implementation and 

armed attacks, and protect civilians, without 

prejudice to the responsibility of the GoS

IGASOM50 To provide security support to the TFG, in 

order to ensure its relocation to Somalia, 

guarantee the sustenance of the outcome 

of the IGAD peace process, and assist with 

the re-establishment of peace and security, 

including training of the police and the army

AMISOM 

(January 2007–)51

To provide support to the Transitional Federal 

Institutions (TFIs) in their eff orts towards the 

stabilisation of the situation in the country 

[Somalia] and the furtherance of dialogue and 

reconciliation

  Support dialogue and reconciliation in Somalia, working with all 

stakeholders

  Provide, as appropriate, protection to the TFIs and their key infrastructure, 

to enable them carry out their functions

  Assist in the implementation of the National Security and Stabilisation 

Plan of Somalia (NSSP)

  Provide, within capabilities and as appropriate, technical and other 

support to the disarmament and stabilisation eff orts

  Monitor, in areas of deployment of its forces, the security situation

  Facilitate, as may be required and within capabilities, humanitarian 

operations, including the repatriation and reintegration of refugees and 

the resettlement of IDPs, 

  Protect its personnel, installations and equipment, including the right of 

self-defence

Source Author’s own data compilation
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security and protection mandates – from Rwanda’s ‘never 
again’ genocide, through UNAMSIL’s Resolution 1289 
(2000), to the UN Organisation Mission in the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo (MONUC)’s Resolution 1291 (2000) 
and UNAMID’s Resolution 1769 (2007)52 – have revolved 
around the following key expressions:

Acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter ■

(May) take the necessary action, within its capacity ■

In the areas of deployment, within its capabilities ■

To ensure the security and freedom of movement of  ■

its personnel, installations and equipment or 
To restore lasting peace and bring about national  ■

reconciliation
Aff ord protection to, or to protect, civilians, under  ■

imminent threat of physical violence
Taking into account, or without prejudice to, the  ■

responsibilities of the Government (of the respective 
host nation)
Protect humanitarian agencies, humanitarian assist- ■

ance and other friendly organisations

Th e culmination of the protection of civilian mandates53 
is best exemplifi ed in UNAMID’s mandate:

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, the Security Council, by its Resolution 1769 
(2007) decided that UNAMID is authorised to take the 
necessary action, in the areas of deployment of its forces 
and as it deems within its capabilities in order to:

  Protect its personnel, facilities, installations and 
equipment, and to ensure the security and freedom 
of movement of its own personnel and humanitarian 
workers

  Support early and eff ective implementation of the 
Darfur Peace Agreement, prevent the disruption of 
its implementation and armed attacks, and protect 
civilians, without prejudice to the responsibility of the 
Government of Sudan

Th e protection of civilians has diff erent components that 
are based in the new wider normative meaning of human 
security, deriving from new interpretations of the impera-
tives of human rights law, and international humanitarian 
law, and these entail physical security of populations. 
Given the prevalence of serious violations of human rights 
in complex emergencies, the fundamental question relates 
to why the Security Council persistently seeks to limit the 
use of force and range of action in dealing with human 
insecurity in confl ict and post-confl ict environments. Th e 
Security Council formulation of conditional mandates 
therefore falls short of the imperatives of the security and 
protection of civilians in such low-high intensity confl icts 
into which peace operations are deployed. It is equally 
unproductive to expect states and governments54 that are 

weak or complicit in violations of fundamental rights to 
aff ord protection to citizens.

Contrary to the reality that these violations demand 
commensurate Chapter VII authority, the conditionalities 
have had the force of limiting the initiative and freedom of 
action of the operation, thereby creating a situation in which 
hostile forces can withhold or withdraw cooperation from 
the operation, further impairing mission accomplishment. 
Th e situation of a lack of a clear, comprehensive doctrine 
on humanitarian military intervention is not helped much 
by the Capstone Doctrine (2008),55 which takes a more 
defi nitial approach to security and protection (including 
a security and protection role of the police). Th e perceived 
aversion of the UNSC to ‘fi ghting wars’ strongly suggests its 
inclination towards political expediency. 

Th e continuing political stance and its detraction 
from restoring security in post-confl ict situations is 
confl ictual with the well-informed observation by the 
Brahimi Panel that UN peace operations are deployed to 
create post-confl ict conditions by working to maintain 
security. It is even more disconcerting that in spite of the 
instructive experiences from the confl icts and interven-
tions in Somalia, Rwanda and the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC), to Sierra Leone and Darfur, the slow, 
incremental approach of the Security Council (and the 
General Assembly) is far from commendable. 

Th e existing framework of Chapter VII mandate 
statements does not seem to have contributed substan-
tively to the realities on the ground. Indeed, even the 
UNITAF operation (Restore Hope), without the benefi t 
of such an ‘explicit’ mandate statement, probably contrib-
uted more to security in Somalia. Th e problem therefore 
may not relate merely to the question of statements, but 
to the whole approach and objectives of humanitarian 
military interventions.

Old and new lessons from 
Somalia and Darfur

 The case of interventions in Somalia in the 1990s
 With its centre of attention on humanitarian emer-
gency and the limited scope of its mandate focusing 
on Mogadishu, coupled with its ridiculously small 
uniformed strength, UNOSOM I has gone down 
in history as a classic case of the UN’s minimalist 
approach to intervention. In a low- to high-intensity 
theatre such as Mogadishu in the early 1990s, the 
mission was bound to fail, owing to the lack of vision 
and cosmetic commitment of the UN to an eff ective 
resolution of the confl ict.

