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“The mission of United Nations peacekeeping must continue. Too much remains to be done, 
too many innocents are dying even as we speak for us to think of leaving the field now. 
Peacekeeping’s promise after all was never to end war. Peacekeeping is not the same as 
peacemaking. It can help or at least delay a recurrence of conflict.” (Annan. Kofi: 1998) 

I. Introduction 

It has been said elsewhere that the United Nations was the crisis manager of the 
world, whose authority in initiating and controlling peace support operations around 
the globe supersedes that of organizations such as the OAU, SADC or ASAS 
(Kritzinger in Cilliers, Shaw and Mills, 1995). Peacekeeping operations are normally 
setup by the Security Council, the UN Organ with the primary responsibility for 
maintaining international peace and security. As the UN has no military or civilian 
police force of its own, Member States decide whether to participate in a mission and 
if so, what personnel and equipment they are willing to offer. 

During the Cold War period, 13 peacekeeping operations were established between 
1948 and 1978. In the last decade of the cold war, from 1978 to the end of the Cold 
war in 1988, no peacekeeping operations were established. This pattern was greatly 
influenced by superpower confrontations. In that era of superpower standoff, most 
peacekeeping missions were restricted to the monitoring of borders and buffer zones 
after ceasefires were agreed upon. These tasks were carried out by lightly armed 
national troop contingents. These operations were known as traditional or classical 
peacekeeping missions which were mainly oriented to disputes which were 
essentially inter-state (between states) for example, the Suez crisis between Britain, 
France, Israel and Egypt. 

The end of Cold War signaled the termination of superpower hostilities. However, 
the incoming era was quite problematic to international peace and security. There 
was a dramatic increase in intra-state or internal wars which also led to significant 
changes in peacekeeping, both in quantity and dimensions. In the 90s, the changed 
environment accelerated the need to update peacekeeping techniques and develop 
requisite and doctrinal support. The emergence of multiple actors in the 
reconstruction of the peace discourse led to a new dynamic. Richmond (2004) 
argues that the development and transformation of peace as a discourse has 
reached a point where both force and intervention are seen as the ultimate 
solutions to conflict, and which guide the peace process. 

There is an emerging consensus in peace operations doctrine on the need for 
peacekeepers to possess and be authorized to use robust capabilities to deter spoilers 
and defend civilians (Lipson: 2007). The robust approach will be in conflict with the 
traditional peacekeeping principles of consent, impartiality and the non use of force 
except in self defence. There will be implications for all peacekeepers including those 
from the AU and its sub-regions. Africa is now where the action is happening. The 
total United Nations Peacekeeping Budget for 1st July 2008 – 30th June 2009 (see 
annex 1) stands at about 7 billion US dollars. The biggest chunks of that go to 
peacekeeping missions in Africa, the highest consumer being the African Union-
United Nations Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID) at USD1.499,710 billion, 
followed by United Nations Mission in the Democratic Republic of Congo (MONUC) 
at USD1.187,676,4 billion and lastly the United Nations Mission in the Sudan 
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(UNMIS) at USD 820,721,000.   These operations alone consume close to 50% of the 
UN Peacekeeping budget. These figures exclude allocations for missions in Ethiopia/ 
Eritrea, Ivory Coast and the UN Mission in Liberia. In fact, it has been argued by 
Cilliers and Mills that in 1994, 70 % of UN deployment was on African soil.  

The emphasis on robust action is a significant departure from the principles of 
traditional peacekeeping especially the consent of the parties in the dispute which 
currently is proving difficult to acquire. It then follows that without consent; 
impartiality will also be affected and finally robust tasking requires the use of force 
far beyond the notion of self-defence. This means that there is bound to be casualties. 
However, for Africans having come so far there is no turning back. It is now accepted 
that the AU can and should deploy in advance of the UN. Yet there are still 
outstanding issues that have eluded consensus in the past but can adversely impact 
on future missions. This article provides an opportunity to reflect on some of these 
issues and in particular debates surrounding the use of force in peace support 
operations. SADC leaders will be required to commit and deploy troops in times of 
greatest need as envisaged in Article 4(h) of the African Union. These are times of 
grave circumstances such as war crimes, genocide and crimes against humanity. To 
deploy as planned within 14 days translates into rapid reaction and effectiveness.  

