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Abstract 

Literature on peace operations has revealed that since the end of the Cold war, especially since the 

early 2000s, there has been a rapid increase in the number of peacekeeping missions around the 

world, accompanied by an increase in multidimensionality. This development is said to have led 

to the most prominent organization involved in peacekeeping, the UN, along with others like the 

AU and EU, to experience an overstretch of their resources, thereby making cooperation between 

these three organizations necessary in this endeavor. However, the asymmetry of resources 

between these three organizations and the impact it has on convergence and divergence in their 

cooperation has not been thoroughly analyzed. This study therefore, utilizing resource exchange 

theory, attempts to understand the implications and actual impact of resource asymmetry between 

the UN, AU, and EU in their emerging trilateral cooperation nexus in peace operations in Africa. 

This study is based on Somalia as a case study, whereby, the goal is to understand how resource 

asymmetry - owing to assumed resource scarcity - has affected convergence and divergence 

between the UN, AU, and EU, as well as the roles and functions the organizations are playing in 

the operation. The findings reveal that resource asymmetry has both an enhancing and an impeding 

effect on convergence and cooperation as it can lead to efficient division of labor and avoidance 

of duplication and competition, whilst at the same time provoking divergence and invoking 

challenges by reinforcing dependence, capacity substitution, and mutual suspicion. The study also 

concludes that resource scarcity and asymmetry, leading to the leveraging of comparative 

advantages between the three studied organizations, is not the only influence in determining 

convergence and divergence in cooperation. Other factors such as political, historical, and 

economic factors play significant roles in determining convergence and divergence in multilateral 

peace operations. 

Key words: Peace operations, resource asymmetry, Somalia, cooperation, international 

organization, conflict, UN, AU, EU 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 

Sub-Saharan Africa is host to almost half of the world’s “highly violent” conflicts (Conflict 

Barometer, 2015), with 9 of 16 United Nations (UN) peacekeeping missions deployed in the 

continent (UNDPKO, 2017), comprising “approximately 80 percent of all blue helmets” deployed 

in the world (Boutellis and Williams, 2013, p.1). These peacekeeping missions are characterized 

by a high level of multidimensionality, hybridization, and interinstitutional cooperation, involving 

the UN, African Union (AU), and the European Union (EU) – a testament to the declaration that 

the AU and EU are currently considered the most important UN partners in peacekeeping (ZIF, 

2015). Furthermore, the UN April 2015 report titled “Partnering for Peace: moving towards 

Partnership Peacekeeping” established the engagement of regional powers in peacekeeping as the 

norm, rather than the exception (ibid). These expressed willingness and appetite for UN-regional 

organizational cooperation in peace operations can be argued to be motivated by the increase in 

peace operations and the resource strain experienced by international organizations (IOs) that 

carryout such operations, leading to “overstretch” and exposing the resource limitations of these 

IOs (Brosig, 2010, p.327). Given that “capacity limits and symptoms of overstretch affect all major 

IOs” making cooperation necessary and inducing resource pooling and burden sharing (ibid, 

p.329), understanding divergence and convergence experienced during cooperation owing to 

resource asymmetries is imperative and urgent. Suggesting an increase in interdependence 

between the three IOs, Tardy (2014) paints a picture of increased institutionalization of this UN-

AU-EU desire for more cooperation over the last two decades in the form of several UN-EU, UN-

AU, and EU-AU partnership declarations and committees.  

Furthermore, in light of this increased interdependence between the UN, AU, and EU, Yamashita 

(2012) points out the possibility of “tensions” arising between the UN and regional organizations 

as they attempt to secure resources from their constituent states. He points out the severe 

limitations in human and material resource availability in the UN and AU missions in Darfur and 

Somalia as examples and suggests the increased multidimensionality of recent peace operations 

are more resource-demanding. Also, as a response to the growing demand for peace operations 

experienced after the Cold-War, former UN Secretary General Koffi Anan, in a statement to 
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representatives of regional organizations, highlighted the necessity of pooling resources as key to 

UN-regional organization cooperation in peace operations, stating thus: 

[. . .] the international community’s vision of global security should be one that 

draws on the resources and legitimacy of a network of effective and mutually 

reinforcing multilateral mechanisms – regional and global – that are flexible 

and responsive to our rapidly changing and integrating world. (Yamashita, 

2012, p.175) 

This message speaks volumes as to the important role of resources in determining the future of 

global security. Therefore, cooperation between these organizations in the context of African peace 

operations is the focus of this study. The aim is to determine how divergence and convergence in 

multilateral cooperation occurs as a result of asymmetry in resource endowment, and by extension 

the challenges facing such cooperation. Organisations and institutions differ in values, policies, 

culture, financial and technical capacity, experience, and political inclination and agenda. The UN, 

AU, and EU are no exceptions to this reality and this inevitably has an impact on their prospects 

for cooperation. This point is buttressed by Tardy (2014, p.108): 

Partnerships are … about hierarchical and asymmetrical relations between 

institutions that have different capacities, institutional weight, and political clout. 

Therefore, given these differences, Tardy further posits that “Hybridity … brings together actors 

whose positions, constraints, and strategic visions are inevitably different” (ibid, p.109). As such, 

how these organizations cooperate and coordinate coherently in the face of such institutional 

resource differences and asymmetries in the context of peace operations in Africa is the raison 

d'être of this study. However, it should be noted that the challenges facing multilateral cooperation 

are enormous and present severe challenges and interinstitutional cooperation should not be 

regarded as a panacea for the challenges posed by conflict and insecurity. This point is backed by 

Tardy’s (2014, p.113) assertion that “[b]y nature, hybridity creates—or merely reflects—

institutional dependency that is difficult to square with the autonomy of organizations.” This 

assertion indirectly clashes with the notion of leveraging “comparative advantages” which has 

been widely heralded as the hallmark of interinstitutional cooperation – in the face of resource 
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asymmetries (UN Security Council (UNSC) Report, 2015, p.3; ZIF, 2015, p.1). Further elaborating 

his caution, Tardy (2014, p.114) contends that: 

… rather than drawing on the comparative advantages of various peacekeeping actors 

to maximize coherence and impact, hybridity would merely reflect a new form of 

Northern domination by which Northern states and institutions would by and large 

dictate the rules of the crisis management game to the rest of the world while 

subcontracting a large chunk of it to states and institutions of the Global South. 

