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“This rich collection of essays by an impressive group of diverse African and
Western scholars is a substantial contribution to a much understudied field, and

deserves to be widely read by scholars and practitioners.”
—Dr. Adekeye Adebajo, Director, Institute for Pan-African Thought and
Conversation, University of Johannesbury

“African Foreign Policies in International Institutions is the right book at the
right time. As African foreign policies and multilateral institutions evolve to meet
the challenges of the 21st century, this book explains the complexities inherent
in Africa's pursuit of its collective interests in the world. It is essential reading for
anyone seeking to understand Africa’s place in the emerging global order.”
—Dr. Reuben Brigety 11, Dean, Elliot School of International Affairs, George
Washington University, and former U.S. Ambassador to the African Union

“Shaw and Warner have studiously assembled a remarkable collection: well-
conceived, impeccably executed, and all-encompassing in its breadth, depth,
and significance. The book provides valuable insights from diverse perspectives
on how African states conduct their foreign policies within international organ-
izations, demonstrating how international organizations matter in a globalized
world, and how African states can use them at sub-regional, continental, and
global levels to advance their foreign policy objectives. This work will truly be
acclaimed as a seminal contribution to our knowledge of the relationships
between African states and international organizations.”

—Dr. Joy Ogwu, Former Nigerian Ambassador to the United Nations

“It no longer makes sense to talk of uniquely ‘African’ foreign policies nor to
write off the impact of international organizations on the continent’s pol-
itics. Instead, this book’s case studies usefully illustrate the symbiotic relation-
ship between African states and international organizations in the formulation
and implementation of their foreign policies. They reveal how African heads of
state increasingly have to compete with other actors to determine their country’s
foreign policies and the considerable variety of foreign policy strategies African

states now adopt towards their peers and relevant international organizations.”
—Dr. Paul D. Williams, Associate Professor, Elliott School of International Affairs,
George Washington University



This book is dedicated to Jim Hentz, a scholar, friend, and mentor.



FOREWORD

Conventionally, foreign policy is a set of strategies and actions conceived
by a state or group of states to advance national, regional or global
interests in interaction with other states and international organizations
regarding any areas of human endeavor, including political, military,
economic, social, cultural and environmental. Shaped by the relevant
social forces determining it and in whose interest it is adopted, foreign
policy is ultimately a reflection of the power dynamics in the national,
regional, or global arenas. Thus, to speak of African foreign policy in
international institutions, both African and global, is to interrogate its
determinants, objectives, and beneficiaries. Through this volume of
well-researched papers by both young and established scholars, Jason
Warner and Timothy Shaw have done an excellent job in addressing
these three issues with respect to the conduct of African foreign policies
in and towards international organizations.

With respect to the determinants of foreign policy, I wholeheart-
edly endorse the volume’s argument that “observers should understand
African states to make foreign policy along broadly similar logics as do
other non-African states.” For a long time, Western scholars have had
the tendency of treating Africa as a unique, if not abnormal, case in
world politics. Our leaders were always portrayed as patrimonial and cor-
rupt, as though patrimonialism, nepotism and corruption were unknown
in other parts of the world, including the developed Western democra-
cies. Foreign policy in African countries was usually portrayed as being
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determined by the ruler’s obsession with self-enrichment and regime
security rather than national welfare and human security.

What this radical dichotomy between personal and national interests
seemed to ignore is that regime security was in many cases threatened by
foreign powers who did everything to keep in power those authoritar-
ian and corrupt incumbents they liked, while they sought to overthrow
leaders who were determined to use their countries’ natural resources
to improve the living conditions of their peoples. Examples of the latter
case include the Suez crisis of 1956 and Western hostility to Egyptian
president Gamal Abdul Nasser; Western-backed military coups d’état
against radical leaders like Kwame Nkrumah (Ghana) and Modibo Keita
(Mali); and the assassinations of visionary leaders such as Félix Moumié
(Cameroon), Patrice Lumumba (DRC), Louis Rwagasore (Burundi),
Amilcar Cabral (Guinea-Bissau/Cape Verde), Thomas Sankara (Burkina
Faso), and Chris Hani (South Africa).

In addition to advancing regime and national interests, African foreign
policy objectives do include peace and security as well as economic coop-
eration and integration at the sub-regional and continental levels. Several
of the contributions to the volume deal with these issues, including the
role of the African Union (AU) through its Peace and Security Council
(PSC) and the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) in conflict pre-
vention and peacekeeping, and the AU involvement in developing a con-
tinental foreign economic policy. Except for the East African Community
(EAC) and the Southern African Development Community (SADC), the
RECs seem to be more involved in peace and security matters than in
economic integration and development. In both areas, a major weakness
is their dependence on external funding, instead of mobilizing their own
resources domestically.

The challenges facing the continent in both areas of peace and secu-
rity and development include the fight against terrorism and improving
the quality of life of ordinary people through developmental regionalism.
The limits of the RECs in putting an end to terrorism and trans-border
crimes such as drug and human trafficking have been exposed in both
west Africa and the Horn of Africa. On the one hand, the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS), despite its positive con-
tribution in ending civil wars in Liberia and Sierra Leone, is currently
unable to cope with the proliferation of terrorist groups in the sub-
region and the staying power of drug traffickers in Guinea-Bissau and
in the Sahel. On the other hand, the Intergovernmental Authority for
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Development (IGAD) is incapable of coping with the Al Shabab insur-
gency, piracy and banditry in Somalia and Kenya. New sub-regional
groups or arrangements are being created to deal with terrorism, particu-
larly in ungoverned spaces such as the Liptako-Gourma border region
between Niger, Mali and Burkina Faso. These three countries, along
with Mauritania and Chad, have established the G5 Sahel group to fight
Jihadists and other criminal groups active within their borders.

One way of defeating the Jihadists and other transnational threats
to security is to transform African economies so they could cease being
dependent on the export of primary commodities and begin producing
manufactured goods and thus generate more jobs. As outlined in the
Lagos Plan of Action, such a strategy can best be achieved through eco-
nomic cooperation and integration sub-regionally and regionally. At the
present, the best strategy for attaining the goal of economic transforma-
tion in Africa is the 5 major priorities of the African Development Bank,
which call for (1) electrifying Africa, (2) feeding Africa, (3) industrializ-
ing Africa, (4) integrating Africa, and (5) improving the well-being of
Africans. The ADB is already involved in the funding of the Grand Inga
project for the biggest hydroelectric dam in the world. If completed, it
will have the capacity to generate 40,000 MW, or twice the power of the
Three Gorges Dam in China, and furnish 40% of Africa’s electricity. With
its arable land, 80% of Africa’s fresh water and other assets, Central Africa
can feed the entire African continent. But, as Samir Amin has argued in
most of his writings on Africa, the industrialization of African agriculture
is the sine qua non of development and the amelioration of the standard
of living of Africans.

Finally, with respect to the beneficiaries of African foreign policy, it
is important to point out that African leaders, however self-centered
or corrupt they might have been, did not consider foreign policy as
designed exclusively for their own narrow interests. The most impor-
tant achievement of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) was its
unswerving opposition to colonialism and white minority rule. The
organization provided moral and material support to liberation move-
ments against Portuguese Fascism and white racism in southern Africa,
and succeeded in ostracizing apartheid South Africa and having it
excluded from many international organizations, including the Olympic
Games. Detractors of the OAU must remember that despite its weak-
nesses, it succeeded in promoting peace and stability through the princi-
ple of the inviolability of the colonially-inherited borders and that of the
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peaceful settlement of all interstate disputes by negotiations, mediation,
conciliation, or arbitration. When it became evident that internal con-
flicts were the major issue, the OAU adopted in 1993 the Mechanism for
Conflict Prevention, Management and Resolution, which is the precursor
to the AU’s PSC.

It is also significant to note that African leaders betrayed their
pan-African principles at the UN World Conference Against Racism (or
Durban 1) in 2001 by siding with their Western donors or “development
partners” in refusing to endorse the demand for reparations for slavery
by their brothers and sisters from the Diaspora. In this act, as in the lack
of commitment to pan-African solidarity with victims of armed conflict
or gross violations of human rights on the continent (Uganda under
Idi Amin, Central African Republic under Bokassa, Rwanda, Burundi,
DRC, etc.), the OAU and the AU are not that much different from one
another. The AU does in principle have beautiful documents on human
rights, democracy, elections and governance, in addition to an increased
role in internal conflicts as part of what former AU Chairperson Alpha
Oumar Konaré once referred to as “the pan-African right of interven-
tion in domestic conflicts” in cases of gross violations of human rights,
but there are severe limits to its ability to do so. Like the OAU, it is still
dependent on external funding for most of its programs.

Most of the issues raised in this foreword are discussed in detail in the
chapters of this book. Readers will find it very thought-provoking and
informative on African foreign policy in international institutions.

Chapel Hill, NC, US Georges Nzongola-Ntalaja
University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

African Foreign Policies and International
Organizations: The View from the
Twenty-First Century

Jason Warner

Beginning with Hegelian tropes describing Africa as a “land of childhood”
and “enveloped in the dark mantle of night,” even the more ostensibly
inclusive post-World War II Western academy found Africa as a gener-
ally an inadmissible, or at least, uninteresting, topic of study for a special-
ist of international relations (IR). This trend was squarely bucked in the
post-Cold War era, with Christopher Clapham’s (1996) Africa and the
International System, which remains the standard-bearer for rigorous anal-
ysis of African international relations. And, while no analogous single-au-
thored works have approached the topic of African international relations
as broadly, sundry edited volumes (Harbeson and Rothchild 2000; Dunn
and Shaw 2001; Brown and Harmon 2013; Murithi 2014; Bischoff et al.
2015) have worked to bring African states into the mainstream of the study
of IR. More narrowly, another series of excellent edited volumes—though
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now decades old—(Mazrui 1969; Shaw and Aluko 1984; Wright 1998;
Khadiagala and Lyons 2001a) worked to interrogate the nature of African
foreign policies more acutely. Concurrently, editions too numerous to
be named individually have investigated the nature of foreign policy pro-
cesses of larger African states, especially South Africa and Nigeria. While
various factors account for the general aversion to the study of African for-
eign policies, — including problems associated with data collection, the dif-
ficulty of locating a purely “foreign” policy in many African states, and an
apathy of Western scholars toward African foreign policy generally (Wright
1998: 1) — scant focus has been given to African foreign policies in the past
several decades; nor have many of the sub-topics related thereto been inves-
tigated with rigor.

To that end, this volume addresses one of the most auspicious omis-
sions of the still seemingly inchoate study of African international rela-
tions: how African states conduct their foreign policies in international
organizations and international institutions. Thus, the contributors to this
volume were presented with the following motivating questions: How
do African states conduct their foreign policies within international insti-
tutions and organizations? What strategic utility do states attach to these
institutions? In short, how do we understand the relationships between
African states and international institutions and organizations at the sub-
regional, pan-African, global, and non-governmental levels of analysis?
More broadly, are there particular analytics, expectations, or logics that
undergird the enactment of foreign policies in Africa? If so, in what ways
might we apply insights from African experiences of statehood and state-
craft to better understand the dynamics of foreign policies and interna-
tional organizations in the world more broadly?

As an entry point to this edited volume, this introduction argues
that while at one point in time, it might have been rightfully argued
that there existed a uniquely “African” approach to the construction
and effectuation of foreign policy—undergirded by what this piece
refers to as the “Omnipotent African Executive” approach—the rise of
a multiplicity of geopolitical actors over the past two decades has less-
ened the power of African executives, thus leading to more variegated
African approaches to foreign policy—or what this chapter terms as
the “Decentered Inputs” model of African foreign policy enactment.
Precisely because of the contemporary diversity of inputs inform-
ing African foreign policy creation and effectuation, this introduction
asserts that it is analytically unhelpful to attempt to corral under one
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rubric the interpretation of a singular, monolithic “African” approach to
foreign policymaking.

Historic ViEws O AFRICAN FOREIGN PoLICIES AND 1Os: THE
“OMNIPOTENT AFRICAN EXECUTIVE” MODEL

The prevailing orthodoxy in the limited study of African foreign policy-
making over the past 30 years has been an assumption of the outstripped
role of the executive, African head of state, in the creation of foreign poli-
cies. Or, as this chapter refers to the phenomenon, there has been a reliance
on the “Omnipotent African Executive” model of foreign policy analysis.
In brief] this paradigm for the study of African foreign policy understands
that foreign policy has historically been made by African heads of state,
who, wielding inordinate and often unchecked influence over the states
and statist apparatuses over which they preside (generally due to a lack of
democracy and/or an inordinate control of the military), could eftectu-
ate foreign policy decisions for their own personal benefit, rather than for
the benefit of their country and its citizens. Indeed, an analysis of leader-
ship by heads of state shows the long-held intuition of this model. Among
others, the Omnipotent African Executive paradigm has been exemplified
by broad and deep control of foreign policy by executives like Mobutu
Sese Seko in Zaire; Jean-Bédel Bokassa in the Central African Republic;
Sani Abacha in Nigeria; Teodoro Obiang Nguema of Equatorial Guinea;
Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe; Ali Omar Bongo of Gabon; Isaias Afiwerki
of Eritrea; and, until January 2017, Yahya Jammeh of the Gambia. Given
the above, the Omnipotent African Executive model has been an unsur-
prisingly salient way to think about the origins of African foreign policy,
and one that understands African heads of state to be inextricably linked
to African foreign policy construction and effectuation, and the primary
reapers of its spoils, be they financial, reputational, or security related.

The Omnipotent African Executive trope of African foreign policy
analysis is directly linked to the broader question of what constitutes
“foreign policy” at all. A foundational—if not somewhat pedantic—
statement at this point is the recognition that the construction and effec-
tuation of “foreign policy” is an activity that is intrinsically undertaken
by states themselves. Thus, though it might seem obvious, to under-
stand what sorts of foreign policies have been produced on the African
continent, one must inherently look at the nature of states and statist
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apparatuses that create foreign policies. To that end, our discussion on
African foreign policymaking—in international institutions or other-
wise—must inherently begin at the emergence of the African state in
the late 1950s and early 1960s and the sorts of playing fields that such
sovereignties offered to African leaders as they ascended to power. More
acutely, then, the Omnipotent African Executive mode of analysis is
premised upon the notion that to the extent that a somewhat unique
genre of “African” foreign policymaking exists, it is derived from the
fact that Africa’s post-colonial states shared common features that were
more or less unique to them, to include: late entry into the global system
of states; independence by legal fiat of decolonization that required
no exertion of Weberian control over territory; and a general lack of
Lockean social contract between government and citizens. Put other-
wise, the nature of the emergence of African states has had a direct bear-
ing upon the nature of foreign policies that the leaders of these states
have elected to pursue.

For his part, Clapham (1996) has offered one of the most thorough dis-
cussions of how the nature of the post-colonial African state engendered
specific tendencies for foreign policy creation, centered on the whims of the
leader. Once assuming the top executive office, African leaders, he argues,
worked assiduously to command as much presence over the state and its
institutions as possible, a process he refers to as the pursuit of “monopoly
statehood” undertaken in the service of protecting newfound positions of
power. Controlling new states’ foreign policymaking portfolios was espe-
cially valuable, given early African leaders” omnipresent threat environment,
which included rival politicians and their followers, elements of the national
military, non-co-ethnic groups within the country, belligerent neighbor-
ing states, and imperialist global states. Thus, the protection of individual
interests of leaders, most typically tied to regime security—and not broader
state interests of geopolitical power maximization—became the desired
ends that determined African foreign policymaking processes. Calculations
about the utility of managing nascent states’ foreign relations meant that
once assuming executive offices, African leaders realized:

[T]hey could use their role in the diplomatic game together with their
internal resources, in order to help keep themselves in power, to extend
their control over the national territory and to extract resources from their
domestic environment with which to strike further bargains on the inter-
national scene. They could well have general moral goals such as the eco-
nomic development and national unity of their states, or the achievement
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of independence or majority rule for territories still under colonial or
minority control, which their foreign and domestic economic policies
were intended to achieve. They almost certainly had personal goals, such
as glory or perhaps merely self-enrichment. But all of these depended on
their ability to keep themselves going through the effective management of
their external as well as their domestic environment. This was what foreign
policy in African (and indeed most other) states was all about (Clapham
1996: 23).