The comments that follow by the two generals should underline the significance of 
the challenges inherent in peacekeeping. First, Admiral John R Anderson, Chief of 
Defense of the Canadian Forces, giving a foreword about Canada’s 40 years of 
experience in peacekeeping recalled,  

“we know from experience, as does the United Nations, that the best peacekeepers are 
well trained and well equipped members of a professional military” (foreword in 
McQuarrie, 1993). 

Probably no consensus may be reached about exactly what constitutes well equipped 
professional military but Lt. General Solly Shoke, Chief of South African Army 
reminds us of another critical dimension that: 

“Peacekeeping can be dangerous, and to do it with minimum risk of casualties, requires that the 
troops deployed on such missions be well equipped. But much of the SA army equipment was designed 
30 years ago”. 

The two preceding views converge on the thrust of this article, which is mainly to 
sensitize SADC policy-makers and other stakeholders on drawing important 
lessons from past and current peace-support operations especially on the critical 
issue of the availability of soldiers and equipment appropriate for the task at 
hand. 

II. The Concept and Evolution of United Nations Peacekeeping Operations 

The concept of peacekeeping has been an evolving one. Peacekeeping has not been 
mentioned in the UN Charter. In other words, there is no specific provision for 
peacekeeping in the United Nations Charter. It is normally described as falling 
between Chapter VI and VII. Dag Hammarsjold referred to peacekeeping operations 
as Chapter 6½ initiatives (Woodhouse & Duffy; 2007). 

Defining Peacekeeping 
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Since 1945, peacekeeping has been the technique most frequently used and 
associated with United Nations to terminate conflicts and establish peace. Although 
peacekeeping is not mentioned in the UN Charter it is defined in the official 
publication, The Blue Helmets as;  

“An operation involving military personnel but without enforcement powers 
undertaken by the United Nations to help monitor or restore international peace and 
security in areas of conflict” 

Early peacekeeping strategies focused on preventing open violence and monitoring 
ceasefire and status quo and demilitarization and policing (Richmond; 2004). The 
first explicitly labeled peacekeeping was the United Nations Emergency Force 
(UNIEF 1) deployed in 1956 in response to the Suez crisis after the British and French 
troops invaded Egypt. UNIF 1 served as a precedent for all subsequent peace 
missions. It established a set of principles that shall define the essence of 
peacekeeping today. The principles defined by the UN Secretary General Dag 
Hammarskjöld and Canadian Lester B. Pearson (General Assembly President 
(1952-1953) included the following; consent of the parties to the dispute, the non 
use of force except in self-defence, the voluntary contributions of troops by small 
neutral countries, impartiality and the control of peacekeeping operations by the 
Secretary General (Woodhouse & Duffy; 2007). These principles have been 
challenged, debated and discussed. However, they have stood the test of time. 
Basically three features have come to characterize peacekeeping namely, consent, 
impartiality and self-defence. This was what constituted traditional or classical 
peacekeeping. 

III. Expanded Peacekeeping: peace Support Operations 

In the 1990s, new forms of peacekeeping came into operation in response to 
significant changes and challenges on the ground. The following table shows partly 
the emerging picture of UN engagement in the expanded peacekeeping 
environment. It does not say much about problems in Bosnia and Herzegovina in 
1992-1995, or in Somalia 1993-1995 or worse still the genocide in Rwanda 1994. There 
were other notable challenges for the UN such as the financial crisis of 1996 when 
member states owed 1.9 billion dollars for peacekeeping expenses alone. There were 
also notable successes such as Mozambique and the Ouzou strip between Libya and 
Chad in 1994. 

UN Peace Support Operations, 1991-98 

Year Personnel UN Budget (US$) 

1991 14,000 380 million 

1992 45,000 1.3 billion 

1993 89,000 3 billion 

1994 85,000 3.4 billion 

1995 73,000  3.3 billion 

1996 28,000 1,6 billion 

1997 30,000 1.3 billion 

1998 24,000 1 billion 

Source:  

The concept of peacekeeping expanded into new terminology in the peace process. 
New concepts such as peace support operations, peace making, peace building and 
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peace enforcement came in to usage. Today UN missions are in reality a mixture of 
peace making, peace .building and peace enforcement tasks. 