1.2. SOMALIA AS CASE STUDY 

The initiation of the military campaign in 2006 by Al-Shabaab to take control of the state and 

establish sharia law in Somalia saw the intervention of the AU, EU, UN, United States of America 

(USA), and regional powers like Ethiopia and Kenya on the side of the Federal Government of 

Somalia (FGS) (Conflict Barometer, 2015). The AU mission, known as the AU Mission to Somalia 

(AMISOM), operated in concert with UN and EU efforts. AMISOM is characterized by a robust 

use of military force against the Al-Shabaab insurgency, the method of which some in academic 

circles have described as falling “somewhere between peace enforcement and war” (Gelot et al, 

2012). The UN and EU have limited their involvement in Somalia to financial and logistical 

support to both AMISOM and the FGS (ibid), as well as capacity building activities and missions 

incorporated with the specialised UN and EU missions to Somalia, including; United Nations 

Support Office for AMISOM (UNSOA)/United Nations Support Office in Somalia (UNSOS), EU 

Training Mission (EUTM) Somalia, EU Maritime Capacity Building Mission (EUCAP 

Nestor/Somalia), and the EU Naval Force Somalia (EU NAVFOR (Atalanta)). It is within this 

context and manifestation of differing inputs in cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU towards 

achieving peace, stability, and security in Somalia and the anticipated resource demands of the 

mission that this study explores the impact of resource asymmetry on convergence and divergence 

in multilateral cooperation in peace operations. 

 

1.3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVE AND QUESTIONS 

The research objective is to determine the impact of resource asymmetry on UN, AU, and EU 

cooperation in African peace operations and the resultant challenges they face in the trilateral 

cooperation nexus. 
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The indicators for the achievement of this objective would come in the form of practical 

recommendations, discussions, and conclusions based on the findings and analysis of data obtained 

during the study. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Main question: How does resource asymmetry influence divergence and convergence in UN-AU-

EU cooperation in peace operations in Somalia? 

Subsidiary question: How do the peace and security cooperation strategies of the UN, AU, and EU 

diverge and /or converge? 

1.4. RELEVANCE 

Africa is widely regarded as the most conflict-prone region in the world (Conflict Barometer, 

2015) with majority of UN peacekeeping missions deployed there. These conflicts exacerbate an 

already plagued continent suffering endemic poverty, health challenges, and natural and man-made 

environmental disasters. As such, the UN and more recently, the EU, alongside the AU, have 

become prominent actors in peace and security efforts in Africa as they are heavily involved in 

current peace operations in several African countries constituting an emerging UN-AU-EU 

trilateral peace cooperation nexus (ZIF, 2015). Understanding the divergences and convergences 

in the cooperation between these organisations resulting from differences in institutional resource 

endowment is the subject of this research. This is important because these three organizations, in 

my opinion, represent the most capable institutions that can feasibly provide long-term sustainable 

solutions to the realization of peace and security in the African continent. Why? 

First and foremost, the UN identifies the AU and EU as its “closest partners” with regards to 

peacekeeping efforts (UNSC Report, 2015, p.1). The AU on its part operates within its turf and 

has undisputed legitimacy on the African continent, as well as cultural and political familiarity, 

and is heavily involved in the struggle for impacting sustainable peace and security in Africa with 

varying levels of success, with ongoing peace operations in several countries. The AU has widely 

been acclaimed for possessing the willingness and propensity to deploy troops to environments 

where other international actors like the EU and UN are reluctant to do so, such as in Somalia, 

Burundi and Darfur (Gelot et al, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 2013; Tardy, 2014).    However, 

as a prelude to the heart of the issue of concern in this study, several weaknesses and challenges 
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have been associated with the efforts made by the AU and its Regional Economic Communities 

(RECs), mostly related to capacity, resources, coordination, and technical competence (Annan, 

2014). The UN on its part possesses the legitimate prerogative through “the legal centrality of the 

Security Council” (Tardy, 2014, p.98) as an impartial international body bestowed with the 

primary responsibility for realizing international peace and security, representing the international 

community, and endowed with considerable resources. Meanwhile, the EU possesses potent 

financial resources and supports AU peace operations through the African Peace Facility (APF), 

and has close historical affiliation and geographic proximity to the African continent. 

Prioritizing this study is therefore necessary given the argument that the UN, AU, and EU are 

arguably the three most prominent organizations involved in promoting peace and security in 

Africa and depict the growing trend of organizations operating in “dense institutional spaces” and 

experiencing overlap of responsibilities with other organizations operating in the same space 

(Brosig and Motsamai, 2014; Gest and Grigorescu, 2010). Furthermore, as the former UN 

Secretary-General’s (Ban Ki Moon) 2nd September 2015 report notes that “the UN needed to 

move away from improvisation in the manner in which it worked with regional organizations, and 

that it needed to build on its experience to establish standing arrangements and procedures which 

can be applied flexibly when operations are sequenced or parallel” (ZIF, 2015, p.4), this study is 

going to explore this trilateral cooperation in a more institutionalized sense and proffer policy 

recommendations conducive to establishing a more permanent, predictable, but yet flexible and 

adaptive trilateral cooperation framework which takes into account differences in resource 

endowment. As we shall see later in this chapter and more in-depth in the next chapter, this quest 

is also necessary because the explored related literature does not exclusively study the trilateral 

cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU as an institutionalized framework, but rather studies 

UN-EU, UN-AU, and AU-EU collaboration separately and only seems to address trilateral UN-

AU-EU partnership in an ad hoc, sporadic manner.  

Furthermore, given that organisations differ in values, capacity, experience, modalities of 

operation and “culture”, it is therefore necessary to both understand and find ways in which 

cooperation across these differences can be fostered in order to realize coherence, 

complementarity, and the amplification of leveraging comparative advantages, whilst avoiding 

duplication, competition and overlapping within interinstitutional policy implementation and 
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processes in the context of peace operations in Africa. Furthermore, modern peace operations are 

typically multifunctional and highly integrated between civilian, military, and police staff working 

in concert (Folke Bernadotte Academy, 2017). This fact renders these operations complex and 

more resource-demanding, necessitating the need for more efficient cooperation between IOs. 