Put in yet more explicit terms, Khadiagala and Lyons (2001b: 5)
describe that:

African foreign policy decision making has always been the province of
leading personalities. Foreign policy as the prerogative of presidents and
prime ministers has dovetailed with post-colonial patterns of domestic
power consolidation...The charismatic leader became the source, site, and
embodiment of foreign policy... From this perspective, foreign policymak-
ing emerged as a tool for leaders to both disarm their political opponents
and compensate for unpopular domestic beliefs.

The Omnipotent African Executive Model: African Foreign Policies
and 10s

Assuming that the Omnipotent African Executive paradigm of foreign
policy analysis is true, we can also expect to derive useful sets of expec-
tations about how African states will formulate foreign policies toward
international organizations. If it is true that African foreign policies are pri-
marily derived from leaders whose primary goals are regime security, then
we can expect that: a) when African states create 1Os, these 10s will hold
as their primary goal to ensure regime security; b) that if many African
leaders across the continent feel both insecure and can control foreign pol-
icy apparatuses, they might work together to protect mutual regime secu-
rity via IOs and; ¢) given the primacy of regime security over statecraft,
African foreign policy goals toward IOs will be rather narrow in scope.
Given these predictions of the Omnipotent African Executive model,
do we see these played out in reality? Yes: the historical record
indicates the profound saliency of this model in the analysis of early
African foreign policy action, wherein African states understood IOs to
primarily useful for the protection of incumbent regimes. To that end,
a review at the creation of African 10s—especially the Organization of
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African Unity (OAU) in 1963—gives tremendous credence to the
Omnipotent African Executive model of foreign policy analysis. While
space does not permit a thorough elucidation of the history of organ-
ization, its founding Charter (OAU 1963) vaunted, above all, non-in-
terference, non-intervention, the respect and inviolability of colonial
borders, and non-critique of member regimes. In the decades following
its inception, the OAU’s constituent decision to remain “ingloriously
silent” (Haggis 2009) led it, and the broader intra-African community,
to bear silent witness when state leaders such as Mobutu Sese Seko of
Zaire, Idi Amin of Uganda, Moussa Traouré of Mali, Mengistu Haile
Mariam of Ethiopia, Robert Mugabe of Zimbabwe, Jean-Bédel Bokassa
of the Central African Republic, and Omar al-Bashir of Sudan ravaged
their populations of wealth, security, and representative governance,
only rarely challenging the right of these leaders to rule. In no uncertain
terms, the OAU served to ossify the privileged positions of African heads
of state: perhaps no wonder then that it was often ignominiously referred
to as “African Dictator’s Club.”

CONTEMPORARY AFRICAN FOREIGN Poricies AND 1Os: THE Rise
OF THE DECENTERED INPUTS MODEL

While the Omnipotent African Executive paradigm of African foreign pol-
icy analysis has been shown to have had merits during a certain era, the
general dearth of academic studies attempting to understand African for-
eign policies over the decades has meant that the literature has not moved
much beyond this trope. Although it accurately described the period of
African foreign policy creation and effectuation for a certain period of
post-colonial history, it is here argued that this no longer the case.

Instead, the more appropriate way to think about the ways that
African states now formulate their policies toward 1Os and otherwise
is via what this chapter calls the “Decentered Inputs” model of African
foreign policymaking. In contrast to the Omnipotent African Executive
Model, this chapter proposes this paradigm to accurately account for
the sundry forces of globalization that have, in essence, “flattened” the
capacity of some (though not all) African leaders to unilaterally comman-
deer the foreign policies of their states for their exclusive benefits. The
Decentered Inputs approach therefore argues that African foreign policies
in the twenty-first century are more rightly characterized by a prolifera-
tion of inputs—described presently—which, when combined with the still
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unconsolidated nature of some states, render the logics and expectations
of African foreign policymaking to be underwritten by diverse objectives
and varied inputs, and thus to be non-monolithic in character.

If we propose to move away from the understanding of foreign policy
as determined primarily African leaders for the purposes of regime secu-
rity, what inputs should we then turn towards? This chapter suggests that
a combination of the emergence of new actors, on one hand, and shifts
in the geopolitical landscape, on the other, were collectively responsi-
ble for the inauguration of the new “Decentered Inputs” era of African
foreign policy creation. First, the emergence of new — and sometimes
newly powerful — actors has been one catalyst in taking away some foreign
policymaking power from executives. Among others, these new and newly
powerful actors include African bureaucracies and ministries (foreign affairs,
economics, national planning, public health); national militaries; national
and local civil society groups (related to economic development, gender,
and education); global diasporas; think tanks; media; and universities.
Simultaneously, parallel forms of traditional, pre-colonial governance
continue to challenge the validity of the African state, while the rise of
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) fill in for the state, and multina-
tional corporations (MNCs) operate with budgets that can easily can over-
whelm the state. Moreover, the rise of conservative religious movements to
include Pentecostalism in the Christian tradition and Salafism in the Islamic
tradition and new insurgencies of both religious and secular bents all work
in tandem to further flatten the foreign policymaking space, wresting cer-
tain amounts of agency away from leaders who historically had profound
control. (For more on the increasingly disperse inputs into African foreign
policy formation, see: Shaw in Chapter 25 of this volume).

Second, shifts in the post-colonial geopolitical environment have also
worked to weaken African executive authority over foreign policymaking
processes. Among others, we might rightly cite the rise of fiscal interven-
tions by the international financial institutions (IFIs) in African states in
the early 1980s as some of the most powerful catalysts in reducing the
unilateral foreign policymaking power of African executives. Through
the IFIs’ introduction of structural adjustment policies (SAPs)—which
demanded of privatization of state-run enterprises and reduction of state
bureaucracies—they served to weakened African leaders’ networks for pat-
rimonial relations. The end of the Cold War also hastened the weakening
of the omnipotence of the African executive in foreign policymaking, with
the departure of the superpowers reducing capacities for clientelistic rents,
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while the normative pressures engendered by the global Third Wave of
Democratization in the 1990s began to call into question the viability of
authoritarian tendencies. Nearly two decades into the 21st century, the
rise of the internet has engendered new forms of civil society capability to
challenge the omnipotence of governments, while the emergence of new
non-African actors—especially China, but also Brazil, India, and Turkey—
has diversified foreign policy options, all while populist politics in the
US, the U.K., and France seem determined to rattle the foundations of
the post-World War II liberal global order.

Taken together, this combination of new actors and geopolitical shifts
have led to a “flattening” of authority as concerns African foreign poli-
cymaking, in IOs and otherwise. The result has been far less predictable
African foreign policies. In short, given the broader array of inputs into
foreign policy decision-making processes, the expectation that an African
state’s foreign policy (in IOs or otherwise) is intended to primarily pro-
tect its leader is no longer accurate. Indeed, this flattening of the African
foreign policy to space to “de-center” African executives means that it
has thus become more difficult to talk about a particularly “African” for-
eign policy analytic or tendency at all.

The Decentered Inputs Model: African Foveign Policies and 10s

Moving forward, given this assertion that the interpretation of the con-
temporary study of African foreign policy is best understood through
the Decentered Inputs model, what does this suggest about the foreign
policymaking tendencies of African states toward 1Os? In the simplest
terms, it can be argued that, for decades, we have seen a decline in the
pursuit of primarily individualist goals in the context of IOs, to include a
diversity of other aspirations. For one, there has been a greater push for
certain liberal pursuits within African 1Os, which oftentimes impinge upon
the protection of African sovereigns that once stood as these 10s” core pur-
pose. Perhaps most emblematic of the disbanding of an interpretation of
1Os as protecting regimes is the nature of the African Union (AU), which
replaced the OAU in 2001. Most acutely, the AU has fundamentally chal-
lenged the historical notions of the primacy of African regime security in
three important ways. First, the transmutation from the OAU to the AU
was accompanied by an ideological shift in the very meaning of “security.”
Thus, the AU abandoned the OAU’s definition of “security” as being
defined by state (i.e. regime-centered) security to security as defined in
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terms of human (i.e. citizen-centered) security. Second, haunted by its fail-
ures in relation to the 1994 Rwandan genocide that killed 800,000, the
AU secondarily challenged the historical notion of regime protection by
creating a dense web of collective security institutions called the African
Peace and Security Architecture (APSA), many of which are discussed in
other chapters. Most innovative in this regard was the AU’s Constitutive
Act (2001), and its much-discussed Article 4(h), which—in contrast to the
historical dictates of non-intervention espoused by the OAU—allows for
AU intervention into a member state, in the event of “grave circumstances,
including war crimes, genocide, or crimes against humanity.” Third, and
outside of the traditional realm of collective security, the AU’s creation
of institutions to promote and monitor democratization—including the
African Governance Architecture (AGA) and the African Peer Review
Mechanism (APRM)—signaled a profound departure—at least nomi-
nally—from the days of the “African Dictator’s Club.”

In the 21st century African states have also been shown to think about
10s as being useful for more traditional, statist power-maximization
purposes, which extend beyond the interests of the individual leader.
Thus, the impact of these variegated inputs into African foreign policies
means that African international organizations are no longer simply per-
ceived of as empty organizational shells into which African bureaucrats
and emissaries file aimlessly, but rather, African 1Os are increasingly the
sites of foreign policy contestation and state power pursuits. Within the
AU, for instance, one sees African power players like Algeria exerting a de
facto hegemony on the role of the Commissioner for the African Union’s
Peace and Security Council (AUPSC), while, flouting rules that suggest
it must rotate, Nigeria has secured a de facto permanent seat on the Peace
and Security Council. The contentious 2012 election of South African
Nkosazana-Dlamini Zuma to serve as the Chairperson of the African
Union Commission (AUC) broke a precedent of non-competition for
the post, which reached an even greater apex in the 2016 and 2017 elec-
tions, which were so competitive that the AU required two rounds of
voting after no successful candidate emerged in the first round. So too
are regional organizations the sites of realpolitik wrangling, with pur-
suits of state power coming from South Africa in the management of
SADC; Nigerian hegemony in ECOWAS; and Ethiopian management
of IGAD. Concurrently, other regional mid-level states within these
sub-regional hierarchies have also sought to challenge these traditionally
neorealist, power maximization proclivities, with Zimbabwe challenging
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South Africa; Senegal and Ghana challenging Nigeria; and Eritrea and
Sudan often challenging Ethiopia.

TuE SECOND IMAGE REVERSED: INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS’
IMPACTS ON AFRICAN DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN POLICIES

At this point, it also bears the explicit statement that observers should
no longer interpret African IOs—especially the AU—as but a sum
of its member states’ interests, but indeed, as organizations that can
impact the very contours of African states’ domestic politics them-
selves, or in the analogy of Gourevitch (1978), the “second image
reversed.” For instance, we have secen ECOWAS work to delegitimize
unconstitutional changes of government in Burkina Faso (2014) and
most notably, lead the ECOMIG military force to oust long-time
Gambian leader Yahya Jammeh in early 2017; simultaneously, it has
assiduously worked on a security sector reform program within its
member state of Guinea-Bissau. SADC’s intervention into member
state Lesotho (1998), as well as the leading (if not utterly failed) role
of IGAD in mediating the South Sudan peace process have been evi-
dence of such attempts by African IOs to inform their member states’
domestic politics. Indeed, a feedback loop exists where in African
domestic politics engender specific foreign policies toward 1Os, which
in turn create policies that bear upon the domestic and foreign policies
of African states themselves.

For their part, the capacity of global international organizations to
fundamentally alter both the foreign policies and domestic politics of
African countries cannot be overstated. Though not entirely unknown, it
has only been in rare instances that African states have succeeded indi-
vidually or collectively to determine the actions and policies of global
10s. African states’ general exclusion from centers of power of global
10s is institutionally mandated in mechanisms such as the structure of
the UN Security Council (UNSC), the nature of donor influence in the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the perceptions of being tar-
gets rather than informers of the International Criminal Court’s (ICC)
version of justice. Indeed, even the casual observer of international pol-
itics can recognize how the International Monetary Fund’s late twenti-
eth-century structural adjustment policies fundamentally informed—if not
underwrote—African foreign policies by altering domestic contours of
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relationships between states and civil societies; advocating for export-
oriented development strategies; compelling African states to adopt
generally neoliberal strategies of governance and human rights; and more
broadly, urging institutionalization of similar regional organizations to
accomplish such global 10s” goals within the continent.

INTERROGATING 1O TO IO RELATIONSHIPS

Finally, observers should also move beyond thinking simply about the
relationship between African states’ foreign policies and 1Os—and vice
versa—to also consider how 10 to IO relationships on and off the con-
tinent display forms of dynamism, innovation, and at times, dysfunction.
On the continent, for instance, we see the process of learning and mim-
icry occurring between 10s. The most notable example, for instance, is
the ways in which the AU has learned from the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS) at various points in its incarnation.
Most notably, ECOWAS is credited for having created the first truly
robust interstate collective security regime on the continent with the
institution of its 1990 intervention in Liberia, an approach to peace-
keeping and intervention that the newly-formed AU has adopted as its
centerpiece. More recently, the AU has also borrowed from ECOWAS
on fiscal matters, with the ECOWAS community levy being adopted in
2016’s so-called Kaberuka Plan for the self-financing of the AU. More
broadly, the capacity of African 1Os to learn from one another has led
to the proliferation of African 1Os at the subregional level, where pro-
cesses of standard setting and path dependence have led to regionalized
10s (also known as the RECs), which are generally expected to contain
security and economic functions, and have an innate relationship with
the AU. Outside of the continent, the AU has also learned from the
UN, modeling its 15-member Peace and Security Council off of the UN
Security Council.

Beyond 1Os learning from one another, it is also important to bring
to the fore the fact that collectivities of African states often wage foreign
policy battles and forge foreign policy alliances against and within global
10s through African 1Os. For instance, African desires to reform the UN
Security Council come in the form of the AU-led Ezulwini Consensus
(2005), while certain African antipathies for the International Criminal
Court have come through collectivizing efforts of the AU.
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SYNTHESIS

To recall then, this brief introduction has shown that despite the his-
toric prevalence and (one-time) accuracy of the Omnipotent African
Executive paradigm of the analysis of African foreign policy, a combina-
tion of newly powerful actors and geopolitical shifts over the past three
decades have worked to “de-center” foreign policymaking to other poles
of power within society beyond simply the executive. As such, in the cur-
rent moment, African foreign policymaking (towards 10s and otherwise)
should be understood to exist in a new era of “Decentered Inputs.”
What then are the implications of this shift for our understanding of the
broader processes of African foreign policymaking, especially in 1Os?

Most acutely, this volume emphasizes that observers can no longer
rightly talk of a monolithic “African vision” of foreign policymaking.
Thus, the current volume makes the point that there is nothing inher-
ently “unique” about African states and, therefore, the foreign policies
that they produce. Indeed, by categorizing African states as somehow
outside of the purview of the post-World War II geo-historical moment,
we reify their existence as anomalous, insufficient, or engaged in a pro-
cess of hopeless mimicry. Instead, this chapter argues that we under-
stand African states to make foreign policy along broadly similar logics
as do other non-African states. Like non-African polities, African states
pursue similar goals of neorealist power maximization, institutionalist (or
neoliberal institutionalist) cooperation, or intersubjective constructivist
interactions. Foreign policymaking in the contemporary moment, it is
assumed, has no innately “African incarnation.”

To the end of normalizing the ways that observers understand the
processes and logics underwriting African foreign policymaking, chap-
ters contained in this volume make ardent cases for the banality of
African foreign policy approaches to both African and global institutions.
For instance, Obi makes the case for Nigeria’s pursuit of its neo-realist
hegemonic pursuits in ECOWAS, Murithi does the same for the role of
South Africa in SADC, and Bercketecab and Woldemariam make similar
claims in the case of Ethiopia and IGAD.