By December 1994, on the eve of the 15th Anniversary of the United Nations, 17 
operations were deployed involving 85 000 peacekeepers and costing the UN 3.4 
billion US$. Peacekeeping became more expensive, more complex and more 
dangerous. A variety of unfamiliar roles pushed United Nations peacekeeping 
beyond traditional peacekeeping due to the fact that in many cases, state institutions 
had collapsed. Hence activities such as demobilization of troops, armed para-militias 
and irregulars; promotion of national reconciliation, restoration of effective 
governments, the organization and monitoring of elections, provisions of a broader 
support to humanitarian aid missions including protection of “safe areas” and escort 
of relief convoys (Nambiar: 2007). 

Since the 1990s, the UN has increasingly focused on the need to involve regional 
organizations. Contemporary missions are said to be multi dimensional, which 
means that they cover tasks and responsibilities beyond those associated with 
traditional peacekeeping. Apart from the term peace support operations, other 
terminology include second generation peacekeeping operations, third generation 
peacekeeping operations or multinational operations or wider peacekeeping (Lipson: 
2007) and (Woodhouse and Duffy). 

Peace support operations describe a range of activities including conflict prevention, 
peacemaking, peacekeeping, humanitarian aid, peace enforcement and peace 
building. The distinction between these categories is often unclear (Cilliers, Shaw and 
Mills, 1995). Conflict prevention ranges from diplomatic initiatives to the preventive 
deployment of troops. Peacemaking includes the range of diplomatic actions aimed 
at establishing a peaceful settlement once conflict is in progress or has resumed. 
According to (MPSO 2007) the word peace making was first used during the 
Namibia and Central American operation of 1987-1990. It is said that it was quickly 
superseded by the concept of “peace building” which is broader and favoured for the 
expanded role of a peacekeeping operation which has been mandated to include 
elements over and above those of the maintenance of peace between warring parties 
that have agreed to a truce. Peace building is generally seen as those activities 
designed to strengthen the durability of a stable peace by identifying and supporting 
structures that will prevent a peace settlement in to relapsing in to conflict (Cilliers, 
Shaw and Mills, 1995). Peace enforcement on the other hand is defined under chapter 
VII of the UN Charter as “using military means to restore peace in an area of conflict”. An 
example will be Desert Storm which the UN subcontracted to a US led coalition 
following Iraq invasion of Kuwait (Cilliers, Shaw and Mills, 1995). 

The employment of peace support operations as a concept covering a wide field or 
spectrum is also reflected in the definition by the author of the New British Doctrine 
Lieutenant Colonel Philip Wilkinson who defined the idea of peace support 
operation as follows: 

“’Peace support operations’ was a term first used by the military to 
cover both peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations, but it is now 
used more widely to embrace in addition those other peace related 
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operations, which include conflict prevention, peacemaking, peace 
building, and humanitarian assistance”.  

 

IV. Use of Force in Self-defence 

Security Council mandates do not usually mention a specific chapter of the UN 
Charter under which they are authorized. A convention has arisen whereby 
peacekeeping forces are assumed to be authorized under Chapter VI on the “pacific 
settlement of disputes”. Decisions by the Security Council under this chapter are 
considered to be recommendatory and not forcible as the chapter deals only with the 
cooperative measures to resolve conflict (Findlay: 2002). The use of force under 
Chapter VI is assumed to be limited to self defense. Force beyond self defense may be 
used with consent of the parties involved in the conflict which is tantamount to 
unleashing force upon themselves (Findlay: 2002). United Nations allow for the use 
of force by peacekeepers in self defense, however, the provision has considerable 
flexibility in application. History shows that the use of force in self defense can be 
extended to such use in the execution of the provisions of a mandate. There have 
been many instances where troops operating on the United Nations missions have 
resorted to the use of force ranging from the classic interpretation of protecting one’s 
own person from attack to using armed force against those who want to interfere 
with the execution of the mission, whether it be protection of a designated area or a 
convoy carrying humanitarian aid (Nambiar: 1999). Lipson (2007) warns about a 
disjuncture between peacekeeping norms and operational requirements which could 
lead to dysfunction and failure in the field. Lipson castigates the Brahimi Report for 
disjuncture between practice and rhetoric, that the report is inconsistent in asserting 
the traditional peacekeeping principles of consent, impartiality and the use of force 
only in self defense yet at the same time endorses robust peacekeeping which can 
involve the use of force which can go beyond self defense against one party to the 
conflict in situations in which .consent is lacking. 