Therefore, this study can contribute to building knowledge and practice in policy processes and 

implementation and the various theoretical perspectives that guide and shape peace, security, and 

development cooperation policy between institutions that differ in resource endowment. Further, 

this study especially holds high stakes for future practice and policy in peace operations in Africa, 

given the priority and importance placed by the UN in its trilateral cooperation with the AU and 

EU going into the future. It also holds promise in terms of generalizability of the concept of 

multilateral cooperation in peace operations in other regions of the world. 

Furthermore, with regards to the explored literature, this study is innovative in including the study 

of divergence and convergence in peace operation cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU in 

Africa owing to resource asymmetry. Also, this study strengthens the notion of mutual dependence 

as a positive aspect for cooperation and seeks ways in which the AU can compensate for its 

financial dependence on the UN and EU while improving its position within the trilateral 

cooperation as a more or less equal partner by leveraging on its “comparative advantages”, since 

this has been identified as a pertinent problem in the explored literature. 

1.5. STATE OF THE DEBATE ON THE COOPERATION NEXUS 

As elaborated further in the next chapter, the prominent literature on this topic asserts that UN-AU 

cooperation has seen both successes and challenges since the establishment of peace and security 

coordination in 2006 (Boutellis and Williams, 2013; Charbonneau, 2015, citing Boulden, 2013). 

Also, the literature emphasizes the heavy financial dependence of the AU on the UN, EU, and 

other international partners (Gelot et al, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 2013; Rein, 2015). 

Furthermore, several challenges to AU collaboration with the UN and EU are identified, revolving 

around issues ranging from; strategic; political relations; organization; internal AU matters; 

“Capacity crisis”; differing operational “cultures”; institutional; and “ambiguity and confusion 

over responsibilities caused by overlapping roles” (Gelot et al, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 2013; 

Rein, 2015). In addition, the identification of achieving complementarity in peace operations 

cooperation by leveraging institutional comparative advantages is a perpetual theme in the 
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literature and has implicitly and explicitly been advanced as a possible measure towards enhancing 

cooperation in the field (Boutellis and Williams, 2013; Brosig, 2014). This recognition of 

comparative advantages as crucial in peace support cooperation has also led to a recognition of a 

mutual dependence within the UN-AU-EU “nexus” (Gelot et al, 2012; Boutellis and Williams, 

2013; Brosig, 2014). 

However, several gaps in knowledge remain in light of this vibrant debate, mostly related to an 

almost exclusive focus on tangible resources and the lack of exploration of the relationship 

between resource asymmetry and convergence and divergence in cooperation. We return to this 

issue in more detail in the next chapter. 

1.6. Thesis Structure 

Following this introductory first chapter, the second chapter presents the theoretical framework 

which guides the analysis of the findings of this study. The theoretical framework is presented in-

depth, and includes an explanation of the theory background, exposition of concepts, and its 

justification and applicability for this study. Key in the presentation of the theoretical framework 

is a justification of how its constituent concepts and elements are related to the study objective, by 

showing what resources are typically sought by IOs in cooperation, and also the factors that induce, 

necessitate, or discourage exchange of scarce resources between cooperating IOs. Preceding the 

theoretical framework in the second chapter is an in-depth review of related literature, whereby 

contributions related to this topic are presented, alongside gaps in knowledge. Most important in 

this section, is a presentation of how this study seeks to fill in these identified gaps in the debate 

on IO cooperation in peace operations in relation to the experience of resource asymmetry. 

Subsequently, in the third chapter, the methodological bases of this study are presented along with 

justification and applicability for this study. This section also includes consideration of ethical 

principles in the study, as well as the limitations and delimitations. The core of the methodology 

chapter includes a presentation of the study design, analytical tool, data sources, and a clarification 

of the approach to theory application. The overarching orientation in this chapter would be in 

relating each chosen method, design, tool, and ethical consideration to how it facilitates meeting 

the study objective. 

The fourth chapter is the results chapter and it constitutes a descriptive layout of the findings of 

the study, with very limited analysis where necessary. We should note that it presents findings that 
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are necessary to help answer the research question in the subsequent chapter where analysis of 

these findings is carried out. In other words, the findings are not barely a random assortment of 

topic-related data, but are relevant as per the objectives of this study. 

Furthermore, in the fifth chapter, data analysis is carried out and it features an in-depth and 

systematic application of the theoretical framework in making sense of the data presented in the 

fourth chapter. It also encompasses an assessment of the limits of the applicability of the theoretical 

framework for the study in as much as a justification for its suitability for the study is made. 

Worthy of note is that, analysis is not limited to the confines of the theoretical framework, but also 

tackled from different angles and considering the explanations of various factors that do not feature 

in the theoretical framework. This chapter also features a presentation of the unique findings of 

this study. 

Lastly, in the sixth chapter, a summary and conclusion of the overall findings of this study, along 

with a set of practical recommendations are presented. The study results are presented in a general 

context in this section, alongside answers to the research questions, that is, in the general context 

of peace operations in Africa and beyond. 
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL/ANALYTICAL/FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter is divided into two major parts, one preoccupied with presenting the literature review, 

and the other concerned with presenting the theoretical framework of the study. The literature 

review identifies major trends and discussions by various scholars, as well as alternative theoretical 

frameworks used in related studies in order to portray as comprehensive a picture as possible of 

the contributions that have been made on related topics. The articles included in the literature 

review are those that feature examination of UN, AU, and EU activities and policies related to 

peace operations in Africa, as well as theoretical frameworks that have been utilized in analysis. 

Ultimately, the knowledge gaps and weaknesses of the reviewed literature are identified and 

explanations of how this study fills in those gaps are presented. It should be noted that the literature 

review precedes the theoretical framework so that the framework is shown to be clearly appropriate 

for the knowledge gaps the study seeks to fill. 

2.2. Literature Review 

Rein (2015, p.270) asserts the necessity of a trilateral cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU 

in peace operations in Africa, dubbed the “AU-EU-UN nexus”. He affirms that the UN is 

“unwilling” to commit the necessary resources to tackle all the crises in the world, especially 

following the increase in peacekeeping in the 2000s, thereby necessitating the formation of 

partnerships with regional organizations (ibid, p.272). He makes the case for the relevance of a 

UN-AU-EU cooperation network by pointing out the existence of an inextricably intertwined 

relationship between the EU, UN and AU. The study also sets out to portray the unique 

contributions that each institution can bring into the cooperation “nexus” going into the future. 