One wonders therefore why the US-led UNITAF 
(1992–93), which successfully redeemed UN’s image, 
was withdrawn in the face of limited casualties, 
arising from contradictions in its mandate with a 
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humanitarian focus in an environment of worsen-
ing security. UNITAF’s withdrawal aft er barely fi ve 
months of a rather eff ective security and humanitar-
ian assistance operations nailed any hopes of a timely, 
eff ective resolution of the confl ict. 

Overall, in spite of qualifi ed achievements in 
the humanitarian fi eld, as well as limited success in 
strengthening the rule of law, the various interven-
tions failed for a number of reasons, including:56

Th e weakness of mandates, especially of UNOSOM I,  ■

which focused on monitoring a shaky ceasefi re and, 
with less than 18 per cent of its authorised uniformed 
strength, lacked the political-military means to aff ect 
the complex Somalia situation
Preoccupation of UNITAF and UNOSOM II with the  ■

alleviation of the humanitarian catastrophe, and the 
lack of sustained operations to restore and maintain 
security, which had precipitated the humanitarian 
emergency to start with 
Th e lack of a balanced, well-thought-out concept and  ■

plan for the disarmament of the various factions, 
rather than focusing the eff orts of UNITAF and 
UNOSOM II on General Farah Aideed’s USC/SNA 
faction, especially from June–October 199357

Failure to institutionalise durable transitional  ■

structures to restore eff ective governance in Somalia. 
Th is applies to other regional eff orts by OAU/AU, the 
League of Arab States (LAS), the international partners 
and IGAD, which failed in deploying a regional 
mission, IGASOM
Th e precipitate withdrawal of UNITAF in the face of  ■

fatalities that pale into insignifi cance when compared 
with those in similar stability operations, notably in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. Following the withdrawal of 
UNITAF, the US provided support for the withdrawal 
of UNOSOM II. Th e cumulative crisis and damage 
limitation interventions did more harm than good in 
eff orts towards the early resolution of the confl ict
Th e counter-productive policy of propping up  ■

external proxies (US, Ethiopian and Eritrean), such as 

the Alliance for the Restoration of Peace and Counter-
Terrorism (ARPCT) in 2006 

Th ese short-term initiatives have helped to turn Somalia 
into an international arena in the defeat of Islamic/Al 
Qaeda tendencies and presence in Somalia, a ‘non-existent’ 
state whose confl ict has been fuelled by a sanction-
busting58 proliferation of weapons. Neither this policy nor 
the ineff ectual presence of the AU Mission in Somalia 
(AMISOM),59 which is under-resourced, undermanned 
and outgunned, constitutes a constructive attempt at 
addressing the complex security and humanitarian 
situation in the country. Nor do they resolve or address 
the fundamental dynamics of the pan-Somali project, 
even though that motivation is itself undermined by clan 
political antagonisms.

  The case of the AU Mission in Somalia
In a symptomatic culture of not learning lessons, the  
8 000–9 000 strong multidimensional AMISOM-
force military (nine infantry battalions), police and 
civilian components, supported by maritime and air 
elements, have been mandated in the same ineff ectual 
fashion: to ‘provide support to the Transitional 
Federal Institutions’ (TFIs).60

Since its establishment in 2007, AMISOM 
has been hampered in the accomplishment of its 
mandate largely by constipation in force genera-
tion, while its operational environment has grown 
worse through Al Shabaab’s determined off ensives. 
Th us, with only 64 per cent (5 100) of its authorised 
strength, which is underestimated, AMISOM 
has been confi ned to the presidential locality of 
Mogadishu, and key positions at the airport and 
seaport, while diff erent groups control a large 
number of such other facilities. Furthermore, in 
similar circumstances to AMIS, the presence of 
police in a mission envisioned to be multidimen-
sional has lagged far behind that of the military, 
and has suff ered from the same dilemma of lack of 
police contributions. Th e contribution of a purely 

Table 2 AMIS protection force generation (2005-2007)

Contributing 

Country
Force Strength Categories/Capabilities

Rwanda 1 707 3 battalions (525, 533 and 649)

Nigeria 2 040 3 battalions (each 680)

Senegal 522 1 battalion (487, 35 military observers)

South Africa 611 1 battalion (571, 40 military observers, reserve company, engineers, explosive ordinance disposal

Gambia 217 1 company (196, and 21 military observers)

Kenya 60 2 military police platoons

Source Author’s own data compilation
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monitoring police component cannot therefore add 
any signifi cant capabilities to the mission.61

  The case of the AU Mission in Sudan-Darfur62

Th e AU end state for AMIS, the ‘restoration of a 
secure situation throughout Darfur, was overly 
ambitious, given the size of the force (maximum 
of 7 700)63 in relation to the expanse of its area of 
operational responsibility (the size of France), poor 
communications within the area, insuffi  cient force 
enablers (rotary wing aircraft ), poor conditions of 
peace, and the lack of a respectable ceasefi re on the 
part of the protagonists who outgunned the mission. 
On the one hand, given its initial soft  tasks (liaison, 
monitoring, verifi cation and investigation), AMIS 
was certainly not pre-disposed to ensure compli-
ance with the Humanitarian Ceasefi re Agreement 
(HCFA) of 2004.64 Th ough commensurate with its 
limited means, the soft ness of these tasks implied 
that the mission was less capable of infl uencing the 
reality on the ground. AMIS thus lost the goodwill 
of the international community, which was unre-
alistic in its expectations of a quick-fi x outcome in 
Darfur.