The point being made is that the Security Council mandate setting up UN peace 
operations must clearly state that such use of force is authorized and most 
importantly ensure that contingents are equipped for the purpose. This concern has 
been raised by those who have been directly confronted by such situations. 
Lieutenant General Satir Nambiar, the first commander and Head of Missions of the 
United Nations Forces in the former Yugoslavia recommends that,  

“in the light of recent experiences dealing with intra state conflict 
situations, it would, however, be prudent to ensure that all future 
peacekeeping contingents be equipped for the “worst case scenario” so 
that they can respond appropriately in self defense in case attacked” 
(Nambiar: 1999). 

Not only that, according to Lipson (2007), troop contributing countries must be made 
aware of the heightened dangers to their personnel. The rules of engagement must 
include these provisions for dissemination to all personnel in the mission. Parties to 
the conflict must be made aware of the fact and application of such force executed in 
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an unbiased manner. At this point, it is necessary to bring on board other debates on 
the use of force especially the relevance of Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 

V. The use of force in the conduct of peace support operation 

The use of military force by the UN for enforcement purposes is seen as deriving 
legality from Chapter VII of the UN Charter which provides that if possible means 
fail, and on the decision of the Security Council, various means may be used to 
maintain or restore international peace and security in the face of a “threat to the 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression” (Cilliers, Shaw and Mills, 1995). 

This is the Chapter under which the Security Council makes decisions that are 
enforceable, including the impositions of economic sanctions and the taking military 
action. The Charter has given the Security Council means of enforcement and the 
right to take decisions with mandatory effect. No such authority is given to the 
General Assembly which can only recommend action to member governments which 
in turn may follow the recommendations or disregard them (UN Document A/3527: 
1757). A chapter VII operation in contrast to Chapter VI may be authorized to use 
force beyond self-defence for enforcement purposes. Such operations might be used 
to induce one or more parties to the agreement previously consented to. Examples 
where the operations were used to “enforce the peace” are UNOSOM II, 
UNPROFOR, and UNAMIS. The bottom line is that the use of force is governed by 
the mandate given to the operation by the Security Council. According to Findlay 
(2000), debates have raged especially over the use of force. There are questions over 
the amount of force that should have been used or was used in Rwanda, Bosnia or 
Somalia. It has been described as either too little or too much. Questions have centred 
on development of norms regarding the use of force and how these norms could be 
applied in practice. Then of course argues Findlay (2000) there is need to provide a 
basis for the use of force by the UN missions. It denotes the UN’s institutional 
response and what lessons for the future could be drawn on which type of force 
might be the most appropriate. This requires that the UN doctrine on the use of force 
be clearly articulated and clarified. The UN has used its enforcement powers to 
intervene in the intra-states conflicts through the interpretation of the criteria of 
threat or breach of peace. This interpretation in regards to internal conflicts has been 
criticized (Challenges Project: 2006). 

Peace operations face difficult and intimidating challenges in a turbulent security 
environment. Whilst many operations are still undertaken under Chapter VI of the 
UN mandate, almost all peace operations in recent times of post-cold war have been 
given Chapter VII peace enforcement mandate (Challenges Project: 2006). 

In recognition of the turbulent environment requiring complex peacekeeping 
operations with a multiplicity of tasks, UN resolutions have come  up with a now 
familiar formula that UN peacekeepers employ; “all necessary means” to carry out 
the respective mandates. 