And yet, despite these claims of African foreign policymaking non-ex-
ceptionalism, this is not to suggest that African states are worth being
overlooked as having nothing to reveal about foreign policies or 1Os.
Instead, chapter authors bring to the fore other innovative African state
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foreign policy behavior. Writing on Djibouti, Le Gouriellec underlines
the country’s innovative approach to African 1Os, using them as a means
to small power-diplomacy in balancing relations with major states, on
one hand, and pursuing Bayartian processes of extraversion, on the other.
Malaquias presents a novel thesis on Angola’s policy of “strategic distanc-
ing” from African 1Os, while Bodian and Kelly interrogate how various
Senegalese administrations have sought to capitalize on the county’s cre-
dentials of soft power, a phenomenon rarely examined in African con-
texts. For her part, Lockwood shows how even a “middle” state within
a region, Zimbabwe, is able to extract concessions from its regional 10,
while Peters and Mbida Mbida show how a regional middle state like
Cameroon has used global institutions like the International Court of
Justice to constrain regional power Nigeria. For their parts, Clark and
Palmateer succeed in demonstrating how even weak states in the argua-
bly non-coherent Central African region leverage 1Os for their benefits.

Layour

This edited collection proceeds in three main sections. The first section
retains an acute focus on the nature of African foreign policymaking toward
Afican international organizations, namely the AU and African regional
economic communities. Therein, the first three chapters focus exclusively
on the AU, with chapters on the nexuses of: foreign policymaking and
security concerns in the AU (Okeke); foreign policymaking and economic
development (Akonor); and foreign policymaking and democratization in
the AU (Landsberg). Before moving to an exclusive focus on the RECs,
two chapters look at foreign policymaking at the nexus between the AU
and RECs, including how states understand comparative strategic benefits
between the AU and RECs (Warner) and the role of the RECs in govern-
ments of national unity (Noyes). The next four chapters focus acutely on
RECs, and how their members understand the strategic utility (or inutility)
of these organizations when they attempt to pursue their foreign pol-
icy goals. Chapters include those on the Economic Community of West
African States or ECOWAS (Momodu); the Intergovernmental Authority
on Development or IGAD (Bereketeab); the Economic Community of
Central African States or ECCAS (Clark and Palmateer); and the Southern
African Development Community or SADC (Murithi).

The second section of the volume moves beyond African 10s to look
at how African states undertake their foreign policy pursuits with global
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10s. Chapters in this section investigate African state interactions with the
United Nations, especially in the protection of peace and security (Stewart
and Andersen); African states’ newfound agency vis-a-vis the World Bank
(Samuda); Africa’s relationship with the International Criminal Court,
using the case of South Africa (Du Plessis and Gevers); and the little-
understood interactions between the International Labor Organization
and African states, particularly in Kenya (Bernards). So as not to exclude
the important role of non-governmental international organizations and
African foreign policymaking processes, we focus on the interactions
between Médicins Sans Frontieres (MSF) and South Africa (Anderson).

The third section is the longest, and the most straightforward: herein,
we leverage the expertise of country specialists to not only describe,
but also to theorize and analyze individual African states’ foreign pol-
icy relations with IOs. Moving around the continent, we begin in
southern Africa with a chapter on South Africa (Akokpari) followed by
investigations of Zimbabwe (Lockwood) and Angola (Malaquias). Next,
we head to the Democratic Republic of Congo (Gallo), then to west
Africa, with studies on Nigeria (Obi), Senegal (Bodian and Kelly), and
finally, Cameroon (Peter and Mbida). Finally, we conclude in Ethiopia
(Woldemariam) and Djibouti (Le Gouriellec). To conclude, one of the
progenitors of the study of African foreign policy (Shaw) offers sugges-
tions about the future of African foreign policies vis-a-vis international
organizations.

REFERENCES

African Union. 2002. African Union Constitutive Act. Addis Ababa, Ethiopia:
African Union.

African Union. 2005. AU Ezulwini Consensus. Addis Ababa, Ethiopia: AU
Executive Council.

Bischoff, Paul-Henri, Kwesi Aning, and Amitav Acharya, eds. 2015. Africa in
Global International Relations: Emerging Approaches to Theory and Practice.
New York: Routledge.

Brown, William, and Sophie Harman. 2013. African Agency in International
Politics. Abingdon: Routledge.

Clapham, Christopher. 1996. Africa and the International System: The Politics of
State Survival. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dunn, Kevin C., and Timothy M. Shaw, eds. 2001. Africa’s Challenge to
International Relations Theory. London: Palgrave Macmillan.



1 INTRODUCTION 15

Gourevitch, Peter. 1978. The Second Image Reversed: The International
Sources of Domestic Politics. International Organization 32 (4): 881-912.
Haggis, Carolyn. 2009. The African Union and Intervention: The Origins and
Implications of Article 4(h) of the 2001 Constitutive Act (Unpublished Ph.D.

Dissertation at Oxford University). Oxford University.

Harbeson, John W., and Donald Rothchild. 2000. Africa In World Politics: The
African State System in Flux. Boulder: Westview Press.

Khadiagala, Gilbert M., and Terrence Lyons, eds. 2001a. Afiican Foreign
Policies: Power and Process. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

Khadiagala, Gilbert M., and Terrence Lyons. 2001b. Foreign Policy Making in
Africa: An Introduction. In African Foreign Policies: Power and Process, ed.
Gilbert M. Khadiagala, and Terrence Lyons, 1-13. Boulder: Lynne Rienner.

Mazrui, Ali A’Amin. 1969. Towards a Pax Africana: A Study of Ideology and
Ambition. London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.

Murithi, Timothy. 2014. Handbook of Africa’s International Relations. London:
Routledge.

Organization of African Unity. 1963. Founding Charter of the Organization of
African Unity. Ethiopia: Addis Ababa.

Shaw, Timothy M., and Olajide Aluko. 1984. The Political Economy of African
Foreign Policy: Comparative Analysis. Farnham: Gower.

Wright, Stephen, ed. 1998. African Foreign Policies. Boulder: Westview Press.



PART I

African Foreign Policies in African
International Institutions



®

Check for
updates

CHAPTER 2

An Ambivalence to the Norm Cycle:
The African Union’s “New” Approach
to Continental Peace and Security

Jide Martyns Okeke

Since its establishment, the African Union (AU) has often been described
as a regional organization embedded with a “new” pan-African vision
of collective security: The new outlook it has on sovereignty and collec-
tive responsibility to protect renders it a so-called “normative entrepre-
neur.” Based on the concept of “sovereignty as responsibility,” which is
anchored on a shift of focus from state security to human security, the
AU stands as a stark departure, at least conceptually, from its prede-
cessor, the Organization of African Unity (OAU). Particularly, observ-
ers have cited the AU’s new normative and institutional frameworks
as evidence of the continental body’s privileging of human security
over state security, to include: Article 4(h) of the Constitutive Act; the
African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA); the African Governance
Architecture (AGA); and the recently espoused Agenda 2063 and its
immediate goal of “silencing the guns” by 2020. Moreover, the AU’s
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actions in the field of peace and security suggest a similar newfound com-
mitment. For instance, from 2013 to 2017, the African Union’s Peace
and Security Council (AUPSC) has mandated the deployment of more
than 80,000 uniformed and civilian personnel to theaters of operation
including Somalia, Mali, Burundi, Central African Republic, and Western
Sahara, and the AU has also undertaken various mediation efforts in
countries like Burundi, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), South
Sudan, and Sudan aimed at finding lasting political solutions to these cri-
sis-affected countries. While all of these measures seem to validate the
credibility, prominence, and recognition of the AU as a central player in
peace and security in Africa, as well as a norm entrepreneur, how accu-
rate is this interpretation? Does the AU actually offer a new model for
the pursuit of collective security?

Despite the laudable and sometimes watershed decisions that the AU has
taken to address continental security challenges, this chapter argues that in
fact, the AU has been constrained in its ability to encourage members to
fully internalize the norms of “sovereignty as responsibility” and the prior-
itization of human security over regime security. In the main, this chapter
assesses the degree of transformation of the norm cycle from the OAU to
the AU. It argues that even though the AU has embraced certain legal and
normative instruments focusing on a “people-centered” collective security
(seemingly indicative of a normative change) its members policies have, in
practice, been fundamentally implemented based on the pursuit of national
self-interest (suggesting that such a transformation is incomplete). To show
this, the first section provides an overview of the three stages of the norm
cycle. The second section gives a historical perspective on the transition
of the norms from the OAU to the AU. The third section provides a case
study of the implementation of the norm cycle in the crisis in Burundi. A
final section concludes.

TaE NorMm CycLi: A CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW

Norms have assumed a central role in understanding the effectiveness
of international and regional organizations like the AU. Historically, the
discourse around norms has always been relevant in the study of inter-
national politics but remained either contested in definition by those
who study them, or, conversely, discounted entirely as being unimpor-
tant by realist scholars. However, the importance of normative interests
in the study of international institutions has been established in various
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empirical and theoretical postulations since the close of World War II
(Martin and Simmons 1998). The study of norms—defined broadly as
formal or informal standards of appropriate behavior for entities within
specific systems—as applied to international organizations, was pop-
ularized by social constructivists like Finnemore and Sikkink (1998),
who argued that the emergence and adoption of norms in international
organizations could be understood as occurring in three stages: norm
emergence, norm cascade, and norm internationalization. The first stage
consists of the “emergence” of the norm, achieved through the leader-
ship of norm entrepreneurs. Within the context of an international or
regional organization, the leadership of specific individuals or states—
“norm entrepreneurs”—with diverse sets of motivations, may inspire
others of the need to embrace the adoption and promotion of particu-
lar norms. For example, the history of genocide and internecine violent
conflicts in Africa may have inspired some of its leaders to push for the
transformation from the OAU to a more robust African Union capable
of preventing and effectively responding to future crisis situations.

The second stage of the norm cycle is “cascading,” where states begin
to undertake peer learning or a “dynamic of imitation” (Finnemore
and Sikkink 1998: 895), as some of the norm entrepreneurs attempt
to promulgate the adoption and implementation of these norms. In
the case of AU, it can be argued that African governments decided
to adopt a robust Constitutive Act in recognition of the need to pro-
mote “a stable, peaceful, and prosperous” continent through a collec-
tive responsibility aimed at primarily resolving crisis situations through
African leadership. As Finnemore and Sikkink argue, a “combination of
pressure for conformity, desire to enhance international legitimation,
and the desire for state leaders to enhance their self-esteem” may facili-
tate norm cascades (1998: 895). The final stage of the norm cycle is the
“internalization” of the behavior or sets of standards. This refers to the
completion of the norm cycle, where actors no longer discuss the appro-
priateness or viability of a norm, but rather, the norm is consensually
adopted and comes to form part of the expected standards of behavior.

Of course, the significance of norms in international politics as artic-
ulated by social constructivists has not received universal acceptance.
Realist scholars continue to emphasize the relevance and necessity for the
inclusion of the pursuit of state interests as the main drivers for under-
standing the promulgation and implementation of norms in interna-
tional organizations (Morgenthau 1946; Guzzini 1998; Krasner 1995).
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Yet, norms have remained a useful analytic for providing an understand-
ing of order (Dunne 1998) and transnational relations (Risse-Kappen
1995) in international society. For the purposes of this chapter, the dis-
course of norms provides a useful analytical framework through which
to understand the socialization at process by the AU member states in
the promotion of norms aimed at embracing sovereignty as responsibil-
ity and human security in order to achieve regional security and stability.
The next section provides a historical overview of the evolution of these
norms through the transformation of the OAU to the AU.

TRANSFORMATION OF THE OAU 1O THE AU: FROM STATE
SOVEREIGNTY TO SOVEREIGNTY AS RESPONSIBILITY

The establishment of the OAU in 1963 was an affirmation of the need
to safeguard African state sovereignty. At the dawn of post-colonial
independence, there was a move—mostly led by new heads of state—to
enshrine a statist conception of continental unity within African inter-
national organizations. It was the protection of sovereignty irrespec-
tive of the domestic political structures of individual African states that
made the establishment of the OAU possible (Clapham 1996). Contrary
to any pretension of conceding state sovereignty to the supranational
organization, Article 3(2) of the OAU Charter explicitly stipulates the
“non-interference in the internal affairs of States” and the “respect of the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of each state and for its inalienable
right to independent existence” (OAU 1963). The OAU’s enshrining of
a profound respect for state sovereignty and a commitment to the invi-
olability of borders sought to both forestall aggressive border disputes
between African states while also protecting their sovereignty from
potentially neo-imperial non-African states.

With the OAU setting standards for behavior, post-colonial Africa did
indeed enjoy a general adherence to the principle of absolute sovereignty
and the concomitant non-interference of OAU members in the domestic
affairs of other member states. However, there were a few exceptions to
this rule. For example, in 1979, Tanzania invaded Uganda to facilitate the
overthrow of Idi Amin. Not only did Julius Nyerere, one of Africa’s most
articulate and respected leaders, flout the principle of non-interference,
but he defended his actions in terms of guaranteeing the security
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of his border (Wheeler 2000). Overall, the principle of non-interference
trumped intervention in the domestic affairs of African states by the OAU
during the immediate post-colonial and Cold War eras.

The role of extra-African actors remained an important dimension
in the root causes of instability in crisis-affected post-colonial states.
Contrary to the “peace dividend” that was expected to accompany the
end of the Cold War, the immediate post-Cold War era saw an increase
in violent conflicts in Africa (Adedeji 1999). Hitherto rare interstate
conflicts emerged in the cases of Nigeria—Cameroon over the oil-rich
Bakassi peninsula (1996); Ethiopia—Eritrea (1998-2000) over contested
areas near Badme; and potential territorial disputes between Namibia
and Botswana. There was also a renewal of previous inactive internal
conflicts and the escalation of new violent conflicts (Wallensteen and
Sollenberg 1997), some of which rapidly assumed an intractable regional
dimension. For example, neighboring countries are allegedly involved
in the ongoing civil war in the DRC, often referred to as “Africa’s First
World War.” Other patterns of regional conflicts sometimes involved the
role of individual states in ongoing civil wars. For instance, states like
Ethiopia, Uganda, Eritrea, Libya, and Chad were involved in the civil
wars in Sudan, traditionally assumed to be fought primarily between
the Sudanese government and Sudan People’s Liberation Movement
(Woodward 2003). Some of these neighboring states—especially Chad,
Eritrea, and Libya—have continued to influence the conflict dynamics in
the ongoing crisis in Darfur (Marchal 2007).

Despite the OAU’s commitment to non-intervention, post-colonial
patterns of violent conflict nevertheless began to prompt regional and
international interventions. The most notable example of a regional inter-
vention was the Economic Community Monitoring Group (ECOMOG)
peacekeeping missions in Liberia in 1990 and Sierra Leone in 1997.
While such intra-African interventions indeed flout state sovereignty,
African states soon proved to be more receptive to intervention by other
African states than the prospect of intervention from outside the conti-
nent (Adebajo and Landsberg 2001; Mazrui 1967). These moves by
African international organizations nevertheless did not prevent varying
forms of outside intervention from occurring on the continent, including
direct military engagements like the USA’s 1993 incursion in Somalia and
British intervention in Sierra Leone in 1997.
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The proliferation of violent conflicts in the immediate post-Cold War
era, followed by interventions from within and outside the continent,
impacted the development of the OAU in two significant ways. First, the
OAU’s Commission for Mediation, Conciliation, and Arbitration, puta-
tively suited for such addressing disputes, could not adequately address
the challenges that emanated from intrastate conflicts. Not only was its
framework never intended for the management of intrastate conflicts,
but the Commission was never even fully activated, and thus, was gen-
erally considered to have been moribund (Adebajo and Landsberg 2001;
Clapham 1996). This failure of the OAU’s Commission for Mediation,
Conciliation, and Arbitration informed the establishment of the OAU’s
Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management, and Resolution,
which emerged in 1993. But again, apart from its bias toward preven-
tion of conflicts as opposed to peacekeeping in the aftermath of conflicts,
the OAU conflict maintenance system experienced severe shortcomings.
These were related to financial and logistical constraints and the lack
of cooperation from internal parties in the case of intrastate conflicts
(Adebajo and Landsberg 2001; Clapham 1996). Second, the OAU’s
purportedly strict non-interference principle was repeatedly breached—
as discussed in the case of Tanzania’s intervention into Uganda and the
ECOMOG intervention forces in west Africa—thus leading some African
leaders to begin to rethink bot the underlying notion of traditional sov-
ereignty and the institutional significance of the OAU as a whole.