Tragically, even aft er the enhancement of the 
mandate (October 2004) – with the more arduous task 
of protecting all categories of AU personnel, equipment 
and installations, as well as civilians and aid workers 
– the mission’s capabilities were not commensurately 
enhanced (see table 2). Given the insuffi  cient genera-
tion of forces throughout its existence, AMIS lacked 
the means to protect itself against incessant, fl agrant 

violations of the HCFA or the incomprehensive Darfur 
Peace Agreement (DPA) of 200665 that failed to make any 
material improvements in the realities on the ground. 

Contrary to the provisions of the legal framework of the 
Status of Mission Agreement (SOMA) of June 2004, AMIS 
administration and operations were hampered by Sudanese 
government restrictions, such as curfew and burdensome 
custom procedures. In addition, rather than the unhin-
dered access and freedom of movement in the SOMA, 
the mission was kept in check by illegal checkpoints and 
roadblocks at which warring parties and bandits robbed its 
personnel of mission equipment and personal items. Even 
though AMIS was able to off er some degree of protection 
to vulnerable groups in the areas where it was deployed, 
overall it found it diffi  cult to provide protection to such 
groups, which continued to suff er from serious violations 
of human rights and war crimes.

Th e fatalities of the mission (fi gure 1) from hostile 
action speak to the non-permissive nature of AMIS’s 
operational environment. Th ey also underscore the 
mismatch between the realities of that environment, the 
capabilities of the mission, and its pre-disposition not to 
use force to achieve its assigned mandate.

Abdication, regionalism and spineless capabilities
Since the Somalia debacle, Western and other developed 
countries have withdrawn from direct participation in peace 
operations in Africa. Such countries appear to base their 
abdication on the absence of a peace to keep and commit-
ments to other threats to international security (terrorism), 
and therefore now choose to extend funding, logistical 

10

20

30

0

Year 2004 Year 2005

15

5

25

0 10 16 26

Year 2006 Year 2007

Source Author’s own data compilation

Figure 1 AMIS fatalities (2004–2007)
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strategic airlift  and other support to regional-mandated mis-
sions, within the framework of external initiatives (hybrid 
and parallel operations). In addition, they have chosen to 
establish an ‘overblown’ capacity-building industry.

Granted that there are synergies from Western 
support to regional missions, there are also demerits in 
such ‘peacekeeping apartheid’. One signifi cant implica-
tion of this paradigm is the increasing burden of the 
AU and other (sub-)regional organisations to assume 
responsibility for insuffi  ciently resourced and ‘spineless’ 
humanitarian interventions (see table 1). Th e reality from 
this experiential table is that AU member states lack 
suffi  cient political will to contribute adequate human 
resources, while the AU lacks the institutional expertise 
and means to undertake these operations successfully 
and eff ectively. 

Although AU interventions are commendable, tables 
2 and 3 portray the hidden weight of the disproportion-
ate division of responsibilities between the AU and 
African regional organisations, which increasingly must 
bear responsibility for less eff ective missions, supported 
through external initiatives. 

Implications of unfavourable relative capabilities
Th e unmatched capabilities between missions and 
protagonists serve as encouragement to the protagonists 
to withhold cooperation from missions. Th ey are 
emboldened to resort to attacks, ambushes and other 
tactics such as illegal roadblocks that enable them to 
monitor missions and virtually neutralise them. Th e 
same mismatch results in the propensity of warring 
parties to deny humanitarian access, and to attack or loot 

Table 3 AU and African peace support interventions (1990–to date)

Mission Duration Mandate

ECOWAS Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) in Liberia; peak strength of 

13 500 from 2 600
1990–1998

Peacekeeping and peace enforcement; DDR, security 

sector reform; election monitoring

57 strong neutral military observer group (NMOG I) in Rwanda 1991–93 Ceasefi re monitoring

70 strong neutral military observer group (NMOG II) in Rwanda 1993 Arusha Ceasefi re monitoring and supervision of Arusha 

47 strong OAU Mission in Burundi (OMIB I)

Assistance to restore confi dence, promotion of 

dialogue; withdrawn in wake of Major Pierre Buyoya’s 

1996 coup

20 strong OAU Mission in the Comoros (OMIC I) 1997

Monitoring, observation, deterrence of escalation; 

withdrawn in wake of Colonel Assumani Azzali’s 1997 

coup

800–1 100 strong Inter African Mission in Central African Republic 

(MISAB)
1997–1998

Military assistance to restore peace and security, 

including disarmament

12 000 strong ECOMOG II operations in Sierra Leone (incrementally 

from 4 000 to 7 000 then to 12 000)
1997–2000 Peacekeeping, peace enforcement

Multinational SADC Coalition operations in DRC 1998–2000 Military assistance; counter invasion

14 strong OAU Mission in the Comoros (OMIC II) 2001–02 Monitoring of arms collection

39 strong OAU Mission in the Comoros (OMIC III)66 2002 Election monitoring

Joint Monitoring Commission and neutral military investigators (NMI) 

in DRC
1999–2004

Arusha Ceasefi re monitoring; NMI withdrawn in 2000 

in wake of funding problems

OAU Liaison Mission in Ethiopia-Eritrea (OLMEE) 2000–2004
Assistance and complementary support to UNMEE; 

showing OAU presence

2 700 strong African Mission in Burundi (AMIB)67 2003–2004
Ceasefi re implementation; subsumed in UN 

Operations in Burundi (UNOB)