However, despite pointing out possible pathways through which cooperation between the UN, AU, 

and EU can take, and in pointing out the severe material resource gaps compelling the AU to 

remain dependent on external support, Rein fails to point out the intangible resource base and input 

that the AU can bring to bear in the cooperation. To corroborate further, he fails in this regard 

more so because he acknowledges the lack of expertise in “African affairs” on issues of “culture, 

history, development, and visionary enthusiasm” on the part of EU staff tasked with EU-AU 
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cooperation. Thereby, depriving his study of a comprehensive resource picture concerning 

cooperation in peace operations between the UN, AU, and EU. 

Brosig (2014) explores two important theoretical frameworks – Niche selection and Resource 

exchange theory - centered around EU peacekeeping in Africa, in collaboration with the UN. He 

also presents an evolutionary picture of cooperation between the EU and the UN, leading to an 

“interlocking peacekeeping architecture” centered around aspects of “resource pooling” (ibid, 

p.74). This study is important because it provides a reliable theoretical framework upon which 

multilateral cooperation in peace operations can properly be studied, as well as a model policy 

evolutionary narrative which can guide and suggest recommendations for enhancing cooperation. 

Also inherent in his conceptualization of resource pooling is the implication that institutional 

resource endowments are typically asymmetrical, thereby necessitating the pooling of resources 

as part of leveraging comparative advantages. Remarkably, Brosig (2014, p.77) posits that 

resource complementarity entails a difference in resources, resources which are “mutually re-

enforcing.” Therefore, “… sameness may hinder deeper cooperation while institutional diversity 

can be enriching” (ibid). Overall, Brosig (2014) makes the case for resource dependency and 

exchange between organizations in the same policy field as cooperation-enhancing. However, his 

study fails to make an explicit link between UN-EU cooperation forms and asymmetry in different 

resource types. He usefully acknowledges the impact of resource scarcity in influencing 

organizations to forge partnerships that seek to manage these scarce resources and make maximum 

value of the available resources by embracing the “resource dependency approach” that:  

… any action and therewith also interaction of any organization requires 

activation of resources. As resources in principle are finite goods organizations 

are operating under resource scarcity. This forces them to act in a way that 

economizes their use of resources. In such an environment interaction with other 

organizations primarily serves the purpose of resource procurement or supply. 

Thus international organization interaction operates under the assumption of 

effective pooling of individual capabilities. (ibid, p.76) 

This proclamation however, is as far as Brosig’s (2014) study goes in establishing a link between 

resource availability and interinstitutional cooperation. 
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In addition to the aforementioned theoretical duo presented by Brosig (2014), Brosig (2010) in a 

study seeking the determinants of three cooperation types between IOs in peace operations – 

sequential, parallel and integrated – adopts rational institutionalism and social institutionalism as 

his analytical frameworks. In the application of this framework, the forms IO cooperation takes in 

peace operations is linked to; institutional capacity limitations and “overstretch”; “individual actor 

preferences”; “legitimacy pull”; and host countries to peace operations (ibid, p.329). The 

theoretical underpinning of this study exposes certain limitations of Brosig’s (2014) framework 

whereby it usefully accounts for non-resource determinants of cooperation forms like the interests 

of host countries and “peacekeeping lead-states” in shaping the type of cooperation that IOs form. 

Also, Brosig’s (2010, p.329) theoretical approach crucially takes into account the influence 

“powerful actors outside IOs” play in influencing forms of IO cooperation. Nonetheless, Brosig’s 

(2010) study does not establish the impact of resource asymmetry on cooperation forms except for 

a broad acknowledgement of the influence of “operational needs” in determining cooperation type 

(ibid, p.329). Also, Brosig’s (2010) institutionalism framework assigns too strong a role on factors 

external to the involved IOs, such as UNSC members for example, thereby considerably 

undermining internal or inter-IO factors as forces that influence forms of cooperation. These 

critiques justify the theoretical framework selected for this study, as it attempts to address the 

impact of resource asymmetry on IO cooperation as well as account for both external and internal 

factors influencing IO cooperation. 

Furthermore, the tendency for the UN-AU-EU partnership to develop into a donor-beneficiary 

relationship is highlighted as a challenge in peace support cooperation (Gelot et al, 2012, p.11). 

Gelot et al (2012) point to several shortcomings of the cooperation, including; a low level of 

political commitment by many AU member states to African Peace operations and a seeming 

unwillingness to contribute to the AU Peace Fund, the “short-termism” and “self-interest” of the 

AU’s partners, as well as the continuing need to build a “shared strategic vision” between the UN, 

AU, and EU and other partners. Gelot et al (2012) highlight several unique enabling roles that 

could be played by the AU and its regional organizations, including the AU’s ability to increase 

the political legitimacy of external interventions (ibid, citing de Coning and Kasumba, 2010, p.61). 

The highlight of this report is the assertion that despite the AU possessing other types of resources, 

such as legitimacy, its lack of economic resources renders it dependent on external resources to be 

able to sustain its deployments. Despite these revealing circumstances and resource gaps 
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hampering cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU, the disparity in their respective resource 

endowments and the impact it has on convergence or divergence in peace operation cooperation 

was not addressed. Filling this gap is one of the goals of this study. 

Boutellis and Williams (2013) present the pros and cons of the AU-UN, and the AU-EU 

partnership in a case study of the “AMISOM experience” since 2007. Resource dependence on the 

part of the AU on the UN is asserted to pose a hindrance to effective cooperation between the two 

organizations because of the danger of “capacity substitution” rather than capacity building (ibid, 

p.19). This reveals a new dimension for the consequences of institutional dependence in IO 

cooperation. Based on their study, several practical recommendations for the AU, UN and their 

respective security organs are proposed drawing from the “AMISOM experience”. This article is 

very instrumental with case-specific lessons to be learnt with wider implications for similar 

cooperation in other contexts. However, a detailed linkage between resource asymmetry and the 

challenges experienced between the UN and AU in their cooperation is not put forth. 

Yamashita (2012) in his study of UN cooperation with regional organizations in peacekeeping lays 

emphasis on the “practical” issues of cooperation, that is, resource allocation and availability. He 

makes the case for two variants of UN-regional cooperation; ‘Partnering’ and ‘Subcontracting’. 