With a view towards rectifying the past insufficiencies of the OAU,
on July 9, 2002, fifty-three African leaders inaugurated the AU in
Durban, South Africa as a continental substitute to the OAU. This was
in accordance with the March 2001 meeting of the Assembly of Heads
of State and Government of the OAU in Sirte, Libya, where the estab-
lishment of a new pan-African body, the African Union, was declared.
Importantly, a major constitutional change inherent in the adoption of
the AU Constitutive Act was a doctrinal shift in the traditional princi-
ple of non-interference to a “right to intervene” among African states.
Specifically, Article 4(h) of the AU Constitutive Act empowered African
states, in accordance with decision of the Assembly, with the right to
intervene “in respect of grave circumstances, namely war crimes, gen-
ocide and crimes against humanity” (AU Constitutive Act 2002).
Accordingly, the AUPSC was established to replace the almost mor-
ibund OAU Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management, and
Resolution. The AUPSC is “a collective security and early-warning
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arrangement to facilitate timely and efficient response to conflict and
crisis situations in Africa” (African Union 2002). Composed of fifteen
member states (of which ten are elected to serve for two years and five
are elected to serve for three years), the PSC makes recommendations
to the African Union Assembly of Heads of State and Government, the
highest organ of the AU.

The transition from the OAU to the AU and its attendant constitu-
tional and institutional re-arrangement appear to have significantly—
but not wholly—altered how states think about sovereignty and non-
interference. Within the framework of the norm cycle, the birth of
the AU has led to a conceptual transition of traditional norms to an
emergence of norms associated with sovereignty as responsibility and
non-indifference. In practice, the norm cycle appears to demonstrate that
even though these norms have “cascaded,” especially in the ability of the
AU to respond to crises through the deployment of peace support oper-
ations, AU member states have not “internalized” these norms. Instead,
their implementation remains welded to the dictates of state sovereignty,
which may be attributable to several factors, including the lack of influ-
ential norm entrepreneurs. The ambivalence of the norm cycle associated
with the promotion of sovereignty as responsibility and the principle of
non-indifference will be covered in the next section.

ANALYSIS OF NORM CYCLE THROUGH THE LLENS OF THE AFRICAN
UNION PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

The emergence, cascading, and possible internalization of the AU’s nor-
mative posture of sovereignty as responsibility and non-indifference can
be assessed (although not exclusively), through the practice of AU peace
support operations. In this area, the AU has been internationally recog-
nized as an important actor, especially in the promotion of continental
peace and security. In a 2015 report by the UN Secretary General on
the recommendations of the High-Level Panel on Peace Operations,
the importance of the AU as a key regional partner was re-iterated.
The AU’s partnership with the UN is underpinned by “consultative
decision-making and appropriate common strategies for an integrated
response to conflict based on comparative advantage, transparency,
accountability and respect for international norms and standards” (UN
2015: 20). Indeed, one of the most widely recognized roles of the AU
in the promotion of continental peace and security is in the area of peace
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operations in general, and specifically, in the deployment of high-
intensity peace support operations as a first responder to crisis situations.
However, as this section will highlight, the AU has not been fully capa-
ble of facilitating the full internalization of these norms within its indi-
vidual members.

Before highlighting the extent of its insufficiencies, we must reiterate
that the AU and APSA have indeed demonstrated laudable willingness
to deploy to crisis situations in Africa. The Peace and Security Council,
which is the AU’s primary decision-making organ when it comes to
peace and security, has mandated or authorized ten peace missions in
Africa since 2003 (as illustrated in the Table 2.1). In this respect, the
AU has mandated or authorized the deployment of more than 80,000
uniformed and civilian personnel in various crisis situations on the con-
tinent. The AU has also demonstrated its commitment to develop insti-
tutions that allow for more predictable responses to imminent or actual
violations of human rights, including the full operational readiness of
the African Standby Force. In addition, the Assembly of Heads of States
and Government decided, in 2013, to establish the African Capacity for
the Immediate Response to Crises (ACIRC). It was created as a tran-
sitional arrangement pending the establishment of the African Standby
Force rapid deployment capability (ASF-RDC). Accordingly, the ACIRC
has also been operationalized through the conduct of a Command Post
Exercise and participation, at the tactical level, in the AMANI Africa II
Field Training Exercise in 2015. Both the ASF-RDC and the ACIRC
represent attempts by the AU to respond to crisis situations across the
continent, including through the robust use of force. They further sug-
gest that the AU may have moved from the norm of traditional sov-
ereignty and non-intervention to sovereignty as responsibility and
non-indifference as the foundation for regional security and stability.

The African Union as @ Norm Entreprenenr: Inconsistencies
in Burundi

Despite the progress made by the AU in promoting these norms pro-
moting sovereignty as responsibility, empirical evidence seems to suggest
that the implementation of people-centered security and non-indifference
to violations of human rights has not been fully internalized by
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Table 2.1 AU Mandated or Authorized Peace Support Operations

SER  Mission

Duration

Mandate

1

10

African Union Mission in
Burundi

African Union Mission in
Sudan

African Union Mission for
Support to the Elections
in Comoros

African Union Mission in
Somalia

African Union Electoral
and Security Assistance
Mission to the Comoros
United Nations-African
Union Mission in Darfur

Regional Task Force of
the African Union led
Regional Cooperation
Initiative for the
Elimination of the Lord’s
Resistance Army
(RCI-LRA)

African-led International
Support Mission to Mali

African-led International
Support Mission to the
Central African Republic
Multinational Joint Task
force of the Lake Chad
Basin Commission against
Boko Haram

April 2003 to June 2004

October 2004 to
December 2007

March 2006 to June 2006

January 2007 to Date

May 2007 to October
2008

July 2007 to Date

March 2012 to Date

January 2013 to June
2013

December 2013 to
September 2014

January 2015 to Date

Supervise, observe,
monitor and verify imple-
mentation of ceasefire
agreement

Contribute to the general
security, delivery of
humanitarian relief in
Dartfur; monitoring cease-
fire and peace agreements
Provide secure envi-
ronment for the 2006
clections in Comoros

To support dialogue and
reconciliation in Somalia;
protection of federal insti-
tutions and civilians; secu-
rity for key infrastructure
Support secure environ-
ment and monitoring of
election process
Contribute to security
situation and humanitar-
ian relief

Conduct counter-LRA
operations and protect
civilians

Support restoration of
state authority and protect
civilians

Support restoration of
state authority and protect
civilians

Conduct operations aimed
at preventing the expan-
sion of Boko Haram

Adapted from De Coning et al. (2016)
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member states. In short, beyond the repeated expression of concerns by
the PSC during a growing crisis within an AU member state, and the sus-
pension of a member state from the AU, the implementation of the deci-
sions by the PSC to deploy a peace support operation within a country
have been dependent on the consent of the host state. Put otherwise, the
AU has not proven capable of actually upholding the norms it purports
to espouse. In other words, the AU responses to crisis have been largely
based on Article 4(j) of the Constitutive Act, where there is a request by
the state authorities to address a crisis. The evocation of Article 4(h) prin-
ciple of unilateral intervention without the consent of the target state, in
the rare attempt that it has occurred, proved difficult to implement over-
whelming because of the unwillingness of the target state.

As an example of the AU’s incomplete progress through the norm
cycle, one need only refer to its approach to the recent crisis in Burundi.
Following President Pierre Nkurunziza’s April 2015 decision to run
for a third-term despite limits against doing so, protests erupted in the
country leading to standoffs between government and civil society,
which generated an estimated 200,000 refugees and created a culture
of instability in the country. In December 2015, the AUPSC issued a
communiqué on the crisis in Burundi. This communiqué was regarded
as ground breaking in at least three respects: First, the PSC decided
to deploy the African Prevention and Protection Mission in Burundi
(MAPROBU), with an anticipation of consent from the Government of
Burundi. In previous AU mandated peace support operations, the appli-
cation of Article 4(j) has often been done following consultations with
and at the invitation of the host government. Rather, the PSC based its
decision on the preparatory work undertaken within the framework of
the contingency planning carried out by the AU Commission and the
degeneration of the security situation, especially the growing levels
of violence against civilian populations protesting Nkurunziza’s pro-
posed third term. The second unique feature of the Communiqué was
that it took an unprecedented step to impose a timeline, within which
the Government of Burundi had to consent to the deployment of
MAPROBU. In this respect, the Communiqué urged the “Government
of Burundi to confirm, within 96 hours following the adoption of this
Communiqué, its acceptance of the deployment of MAPROBU and to
cooperate fully with the Mission...” Again, this represented a bold step
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by the PSC following guidance from the AU Commission to initiate
measures that were consistent with the normative and legal provisions of
the AU Constitutive Act, but was at odds with the respect for traditional
sovereignty of an AU member state.

The third unique feature of the Communiqué was that it opened the
possibility for the first ever-unilateral intervention by the AU in order to
prevent and respond to gross violations of human rights, under Article
4(h) of the Constitutive Act. Specifically, the Council decided that, “in
the event of non-acceptance of the deployment of MAPROBU, to rec-
ommend to the Assembly of the Union, in accordance with the pow-
ers which are conferred to Council, jointly with the Chairperson of
the Commission, under Article 7(e) of the Protocol Relating to the
Establishment of the PSC, the implementation of Article 4(h) of the
Constitutive Act relating to intervention in a Member State in certain
serious circumstances.” This Communiqué on Burundi was a watershed
because of the symbolism in demonstrating the role of the AU as a norm
entrepreneur guided by its commitment to advancing the promotion
of sovereignty as responsibility and non-indifference. This is despite the
widespread belief that the implementation of the Article 4(h) provision
of the AU Constitutive Act will always be different due to various politi-
cal, legal, and procedural constraints (Williams 2015, 2016).

Despite the innovation of this proposal, however, the AU ultimately
did not actually deploy MAPROBU. For a combination of reasons—
related to lobbying from Gambia’s Yaya Jammeh and the harsh realities
of dealing with member states’ interests—in January 2016, the AU’s
member states ultimately decided not to deploy the intervention.

Challenges in the Implementation of the AU’s Norm
of Non-Indifference

Huaving seen in the case of Burundi the incomplete internalization of the
norm cycle, what fictors can account for this situation?

While numerous issues could be detailed to explain the limited political
will to implement sovereignty as responsibility, one of most perennial
problems is the financing of peace support operations through AU mem-
ber states’ assessed contributions. The resources required for the imple-
mentation of PSC decisions rest with the utilization of the Peace Fund.
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As a supporting structure of the APSA, the Peace Fund is expected to
facilitate the timely response to crisis situations on the continent. Yet,
this component remains the only mechanism that has not been opera-
tionalized by AU member states in over a decade since the establishment
of the APSA, amid ongoing efforts to do so. In 2012, the AU Heads
of State and Government constituted a team of experts led by former
Nigerian President Olusegun Obasanjo to develop options for sustaina-
ble and predictable funding for the AU. Among the options that were
proposed were a $10 levy on plane tickets to Africa and a $2 levy on
hotel accommodations. These options were not implemented due to the
lack of political will of AU member states.

The recent appointment of Donald Kaberuka as the AU High
Representative for the Peace Fund offers an opportunity to address
this shortcoming. The recent decision by the AU Heads of State
and Government to institute and implement a 0.2% levy on all eligi-
ble goods into the continent to finance the AU operational programs
and peace support operations budgets starting from 2017 represents a
potential turning point for the political leadership required to promote
the resourcing of norm implementation. Unfortunately, the contin-
ued dependence on external voluntary support for the implementation
of PSC decisions on peace support operations does not provide a com-
pelling case that the AU is willing to politically embrace the effective
implementation of the principles of sovereignty as responsibility and
non-indifference.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has sought to provide an evidence-based analysis of
the implementation of the norm cycle through a historical analysis of the
evolution of the doctrinal shift associated with the establishment of the
AU, anchored on the principles of “sovereignty as responsibility” and
“sovereignty as non-indifference.” While these norms have significantly
legitimatized the decisions made by the AU through the PSC in the
deployment of peace support operations, there is clear evidence that the
promotion and implementation of the notion of “sovereignty as respon-
sibility” has been heavily influenced and governed by the consent of the
state into which potential intervention might occur. Hence, rather than
indicating a radical break from the past and serving as an effective norm
entrepreneur, the AU represents continuity in its state-centric approach
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to collective security. It is unlikely that this current configuration may
change in the near future. Recent attempts to evoke Article 4(h) during
the crisis in Burundi and the politics of funding these operations sug-
gest the reluctance for AU member states to move from the emergence
of these norms to their full internalization. Indeed, while the AU has
taken certain steps in its commitments toward protecting civilian popu-
lations affected by crises, it has also demonstrated that state sovereignty
will continue to define the AU’s practice of collective security provision,
leading it to be a less revolutionary organization than has otherwise been
suggested.
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CHAPTER 3

The AU and Continental Foreign Economic
Policymaking in Africa: Institutions
and Dialectics on Integration in the Global
Economy

Kwame Akonor

This chapter tackles the collective efforts of African countries as
embodied in their economic institutions to integrate at the global and
intra-African levels of analysis to provide sustainable development
and autonomous progress to its peoples. It shows that Africa’s conti-
nent-wide economic institutions, namely the United Nations Economic
Commission for Africa (ECA), the African Development Bank (ADB),
and the African Union (AU) New Economic Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD), have faced numerous challenges, which, despite
showing progress, have nevertheless been troubled. Since the continent
gained independence around sixty years ago, the AU has little to show
for its economic performance, due to its incohesive foreign economic
policy. At the heart of this phenomenon, is the tense dialectic between
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the extent of economic integration that African states on one hand, and
their institutions, on the other, should seek to adopt within the global
political economy.

The first section describes the African international institutions that
have been created in order to help the continent engage in global eco-
nomic markets, and the challenges and successes associated with such
efforts. The second section describes the African international institu-
tions that have been created in order to help the continent engage in
intra-African economic markets, and the challenges and successes associ-
ated with such efforts. A final section concludes.

TuaE CrUX OF THE PROBLEM: TO ENGAGE OR NOT TO ENGAGE
GLOBAL MARKETS?

The Constitutive Act creating the AU went into effect on May 26, 2001,
(Packer and Rukare 2002), and its existence was formalized on July 9,
2002, at a gathering of 53 of the continent’s heads of state in Durban,
South Africa. The AU, superseding the former Organization of African
Unity (OAU) and taking over many of its institutions and functions,
promised to meet three broad goals: to unify Africa’s many subregional
institutions and accords under a larger pan-African economic and social
vision; to create conditions that would make cooperative economic rela-
tions less likely to be disrupted by war; and to put Africa onto a more
equitable footing in its financial transactions and negotiations with the
world (Magliveras and Naldi 2002). Founding Chairman and then-
South African President Thabo Mbeki declared at the time that it was
necessary to balance the “right and duty to protest against an unjust
world order with the need practically to engage our development part-
ners” (Mbeki 2002). In so saying, Mbeki echoed the sentiments, and
to a very large extent the dilemma, that many leaders and thinkers have
expressed before and since about the need for Africa to become inte-
grated into the global economy without sacrificing its economic inde-
pendence to the dictates of international organizations and institutions.
The question of how effectively the AU and the states and institutions
under it would accomplish this goal loomed large at its founding and
continues to do so now.

The OAU and the AU both articulated ambitious goals, though
the two international organizations were founded under very different
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circumstances. For its part, the OAU was founded in 1963. The OAU’s
founding occurred as the emancipation of European-held colonies was
just beginning, apartheid in South Africa was still going strong, and the
Cold War was in its incipient stages. Much of the OAU’s activity in the
1970s and 1980s centered on fighting apartheid; it was ineffective at
preventing war or keeping foreign intervention at bay, and in its latter
years, gained the image of a “dictators’ club.” Even so, some key pan-
African agreements were made and institutions crafted during the OAU’s
38 years of life. As nations gained their independence, groups of states
formed Regional Economic Communities (RECs) with reciprocal free
trade among themselves. In tandem with the ECA, the OAU drew up
the Lagos Plan, which set a goal of creating an economic community
and merging those RECs into a continent-wide market. Consistent with
that plan, in 1994, OAU countries ratified the Abuja Treaty creating the
African Economic Community (AEC), with a more precise timetable cul-
minating in a continent-wide common market by 2034 (see Box 3.1).