1 430 strong ECOWAS Mission in Côte d’Ivoire (ECOMICI) 2003–3004

Contribution to peaceful resolution of crisis and 

implementation of peace accord; guarantees of 

security and freedom of movement

3 566 ECOWAS Mission in Liberia (ECOMIL)68 2003

Stabilisation operations; opposing forces separation; 

secure of ceasefi re line; and creation of conditions for 

ISF deployment

AU Mission in Sudan (AMIS): initially 120 strong military observers 

(Milobs), and with 308 strong protection force; eventually about 7 700, 

including 1 339 police

2004–2007 Ceasefi re monitoring

AU Mission in Somalia (AMISOM)69 2007- Support to the Transitional Federal Institutions (TFIs)

Source Author’s own data compilation
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humanitarian materials, including transport and logisti-
cal equipment. Th rough such tactics, warring parties 
render inconsequential the huge humanitarian industry 
and infrastructure. Indeed, such obstructive measures 
(curfews or outright exit orders) by the government of 
Sudan, for example, hamper humanitarian access, as 
occurred in the aft ermath of the ICC prosecutor’s indict-
ment and arrest warrant70 for its president. 

Th us, rather than being palliative, humanitarian 
intervention and assistance have become objects of politi-
cal scorn and manipulation. Th e end result of all this is the 
prolongation of confl icts to the detriment of regional and 
international security, which exacerbates their impact on 
civilian populations.71

Th e next paragraphs of this section provide a syn-
opsis of the practical aspects and implications of these 
weaknesses.

Multidimensionality: hybridity versus integration 
Technically speaking, the deployment of UNOSOM and 
UNITAF was a classic case of the paradigm of hybridity 
(hybridisation) or joint multinational operation con-
ducted by the UN and the US coalition under diff erent 
command and control, rules of engagement and status 
of forces arrangements.72 In this operation, the US-led 
coalition (UNITAF) projected its operational capabili-
ties (amphibious, air support, marine, fi repower) in the 
opposed landings and seizure of carefully selected vital 
grounds and other key terrain such as airheads, beach-
heads and bridgeheads in Mogadishu, Baidoa, Kismayo 
and Badera. 

Unfortunately, the initiative of the combined 
UNITAF and UNOSOM intervention was compro-
mised by UNITAF’s contradictory mandate that 
focused on the need for enforcement action and author-
ised it to use ‘all necessary means to establish as soon 
as possible a secure environment for humanitarian 
relief operations in Somalia’.73 However, the primary 
objective of that Chapter VII enforcement action in 
creating a secure environment was the delivery of 
food aid. In other words, UNITAF’s mission critical 
task was the protection of humanitarian assistance; all 
its security-related mission essential tasks and other 
activities were geared towards this, and not the long-
term establishment of security for the protection of the 
civilian population. Th e successful accomplishment of 
that mission lay in the fact that it was able to transfer 
the mandate to UNOSOM II in May 1993.74

Multidimensionality should therefore not be merely 
in the composition of military, police and civilian. Th e 
emphasis should be on multidimensional capabilities to 
eff ectively address the imperatives of complex humani-
tarian emergencies and the wider political and security 
imperatives of post-confl ict countries.

The police dimension in humanitarian 
military interventions

Th e presence of police capabilities in Somalia in the early 
1990s was not envisaged because hitherto the role of police 
in UN peacekeeping was limited and sporadic.75 Since 
then, however, police have become an integral part of 
modern peacekeeping, largely as a result of the imperatives 
of complex emergencies, the consequential humanitarian 
interventions, the complexity of mandates (including 
peacebuilding functions), the multidimensionality of 
peacekeeping, and the surge in demand for peacekeeping 
resources.

Th ese normative changes have led to fundamental 
diff erences in the mandate of police from the traditional 
monitoring, observation and monitoring roles, similar to 
their military counterpart. In order to act as a corrective 
mechanism on national law enforcement agencies in 
multidimensional peacekeeping, police mandates now 
involve advisory, mentoring and training functions. Th ey 
also include three broad mandate-specifi c functional 
categories: interim law enforcement; security support to 
national police and law enforcement agencies; and reform, 
restructuring and rebuilding of national police and law en-
forcement agencies.76 Th e Panel on UN Peace Operations 
(2000) has since recommended that the primary goal of 
UN police components of peace operations should be:77

… to focus primarily on the reform and restructuring 
of local police forces in addition to traditional advisory, 
training and monitoring tasks.  

Th ese imperatives compelled two developments within the 
continent. First, they informed the provisions of Article 4 
of the Constitutive Act of the AU regarding the right of in-
tervention in grave circumstances (crimes against human-
ity, genocide and war crimes).78 Second, coupled with the 
stipulations of the Protocol Relating to the Establishment 
of the Peace and Security Council of the AU (Article 
13),79 they underscored the establishment of the ASF as a 
multidisciplinary force composed of military, civilian and 
police. In October 2004, these imperatives culminated in 
the unprecedented deployment of over 1 330 AU police, 
against an authorised strength of 1 560, as part of AMIS. 
Th e mission’s enhanced mandate was: 

Srl Category Strength

1 AUPOL 1,337

2 EU Advisors 26

3 US Representatives 30

4 UN LSP 30

5 Total80 1,423

Table 4 AMIS AUPOL by category
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Th e restoration of a secure situation throughout Darfur, 
allowing the return of IDPs and refugees, in order to 
contribute to a conducive environment for a peaceful 
settlement of the confl ict.

However, the expectation of AMIS police to contribute to 
this end state was at variance with its purely monitoring 
mandate, as well as the mismatch with its limited means 
and strength (see tables 4 and 5).

Th e implementation of these mandates and their related 
mission tasks has in turn created the demand for improved 
selection, recruitment and rostering of well-trained police 
offi  cers, with generic and specialist skill sets, especially 
in the areas of mission planning, mission management, 
fi nance and logistics, as well as community policing and 
criminal investigations and forensics, among others. (Th e 
implications of this reality are discussed later.) Th ese 
requirements inform strenuous externally supported police 
(and formed units) capacity-building eff orts within the 
framework of the ASF.