It was increasingly becoming clear that peacekeepers needed to have the flexibility to 
use tactics and techniques to apply force as appropriate to the circumstances. 
Therefore UN missions required mandates that allowed them to apply proportional 
force when necessary. Most important, UN force must have that capability and troop 
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contributing countries should have the political will to transition this point. The 
increasing use of force may lead to more casualties; therefore there has to be 
adequate political will, which forms the resolve by troop contributing countries and 
body-politik to bear the human costs of military operations, as well as the will and 
capacity to absorb the financial burden arising out of those operations. Above all it is 
critical for member states to make available well prepared and equipped troops to be 
deployed in present day conditions which are increasingly dangerous. It is quite 
clear that the UN has not done well under such conditions. Lipson (2007) argues that 
in the wake of complex peacekeeping failures of the 1990s, the UN is widely viewed 
as institutionally incapable of managing military operations for peace enforcement. 
Lipson points out that the UN Security Council serves as the authorizer of the 
mission while regional organizations such as NATO, ECOWAS, the African Union 
(AU) or SADC play the role of action organizations. This of course is not a new 
practice. In the past the Korean War, Persian Gulf War, or the war in Afghanistan the 
UN subcontracted to “coalition of the willing and the able”. Doubts about the UN’s 
capability to undertake peace enforcement tasks have been raised within the corridor 
of the UN itself. Paris (1997) recalls quite an interesting event way back in 1992 that 
for the first time in the history of the UN the Security Council held its first summit 
since 1945 where all heads of states and governments were present. This summit 
tasked UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros Ghali to study ways of making the 
UN more effective in the security field. In response, still in 1992, Boutros Ghali 
produced a document titled An Agenda for Peace. One of the proposals contained 
in this document was the creation of peace enforcement units that could be sent 
with a UN mission to impose peace using coercive military force and these units 
were going to be more heavily armed than a normal peacekeeping force. In 1996, 
Boutros withdrew this proposal and argued that the UN simply lacked the capability 
to manage complex operations involving enforcement tasks. Boutros recommended 
that such operations be contracted out to multinational coalitions and regional 
agencies to run on behalf of the UN. He also emphasized that the UN was good at 
traditional peacekeeping and should be allowed to play that role (Lipson, 2007). 

UN delegation of the collective security burden to the regions is catered for in the 
UN Charter. Chapter VIII of the Charter authorizes the Security Council to delegate 
enforcement powers to, “regional arrangements or agencies”. The precise legal 
relationship between the UN and regional organizations remains unclear. The 
authority of regional arrangements to initiate coercive action and the procedure for 
the UN authorization of regional action requires further clarification and 
comprehension. 

VI. SHARED RESPONSIBILITY: UN/AU/SADC 

Over the past number of years based on experience in Africa, Europe and Asia there 
has been recognition that the UN and regional organization can be important 
partners in promoting peace and security. UN peacekeeping is seen as an 
indispensable tool with sufficient legitimacy and backed by the strength of its 185 
members, including the 53 members of the African Union, which in turn includes the 
15 SADC member states. The relationship between the three organizations is 
interlinked and symbiotic. According to Assistant General Hedi Annabi,  speaking at 
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the commemoration of 50 years of United Nations Peacekeeping commenting 
specifically to delegation of regional bodies, outlined the following types of 
cooperation; 

a) The Security council could authorize an action by member States, 
without any direct involvement by the UN on the ground that may be 
appropriate, especially when enforcement action was required 

b) A UN operation could be deployed sequentially with a a regional, 
sub-regional or multinational force, either because those 
arrangements had the capacity to establish a suitable environment for 
UN action or because immediate action was most easily taken by 
them rather than the UN 

c) A UN observer mission could be given a monitoring function 
alongside a regional or sub-regional force; and 

d) A UN operation could be deployed simultaneously with a 
multinational or regional force based on a clear division of labour 
and to optimize the comparative advantages of each operation 

 

UN:AU:SADC 

 

 

185: 53:15 

Since the 1990’s the UN has increasingly focused on the need to involve regional 
organizations in international peace and security issues. In 1992 UN Secretary 
General Boutros Boutros Ghali’s Agenda for Peace recommended increased 
participation in peacekeeping by regional organizations and the concept of “regional 
global security partnerships” was introduced. In 1993, the UN invited regional 
organization to study ways to strengthen their peacekeeping capacity and also 
improve their coordination with the UN (S/25184). This was followed in 1994 by a 
declaration by the General Assembly that regional arrangements or agencies dealing 
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with peace and security issues. There have been other UN initiatives to strengthen 
regional peacekeeping. It is interesting to note that in 1998, Kofi Annan’s efforts led 
to the adoption by the UN Security Council resolution 1197(1998) on the need for the 
UN to promote support for regional initiatives as well as issues or coordination 
between the UN and Africa. 