Apparently, the model of cooperation the UN decides to pursue with its regional partners is largely 

dependent on the resource endowment and independence of the regional organization. This excerpt 

drawing from an observation of the UN’s cooperative approach to the EU is illustrative: 

Given the EU’s ability to mount independent operations, progress in the EU-UN 

institutional partnership would have been difficult if the UN leadership had 

approached the EU with the sub-contracting model as the general framework. 

The partnering model, which respects the autonomy of regional organisations 

as peacekeeping actors, thus offered an opportunity for the UN to access EU 

resources. (Yamashita, 2012, p.182) 

 He creates a picture of what I term “partnership convenience” whereby organizations find it 

necessary to enter cooperative relationships with each other largely owing to the possibilities of 

access to otherwise inaccessible resources in the resource bases of each other. He demonstrates 

this by the assertion that the AU, gratefully, regards UN authorisation for peace operations as an 
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opportunity to obtain resource support from the UN. Also, he points to the AU’s comparative 

advantages vis-à-vis the UN in; proximity, cultural understanding, historical affiliation, and 

knowledge of African conflict situations, as well as “political will” in addressing these problems, 

thereby, painting a picture of cooperation between the UN and AU revolving around mutual 

exchanges of resources – tangible and intangible. Further buttressing the importance of resource 

considerations in UN-regional cooperation in peace operations is the revelation that: 

The participation of regional organisations into peacekeeping would increase 

the overall pie of resources and add at least an option for the UN. (ibid, p.176) 

Yamashita (2012) however, confines his analysis of past, present, and prospective UN-regional 

cooperation in peace operations exclusively to resources and does not take account of other factors 

not related to resources, such as, organizational compatibilities or incompatibilities, and political 

interests. His emphasis on resources as the main determinant of UN-regional cooperation is 

manifested to the extent that, rightly or wrongly, institutional desire for autonomy is closely tied 

to resource endowment. 

Given the identified gaps in the related literature, which can be summarized as; a lack of 

accounting for intangible resources and the impact on cooperation; lack of consideration of non-

resource related factors on cooperation; and an absence of establishing clear links between 

resource disparity and convergence, divergence, and cooperation forms, this study sets out to fill 

those knowledge gaps and establish a more comprehensive understanding of convergence and 

divergence within multilateral cooperation in peace operations and the impact of resource disparity 

between the cooperating organizations, alongside the interplay with other non-resource related 

factors. Thereby, providing understanding free from the confines of resources as a determinant of 

cooperation in peace operations and taking account of other factors that have an impact on the 

allocation and use of unevenly distributed resources. Crucial to this contribution is the provision 

of a complete resource picture of the UN, AU, and EU in the case study. Constituent to this 

contribution is a presentation of how convergence and divergence reflect resource disparity. In 

addition to convergence and divergence experienced within cooperation, more directly, challenges 

and “successes” would also be presented along with their connection to resource asymmetry in 

cooperation, rendering this study contradictory to most positions encountered in the related 
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literature in the sense that resource asymmetry and disparity has mostly been implied to be 

negatively correlated with cooperation outcome quality. 

2.3. Resource Exchange Theory as Theoretical Framework 

The origins of resource exchange theory, its applications and constituent concepts and elements 

are presented in the following sections. The applicability of the theory for this study and the 

justification and relevance of its application follow later in the chapter. 

2.4. Background 

2.4.1. Enabling and Discouraging Factors in Exchange Theory 

Resource exchange theory was developed by organizational theorists and has been applied in inter-

organizational analysis by International Relations scholars (Brosig, 2014). Gest and Grigorescu 

(2010) are credited as the first scholars to use resource exchange theory in the study of IO 

‘interplay’ (Brosig and Motsamai, 2014). Gest and Grigorescu (2010) contend that IOs have 

witnessed an expansion in their responsibilities and tasks, sometimes leading to overlap with those 

of other IOs, causing duplication and on occasion leading to ‘turf wars’. But in other cases, this 

overlap has enabled IOs to get together and cooperate to achieve common goals. The main goal of 

this pioneering study by Gest and Grigorescu (2010) is to investigate the factors that enhance IO 

cooperation by determining “what makes international organizations more likely to engage in 

collaborative behavior” (ibid, p.54). However, it should be noted that cooperation between IOs is 

not a panacea and several challenges emanate from IO cooperation. For instance, Yakhlef et al 

(2015, p.16) in their study on police, coast guard, and border guard cooperation from several Baltic 

sea states against cross-border crime, assert that “misunderstandings or complications” emerge due 

to the differing “focus, legislation, mandates, and working methods” of the involved organizations. 

Buttressing this view, a 2005 joint report by the U.S Committee on Strengthening U.S. and Russian 

Cooperative Nuclear Nonproliferation Development and the National Research Council revealed 

that legal, organizational, and national political interests remain obstacles to US-Russian 

cooperation on nuclear non-proliferation efforts. Later in this chapter, I present how exchange 

theory and its concepts and variables attempt to understand these common IO cooperation 

obstacles. 
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Given the focus of their study, on exploring the interactions of IOs in anti-corruption efforts, Gest 

and Grigorescu (2010) utilized organizational theory and some of its tenets as a springboard to 

mold the building blocks of exchange theory by generating several hypotheses and subjecting them 

to rigorous testing. Worthy of note is that the test results also reveal which organizations are more 

likely to be approached by other organizations for cooperation purposes and possibly occupy 

central positions in the cooperation network (ibid). Further, the tests reveal the possible 

‘exchanges’ of resources between IOs. 

Several variables of exchange theory are generated based on organization theory premises. In Gest 

and Grigorescu’s (2010) study, an implied variable and resource craved by IOs is predictability 

and the avoidance of uncertainty, achievable by a tendency to avoid competition for scarce 

resources. This premise is generated by the organization theory logic that, in order to maintain 

operational autonomy and minimize dependence, organizations typically avoid collaboration with 

other organizations. But, due to the inability to internally generate all goal-necessary resources, 

organizations are compelled to enter into cooperation to achieve their goals. This leads to the 

argument that organizations often need to collaborate with each other (ibid, p.55). It is worth noting 

that predictability is an intangible resource. The relevance and inclusion of intangible resources in 

exchange theory would be explored later in this chapter.  

Further, according to Gest and Grigorescu (2010), scholars concur that organizations mostly seek 

financial and informational resources, as well as prestige – another intangible resource. 