In an AU context, the generation of police capabilities 
will continue to pose problems around such issues as:

Poor police-civilian ratios of police organisations  ■

within the continent, partly as a result of incoherent 

recruitment policies, insuffi  cient skills development 
and retention commitments, and the comparatively 
high levels of violent and organised crimes, both 
nationally and internationally81 
As a footnote, policing capacities in Africa’s fragile  ■

or emerging democracies vary widely in norms and 
standards, with implications for police performance 
in complex missions, vis-à-vis standards of criminal 
justice that benchmark national police performance 
and the development of post-confl ict police capacity-
building programmes

In addition, however, the most signifi cant doctrinal 
weakness in the AU police deployment within AMIS 
was the absence of Formed Police Units (FPU).82 Th at 
weakness should be a matter of concern in the continu-
ing complex emergency in Somalia and the design of 
AMISOM. In complex missions and non-permissive 
environments in such countries as Sudan (Darfur) and 
Somalia, formed units can be used for a range of tasks 
involving public security and public order management 
(including crowd management/control, border policing, 
use of force and fi rearms), among others.

Th e role and functions of FPU are manifest in 
UNAMID, where UN police have been involved in per-
forming inconceivable mission tasks, such as escorting 
women and children to collect fi rewood and water, and 
to the market, farms and schools.83 However, innovative 
as this might seem, the use of FPU capabilities for such 
tasks detracts from the security-related tasks that they 
should undertake to enhance public security and safety, 
in displaced camps and in the larger society.

Generally speaking, scant eff ort has so far been 
devoted to capacity building for formed units, even 
though this is changing as the UN DPKO and the AU 
PSOD are both undertaking processes of developing 
frameworks to provide guidance on the management and 
preparation of national FPUs.84 Furthermore, a coherent 
police capacity-building policy should seek to establish 
some degree of integration and synergies with the 
specialised training infrastructure of the International 
Criminal Police Organisation (ICPO, Interpol) and 
regional arrangements, including the AU infrastructure.

Summation
Empirically, the view that these humanitarian interven-
tions had the right or desired impact on confl ict resolu-
tion may be faulted, if that view is based only on the 
degree of humanitarian access or the diffi  cult circum-
stances under which the UN subsequently deployed 
follow-on complex peace operations. If one can call the 
situation in Somalia and Darfur peaceful, the prevalent 
political view has been to attribute such ‘fragile peace’ 
to direct outcomes of the humanitarian interventions. 

Srl PCC Strength

1 Ghana 425

2 Nigeria 201

3 RSA 126

4 Mali 75

5 Zambia 64

6 Uganda 56

7 Senegal 55

8 Cameroon 51

9 Egypt 50

10 Rwanda 49

11 Niger 42

12 Burundi 39

13 Burkina Faso 36

14 Gambia 30

15 Mauritania 15

16 Lesotho 12

17 Madagascar 10

18 Botswana 2

19 Kenya 1

20 Total 1339
Source Author’s own data compilation

Table 5 AMIS Police by contribution
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But such a view is a political and not a scientifi c one. 
Th e empirical evidence, taking into account triggering, 
prolonging and root causes of confl icts, suggests:

Political disposition towards interventions aiming to  ■

‘keep the sovereign state one’ without due regard to 
the confl ict dynamics
Lack of rapid deployment capabilities, slow force gen- ■

eration and deployment of operations that dissipated 
heightened expectations of quick fi xes
Low credibility of humanitarian interventions as a result  ■

of the weak operational capabilities of humanitarian 
missions and their lack of rapid deployment capabilities 
for the protection of the civilian populations
Lack of respect for instruments of peace, including  ■

fatal violations and attacks against missions by better 
armed and motivated warring parties
Fragility of peace that is comparatively shorter than  ■

the duration of preceding confl icts
Resultant creation of truce conditions for warring  ■

parties to rearm and re-strategise
Resultant increase in the number of displaced popula- ■

tions, their subjection to repeat displacements and 
prolonged disruption of livelihoods
More credibility of coalition missions with right  ■

capabilities, appropriate Security Council sanctions

HUMANITARIAN SECURITY 
INTERVENTION: TOWARDS A 
DOCTRINAL FRAMEWORK DEFINITION

Th e narrative of humanitarianism and humanitarian 
military interventions speaks to the argument that the 
primary focus of humanitarian military intervention 
should not be on such tasks as feeding mouths and shelter-
ing people. Th ese tasks should be secondary to the attain-
ment of the diagnostic objectives in the defi nitions around 
humanitarianism, humanitarian military intervention, 
protection and protection of civilians in armed confl ict. 

Based on this tenet, the following notes provide a 
synopsis of salient aspects of a proposed doctrine of 
humanitarian security intervention. Th e synopsis of the 
doctrine does not cover such aspects as force generation, 
rapid deployment capabilities and capacity building 
training, not because they are not important, but because 
in precept and practice there is broad consensus as to what 
they should entail, or there are processes for defi ning and 
refi ning their scope, and achieving them.

Higher intent: creating conditions 
for (political) peace

Th e rhetoric of creating conditions for the resolution of 
confl icts is a sound policy stance on the grounds that 

there cannot be a durable solution to confl icts without a 
durable political settlement of the causes of the confl ict. 
Th is dilemma is accentuated in a situation where there 
has not been a decisive military defeat – or an induced 
sense of defeat – of one of the protagonists. Seeking 
durable peace in any scenario of military stalemate, at 
best, will therefore be tenuous and at worst impossible. 
Th e Brahimi Panel cautioned against deploying where:85

Confl ict had not resulted in victory for any side, where a 
military stalemate or international pressure or both had 
brought fi ghting to a halt but at least some of the parties 
to the confl ict were not seriously committed to ending 
the confrontation.