Founded in 2001, the AU, then, represents ambitious ideals for
pan-African integration, sustainable development, and African solu-
tions for African problems. While its Constitutive Act did not embrace
then-Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi’s call for a “United States of
Africa,” it did emphatically call for “greater unity and solidarity between
the African countries and the peoples of Africa” (Edo and Olanrewaju
2012: 55). Implicit in its founding was the sense that it must repudiate
vestiges of neocolonialism where the OAU had failed to. Implicit in its
founding was the sense that it must repudiate vestiges of neocolonialism
where the OAU had failed.

However, rather than breaking away from the practices of the past,
much of the policymaking that has occurred under the AU’s auspices,
has carried the organization forward like old wine in new bottles. The
fact that the AU arguably represents more of a continuation than a
break with the past is attributable to the dominance of an organ called
NEPAD, which lies at the heart of its economic policymaking. NEPAD
based in Midrand, South Africa, was created in 2001 as an independ-
ent agency and later absorbed into the AU as the NEPAD Planning
and Coordination Agency (NPCA) in 2010. Since the AU’s founding,
NEPAD has been the driving force behind most economic behavior
under the AU and its umbrella organs. As Mbeki famously remarked,
“The AU is the mother, NEPAD is her baby” (Mbeki 2003: 44).
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The main difference between the AU’s NEPAD and the OAU’s
approach to economic integration is their orientation toward the interna-
tional political economy: Whereas the latter viewed integration into the
international political economy to be dangerous, the former views it as
necessary. Put otherwise, while the spirit of the AU, as represented by
the goals of the ECA, is ostensibly to unify the African countries with
each other and to break out of the cycle of dependency and disadvan-
tage created by decades of colonialism, the priority of the AU’s NEPAD
agenda has been more the integration of African economies with the
global economy. Indeed, the framers of NEPAD did not see any incom-
patibility between reliance on trade linkages among African states and
buildup of the continent’s geopolitical strength, on the one hand, and
participation in interdependent economic relations in the global arena
under neoliberal hegemony on the other (Edozie and Gottschalk 2014:
170-171). Through this strategy, NEPAD projected that Africa would
enjoy an annual growth rate of 7%, attract US$64 billion a year in for-
eign investment over a span of 15 years, and develop the continent’s
human resources, thereby greatly reducing poverty, reducing the gap
that separates African countries from the world’s industrial powers, and
integrating Africa more fully into the global economy (Lombaerde and
Lakshmi 2009: 54). As of 2015, Africa’s collective GDP stood at US$2.4
trillion, growth rates average 5.6% and official development aid averages
US $48 billion per year (Mwiti 2016).

At first blush, these figures look encouraging, even if they fall short
of the specific targets for overall growth and foreign investment envis-
aged under NEPAD. But beneath this veneer of economic performance
lies the undeniable reality that growing income inequalities, high youth
unemployment, burgeoning debt, as well as hunger and poverty remain
the common lot of Africans. Recent economic estimates drive home this
point. According to the World Bank, the portion of the African popu-
lation in extreme poverty increased by more than 100 million between
1990 and 2012 (Beegle et al. 2016). Furthermore, efforts at integrat-
ing Africa into the global economy have yielded poor results. Africa’s
share in global exports has decreased from 4.9% in 1970 to 3.3% in 2013
(ECA 2015: xix). Part of the explanation for this trend is that the global
trading architecture with which NEPAD seeks to engage has deep struc-
tural flaws, such as unfair governance structures, that disadvantage the
African economy which is bereft of a strong industrial base and thus
remains fragile and susceptible to shocks. The recent failure of WTO
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negotiations in Kenya is testament to the limitations of the NEPAD
model of global integration through commodity exports (New York
Times 2016).

Consistent with NEPAD’s emphasis on globalization, a number of
state leaders have signed Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs) with west-
ern countries. For instance, Cameroon, the Republic of the Congo, the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Mozambique, and Senegal all have
BITs with the United States. Each of these treaties obligates the African
signatory to pursue market-oriented, non-statist economic policies that
will benefit the investors (Jones 2010: 26). Also consistent with this direc-
tion are agreements between African trade zones and their western coun-
terparts. In July 2014, one of Africa’s RECs, the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS), signed an Economic Partnership
Agreement (EPA) with the European Union (EU), granting the EU
75% access to the ECOWAS markets in exchange for full access to the
European markets, except for exports of rice and sugar (Rowden 2014).

But not all African leaders and economic thinkers are on board with
such deals. Indeed, the ECOWAS/EPA deal drew intense opposition
while it was being negotiated, and was signed under a fair amount of
duress. Many, including former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan who
now heads the Africa Progress Panel, view the orthodoxy of global
free-market economics as doing nothing but keeping Africa trapped in
the role of exporter of raw materials and importer of finished goods, with
little increase in skilled job opportunities and little decrease in economic
inequality (Rowden 2014). Mr. Annan’s take on BITs is quite interest-
ing in that he was the UN Secretary-General and an initial supporter of
NEPAD when it was inaugurated.

There is, then, a rising backlash against orthodox neoliberalism, not
only in Africa but also in the rest of the developing world. In February
2015, Nigeria launched two decidedly state-centered programs aimed
at building up the country’s industrial capacity, and South Africa is
observing a three-year moratorium on bilateral free trade treaties with
non-African states. While much of the continent’s policymaking is still
in line with the dictates of the IMF, there are voices at bankers’ confer-
ences and in halls of government calling for subsidies, state investments,
currency manipulation, and other measures to boost the continent’s
productive capacity without relying on the invisible hand of the market
(Rowden 2014).
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BEYOND GLOBAL MARKETS: BOOSTING INTRA-AFRICAN TRADE
THROUGH INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS

Critics of orthodox global policies also argue that what Africa needs is
not free trade with the rest of the world, but rather, more cross-border
trade within the continent itself. At present, only 10% of Africa’s trade
is intra-continental, an aberration as intra-continental trading scheme
go (Akonor 2013). So while still focused on its policy of development
through trade, the AU/NEPAD is not only relying on international
markets but also trying simultaneously to promote intra-African trade.
After all, the direction of Africa’s trade, in terms of the destination of
its exports and the source of its imports, has not changed much since
the end of formal colonial rule, so it makes economic sense for Africa
to concentrate on harmonizing its trade relationships within the conti-
nent, with RECs at the helm, in order to generate economies of scale
and become more competitive on the global level. Moreover, this strat-
egy, while not a panacea for development, could weed out inefficient
productive processes and reorient them to meet the immediate needs of
the population. Thus, while a coordinating—if not a leading—role for
the African RECs should be welcomed, the problem is that there are too
many RECs and economic integration schemes on the continent to be
coherent. To date, the AU has formally recognized eight RECs, but the
14 current ones undoubtedly lead to major implementation problems
and policy incoherence stemming from overlapping memberships.

The Tripartite Free Trade Agreement (TFTA)

Despite the confusing bevy of African RECs—or because of it—African
governments and the AU are pressing ahead with larger and more ambi-
tious integration mechanisms in hopes of an eventual AEC as agreed
to in the Abuja Treaty. On June 10, 2015, the Tripartite Free Trade
Agreement (TFTA) among the East African Community (EAC), the
Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa (COMESA), and the
Southern African Development Community (SADC) was signed by its
26 member states. If ratified, TFTA will create the largest free trade zone
in the continent’s history, with a population of 565 million (about half
of its population), an area of 17.3 million square kilometers (roughly
the size of Russia), total trade of US$1.2 trillion (half of Africa’s
GDP), and 60% of continental output (Disparte and Bugnacki 2015).
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If implemented, TFTA due to its sheer size and scope, could have a gal-
vanizing effect of overall development for the continent. Of particular
importance, given its emphasis on industrial development, is the fact that
South Africa and Egypt, two of Africa’s biggest economies in terms of
manufacturing and services, are the key drivers of TFTA (though at the
time of writing South Africa had not yet signed the agreement).

Despite its promise, the TFTA is not a done deal. Major hurdles will
have to be overcome before it can become truly operational. One stick-
ing point that may make undecided countries dither on the TFTA is its
tarift-focused nature. Placing a premium on market integration via the
removal of tarift and non-tariff barriers to trade rather than on infra-
structure-related barriers is akin to putting the proverbial cart before
the horse. For intra-continental trade to be meaningful, regional infra-
structure needs to improve before tariff barriers are eliminated, not the
other way around. As explained earlier, the AU/NEPAD thinking which
informs much of the current approach to integration favors a prominent
role for markets over an active role for the state in development. The
logic, from the TFTA viewpoint, is that, when the markets are liberated
or liberalized through reduction in tariffs, investment will flow and even-
tually bear the cost for infrastructural development. But will the private
sector and other actors fund the quantity and quality of infrastructural
needs required by Africa?

To its credit, the ADB, which is the leading NEPAD agency for infra-
structure development, sees the logic of tackling infrastructural projects
head on. The ADB is pushing African leaders and its key stakeholders
to bridge the continent’s infrastructural gap through its US$360 billion
(from 2011 through 2040) Program for Infrastructure Development in
Africa (PIDA). The program prioritizes regional and continental infra-
structure in transportation, energy, trans-boundary water, and informa-
tion communications technology. The ADB makes a convincing case:
According to the organization, Africa’s road access rate is only 34%,
compared with 50% in other developing regions. Only 30% of Africans
have access to electricity, compared to 70-90% in other developing coun-
tries. Only 4% of water resources have been developed: In fact, only
about 18% of the continent’s irrigation potential is being exploited. The
Internet penetration rate of 10% compares poorly with an average of 40%
elsewhere (African Union 2010).

In addition to issues of sequencing and prioritizing, the TFTA (like
all treaties) faces what one might call the sovereignty test. The signing
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of the TFTA in Egypt was only an indication of intent and commitment.
Actual implementation requires two-thirds of the 26 member states to
ratify the TFTA through their parliamentary or legislative bodies for it to
become operational. Because the agreement is not a fiat, some national
governments, especially those with smaller and/or weaker economies,
may equivocate once they read the fine print of the terms. To allay the
concerns of member states and bring doubters on board, the TFTA has
agreed to incorporate, among others, two major trading principles: a
“variable geometry” which would allow different countries to move for-
ward with their integration efforts at different speeds and the principle of
“acquis” which would validate any preexisting preferential terms of trade
between countries within each of the three regional blocs that make up
the TFTA (Gathii 2011: 36-64).

The Continental Free Trade Agreement (CFTA)

Just five days after the TFTA was unveiled (on June 15, 2015), African
leaders at another AU meeting in Johannesburg, South Africa, signed
an agreement to expand TFTA to other regions on the continent. The
newly launched Continental Free Trade Area (CFTA) aims to establish a
single intra-continental market by 2017. The CFTA is a key component
of the AU’s new development platform, Agenda 2063, which was agreed
upon by the AU during its golden jubilee of May 2013 to lay out a
“people-driven” vision and action during the next five decades—a whole
century since the OAU’s founding. The ECA projects that the CFTA,
when successfully operationalized, could lead to a 52% (US$35 billion)
increase in intra-continental trade by 2022. Making 2017 the baseline
date for finalization of the CFTA negotiation appears to be a move to get
the AU back on track with the key benchmarks of the Abuja Treaty.

Like the TFTA, the CFTA is a laudable idea, especially since it seeks
the inclusion and merger of other RECs in continental economic inte-
gration. The addition of ECOWAS, the oldest African REC, could
prove beneficial to the CFTA given the former’s experience with inte-
gration issues since its founding in 1975. But the CFTA initiative raises
more questions than it offers answers. For instance, how realistic is the
two-year timeframe set for the conclusion of negotiations? If it took the
TFTA several years of intense negotiations to get the 26 member states
and three RECs to the point of ratification, then the CFTA’s ambitious
integration agreement, set to be concluded within a shorter timeframe



3 THE AU AND CONTINENTAL FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICYMAKING IN ... 41

and covering 54 countries and eight RECs, seems to be a herculean
undertaking. Also, if the race for a CFTA deal is to make up time lost for
the Abuja Treaty benchmarks, then why does the AU not just renego-
tiate the terms of the Abuja Treaty, which technically is legally binding
on African states? Then, there is this larger question: If the Abuja Treaty
targets have not been met, what does the CFTA propose to do differ-
ently this time around that would make it realize its objectives which are
similar to those of the Abuja Treaty? These questions are extremely per-
tinent, given that an independent audit commissioned by the AU found
that fewer than 10% of the decisions taken by the African Union are fully
implemented, with the situation getting even worse and impacting the
organization’s credibility.

Even so, the AU’s Agenda 2063, the continent’s new long-term
vision for the next 50 years (referenced earlier), seeks more rather than
fewer unification projects across Africa, including an ambitious 10-year
implementation plan (2014-2023) which calls for the establishment of
an integrated high-speed train network, the African passport and free
movement of people, unification of African air space, and the Grand Inga
Dam project, among others (see Box 3.2). Based on the picture sketched
above, the AU’s aspiration for a vibrant and empowering supranational
economic entity spanning the entire continent would prove to be com-
plex, complicated, and nearly impossible unless the AU rethinks the
integration template it is pursuing and realigns it to the realities of the
continent’s political economy.

The Case of ECOWAS

A very brief review of the ECOWAS helps to illustrate the constraints
and challenges that the AU’s integration efforts must address. The
15-member West African economic bloc is important because at
40 years, it is the oldest REC in Africa. Tasked with the mandate to
eliminate barriers to the “four freedoms” of goods, services, capital, and
labor among its members, ECOWAS has nevertheless delivered very few
tangible results in this regard. While there seems to be some traction on
the issue of labor mobility, this is slow and often subject to the coun-
try-level prerogatives. To accelerate the free movement of labor and cit-
izens of member countries, ECOWAS in June 2007 introduced Vision
2020 to transform the bloc from an “ECOWAS of states” to become
an “ECOWAS of people.” With this initiative, ECOWAS hopes that
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by 2020 it will be a borderless economic zone with a single regional
passport, much like Europe’s Schengen zone. As an economic bloc,
ECOWAS has not succeeded in providing a common market and shared
currency as the 1975 Treaty establishing it stipulated. The ECOWAS
treaty had aimed for the establishment of a common market in fifteen
years (by 1990), but this did not materialize. Trade between ECOWAS
members makes up a mere 10% of those countries’ overall trade, mak-
ing ECOWAS a marginal organization as far as economic activity in the
region is concerned.

The lackluster performance of ECOWAS and the other African RECs
can be attributed to a myriad of problems, too many to list here. But if
there is one issue that stands out as a barrier to African RECs’ effective-
ness, it is the lack of political will of its members. Because the highest
authority of African RECs (and the AU) is the heads of governments,
and there are no strong supranational institutions to ensure strict com-
pliance and no enforcement mechanisms to sanction refractory or
non-compliant states, politics trumps economics for the most part when
it comes to treaty implementation in the context of many African eco-
nomic institutional arrangements.

CONCLUSION

In reflecting on the role of international institutions in African economic
foreign policymaking, a few final conclusions should be made. First, if
Africa is to overcome its status as the world’s poorest inhabited continent
and become a key partner in the global arena, it will have to undergo
a paradigm shift in development strategies and priorities toward a more
comprehensive structural overhaul of its economies through an indus-
trial policy that stresses changes in productive capabilities (Chang 2010).
The ECA’s assessment that Africa’s “recent growth has had no impact
on the underlying structural design of these economies and to diversify
its economies, the continent must reverse its dependence on merchan-
dise exports dominated by raw and unprocessed commodities” should
be heeded (ECA 2015: xvi). Embarking on this route would require
the AU to take a more proactive role for its development rather than
being shackled by its leaders’ sense of need to keep in the good graces of
international organizations such as the International Monetary Fund and
the World Bank, which demand that the African states not take a strong
role in fostering industrial growth through such measures as protective
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tariffs and subsidies, and in protecting the interests of the vulnerable
sectors through currency expansions and stringent labor standards. It is
worth pointing out that advanced industrialized countries did not abide
by free-market maxims until their domestic industries were competitive
enough to enter world markets (Chang 2002). The AU then ought to
make a concerted effort to pursue an endogenous development platform
based on industrialization if any talk of partnership with advanced coun-
tries is to become affable and one between equals. But pursuing a mixed
economy model with an eye toward building higher industrial capabili-
ties, which would undoubtedly lead to greater economic autonomy and
sustainable development, is seen by NEPAD supporters as a counterpro-
ductive, “lazy and expensive option of disengagement” (Mbeki 2002).