Expertise is also identified as a highly-coveted resource for IOs (ibid, p.68). In addition to the 

aforementioned variables/factors developed by exchange theory with reference to organization 

theory premises, a ‘discouraging factor’ - difference in organizational/bureaucratic culture - is 

also asserted to have an influence on cooperation or non-cooperation between organizations.  

2.4.2. Modelling Resource Exchange 

Brosig and Motsamai (2014, p.47), in further developing exchange theory “explore the conditions 

that drive resource exchange” between organizations by laying out a “functional logic of resource 

complementarity” driven by “resource scarcity”. They develop three “intervening variables” that 

determine the likelihood of resource exchange between institutions. These include; 

congruence/compatibility of (security) concepts/policies, institutional match, and strife for 

institutional autonomy. The main premise of their argument is that resource scarcity primarily 
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drives inter-institutional cooperation, whilst cautioning that the concept of resource scarcity alone 

cannot fully explain the varying degrees of inter-institutional cooperation. Apart from scarce 

resources, the “common interaction profit”, which in my words, at least partly includes the goal of 

filling internal resource gaps, is regarded, perhaps on a par with resource scarcity, as the trigger 

for resource exchange (ibid, p.48).  

Asymmetry between IOs is presented in Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014, p.48) conceptualization as 

important in resource exchange, leading to a demand and supply dynamic triggered by resource 

availability on the part of one organization and resource gaps on the part of the other. Demand 

and supply of resources is identified as an independent variable, influencing the aforementioned 

intervening variables. The dependent variable in their study is “cooperative security” (ibid, p.51). 

The intervening variables, including demand and supply and the levels of resource scarcity, 

divergence (between institutional concepts and set-ups), and dependency (on resource exchange) 

between IOs are then tested using four hypotheses, concluding with an undisputable propensity for 

resource exchange between IOs, propelled by a demand and supply dynamic stemming from 

conditions of resource scarcity and asymmetry in resource endowment. 

The diagram below is representative of Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) resource exchange model. 

Figure 1: Resource Exchange Model 
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Source: Brosig, M, and Motsamai, D, 2014, ‘Modeling Cooperative Peacekeeping: Exchange Theory and the African 

Peace and Security Regime’, Journal of international peacekeeping, 18, pp. 45-68. 

 

As depicted in Figure 1, organizations aim for the same outcome but the intervening variables 

subject them to the, almost natural forces of, demand and supply of scarce resources, leading to 

the causal mechanism – resource exchange – of which cooperative security is the ultimate outcome 

sought by all.  

However, the political interests of member states in one or more of the various IOs would play a 

role in influencing resource exchange irrespective of the existence of resource gaps and subsequent 

demand. Brosig (2014, p. 87) validates the importance of political interests in resource exchange 

within IO cooperation in his application of exchange theory in an analysis of EU-UN cooperation, 

stating that the level of EU resources provided in support of UN peacekeeping may largely depend 

on “EU politics” – dependent upon member state consent - as much as by operational needs. The 

influences of political interests on resource exchange between cooperating IOs is laid bare by the 

following assertion: 

The degree of congruence or divergence between political interests will 

certainly influence the course of resource exchange, which might deviate from 

the purely functional logic of pooling complementary resources in order to 

increase effective outputs. (ibid, p.88) 

These “political interests” would be taken to mean, that between IOs, between member states of a 

given IO, and between member states across IOs. Based on this demonstrated significance of 

political interests in resource exchange between cooperating IOs, congruence of political 

interests would be included as an intervening variable in the application of the resource exchange 

model in this study. 

Therefore, as clarified above, the intervening variables as presented in Figure 1 now number up to 

four when we include the variable of congruence of political interests. These variables (Figure 1) 

relate to the resources presented in Gest and Grigorescu’s (2010) conceptualization of exchange 

theory in that, they serve as the determinants of the likelihood of the exchange of those resources 

between the cooperating IOs. This merges the two strands of exchange theory presented in the 
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preceding two sections, and therefore constitutes my adaptation of exchange theory as would be 

applied in this study. Note that, further adaptation of exchange theory for this study is presented 

in the following sections of this chapter. 

2.5. Applicability and Justification 

2.5.1. Applicability 

i. Definition of Variables and Concepts 

Before delving into the operationality of resource exchange theory for this study, a brief definition 

of its constituent variables and concepts is necessary to provide a clear picture and understanding 

of its applicability. 

The Cambridge Dictionary (2017) defines “resource” as “a useful or valuable possession or quality 

of a country, organization, or person.” This definition implies that resources can be both tangible 

and intangible when it refers to a resource as being both a “possession” and a “quality”.  

Financial resources, with reference to the Cambridge Dictionary (2017), refers to resources 

associated with money or how it is managed. ‘Expertise’ refers to a “high level of knowledge or 

skill” (ibid). ‘Information’ refers to “facts about a situation, person, event, …” (ibid). 

‘Predictability’ refers to “the state of knowing what something is like, when something will 

happen...” (ibid). 

Organizational culture 

The Encyclopedia of Case Study Research (2011, p.2) defines “organizational culture” as: 

…work-related worldviews (assumptions, understandings, beliefs, values, etc.) 

and life ways (norms and practices) that are purportedly shared by members of 

a bureaucratic institution. Such bodies—also known as formal organizations—

are deliberately designed; have explicitly defined goals, roles, and subdivisions; 

use standardized procedures; and are oriented to universalism and rationality.  

This definition is very comprehensive and representative of my conceptualization of organizational 

culture in the application of exchange theory in this study.                                                                                                  

Legitimacy 
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The International Encyclopedia of Political Science (2011, p.2) defines “legitimacy” as the 

acknowledgement as rightful - by involved parties, subjects, and third parties - of “any system of 

power.” UN, AU, and EU intervention for peace operation purposes is considered a system of 

power. This definition of legitimacy is deemed appropriate for this study because the actions 

carried out in the name of peace by the UN, AU, and EU in Somalia would be shown to rely on 

authorization by the UNSC, coupled with the AU’s involvement being regarded as enhancing the 

authority of such actions by organizations external to Africa. 

Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) resource exchange model presents several variables which would 

be defined below with reference to their study. 

Congruence of concepts 

Congruence of (security) concepts refers to the compatibility and complementarity of 

organizational culture with regards to security policies between IOs.  