For all intents and purposes, the panel’s argument is 
that operations deployed into confl ict situations (as in 
Somalia and Darfur) ought to create the substantive 
‘post-confl ict’ conditions, by working to restore and 
maintain a secure local environment while peacebuilders 
should work to making that environment self-sustaining. 

By extension, therefore, the mandate of creating con-
ditions for peace in humanitarian security interventions 
should be understood as an objective to compel or induce 
through the use of force the withdrawal of occupation 
forces; the defeat or neutralisation of warring parties, 
including their disarmament; a substantive cessation of 
hostilities; or a comprehensive or respectable ceasefi re.

Higher intent: primacy of 
creating security conditions

In public security and safety terms, protection does not 
equate to or even imply the protection of every single 
individual civilian. As a notion of public good, protec-
tion is contextualised as a collective dividend of an 
eff ective presence and umbrella of security and rule-of-
law institutions, as a deterrent to threats. In the context 
of protection of civilians in armed confl ict, security 
ought to be understood to equate to: In larger freedom’s86 

normative notion of freedom from fear, harm and want, 
and the freedom to live in dignity, relative to the degree 
of destructive or obstructive danger, loss and crime. 

Th e task of security interventions is to aff ect the state of 
security by ‘deterring, coercing, defeating, destroying or ac-
cepting the surrender’87 of sources of tangible and intangible 
hostile threats and restoring and maintaining stability, in 
order to induce a positive perception of security among the 
population. Th is can be possible with appropriate mandates, 
force design (strengths, capabilities and deployment) and 
the willingness to project those capabilities in a manner that 
progressively denies initiatives to the threats.

Th e incidence of complex emergencies as a derivative 
of violent intrastate armed confl icts demands a shift  in 
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emphasis or a new wider interpretation of the provi-
sions of the UN Charter88 regarding the use of force. 
Th e same argument applies to the provisions of the 
AU’s Constitutive Act, the PSC Protocol and the Policy 
Framework on the Establishment of the ASF (2003), 
regarding scenarios 5 and 6 functions of the force.89 
In these regards, the higher security intent of the UN 
Security Council should be reframed as: 

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United 
Nations, and with intent to creating an environment 
conducive for the peace process, the Security Council 
authorises the peace operation to restore and maintain 
security within the area of operational responsibility, 
in order to ensure the protection of civilians, 
humanitarian assistance and aid workers. To this end, 
it is imperative for the operation to ensure unhindered 
access throughout its area of operational responsibility, 
contain and defeat all threats to the peace and security 
of vulnerable groups in the area of operational 
responsibility. 

Th e practice of stipulating operational essential tasks, 
with a plethora of caveats, is far-fetched, and has tended 
to limit the exercise of initiative by operational-level 
mission leadership. Th e point made by Durch et al 
is valid here that mandates should be spelled out in 
unambiguous terms.90 Other politically essential aspects 

of higher intent on the protection of civilians could be 
implied in the mission statement. As argued elsewhere, 
however, these details could also be spelled out in detail 
in the directives to the mission leadership.

Th us, the doctrine of humanitarian security interven-
tion emphasises the requirement for operational leaders 
(military and police) to deduce such essential operational 
tasks within a coherent campaign plan through the 
estimate (appreciation) of operational constraints and 
freedoms. Th e broad courses of action for the plan, each 
with its advantages and disadvantages, and tested against 
fundamental legal, moral and political principles in 
the use of force, should necessarily be cleared with the 
mandating authority, as and when strategic considera-
tions demand. Th is process will yield greater initiative in 
the implementation of the operational tasks than is the 
case currently.91

Campaign planning: synergy of strategic-
operational phases of intervention

Given the continued abdication of Western and other ca-
pabilities from direct intervention under UN mandated 
multinational forces, hybridity (hybridisation) provides 
a second-best way forward in resolving Africa’s complex 
emergencies. Within specifi ed times and spaces, the 
operational plan for humanitarian security intervention 
should be based on three broad phases (see fi gure 2):
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Th e fi rst phase should devolve on a ‘critical security  ■

intervention’, mounted by a lead nation coalition 
(framework operation), with less restrictive Chapter VII 
mandates, to create the necessary security conditions. 
Th e critical security intervention could also be mounted 
by a coalition of African states, where possible, within 
the framework of the ASF. However, such an ASF 
coalition would require considerable rapid deployment 
capabilities. Th is intervention will aim to deter, coerce, 
compel, defeat, destroy or accept the surrender of 
hostile elements. Th is phase should last up to 18 months 
from the commencement of the security operations. 
Th e period is considered long enough to re-establish an 
operational level of security, and for follow-on forces to 
achieve at least initial operational capability
Th e second phase should be a critical hybrid bridging  ■

operation, during which follow-on UN and/or regional 
‘robust mandate’ missions achieve full operational ca-
pability. Th e role and function of the follow-on hybrid 
or parallel force should be to dominate ground pacifi ed 
during the critical security intervention phase. Where 
an ASF coalition could not be deployed in the critical 
security intervention phase, the ASF in its generic 
form could be used as a follow-on force. Following 
the deployment of the hybrid bridging operation, the 
critical security intervention force should continue to 
provide in-mission or over-the-horizon backstopping 
military security capabilities. Where necessary, this 
support should include the security of contiguous 
borders beyond which spoilers enjoy proxy safe havens. 
Th is phase should continue for a period of not less than 
36 months and dovetail into the last phase of the in-
tervention. By the end of this period, the interventions 
should have succeeded in establishing and maintaining 
a security environment that is relatively conducive to 
unhindered humanitarian access
Th e third and last phase will serve as a continuation  ■

of the hybrid bridging operation and, in time, settle 
down into the humanitarian military operation 
as currently confi gured, with a robust chapter VII 
mandate. In addition to consolidating the interven-
tion, with support from the security intervention 

force, it will aim to create conditions for sustainable 
medium- to long-term peacebuilding