It was in 1998 that the SADC region got heavily involved in peace enforcement 
activities in the DRC and Lesotho. Troops from Angola, Namibia and Zimbabwe 
crossed into the DRC in August 1998 to assist the Kabila government. Meanwhile 
South Africa and Botswana entered Lesotho in September 1998, to assist the Lesotho 
government resolve the political and military impasse. These operations raised a 
wide range of debates and questions both within and beyond the region. However, 
in Botswana in particular, the Leader of Opposition and some of his fellow members 
of parliament raised several questions in parliament on the legality, constitutionality, 
consultative process and financial implication of Botswana’s involvement. These 
exchanges in parliament may be taken lightly on the surface. However, they could 
also be a sign of deeper tensions surrounding the decision-making process. If not 
resolved or addressed, they could adversely affect national support and consensus 
for peace support operations in future. 

The concept of African Peace Support Operation has been gathering momentum. The 
turning point in peacekeeping according to Berman and Sams (2000) was Somalia 
where United Nations peacekeeping operations proved ill equipped and unable to 
help restore the government and bring peace to Somalia. The UN peacekeepers 
withdrew and the five permanent members of the Council led by the US became 
increasingly reluctant to commit their troops or their money to United Nations 
peacekeeping efforts. In fact, President Clinton issued Presidential Decision Directive 
25 to confirm the American position on peace support operations especially in Africa: 
even the newly formed AFRICOM will not participate in peace support operation in 
Africa. 

Similar observations were made by Paris (1996) that the states and regional 
organizations that have the capacity to mount enforcement operations tend to be 
those from countries which are not interested in intervening in those parts of the 
world where help is needed most. Those with the capacity are mainly from 
developed countries whilst those crying for help are in developing countries. This is 
partly why today it is accepted that the AU should deploy first to open the possibility 
for UN follow-on multidimensional peace support operations (Cilliers, 2008). 

The African Union and SADC input in peace support operations comes through 
the article 13.1 of the Peace and Security Council which brings into existence the 
African Standby Force (ASF). The purpose of the ASF is to provide the African 
Union with capabilities to respond to conflicts through the deployment of 
peacekeeping forces and to undertake interventions pursuant to article 4(h) and 
(i) of the Constitutive Act in terms of which the AU was established. The ASF is 
intended for rapid deployment for a multiplicity of peace support operations. 
(Ciiliers. 2008) 

VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR SADC 
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The African Standby Force is a key institution for the implementation of the peace 
and security architecture in the African Union (See Annex 11). The ASF is 
decentralized into five brigades each located in each of the five sub-regions known 
sometimes as the RECs or Regional Economic Communities. (See Map Annex 111) 

SADC is putting together the SADC Brigade or SADCBRIG. In order to appreciate 
the SADC role and input in this setup, one has to revisit the envisaged role or tasks 
for the ASF which are reproduced below in Table 1. 

Table 1: ASF Mission Scenarios 
Mission Scenario 1: AU/Regional military advice to a political mission 

Mission Scenario 2: AU/Regional observer mission co-deployed with UN mission 

Mission Scenario 3: Stand-alone AU/Regional observer mission 

Mission Scenario 4: AU/Regional peacekeeping force for Chapter VI and preventive 
deployment missions 

Mission Scenario 5: AU peacekeeping force for multidimensional peacekeeping 
mission 

Mission Scenario 6:  AU intervention mission 

 

It is mission scenario 5 and mission scenario 6 that have significant implications for 
SADC. The AU constitutive act specifies that the AU has the right to intervene in 
member states against the commission of war crimes, genocide and crimes against 
humanity (AU 2000: Article 4 (h)). Intervention under Article 4(h) of the Constitutive 
Act implies the use of forcible measures by the AU in a member state against the 
commission of war crimes, crimes against humanity and genocide. However as 
observed by Aneme (2008), that it is not clear what kind of forcible measures are 
included under Article 4(h). Forcible measures under intervention can range from the 
use of economic and political sanctions to the use of military force. The power to pass 
the final decision under article 4(h) of the Constitutive Act remains with the AU 
assembly upon recommendation of the Peace and Security Council (AU 2000: Article 
4(h); AU 2002: Article 7(i) e). The assembly of the AU is the supreme decision-making 
body comprised of AU member heads of state and government. As observed by 
Aneme (2008), the ASF main organ carries out the Assembly decision in favour of 
military intervention and is accountable to the AU Peace and Security Council. In 
SADC the primary SADC institutions dealing with political and security cooperation 
are the summit and the Organ on Politics, Defence and Security (OPDS) (Osthuizen, 
2006). There are no formal lines of communication between SADC HQ in Gaborone, 
Botswana and AU HQ in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. There is still much work that 
requires to be done to harmonize issues of strategic command and control. 