Second, the absence of political will by African countries to a
continent-wide foreign economic agenda is exacerbated by the fact that the
AU model uses geography, and not common-core values and principles, as
a default line for integration. It should be noted that even the EU, which
the AU uses as an organizational reference point, does not have automatic
membership. The EU Treaty sets out the conditions and principles (accession
criteria) to which any country wishing to become an EU member must
adhere. In any event, the political realities that confront the borderless
continental European economies should make the EU and its current
situation more of a cautionary tale for the AU than a model to look up to.
The Schengen system currently faces grave threats as the influx of refugees
and the threat of terrorism cause more countries to reestablish border
controls and checkpoints to regulate migration flows. Ultimately, what
the continent of Africa needs is a combination of nations with a common,
singular purpose. That purpose, consistent with ideals that have been artic-
ulated and rehearsed for years, must include autonomy of economic policy
from dictates and constraints imposed by non-African powers, integration
of multiple states” economic systems, buildup of the continent’s productive
capacity, and accountability of the elites to the populations whom it is their
job to serve rather than be served by.

Box 3.1: Phases and Goals of the African Economic Community

First phase, 1994-99. Strengthen regional economic communities and
establishing them where they do not exist.

Second phase, 1999-2007. Freeze tarifts, nontarift barriers, cus-
toms duties, and internal taxes at their May 1994 levels and gradually
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harmonize policies and implement multinational program in all eco-
nomic sectors—particularly agriculture, industry, transport, communica-
tions, and energy.

Third phase, 2007-17. Consolidate free trade zones and customs
unions through progressive elimination of tariffs, nontarift barriers, and
other restrictions to trade, and adopting common external tariffs.

Fourth phase, 2017-19. Finalize coordination and harmonization
of policies and programs in trade and other sectors as a precursor to
full realization of the African Common Market and African Economic
Community, with all regional economic communities. This phase should
result in the free movement of people, with rights of residence and estab-
lishment among the regional economic communities.

Fifth phase, 2019-23. Consolidate the continent wide African
Common Market resulting from the fourth phase.

Sixth phase, 2023-28. Realize the vision of the African Economic
Community, with complete economic, political, social, and cultural inte-
gration and with common structures, facilities, and functions, including a
single African central bank, a single African currency, a pan-African par-
liament, and a pan-African economic and monetary union.

Source The African Economic Community Treaty, 1991.

Box 3.2: Highlights of AU Fast Track Projects/Initiatives

e Integrated High Speed Train Network: Connecting all African cap-
itals and commercial centres through an African High Speed Train
to facilitate movement of goods, factor services and people, reduce
transport costs and relieve congestion of current and future systems.

e An African Virtual and E-University. Increasing access to tertiary
and continuing education in Africa by reaching large numbers of
students and professionals in multiple sites simultaneously and
developing relevant and high quality Open, Distance and eLearn-
ing (ODeL) resources to offer the prospective student a guaranteed
access to the University from anywhere in the world and anytime
(24 hours a day, 7 days a week).

e Formulation of a commodities strategy. Enabling African countries to
add value, extract higher rents from their commodities, integrate into
the global value chains, and promote vertical and horizontal diversifi-
cation anchored in value addition and local content development.
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e Establishment of an annual African forum. Designed to bring
together, once a year, the African political leadership, the private
sector, academia and civil society to discuss developments and con-
straints as well as measures to be taken to realize the aspirations and
goals of Agenda 2063.

e Establishment of the Continental Free Trade Area by 2017. To
significantly accelerate growth of intra-African trade and use trade
more effectively as an engine of growth and sustainable develop-
ment, through doubling of intra-Africa trade by 2022, strengthen
Africa’s common voice and policy space in global trade negotiations
and establish the financial institutions within agreed upon time-
frames: African Investment Bank and Pan African Stock Exchange
(2016); the African Monetary Fund (2018); and the African
Central Bank (2028 /34).

e The African Passport and free movement of people. Transforming
Africa’s laws, which remain generally restrictive on movement of
people despite political commitments to bring down borders with
the view to promoting the issuance of visas by Member States
enhance free movement of all African citizens in all African coun-
tries by 2018.

e Implementation of the Grand Inga Dam Project. The opti-
mal development of the Inga Dam will generate 43,200 MW of
power (PIDA) to support current regional power pools and their
combined service to transform Africa from traditional to mod-
ern sources of energy and ensure access of all Africans to clean and
affordable electricity.

e The pan-African E-Network. This involves a wide range of stake-
holders and envisages putting in place policies and strategies that
will lead to transformative e-applications and services in Africa,
especially the intra-African broad band terrestrial infrastructure
and cyber security, making the information revolution the basis for
service delivery in the bio and nanotechnology industries and ulti-
mately transform Africa into an e-Society.

e Silencing the guns by 2020. Ending all wars, civil conflicts, gender
based violence and violent conflicts and prevent genocide. Monitor
progress through the establishment and operationalization of an
African Human Security Index (AHSI).

e Africa Outer Space Strategy. Aims to strengthen Africa’s use of
outer space to bolster its development. Outer space is of critical
importance to the development of Africa in all fields: agriculture,
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disaster management, remote sensing, climate forecast, banking
and finance, as well as defense and security. Africa’s access to space
technology products is no longer a matter of luxury and there is a
need to speed up access to these technologies and products. New
developments in satellite technologies make these very accessible to
African countries. The Brazzaville meeting on aerial space technol-
ogies underlines the need for appropriate policies and strategies in
order to develop regional market for space products in Africa.

Source African Union, Agenda 2063, First Ten-Year Implementation

Plan, May 2015.
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CHAPTER 4

The Troubled Socialising Agent: Democratic
Governance and the African Union’s Quest
to Become an Independent Foreign Policy

Actor

Chris Landsbery

When it comes democratisation in Africa, a number of works portend,
but do not explicitly claim, that the African Union (AU) might serve
as an independent “socializing” foreign policy actor: that is, an agent
capable of disseminating norms, customs, values, and ideologies such
that it can convince its members to undertake actions that they would
not normally otherwise. Indeed, sixteen years after its inception, the
AU Commission has called on member states to sign on as partic-
ipants to a number of normative instruments related to the promotion
of democracy on the continent, including the adoption of a Charter on
Democracy, Elections, and Governance, the signing of the African Peer
Review Mechanism (APRM), the creation of the New Partnership for
Africa’s Development (NEPAD) and participation in the pan-African
Parliament (PAP). In short, a norms revolution regarding governance has
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occurred in Africa, ostensibly led by the AU and its member states. What
remains perplexing, however, is that despite the adoption of these varied
democratisation instruments, as of 2017, the balance sheet on the AU’s
capacity to serve as an independent force for African democratisation—
in practice—has been minimal.

In the service of interrogating the notion of the AU as an independ-
ent “socializing” foreign policy actor, this chapter is motivated by the
following question: Why is it that when the AU makes democratisation
policies for the continent and member states as a purportedly independ-
ent foreign policy actor, it finds that member states typically undermine
such measures at continental, regional, and national levels, even when
such states originally gave the AU the right to do so?

This chapter argues that despite the fact that member states have
theoretically given the AU the right to act as an independent foreign
policy actor to support democratisation efforts—especially as a foreign
policy “socializing agent”—they have consistently ignored its demands.
The central theme of this chapter is that the AU is seeking to assert its
authority as an independent socialising actor capable of superseding
African states’ individual actions, but has struggled to achieve tangible
outcomes in this regard due to an “implementation gap.” At the heart
of this “implementation gap” is the tendency for members of the AU
to undermine the authority of the AU and its organs to pursue self-
interested foreign policies, which has resulted in the AU’s generally
unsuccessful attempts to fight for relevance and authority.

This chapter proceeds in three parts. It starts by unpacking the AU as
an independent, “socializing” foreign policy actor. It then proceeds to
consider the efforts by the Organization of African Unity (OAU) and the
AU to put the issue of democratisation firmly on the continental agenda,
before moving on to examine the efforts of the AU on this front. Lastly
the chapter unpacks some of the key democratisation instruments and
programs of the AU, including its Constitutive Act; the African Charter
on Democracy, Elections and Governance; the NEPAD; the APRM; and
the PAP. The final section concludes.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND AFRICAN CONTEXTS

International Organizations as Socialising Agents

The AU is Africa’s premier international or interstate organization and
is by extension a foreign policy actor in its own right. When we refer to
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foreign policy “actor-ness” here, we have in mind an actor that pursues
a set of goals vis-a-vis other states, non-state actors, and international
organizations with regards to economics, politics, and peace and secu-
rity, among other topical issue areas. Political science literature teaches us
that the essential goal of international organizations is to engender coop-
eration to bring about a more stable world order. Such literature bor-
rows heavily from functionalism which focuses on bringing states actively
together (Mitrany, quoted in Mingst 2008: 164). Functionalists believe
that economic deprivation and disparity are the root causes of war, and
functionalists promote building on and expanding the habits of coop-
eration nurtured by groups of technical experts, outside of formal state
channels (Mingst 2008: 164).

Intergovernmental organizations (or IGOs), such as the AU, can play
key roles at each level of analysis, and can work to socialise actors in a
variety of ways. According to Kegley (2007: 170), IGOs are “institutions
created and joined by states’ governments, which give them the author-
ity to make collective decisions to manage particular problems on the
global agenda.” In the international system, IGOs contribute to habits
of cooperation; states become socialised through regular interactions.
Sometimes, IGOs develop procedures to make rules, settle disputes, and
punish those who fail to follow the rules; other times, IGOs play key
roles in international bargaining, serving as arenas for negotiation and
developing coalitions. They facilitate the formation of transformational
and transnational networks composed of both sub-national and non-
governmental actors (Mingst 2008: 167-187).

From the Organization of African Unity to the African Union

The AU, as already noted, has attempted to play a vital role as a socialis-
ing agent in developing procedures, making rules, settling disputes and
encouraging African states to follow and abide by demands of its institu-
tions, as it seeks to build a Union of African states. What led the AU to
this role?

Before grappling with the issue of the AU and democracy promotion,
we should delve into some historical context and contrast the role of
the AU with that of its predecessor organization, the OAU, as attempts
were made to socialise the conduct of African states to abide by conti-
nental norms. The Charter of the OAU was adopted at the first Summit
Conference of Heads of State and Government of Independent African
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States, held in Addis Ababa in May 1963. The 31 national leaders present
were understandably preoccupied with consolidating their states’ inde-
pendence and completing the decolonisation of the continent, including
ridding the continent of apartheid and white minority domination.

The first three principles of the new continental organization (Article 3)
related to the sovereign equality of all member states, non-interference in
their internal affairs, and “respect for the sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity of each State and for its inalienable right to independent existence.”
The anti-colonial thrust of the Charter was evident in the preamble’s affir-
mation of “the inalienable right of all people to control their own destiny.”

Following the end of the Cold War and the fall of apartheid in South
Africa, Africans felt the need to show their own agency and to articu-
late their own continental regime on peace and security, development,
and democratisation. Some Africans decided to design a new continental
organization to replace the OAU and adopted the Constitutive Act of
the AU in July 2000, the new body put democracy and democratisation
at the apex of its priorities. The Constitutive Act of the AU, adopted in
July 2000 (and taking effect in 2002 when the AU was formally estab-
lished), empowered the new continental body with foreign policy pow-
ers, and the AU put democratisation squarely on the continental agenda
(AU Constitutive Act 2002).

The African Union as a Foreign Policy Actor

Whereas the OAU came about during the height of the African inde-
pendence movement and the Cold War when democracy and democ-
ratisation were scarcely on the agenda, the AU had a different genesis.
Emerging in the aftermath of the Berlin Wall’s dramatic fall in 1989, the
disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991, and the end of the Cold War
and thaw in the relations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries (Adebajo and Landsberg 2001), it can be argued that the end of
the Cold War led to the AU’s adoption of new, robust thinking on the
role of democratisation within its member states. Morcover, in the wake
of these tumultuous global events, the Western powers felt triumphant
and put democracy promotion squarely on the agenda of world political
affairs. The introduction of the “good governance” agenda by Western
aid donors was a major push factor for the embracing of democratisation
by African states and institutions.
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Fast forwarding a decade, the AU was established in 2002, taking
over from the OAU as the primary IGO in Africa. At its core, the AU
was intended to be a foreign policy socialising agent, premised upon
the idea that it could and should cajole and nudge states in the direc-
tion of acceptable conduct by forwarding sets of objectives that would
allow the collective to become a presumptive “union of states.” Put
otherwise, the AU relies mainly on normative frameworks as instruments
of socialisation in order to get African states to amend their conduct in
the direction of greater democracy and accountability to their citizens.
To that end, the AU adopted a number of important pro-democracy
instruments as it sought to alter states’ behaviour and conduct in line
with pro-democracy provisions (Adebajo and Landsberg 2001). These
included the AU Constitutive Act; the NEPAD; the APRM; the PAPD;
and the African Charter on Democracy, Elections, and Governance. For
their part, African states signed on to these new pro-democracy mecha-
nisms, thus theoretically giving the new AU the right to serve as an inde-
pendent foreign policy actor, capable of pushing them towards greater
democratisation.

Unlike the OAU Charter, the AU’s founding document contained
far-reaching provisions on the domestic governance of its member states
and gave the AU the right to enforce these provisions. Already in the
preamble, the signatories recorded their determination “to promote and
protect human and people’s rights” and “consolidate democratic institu-
tions and culture, and to ensure good governance and the rule of law.”
A similar commitment features among the objectives of the AU, with
“respect for democratic principles, human rights, the rule of law, and
good governance” appearing among the principles. Other innovations,
compared with the OAU Charter, are the Constitutive Act’s “condemna-
tion and rejection” of impunity and of unconstitutional changes of gov-
ernment (under principles, Article 4) (Constitutive Act 2001).

Since its 2002 founding, the AU has often been uncompromising in
its rejection of unconstitutional changes of government. This was mani-
fest as the AU sanctioned members for unconstitutional changes in gov-
ernment in: Sio Tomé and Principe in 2003; Mauritania and Guinea in
2008; Guinea-Bissau and Madagascar in 2009; Niger in 2009 and 2010;
Cote d’Ivoire in 2010; Mali in 2012; and the Central African Republic
(CAR) in 2013. By 2016, Madagascar and Guinea-Bissau continued to
be under sanctions (UNECA, AU and UNDP 2013: 56). On the issue
of unconstitutional changes of government, the AU showed a willingness
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to take seriously some of its own provisions derived from its norma-
tive frameworks, and that it was not only a socialising agent that tried
to change the behaviour of African states through coaxing and induc-
ing them in the direction of democratic conduct, but an actor with the
willingness to act decisively. The AU has shown a remarkable degree of
consistency in its concern about unconstitutional changes of government
[read: coups d’ctat] in line with its broader commitment to the promo-
tion of democracy.

The Sources of AU’s Foveign Policymaking Agency

The AU derives its powers and authority—including its authority and
power to act as a foreign policy actor—from the Constitutive Act of
2000, which was adopted at the 36th Annual OAU Summit in Lome,
Togo, on 11 July 2000 (OAU Constitutive Act 2001). The Constitutive
Act, which is effectively the “constitution” of the union of states of
Africa, implores the AU to prioritise international cooperation by taking
account of the UN Charter, prioritising the promotion of peace, security,
and stability on the continent, and establishing conditions for Africa to
assume its rightful place in the international order by promoting sustain-
able development at the economic, social, and cultural levels (AU Audit
Report 2007: 29).