Rapid deployment capabilities

Whether in the context of Africa or not, humanitarian 
security intervention cannot follow the characteristic slow 
approach to peace operations intervention by the UN 
system. Th is reality informs the need for the ASF to be able 
to deploy in grave circumstances involving war crimes, 
genocide and crimes against humanity. Th ese situations, 
such as the ASF’s mission scenario 6 involving genocide, 
demand a concept that is synonymous with the concept of 
‘rapid decisive operations’,92 as well as mission scenario 5 
that involves complex emergencies with low-level spoilers. 
In these two scenarios, as well as other situations of crisis 
or emergency response, and counter terrorism, excessive 
loss of life and widespread destruction of livelihoods and 
property can be minimised, if not halted, by rapid deploy-
ment of capabe forces. 

It is therefore imperative for the ASF to possess 
rapid deployment capabilities (RDC), especially those 
elements that form part of critical security intervention. 
Th is idea is consistent with the original proposal in 
2003 of establishing an ASF composed of one rapidly 
deployable brigade under command and control of the 
AU Commission, with other standby brigades based 
on the 5 political regions of Africa. Th at proposal was 
discarded because it was not politically correct. Since 
then, the establishment and full operationalisation of 
all 5 ASF regional standby brigades has been anything 
but arduous. An ASF RDC can therefore be established 
only by capacitating selected forces, wherever they may 
be located. Th e approach in developing a multinational, 
multidimensional formation size force is justifi ed by 
the comparative speed with which the SHIRBRIG was 
operationalised in the late 1990s well ahead of the ASF.

Th e RDC is not a force as is erroneously argued on 
occasions. As a term of military science, it is a concept 
consisting of critical doctrinal elements, from strategic to 
tactical, providing a force with the means to deploy rapidly 
in situations requiring timely intervention and to deliver 
such capabilities as help to prevent or halt widespread 
atrocities against civilian populations. Th is descriptive 
defi nition of RDC should demand such vital elements as:

Eff ective early warning mechanisms, prior or advance  ■

contingency planning, timely fi eld assessment and 
strategic-operational level decisions that enhance 
knowledge and understanding of the operational 
environment and sound course of action
Appropriate political mandate that realistically  ■

speaks to the situation on the ground and not one 
that is a mere template of political expediency

Rapid. Achieving timely, speedy deployment as quickly as 
possible, in terms of relevant ASF deployment timelines.

Deployment. The movement of designated rapidly 
deployable (rapid reaction) HQs, units, teams, individuals 
and materials, from their origins, to the projected mission 
area, to undertake decisive security operations, in 
response to an appropriate decision by the AU PSC.

Capability. The ability and means to execute the 
specifi ed course of action. It consists of the capacity and 
the means to respond to assigned and perform assigned 
missions and tasks eff ectively.
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Rapidly deployable (rapid reaction) headquarters and  ■

joint integrated civilian, military and police units, 
teams and individuals, based on a pre-confl ict system 
of earmarked standby capabilities that are tailored 
towards the relevant mission scenario, with well re-
hearsed mechanisms for mobilisation and activation
Coupled with the rapidly deployable headquarters,  ■

responsive strategic, operational and tactical level 
command and control systems capability, to facilitate 
decision making, and operational deployment and 
movements
Training for probable mission scenarios and the  ■

relevant range of security tasks at the critical security 
intervention phase. Th is should be the focus of ASF 
training if it is to be able to deploy rapidly as is 
absolutely and relatively desirable
Guaranteed strategic lift , integrated logistics and  ■

mission sustainment for a period of not less than 90 
days, as well as the availability of realistic mission 
start-up funds

Concept of operations

In low-high intensity post-confl ict environments, 
consideration should be given to conducting operations 
in national or multinational brigade formation sectors 
for eff ective command and control, and for economy of 
force in the affi  liation of scarce force multipliers. Th e 
actual operational activities should be decentralised to 
integrated battalion areas of operations. Th is makes it 
possible for the integrated battalions to achieve mutual 
support, create a security presence, and respond immedi-
ately to violations of the peace instruments.

Th e notion that police cannot or should not be 
deployed in such environments is doctrinally mislead-
ing. From a generic AU defi nition of FPU as specialised 
police units that provide [a more robust] public order 
and security presence pursuant to the mission mandate,93 
these police units have the capability, in conjunction 
with the military, to provide protection to mission 
personnel and facilities, as well as to the local popula-
tion. Indeed, depending on the security situation, even 
military observers and individual police monitors, 
both of whom are categorised as ‘experts on mission’, 
may be deployed as part of such security interventions 
to undertake specialised tasks and function, including 
liaison, monitoring and verifi cation. However, like 
the military, all police units should be deployed in the 
security phase as integrated structures with the FPU as 
core elements.