Institutional match 

Institutional match refers to similarities in composition, decision-making power, and competence 

(expertise/experience) between IOs.  

Strife for autonomy 

“Strife for autonomy” refers to craving for institutional independence in having “tighter control of 

resources and mission mandates” (ibid, pp.65-66) in the context of implementing organizational 

policy.  

Demand and supply 

Demand and supply refers to the flow or exchange of resources between IOs in a bid to fill internal 

resource gaps. 

Congruence of political interests 

Congruence of political interests refers to the compatibility and complementarity of political goals 

and interests between IOs and between member states within and across IOs. 
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ii. Operationalization of Variables and Concepts 

Given the starting premise of this study relates to the notion that organizations that differ in 

capacity, resources, and culture seek to cooperate in ways that complement each other and leverage 

their comparative advantages in order to fill resource gaps, I apply the concepts of “resource 

pooling” and “burden-sharing” (Brosig, 2014) to demonstrate how UN-AU-EU cooperation in 

African peace operations reflects conformity or non-conformity to these concepts of resource 

exchange theory. With reference to Brosig (2014), the concepts of resource pooling and burden-

sharing refer to the collective gathering of resources between cooperating IOs and the sharing of 

tasks, all of which are important to realizing common institutional goals. 

These factors, variables and concepts of resource exchange theory serve as the “paintbrush” of this 

study. Two major strands on interinstitutional ‘interplay’, using Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) 

intervening and independent variables, and Gest and Grigorescu’s (2010) enabling and 

discouraging factors as defined and explained above, would be applied in analysis to determine: 

the incentives that drive the exchange of resources between the UN, AU, and EU in African peace 

operations, and how asymmetry in resource endowment leads to divergence and/or convergence 

in the cooperation outcome. By applying the variables and factors of exchange theory to this study, 

the resource gaps that motivate interinstitutional cooperation are revealed, thereby suggesting that 

cooperation between the IOs of interest can be enhanced through resource exchange and/or role 

selection as determined by resource endowment and comparative advantage. 

Furthermore, financial resources, expertise, information, predictability, and differences in 

organizational culture would be applied to understand the motivations for cooperation between 

the UN, AU, and EU in Somalia. In addition, Legitimacy would be included in this study as an 

intangible resource. The importance, stemming from the claim that, the AU holds comparative 

advantages over the UN by lending political legitimacy to UN involvement in “contexts where the 

host government and/or sub-region may not welcome a UN presence” (Boutellis and Williams, 

2013, p.12). Further sealing the relevance of legitimacy as an intangible resource is the contention 

by Gelot et al (2012, p.25; citing de Coning and Kasumba, 2010, p.61) that: 

Regional organisations can also help increase the political legitimacy of 

external interventions, especially since external interventions often stir up 
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controversy in the host society for reasons of sovereignty, history or perceptions 

of lack of impartiality. 

In addition, “expertise” would be used interchangeably with “experience” as an intangible 

resource. The relevance of “experience” as a variable in the application of exchange theory in this 

study is justified by the importance apportioned to it by Gest and Grigorescu’s (2010, p.68) 

conclusion that “IOs will seek out collaborations with other organizations with large degrees of 

expertise so that they can benefit from their experience” and that expertise has a large influence 

on the “potential” for collaborations between IOs and in shaping the dynamics that emerge within 

cooperative networks. These resources and their availability or scarcity and the resultant demand 

and supply impulse they induce would be used to demonstrate “complementary resource pooling” 

as both a means of, and an incentive for, cooperation between the studied organizations in Somalia. 

The variable of “prestige” would be excluded from the application of exchange theory in this study 

because of the “inherent” problems associated with measuring intangible resources as pointed out 

by Gest and Grigorescu (2010, p.64). They associate prestige with the “visibility” of an 

organization to “large audiences”. They therefore operationalize prestige in their hypotheses tests 

as the number of articles from all sources in “Lexis-Nexis” where the IO is mentioned in article 

titles in the study period (ibid, p.64). But given that this study does not include a review of articles 

featuring the IOs of interest, prestige would altogether be excluded as a resource. Another reason 

warranting the exclusion of prestige as a resource in this study is its association with informal 

cooperative networks in Gest and Grigorescu’s study (2010). One result of their hypotheses tests 

confirms that: 

The pooled prestige of two IOs is a significant predictor of the likelihood that 

they will be involved in informal collaborations but not formal ones. (ibid, p.66) 

They further conclude that they expect “…IOs with the potential to pool large degrees of prestige 

to be involved in informal collaborations” (ibid, p.68). Given that this study focuses on 

understanding the formal cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU, the variable of prestige is not 

very relevant as a variable of exchange theory necessary for application in this study. 
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Finally, my adaptation of Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) resource exchange model would be 

applied to analyse the impact that the intervening and independent variables have on motivating 

IOs to exchange the aforementioned resources during cooperation. 

2.5.2. Justification  

The pioneering study featuring the application and building of exchange theory in studying IO 

interaction has focused on understanding and enhancing interorganizational cooperation (Gest and 

Grigorescu, 2010).  So too have the prominent studies in exchange theory building and application 

(Brosig and Motsamai, 2014; Brosig, 2014). These studies and their findings have rendered 

exchange theory very fitting with studies aimed at understanding and analysing interinstitutional 

cooperation. Brosig and Motsamai (2014, p.68) acknowledge that its weakness lies in its inability 

to account for “delays and time gaps in cooperation and cases of non-cooperation”, but with the 

application of the intervening variables, it is expected to allow for comprehending “patterns of 

non-cooperation”, at least to an extent. The above argument therefore suggests that unravelling 

obstacles to IO cooperation, with the aid of the intervening variables, can help in understanding 

conditions that are potentially conducive to IO cooperation. But more importantly, an underlying 

assumption of exchange theory is the notion that resources are scarce and unequally distributed 

amongst organizations, thereby serving as an incentive for IOs to cooperate with each other to fill 

goal-necessary resource gaps. Also, the theory holds that institutions have experienced an 

expansion of their roles, leading to competition and overlap with others involved in similar policy 

areas. This premise ties closely to the recent trend in peacekeeping experienced from the 2000s, 

characterised by a rise in both the number and multidimensionality of these peace operations. 