The Constitutive Act clearly spells out the AU’s foreign policy goals.
Importantly, it suggests members’ desire to see the AU act as an inde-
pendent actor which encourages the AU to prioritise the reversal of
Africa’s position of “marginalisation” and to “project Africa’s interests”
on the global stage (AU Audit 2007: 32). Article 4 of the Constitutive
Act outlines 16 principles that should guide African states, and the puta-
tive “Union of African States,” which include among others: sovereign
equality and interdependence among member states; peaceful resolution
of conflicts among member states; respect of borders existing on achieve-
ment of independence; rejection of unconstitutional changes of govern-
ment; and central to our study here, respect for democratic principles,
human rights, the rule of law and good governance. For instance, the
AU appropriated for itself direct foreign policy authority and powers
when it adopted the doctrine of moving away from a posture of “non-
interference” to a doctrine of “non-indifference” (see: Okeke in Chap. 2
of this volume). In short, the AU made promotion of peace and security,
on the one hand, and democracy and good governance, on the other
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hand, central tenets of its quest to be an independent socialising agent to
encourage states to conform to new values and norms.

TuaE ArricaN UNION’S MECHANISMS FOR DEMOCRACY
PROMOTION

The New Partnevship for African Development (NEPAD)
and the AU’s Promotion of Democracy

Having recieved the AU’s genesis as a foreign policy actor, just what
institutes does it possess to promote democracy and good govern-
ance? The AU and its member states crafted the NEPAD as they
sought to introduce elements of democratisation into the African con-
tinental polity. The Declaration on Democracy, Political, Economic,
and Corporate Governance, approved at the AU’s inaugural sum-
mit in 2002, gives further expression to the belief in democracy and
should be viewed as an example of the capacity of the AU to serve—in
theory—as an independent foreign policy actor. African states under-
take to uphold the rule of law; the equality of all citizens before the
law; individual and collective freedoms; equality of opportunity; indi-
vidual participation in democratic political processes; periodic elections
of leaders for fixed terms of office; the separation of powers; and good
governance.

The NEPAD, the African development plan as proposed by South
Africa’s Thabo Mbeki, Olusegun Obasanjo of Nigeria, and Abul Aziz
Bouteflika from Algeria, and others, made an explicit link between
peace and democratization and argued that it was impossible without
the other. NEPAD placed an “emphasis on Africa’s ownership of its
development path and exhorts external donors for genuine partner-
ships premised on mutual accountability” (UNECA, AU and UNDP
2013: 33). NEPAD thus makes an explicit link between democracy
and governance, on the one hand, and peace and security, on the
other. NEPAD recognised that “development is not achievable on a
sustainable basis without democracy, human rights, and peace and vice
versa” (UNECA, AU and UNDP 2013: 34), and thus, “it may not be
feasible to entrench a culture of democracy and peace without sustain-
able, inclusive and equitable development” (UNECA, AU and UNDP
2013: 34).
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The African Peev Review Mechanism (APRM) and the AU’s Promotion
of Democracy

With the APRM, the governance program of NEPAD, also established in
2002, Africa was shedding the past and embarking on a new course as it
became the first international institution to craft such an ambitious sys-
tem of partner evaluation of national governance. The primary purpose
of the APRM is to encourage good democratic behaviour and to foster
the adoption of policies and practices leading to “political stability, high
economic growth, sustainable development and accelerated sub-regional
and continental economic integration.”

Operationally, member states sign up to the APRM with the view
to “foster the adoption of policies, standards and practices that lead to
political stability, high economic growth, sustainable development and
accelerated regional and continental economic integration through
sharing of experiences and enforcement of successful and best practices,
including identification of deficiencies and assessing the needs for capac-
ity building” (APRM Base document 2003). Although participation is
voluntary, the peer review process is highly intrusive as it probes both
the structures and functioning of a participating state’s entire political
system. What is more, a state refusing to rectify “shortcomings” identi-
fied in a peer review, can be subjected to unspecified “appropriate meas-
ures” by its peers. But by and large, the APRM does not undertake such
measures, only ultimately encouraging states to become more democratic
(Gruzd 2007: 54-55).

A major handicap of the APRM is its voluntary nature: since its
inception in 2002, only 30 of the AU’s 54 member states have joined
the program. African countries most in need of improving their stand-
ards of governance and their human rights records are least likely to
join the mechanism and submit themselves to a peer review. Where
country reviews have been done by the APRM (more than a dozen to
date), national implementation of APRM recommendations for improv-
ing aspects of governance has been hugely uneven. By making participa-
tion in the APRM compulsory for all AU members and improving the
APRM’s capacity to monitor state implementation of its proposals, the
AU would be advancing the cause of sovereignty as responsibility. But
the chances of that happening, given member-states’ obsession with sov-
ereignty, are remote. Thus, the APRM is no punitive device, but an AU
socialising instrument.
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The African Charter for Democracy, Elections and Governance
(ACDEG)

The AU further sought to entrench its foreign policy “actor-ness” and
agency with the adoption of a key democracy promotion instrument
in the 2007 African Charter for Democracy, Elections and Governance
(ACDEG). This Charter seeks to “entrench in the Continent a politi-
cal culture of change of power” based on regular, free, and fair elections
conducted by electoral agencies that are independent and competent
(ACDEG 2007). It should be noted that ACDEG espouses democrati-
sation far beyond mere electoral democracy. It should therefore not be
assumed that ACDEG equates democracy with elections and vice versa.

The ACDEG came into force in 2012 and is one of the more crucial
documents in the promotion of constitutional democracy. The Charter
serves as a framework encouraging African states and governments to
adhere and live up to values and principles of democracy, good govern-
ance, human rights, and development (ACDEG 2007). There are 13 key
objectives enshrined in the Charter. Article 2 calls for the adherence by
each state party, “to the universal values and principles of democracy and
respect for human rights” (African Governance Newsletter 2011: 29).

The perennial implementation crisis has been shown to rear its head
when a number of coups took place in Burundi, the CAR, Egypt,
Guinea-Bissau, and Mali in spite of the adoption of ACDEG. The con-
tinent has recently witnessed a dramatic disregard of AU continental
norms and provisions when, in 2017, the leader of the Gambia, Yahya
Jammeh, refused to accept the legitimate electoral outcome, and the
president of Burundi, Pierre Nkurunziza, refused to accept stipulated
term limits in 2016. This is not counting instances that took place prior
to 2012 in Sio Tomé and Principe, Madagascar, Seychelles, and others
(EISA 2016: 27). The successive recurrence of these instances suggests
that constitutional democracy is not consolidating fast enough on the
continent.

To be sure, the AU has suspended memberships and sanctioned a
number of countries for flouting its democratic norms, including Burkina
Faso in 2015; Coéte d’Ivoire in 2010; Guinea in 2008; and the CAR in
2003 (EISA 2016: 27). But the AU has struggled to promote ACDEG
and its key elements vigorously as member states tended to pay lip ser-
vice to the document and its key democratic stipulations. In short, as
emblematic of its larger implementation gap, the AU has not been able
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to replace individualistic, nationalistic political orders and regimes with
belief in and support for an overarching, continental governance and
democratic architecture.

The Pan-African Paviiament (PAP)

Another pillar of Africa’s new system of continental democracy promo-
tion and pan-African governance is the PAP, which established an organ
in the AU in 2004. Within the PAP, each member state is represented by
five members, reflecting the diversity of opinions in each national legisla-
ture and indicative of an ongoing debate about finding a suitable African
alternative to liberal democracy. A novel institution for the continent, the
Parliament’s objectives include the strengthening of constitutional and
parliamentary democracy, promotion of human rights and democracy in
Africa, and the encouragement of good governance in member states.

While the original goal of the PAP was that it would eventually exert
full legislative powers in the AU, 14 years since its establishment, this
has not been the case. Since its founding, the protocol establishing the
PAP has only been ratified by one member state, leaving it as little more
than a consultative and advisory organ within the AU (Kagame 2017:
15). In the PAP the lack of action is indicative of the pervasive culture of
non-implementation and non-compliance by AU member states, thereby
rendering the AU’s potential to act as an autonomous foreign policy
actor feeble.

CHALLENGES TO THE AU’S SOCIALIZING EFFORTS IN DEMOCRACY

Having shown the AU’s democratization instruments and highlighted
some of the shortcomings, just what accounts for the AU’s “implemen-
tation gap:” When it comes to enforcement of its socialisation efforts by
the AU, several challenges arise. One is that member states do not ordi-
narily display the requisite political will to act together. African states do
not speak with one voice and even undermine the foreign policy actor-
ness of the AU and its continental institutions and bodies. The AU is
further weakened by the failure of member states to pay their dues and
assessed contributions. Some 70% of the budget of the AU comes from
external states and international organizations such as the EU, and this
weakens the AU’s ability to act as an autonomous actor. The Kagame
report of 29 January 2017 says that “in 2014, the AU budget was
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US$308 million, more than half which was funded by donors. In 2015,
it rose by 30% to US$393 million, 63% of which was funded by donors.”
These are huge contributions by donors, calling into question the seri-
ousness and commitment of African member states to pay for their own
institutions. The Kagame report went further and reminded us that “in
2016 donors contributed 60% of the US$417 million budget. In 2017,
member states are expected to contribute 26% of the proposed US$439
million budget, while donors are expected to contribute the remaining
74%.” This overreliance and dependence of external funding poses a
direct and real threat to the AU’s foreign policy agency and gives foreign
powers great influence over the AU’s external affairs.

A second problem is that the IGO comprises 54 countries that, while
desperately trying to propagate common foreign policy positions, instead
often act on the basis of their own unadulterated self-interests. As a 2016
Electoral Institute for Sustainable Democracy in Africa (EISA) state,
“since the AU is an intergovernmental organization, the political inclina-
tions of its members have a strong effect on decision-making and inter-
ventions. These inclinations are at times to the detriment of attempts by
the AU to fulfil its obligations” (EISA 2016: 30). Moreover, the fact
that the AU is a loose intergovernmental body, and not a supranational
organization, also makes it difficult to act as an independent foreign pol-
icy agent.

A third issue is that states also typically fail to provide the AU with
necessary logistical support and military hardware for peacekeeping oper-
ations, and the AU tends to rely on the largesse of external actors. These
hurdles hamper the prospects of the AU to act as a serious and inde-
pendent foreign policy agent. While the AU and sub-regional actors and
RECs such as Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS)
in west Africa and the Southern African Development Community
(SADC) are supposed to cooperate with each other, there is a need to
strengthen the cooperation culture (Sarkin 2010: 283-286).

CONCLUSION

Fifteen years after the inception of the AU, the AU as socialising agent—
or disseminator of norms and values—promoting democratic governance
has faced a major hurdle, or what this piece calls its “implementation
gap:” that is, its 54 member states do not readily abide by the provisions
contained in African Governance Architecture instruments. It is perhaps
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worth stating the obvious that the AU is only as strong as its 54 mem-
bers allow it to be: if the pervasive culture to ignore the decisions of the
AU and its AGA provisions continues, then the AU will remain a timid
socialising agent, struggling to promote and defend democratic govern-
ance and remaining incapable of transforming the conduct of member
states.

If Africa is to become serious about the continent’s progress and miti-
gation of humanitarian crises to task, it will have to take instruments like
the African Charter on Democracy more seriously and should start by
taking continental sovereignty as seriously as it states takes “national”
sovereignty. There is no gainsaying that the AU has a number of instru-
ments and structures in place to deal with human rights violations and
to advance democratic good governance. But the AU certainly faces an
accession crisis with states signing up to purported “shared values” with-
out translating these into lived values.

As a final conclusion point: beyond to declarations, protocols and
treaties, the AU does not appear to have a foreign policy, but rather poli-
cies on, and responses to, issues. It is typically reactive about international
continental issues. There is not a strategic and systematic approach to
decision-making and planning, and decisions are often arrived at through
haphazard, ad hoc, and rushed and messy processes. It has a culture of
exerting itself on issues, both verbally and on paper, but is yet to find a
formula that would help it to translate policies and stated positions into
tangible practical operational matters. As a socialising agent, therefore,
the AU has limited reach and traction, and its agency would be greatly
enhanced if only it could get greater buy-in and cooperation from the
very member states that have brought it about. For now though, the AU
looks likely to suffer from an implementation gap for the coming years.

REFERENCES

Adebajo, A., and C. Landsberg. 2001. The Heirs of Nkrumah: Africa’s New
Investments. Pugwash Occasional Papers 2 (1), January, Pugwash Online:
6-7. Available at http://www.pugwash.org/reports,/rc/como_africa.htm.
Accessed on 12 March 2016.

African Governance Newsletter, African Charter on Democracy, Elections and
Governance, Explanatory Note 1 (01), January—March 2011: 28-30.

African Union, Constitutive Act of the African Union, Addis Ababa. 2001.


http://www.pugwash.org/reports/rc/como_africa.htm

4 THE TROUBLED SOCIALISING AGENT: DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE ... 61

African Union, Protocol Relating to the Establishment of the Peace and Security
Council of the African Union, Addis Ababa. 2002.

African Union, Audit Report of the African Union, Addis Ababa. 2007.

African Union, African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance,
Adopted at the Eight Ordinary Session of the Assembly, Addis Ababa, 30
January 2007. Entered into Force on 15 February 2012.

Akinsanya, O. 2016. The African Union as Regional and Global Actor. Paper
Presented at the Centre for Conflict Resolution on the “African Union—
Regional and Global Challenges”, 26-30 April 2016.

Electoral Institute for Sustainable Democracy in Africa (EISA). 2016. Current
Democratic Realities in Africa: Where Are We Headed Beyond the Vote?
20-21 October 2016. Johannesburg: Crowne Plaza Hotel.

Gruzd, S. 2007. Peace, Security and the African Peer Review Mechanism: Are
the Tools up to the Task? African Security Review 16 (3), September: 54—66.

Kagame, P. 2017. The Imperative to Strengthen Our Union: Report on the
Proposed Recommendations for the Institutional Reform of the African
Union”, Assembly/AU/Dec.606(XXVII), 12 January 2017. Addis Ababa:
Ethiopia.

Kegley, C.W. 2007. World Politics: Trend and Transformation, 11th ed. Belmont:
Thomson/Wadsworth.

Mingst, K.A. 2008. Essentials of International Relations, 4th ed. WW. Norton:
New York.

Sarkin, J. 2010. The Responsibility to Protect and Humanitarian Intervention in
Africa. Global Responsibility to Protect 2 (4), October: 383-386.

United Nations Economic Commission for Africa, African Union, and United
Nations Development Programme. 2013. Democratisation and Peace-
building in Africa: Policy Reflections and Prospects, Background Paper,
November. Addis Ababa: AU, UNECA, UNDD.



®

Check for
updates

CHAPTER 5

Beyond the Collective: The Comparative
Strategic Utility of the African Union

and RECs in Individual
National Security Pursuits

Jason Warner

Perhaps the most distinguishing feature of the intra-African international
relations landscape is African states’ embeddedness within a dense array of
African international organizations (10s). African states” IO memberships
exist at two levels of analysis: the pan-African African Union (AU), and
a series of eight officially recognized regional economic communities, or
(RECs). Though exceptions exist within a limited number of the RECs,
organizations at both levels of analysis have some sort of institutional
mandate for the protection of collective security, among other tasks.
When analyzing the security-centric benefits that African IOs can
offer to member states—or what this chapter refers to as 10s’ “strate-
gic utility”—the prevailing tendency within the academic literature has
been to focus on the ways in which these institutions abet collective
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security outcomes (Akokpari and Ancas 2014; Franke 2009; Hailu 2008;
Makinda and Okumu 2008), a tendency that marks the literature on 1Os
and membership benefits of I0s more broadly (Simmons and Martin
2008; Kupchan and Kupchan 1995; Kupchan and Kupchan 1991).
Indeed, because supranational IOs with collective security mandates
operate on the premise that an attack on one member is to be considered
an attack on all members, a logical lens of collectivism in understand-
ing the benefits of I10s’ roles in ensuring security is intuitive. Yet, this
scholarly commitment to understanding the collective benefits offered by
African IOs has come at the expense of understanding what are argua-
bly their most important strategic uses for their members: that is, how
such 10s can serve to help individual states to pursue their national
security-related foreign policy goals.