The picture that is emerging today about trends in peacekeeping is as observed by 
Paris (1997), that the most common form of armed conflict in the world today is a 
state or civil war that is complex conflicts that are way beyond the capabilities of 
traditional peacekeepers. This means peace support operations are going to be 
undertaken in very dangerous conditions, this is already happening in Somalia, 
Darfur and eastern Congo. The first challenge for SADC will be political will in the 
face of mounting casualties and the availability of troops and equipped for combat. 
The issue of troop availability is playing itself in the current operations. Those 
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contingents currently deployed are finding it difficult to find those who can relieve 
them. This is a problem that has been with the U. N for decades and the question is 
how SADC going to handle that. Another picture emerging out of UN operations 
over the past decade is the UN has not done well in peace enforcement and has 
subcontracted their function to a coalition of the able and the willing. By so doing, 
there was a price to be paid by the UN which was the loss of the close control over 
these activities. 

The fact that the UN has to rely on lead-nations to put together a coalition of the 
willing has been acknowledged by the AU. The ASF Peace Support Operations 
doctrine does make room for the use of a lead-nation. The lead-nation concept 
presupposes the existence of stable and capable nations that can carry the military 
mission (Aneme, 2008). What does that mean in SADC? Is the lead nation Angola or 
South Africa or Zimbabwe. These are some of the questions that will confront SADC. 

One of the most enduring challenges in peacekeeping is the question of resources, 
the issue of sustainability, reimbursement and funding. Peace enforcement 
operations are expensive and to carry out an operation of this magnitude requires 
sustained funding and reports from Darfur are not encouraging. (Piiparinen: 2007) 

One area that SADC will have to deal with is the question of equipping. It is not in 
dispute that during the cold war western countries invested heavily in military 
equipment but for developing countries this did not happen. Today developing 
countries are caught in a situation where they are expected to deploy but do not have 
the requisite equipment. This is at a time when the situation is dangerous and those 
armies with the right equipment are reluctant to move in. 

This situation for SADC policy makers is the reality of the expectation. There is need 
for more investment in the early warning system. This will assist in giving decision 
makers an accurate picture of the situation ahead and what they are just about to 
embark on. If it is genocide then it must be clear that troops are going into a genocide 
situation therefore what type of equipment they should have with them. 

 

VIII. Conclusion 

Over the years there have been significant changes in peacekeeping. The UN has had 
its ups and downs but this has not lessened its legitimacy. The Cold War paralyzed 
the UN system initially but its departure in the 90’s unleashed a series of really 
dangerous intra state conflicts. Some expenses induced developed countries to 
retreat from peacekeeping in Africa. This trend was noticed by the African 
leadership.   

 

President festus Mogoe, addressing the General Assembly on 6thOctober 1998, raised 
the issue on African dilemma in peacekeeping as follows:  

“The African experiences in peacekeeping had been slightly 
different. In most cases, conflicts on the continent had 
smoldered to calamitous proportions due to international 
inertia, or perhaps due to African fatigue. African States 
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were willing to bear their fair share of peacekeeping 
operations on the continent, but they certainly lacked 
logistics and financial wherewithal. African problems, he 
noted, were problems of the international community and 
the organization. Conflicts should not be shirked for 
political expediency in any part of the world, and the 
African conflicts could not be left for them alone to solve” 
(Festus Mogae, 1998). 