Th e greatest failing of humanitarian military interven-
tion and peace operations doctrine has been the continued 
adoption of peacekeeping portable knocked-down camps, 
even in low intensity environments such as Darfur. Th is 

tendency of adopting conventional approaches to new 
non-conventional threats and realities is not only doctri-
nally unsound. It is fatal. Humanitarian security interven-
tion should emphasise the need for integrated military and 
police units to deploy into operational bases, from which 
mobile units move out to conduct security operations and 
return, on relief, to recuperate. 

Such in-mission deployment and concept of opera-
tions will enhance force protection and provide fi rm 
bases for security operations.

CONCLUSION

Th at war is a horrible thing is a well-known reality to 
human societies, including those of Africa, which have 
suff ered centuries of injustice. But borrowing from the 
idea of Karl von Clausewitz, the nineteenth-century 
Prussian military thinker, because war is horrible, this 
should not be the predominant rationale for hastening 
towards humanitarian interventions, willy-nilly, as a 
modern confl ict resolution tool.

Th ere is no doubt that the use of force, even when 
sanctioned by the UN Security Council, is controversial 
at best, and at worst is conspiratorial. However, the 
exorbitant cost of contemporary civil wars should under-
score the merit in using force to end the slow tsunami of 
human suff ering as a result of such civil wars. While it 
may be a bit early to judge the effi  cacy of ‘robust’ Chapter 
VII mandates, the empirical evidence suggests strongly 
that it is still failing to deliver timely, cost-eff ective solu-
tions to devastating complex emergencies. 

While it may be expedient for the Security Council 
to set political bounds for the operational use of force, 
its legacy may be aff ected by its adherence to the 
Clemenceau doctrine that ‘war is too important to be left  
to the generals’.94 Perhaps, that legacy may be redeemed 
by calculated belief in General Ripper’s contemporary 
doctrinal riposte that ‘[T]oday, war is too important to 
be left  to politicians.’95 Unlike the League of Nations, 
the Security Council’s greatest challenge is not in 
stopping ‘great wars’. Without taking its eye off  the ball 
of great wars, its enduring legacy certainly lies in using 
the unique powers vested in it to end human insecu-
rity, especially arising from post-Cold War complex 
emergencies.

In troubled regions such as the Horn of Africa, 
historical and other factors have combined to make 
countries like Somalia and Sudan (Darfur) predisposed 
to violent armed confl ict. Th e causal explanations and 
devastating impact of these confl icts demand more than 
a touch-and-go intervention, focusing on symptomatic 
imperatives. Th ey demand more resolute, concerted 
security-focused intervention to create conditions 
conducive to durable solutions.
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Empirical evidence suggests that complex emergen-
cies will continue to be a feature of the political land-
scape of Africa, stemming from historical and other 
root and proximate causes relating to contradictions 
in the nature of African states. Even if one accepts the 
principle of the inviolability of the borders inherited at 
independence, the predatory nature of modern African 
states, fragile democracies, is equally reprehensible. 
Th e political objective of humanitarian military 
intervention should therefore not be to save the state 
characterised by non-accountable undemocratic rule. 
Th e decision on intervention must therefore be in-
formed by three determinants: the causal explanations 
and nature of the confl ict, including the motivations 
of the protagonists; the intensity of the confl ict and its 
concomitant degree of insecurity; and the nature and 
scope of the humanitarian emergency.

Consequently, and on the assumption that the 
contemporary world is opposed to non-indiff erence 
and non-intervention, the Security Council, in close 
conjunction with the AU System and the international 
community, should devote a great deal of resources 
towards dealing with their root causes, and preventing 
them as barbaric, anti-social human activities arising not 
only from a clash of interests. Th ey must also deal with 
the incidence of wars and confl ict with a view to uproot-
ing the deep inequalities within society, bad governance 
and lack of respect for human rights by those mandated 
to protect them. 

Th e infrastructure of multidimensional peace opera-
tions should not be merely adapted to the new reality or 
equated with humanitarian military intervention. Th at 
misconception in approach has failed to deliver durable 
post-confl ict security because its associated doctrine of 
humanitarian military intervention is fatally unsuitable 
and ineff ective, and has resulted in weak and/or ambigu-
ous mandates, lack of appropriate means, especially 
military capabilities, and unwillingness to use force to 
achieve mandates, among others.

Th ere is therefore need for a new doctrine of humani-
tarian security intervention whose strategy is based on 
focusing the primary eff ort of the intervention. Within 
time and space, the objective should be the restoration 
of security, in order to create conditions for economy of 
eff ort in delivering on other humanitarian and socio-
political imperatives.

Th e existing infrastructure for capacity building is 
out of alignment with the imperatives of intervention 
and should be given a complete overhaul. Capacity-
building training, and logistical and other support from 
external partners, in assistance to the ASF infrastructure, 
should focus on the application of military and police 
capabilities in restoring security, since insecurity has 
ramifi cations for the safety of populations. 

Th e rush of the AU to intervene in fi nding African 
solutions to African problems has been far from eff ec-
tive and cost-eff ective. In operational terms, however, 
regional AU deployments will continue to be fraught 
with debilitating challenges. In political terms, the 
primary eff orts of the AU System should be to comple-
ment the eff orts of the UN System by building institu-
tional capacity in the integration of core structures of the 
APSA, especially in the management and employment of 
the ASF, and the institutional capacity and expertise in 
the planning and management of complex missions. Th e 
ASF should be re-roled as part of UN multidimensional 
peace operations.

Th e proposed doctrine should not preclude the appli-
cation of other intervention tools, such as sanctions and 
referrals to the International Criminal Court (ICC), by 
the UN. Th e increasing leverage of the ICC as a force for 
good, especially within Africa, needs to be recognised.
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