It is the combination of these two facets—(a) African states’ mem-
bership in two sets of security-focused 1Os, the AU and the RECs, and
(b) the lack of attention to these 10s’ roles in promoting individunl
states’ national security interests—that serves as a puzzle for interro-
gation for this piece. Thus, leaving aside the goals of the collective,
this chapter asks: How do African states understand the comparative
strategic benefits, or “strategic utility,” of the AU and their RECs in
their pursuits of their own, self-interested national security aims? What
policymaking logic underlies why states would elect to pursue some
national security-related foreign policy goals interest in the context of
the AU, on the one hand, or, in the context of a regional 10, or REC,
on the other?

Drawing on nine months of fieldwork interviewing personnel work-
ing in and in proximity to the AU between 2014 and 2015, this chapter
argues that despite the fact that the AU tends to receive the lion’s share
of attention when it comes to 1Os in Africa, in general terms, African
states tend to find greater strategic utility in their RECs than the AU,
for reasons which will be detailed presently. Nevertheless, the AU does,
this chapter argues, still present certain strategic benefits that the RECs
cannot.

This chapter proceeds in two parts. The first section focuses on just
why African states tend to find the RECs more strategically useful than
the AU for the pursuit of their individual, national security-related for-
eign policy pursuits. The second section emphasizes that despite the
AU’s generally inferior position to the RECs in this regard, nevertheless,
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in certain instances, member states do view it to be more strategically
useful for national security-related foreign policy pursuits than the RECs.

TuE STRATEGIC UTILITY OF THE REGIONAL ECcONOMIC
CoMMUNITIES (RECS)

When considering the relative strategic benefits of the African 10s of
which they are members, the overwhelming consensus among those
working in and around the AU and the RECs was that states almost uni-
versally find more strategic benefit in working through their RECs than
through the AU (IS7,/2 2015; IS8 2015; 1S9 2015; IS10 2015; IS11
2015; IS13 2015; 1S14 2015; IS16 2015; Maru 2014). Following are
the three most commonly forwarded articulations for why this is the
case: the fact that RECs are more localized and thus manageable than
the AU; the fact that the RECs are more capable of being used as tools
for state power projection than the AU; and the fact that the RECs are
simply more reliable in their actions than the AU.

RECs Ave Move Manageable Than AU

Foundationally, interviewees were clear that the RECs were more stra-
tegically useful than the AU because of their smaller, more manageable
sizes, and proximity to localized issues. First, and most bluntly, mem-
ber states’ nearness to their RECs (in both physical and political terms)
means member states have confidence in their abilities to influence the
political, military, and economic decisions of the RECs, exerting a degree
of agency that they lack in the context of the much larger, and for the
most, physically more distant, AU.

Numerous respondents made this point clearly. For instance, 1S38
(2015) relays that “Because of the proximity of states to RECs, the
impact of their influence is felt most strongly in relation to the region”
while 1524 (2015) asserts that “since RECs are closer to home, those
issues are going to be closer to [member states’] hearts.” In emphasiz-
ing the tendency for states to try and localize their foreign and security
policy pursuits first and foremost within their regions, IS37 (2015) has
admonished that African states, “Don’t do giraffe neck diplomacy: you
don’t have your neck here [in the region] and then try to eat over there
[in the African Union].”
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Second, another salient insight regarding the perception of the RECs as
being more manageable (and thus strategically useful) than the AU is that
numbers matter: nearly all states, but especially the smallest ones, tend to
view the AU (and its predecessor, the OAU) as having too many mem-
bers with too many varying interests, and thus, being simply too big to get
anything accomplished. Writing in 1996, Clapham (116) had begun to
articulate the logistical problems posed by attempting to pursue individual
interests in the context of the then-Organization of African Unity (OAU):

One evident problem of the OAU was that an organization with over fifty
members was too large and diverse to be able to meet many of the needs
of its individual states. In practice, much African diplomacy was therefore
conducted within the much more manageable framework of groups of
neighboring states which had some affinity with one another.

This trend persists today, and is a centrally highlighted feature of the
AU’s general lack of strategic importance for most African states.
Comparing the RECs directly to the AU, one respondent emphasized its
unwieldy size as an impediment to states placing strategic importance on
the AU: “Member countries prefer to rely on the Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS) and the Economic Community of
Central African States (ECCAS) because the AU is too big” (IS7/2
2015), while another said: “You cannot have a meaningful conversation
with 54 people together. But, when you have just fifteen [in a REC, like
ECOWAS] it is a different story. With smaller groups, they get to know
each other, they meet more frequently, they have more contact, and they
talk about the same things” (IS24 2015). One Western diplomat who
has spent considerable time in AU negotiations relayed: “My sense was
that the states felt that they have more leverage within the REC because
RECs are smaller; this was particularly true if the state was the regional
hegemon. For instance, Nigeria basically determines the direction of
ECOWAS...In ECCAS you have a couple of countries that have a heavy
hand [in regional security affairs], because they know that their influence
will be diluted once the AU comes in” (I1S7/2 2015).

Third, the RECs are understood to be more manageable (and thus
more strategically useful for individual security-related foreign pol-
icy pursuits) than the AU because of often long-standing relationships
between REC leaders, which allow RECs to react more nimbly than
the AU (IS7/1 2014; 1S7/2 2015). For reasons related to greater
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interaction and shared interests in common regional affairs, heads of
state within African regions tend to know each other far more intimately
than they know others outside of their regions. Indeed, whereas heads of
state do not always attend the meetings of the AU, heads of state are far
more frequently in attendance at meetings of the RECs, where they meet
often, informally, and quickly make decisions. Conversely, because heads
of state typically tend not to go to AU meetings—instead being repre-
sented by envoys—the creation of policy on the spot within the semi-an-
nual AU summits is retarded by the fact that delegates must often
check in with the capital prior to taking any meaningful policy decisions
within the organization. As one diplomat said, “In the RECs, because
it’s a smaller group and a manageable size, with the leadership of heads
of state all in one room, they can really get together and make serious,
impactful decisions” (IS7,/2 2015). As the interviewee relayed further:

African states know the importance of AU and RECs in their lives, but
they think about them differently. The difference between the mood in
the AU and ECOWAS is stark: the mood in ECOWAS is very close-knit.
For example, in relation to [the 2012 crisis in] Mali, West African heads
of state held a conference at the airport, so that heads of state could fly in,
meet, and then just fly out, because the issue was so important to them.
This is quite different than states” commitment to the AU, which is really
pretty light. It shows the level of commitment to the RECs over the AU
(IS7/2 2015).

RECs Can Be Used as Tools for State Power Projection

Another way that RECs are viewed to be more strategically useful than the
AU relates to their ability to be effectively leveraged for individual states’
interests in international power projection. In line with neo-realist interpre-
tations of 1Os as simply being reflections of the wishes of the organizations
most powerful members, played out institutionally (Mearsheimer 1994),
respondents were clear to note that especially for regionally hegemonic
states, RECs are profoundly more important for the pursuits of national
security interests. While other chapters in this work articulate these dynam-
ics more fully, suffice it say, the capacity of states like Nigeria in ECOWAS,
South Africa in the Southern African Development Community (SADC),
and Ethiopia in the Intergovernmental Authority on Development
(IGAD) to create, lead, and to an extent, leverage for self interested gains
their RECs, was a recurring trope. As IS16 (2015) articulates:
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Nigeria and South Africa use the RECs as their tools. And it is easier to
use these RECs as their tools than to use the AU, since the AU requires
greater coalition building. In the RECs, they can just call the shots.

While the RECs have historically served as ideal fora in which relatively
powerful African states can pursue aims of state power maximization, the
AU is not conceived of as being commandeered similarly. At the heart of
this perception is the fact that the AU simply has too many members, at
54, to make its manipulation by any one set of state interests conceivable.
More specifically, the AU is profoundly multipolar, to the point of argu-
ably being a non-polar institution (Warner 2016). Though the so-called
Big Five members—South Africa, Nigeria, Algeria, Libya, and Egypt—
have historically paid the brunt of the AU’s budget, even the presence of
five countries “at the top” of the AU’s membership hierarchy precludes
the possibility for manipulation by any one nation. Beyond the Big Five,
however, there are also numerous “second tier” countries in the AU: that
is, states that have slightly less—though still considerable—political cap-
ital in the organization, which can work to pursue their own interests,
or work to stop what they see as undue influence by any one of the Big
Five. These include countries such as Kenya, Ethiopia, Uganda, Ghana,
and Senegal, and to a lesser extent Tanzania, Gambia, and Botswana. In
short, given the deeply multipolar nature of state leadership within the
AU, the capacity for the outright manipulation of the organization for
any one state’s national security interests is viewed as nearly impossible.

Apart from the AU’s multipolar/non-polar internal dynamics,
the AU lacks any real institutional mechanism whereby such unilat-
eral manipulation could conceivably be effectuated. While studies of
1Os’ capacities to be manipulated for individual statist interests have
focused on the veto power of the P-5 in the UN Security Council
(UNSC), an analogous prerogative does not exist in the AU. While
the AU does have a Peace and Security Council (PSC)—modeled on
the UNSC and with 15 members like the UNSC—the African Union’s
PSC does not provide for a veto power. Thus, no country, or group of
countries, can reasonably expect to dictate the ideological contours of
the organization, especially around security outcomes, as the P-5 do in
the UNSC.

Finally, in addition to these technical institutional impediments to
AU manipulation, there also appear to be normative impediments,
at least in the case of the PSC, that prohibit the pursuit of individual
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interests. As one Western diplomat (IS4 2015) who has worked with the
AU extensively relayed:

I got the sense that there was a sort of code of conduct that the AU Peace
and Security Council (PSC) would not be a place to pursue self-interests:
efforts at self-interest were carefully masked behind the greater good. So,
in the PSC, self-interest was mostly in the form of preventing action as
opposed to taking action. Examples of these blocking tendencies included
preventing intervention, mediators, election observers, and discussion of
certain [sensitive | topics.

Numerous interlocutors expressed this logic of African states’ perception
of RECs as being prioritized for realist pursuits over the AU. As IS10
(2015) relays: “I can’t think of a given country trying to manipulate the
AU. It’s actually pretty impossible to really manipulate the entire organ-
ization because of its size, but countries do work to try to put their cit-
izens within priority positions within the organization.” And, as 1S12
(2015) relays: “The decisions made in both the AU and the RECs are
determined by the amount of money given; so, small states still really
don’t have much of a say, particularly when they aren’t willing and able
to commit money and troops. Since most member states are small states,
and don’t contribute much money, very few players in the AU actually
have any say.”

RECs Ave More Ave Movre Reliable Than the AU

A third way in which RECs are deemed to be more strategically useful
than the AU is that their responses to insecurity are perceived to be more
reliable than the AU’s. In short, respondents explained that the AU has
a troubled role in states’ national security strategies precisely because of
the deeply unpredictable ways that it responds to issues of insecurity. To
be sure, this recognition is not suggestive that members of all African
states viewed their RECs to be reliably 7obust responders to insecurity,
simply reliable in their action or inaction. More tangibly, while ECOWAS
is perceived to likely engage in some degree of peace support operations
in the event of insecurity, regional organizations like the Arab Maghreb
Union, for instance, were reliably expected to do nothing. Nevertheless,
these expectations of either action by certain RECs (in the case of
ECOWAS, SADC, IGAD, and increasingly, ECCAS) versus the predicted
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inertin of the AMU stand in contrast to the AU’s generally unreliable
responses to collective security threats, which range from robust (in the
example of the 2014 Ebola outbreak) to lackluster (such as the collapse
of Mali in 2012). In short, African states seem to view the AU as a wild
card when it comes to responding to insecurity, which renders its strate-
gic benefits limited in scope.

What lies at the crux of the AU’s generally unpredictable approaches
to addressing insecurity? While numerous phenomena can be cited, four
main ones were often discussed by respondents. First, the AU is only
beginning to reach an institutionalized culture of responses to insecurity:
Instead the AU remains dependent on the informal, ad hoc relationships
between heads of state, and its responses to insecurity are contingent
upon member state interests (Gandois 2009: 113; 1S4 2015; IS8 2015).
Indeed, the AU still only “moves” to respond to insecurity when mem-
ber states with resources or interests have the desire to do so. As IS17
(2015) expounds:

When it comes to actual [AU peace support]| deployments, the necessity of
the movement into the situation still comes down to what countries have
an interest to want to become involved. Therefore, there is still a realist
clement involved [in the AU’s] collective security initiatives. Since most of
the missions that African countries might need to be involved in are sta-
bilization and peacekeeping, it’s very serious. It’s a very big consideration
because it’s dangerous and costly. Therefore, only the countries that have a
very big stake will actually go in.

Second, and most glaring, the AU continues to suffer from a lack of
self-financing for peace support activities from member states: Indeed,
as of late 2016, approximately 93% of the AU’s Peace Fund budget
came from non-African actors, including the UN, the European
Union, and international partners. Thus, its capacity to consistently
and quickly respond to insecurity is constrained by its ability to finance
such operations. Third, the AU’s approach to deploying peace support
operations has evolved since its 2002 creation to adopt a profoundly a4
hoc mandating culture, typified, for instance, by the fact that its osten-
sible rapid deployment capability, the African Standby Force (in devel-
opment since 2001), has yet to deploy to conflict zones ranging from
Somalia to South Sudan to the Central African Republic to the Lake
Chad Basin, while other ad hoc coalitions have. As such, member states
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can scarcely rely on any predictable response from the AU in the event
that they or their neighboring states are confronted with a national
security threat.

Thus, in summing up African states’ perceptions of the comparative
strategic utility of the RECs versus the AU, IS39/1 (2015) explains
that, “For long-term sustainable issues, you use your REC. For the AU,

you’re too far away to consider the organization to be reliable,” and as
187 /2 (2015) continues:

You get the impression that most countries are more committed to the
RECS than the AU. [Leaders] would rather come to the summit of the
RECs than the AU....A lot of leaders come to the AU summit because
citizens want to see their leaders there, but the leaders are somewhat indif-
ferent. They don’t really care. There is a level of trust in the RECs that
doesn’t exist in the AU.

Somewhat dismissive of the AU as a location in which meaningtul poli-
cies are pursued at all, IS21 (2015) has articulated, “I really don’t think
that most African governments really think about their participation in
the AU as intending to actually achieve anything tangible. It’s really just
about participating in the international sphere.”

THE STRATEGIC UTILITY OF THE AFRICAN UNION

Though this chapter’s thesis is that African states tend to find their RECs
to be more strategically useful than the AU in the pursuit of their indi-
vidual security-related foreign policy interests, it should not be inter-
preted to be the case that they find no strategic utility in the AU at all.
To the contrary, the AU does have some unique security-related strate-
gic functions that the RECs do not, including serving as a pan-African
collective security coordination mechanism; facilitating security-related
issue-enabling to global organizations; and serving as a forum for reputa-
tional improvement of states and leaders.

African Union as an Important Collective Security
Coordinating Mechanism

In the vein of institutionalist understandings of on collective security,
member states do tend to find strategic utility in the AU as a coordinating
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mechanism for the promotion of collective security on the continent,
which has an inherent bearing upon individual states’ national security
pursuits. The most intuitive coordinating role that the AU plays is via its
formal institutional mechanisms for the promotion of collective security,
especially within the African Peace and Security Architecture (APSA), and
the sundry institutions contained therein. Beyond technical measures,
the AU also fulfills more neoliberalist functions to promote collective
(and thus individual) security, to include: encouraging repeated interac-
tions among African leaders (via its semi-annual summits, usually in Addis
Ababa, Ethiopia); facilitating issue linkages (for instance, bridging gen-
der equity outcomes to counterterrorism); serving as a forum for infor-
mation sharing (both within formal AU institutions like the Continental
Early Warning System and informally, via summits, meetings, and retreats);
enabling the formation and dissemination of a normative code of intra-Af-
rican conduct (for instance, around unconstitutional changes of govern-
ment and conceptio