 
 
The challenge is quite clear.  There are practical constraints that limited the ability of 
regional organizations to undertake peacekeeping, including planning, coordination, 
structural and financial limitations that are more serious than those faced by the UN 
(Annabi, 1998).  There is also the concern about the lesser degree of commitment and 
involvement by the international community.
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African Standby Forces 
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òbuild an integrated Africa, a prosperous and peaceful Africa, driven 
by itsown citizens and representing a dynamic force in the

international arenaó.
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African Peace and Security AgendaAfrican Peace and Security Agenda

òòI strongly believe that we cannot succeed toI strongly believe that we cannot succeed to

implement our regional political, Peace and securityimplement our regional political, Peace and security

agenda without linking up with the continentalagenda without linking up with the continental

political, peace and security agenda, Hence, in thepolitical, peace and security agenda, Hence, in the

implementation of SIPO, SADC will align itsimplementation of SIPO, SADC will align its

political, peace and security agenda with that of the political, peace and security agenda with that of the 

African Union.  Particular emphasis will be in theAfrican Union.  Particular emphasis will be in the

areas of Standby Force, Democracy, human rights,areas of Standby Force, Democracy, human rights,

good governance and the fight against corruption.  Wegood governance and the fight against corruption.  We

will do so with a strong conviction that the politicalwill do so with a strong conviction that the political

and security agendas of the SADC and the Africanand security agendas of the SADC and the African

Union are not mutually exclusive.  For a peaceful,Union are not mutually exclusive.  For a peaceful,

stable and prosperous Southern Africa.stable and prosperous Southern Africa.óó

05 August 2004: 05 August 2004: RtRt Honourable Honourable 

PakalithaPakalithaBethuelBethuelMosisiliMosisili(MP), (MP), 

Prime Minister of the Kingdom of Prime Minister of the Kingdom of 

Lesotho and the Chairperson of Lesotho and the Chairperson of 

the Organ and Politics, Defence the Organ and Politics, Defence 

and Security Cooperation.and Security Cooperation.
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SADC VISIONSADC VISION

SADC COUNTRIES

Angola Namibia

Botswana South Africa

Lesotho Seychelles

Madagascar  Swaziland

Malawi Tanzania

Mauritius Zambia

Mozambique Zimbabwe

ÂÂ òòThe SADC vision is one of a common future, a future in a regionaThe SADC vision is one of a common future, a future in a regional l 

community that will ensure economic wellcommunity that will ensure economic well--being, improvement of the being, improvement of the 

standards of living and quality of life, freedom and social juststandards of living and quality of life, freedom and social justice and peace ice and peace 

and security for peoples and the historical and cultural affinitand security for peoples and the historical and cultural affinities that exist ies that exist 

between the peoples of Southern Africabetween the peoples of Southern Africaóó

SADC STANDBY FORCESADC STANDBY FORCE
Historical  launch of the SADC Brigade was on 17 August 2007, Lusaka, Zambia.
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OperationalisationOperationalisationof ASFof ASF

ÂÂ Phase IIIPhase III: (2009) proposes an : (2009) proposes an 
Exercise JOINT BRIGADES to Exercise JOINT BRIGADES to 
validate the procedures of the ASF, validate the procedures of the ASF, 
including the Continental Peace and including the Continental Peace and 
Security Architecture, including the Security Architecture, including the 
ASF.ASF.

ÂÂ Phase IIPhase II: (2007, 2008) proposes : (2007, 2008) proposes 
Consolidation of ASF Tools and Consolidation of ASF Tools and 
Concept of Operations, identification Concept of Operations, identification 
of capacities for deployment in the of capacities for deployment in the 
interim period prior to 2010 and interim period prior to 2010 and 
Capability Development.Capability Development.

ÂÂ Phase IPhase I: (2003 to 2006) has : (2003 to 2006) has 
successfully provided the baseline successfully provided the baseline 
documentation Tools.documentation Tools.

 

DARFURDARFUR

Where is the African Standby Force?Where is the African Standby Force?

òòÍÍff countries such as South Africa, Nigeria and Ghana countries such as South Africa, Nigeria and Ghana 

are willing to provide civilian police in large numbers, are willing to provide civilian police in large numbers, 

why can other countries not follow suit? This calls into why can other countries not follow suit? This calls into 

question whether there is sufficient political will among question whether there is sufficient political will among 

AU member states to see the end of the crisis in Darfur.  AU member states to see the end of the crisis in Darfur.  

Where is the African Standby Force that is building five Where is the African Standby Force that is building five 

SubSub--Regional Brigades? Could part of this force not have Regional Brigades? Could part of this force not have 

been deployed in Darfur?been deployed in Darfur?óó((AnyidohoAnyidoho: 2006, 160): 2006, 160)

 