Therefore, given the objective of this study in determining the impact on convergence and 

divergence in IO cooperation in peace operations brought about by asymmetry in resource 

endowment and resource “overstretch”, exchange theory contains compatible concepts and logical 

underpinnings necessary to reaching this objective. 

Also, given the assertion that “cooperative peacekeeping has become the rule”, challenges 

emanating from institutional differences – including resource endowment - are inevitably reflected 

in ‘cooperative security’ outcome quality. Therefore, with the presumption that organizations 

utilize scarce resources to pursue their goals, resource exchange theory provides an attractive 

framework with which to understand how organizations solve the challenge of resource scarcity 
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and asymmetry by entering complementary collaborations with organizations with similar or 

identical goals, and covering the same geographical theatre of operations. 

However, despite these argued compatibilities of exchange theory for this study, the theory does 

not account for the interplay of host country governments and the cooperating IOs in peace 

operations and the impact this can have on cooperation outcome quality. This weakness is fairly 

significant given the importance apportioned to legitimacy in the adaptation of exchange theory 

for this study.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter is concerned with presenting the methodological tools utilized in this study. It 

proceeds from the first section through to the final section in a logical sequence that begins with 

the general methodological and philosophical standpoints of the study and narrows down to the 

more specific methodological elements. The breadth of approaches and philosophical and logical 

justification of the adopted methods are also covered in this chapter, concluding with the guiding 

ethical considerations and affirmation of adherence to basic ethical principles. 

3.2. Methodological Stand: Qualitative and Quantitative methods 

Qualitative and quantitative research methods are commonly identified as different sides of the 

research dichotomy with reference to their application or non-application of measurement, and 

more precisely in their epistemological and ontological points of departure, as well as the 

relationship between theory and research which they employ (Bryman, 2012). Sumner and Tribe 

(2008, p.105) and Mikkelsen (2005, p.140) validate this qualitative-quantitative divide even 

further by writing that qualitative and quantitative methods go beyond methodology and also 

determine the types of data collection (specific methods), types of data collected (raw data), types 

of data analysis (techniques of analysis), and types of data output (final study/report data). 

Quantitative studies fundamentally apply theory deductively – theory testing whereby theory 

formulation precedes and guides data collection and analysis, respectively -, whilst adhering to the 

natural scientific epistemological model of positivism – the natural scientific model of reality 

perception as based on the five human senses -, along with objectivism – the existence of social or 

physical realities as external to human influence and control -  as the ontological orientation. 

Closely tied to the metatheoretical underpinnings of quantitative methodology is the priority 

allocated to empirical observations (Danermark et al, 2002).  

On the other hand, qualitative studies fundamentally adopt induction and abduction – theory 

generation based on the worldview and perspective of research participants, in the 

operationalization of the relationship between theory and research. Danermark et al (2002, p.158) 

also posit that a special feature of qualitative research is “the focusing on particular cases”, 

demonstrating a qualitative preoccupation with in-depth description and detail. 
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Furthermore, qualitative studies typically employ interpretivism and constructionism as their 

epistemological and ontological orientation (Bryman, 2012). Interpretivism refers to the 

epistemological standpoint that places importance on the “subjective” interpretation of human 

action, based on the claimed differences between people and their institutions and natural entities 

as research subjects (ibid, pp.28 - 30). Constructionism is the ontological position that holds that 

social phenomena are subject to framing or construction by social actors, and that these social 

phenomena are in a constant state of flux (ibid). One key preoccupation with qualitative research 

is the provision of “descriptive detail”, in a bid to provide clear understanding of the, perhaps, 

unique context within which a studied social behavior and interaction unfolds (ibid, p. 401). This 

fundamental strength of qualitative research ties to Mikkelsen’s (2005, p.141) classification of 

qualitative methods as “data enhancers”, whereby “key aspects of cases” become clearer. 

However, several authors caution about making rigid distinctions when it comes to application 

(Bryman, 2012; Sumner and Tribe, 2008; Danermark et al, 2002) given these fundamental 

differences across the qualitative-quantitative methodological divide. They also acknowledge the 

existence and normality of qualitative or quantitative studies adopting the aforementioned 

fundamental elements of the “opposing” method. Mikkelsen (2005, p.141) claims that “the best” 

studies in the development field usually combine features of each method, and makes the case for 

methodological cross-compatibility between qualitative and quantitative methods by asserting that 

“there is much overlap between data types” and the two styles have a complementary relationship. 

This study employs a qualitative methodology, informed by its dependence on secondary data and 

analysis, its adoption of a case study design, and its interest on “process” (Bryman, 2012) in the 

course of data analysis in view of answering the research questions. The aforementioned 

determinants of the application of a qualitative methodology in this study have been cited as 

requiring more processual treatment (ibid) and providing “significant depth” (Sumner and Tribe, 

2008, p.104), with case study enabling the generation of such data (Sumner and Tribe, 2008; 

Mikkelsen, 2005). By “process”, I refer to the propensity to reveal how “events and patterns” 

unfold and interact with social entities in a social setup. 

3.3. Theoretical Approach: Abduction, Induction, and Deduction 

Abduction, induction, and deduction are the three approaches to theory application in social 

research, with abduction and induction typically applied in qualitative studies and deduction 
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typically applied in quantitative studies (Bryman, 2012). The following paragraph briefly explores 

induction and deduction as opposing and mutually exclusive methods of theory application in 

social research. Subsequently, I present abduction as the approach to theory application employed 

in this study, as well as justification of that choice. 

Danermark et al (2002) describe induction as the generalization of a large number of unobserved 

phenomena based on the observation of single representative cases. This basically entails that 

theory formulation is preceded by data gathering and analysis, with no preselection of a theoretical 

framework with which scientific data is analyzed. The data is allowed to speak for itself and theory 

is generated from themes, patterns, and concepts that emerge from the findings. On the other hand, 

deduction refers to an approach whereby research is carried out in consultation with the hypotheses 

and ideas of a theory (Bryman, 2012). This basically entails that theory would “drive the process 

of gathering data” (ibid, p.24). 

This study is qualitative and interpretative (Mikkelsen, 2005), and adopts an abductive application 

of theory. This entails that theoretical and conceptual framework selection precedes data gathering 

and subsequent analysis, based on the operational terms and concepts of the selected theory. What 

fundamentally associates an abductive approach to theory application in this study is that, at least 

partially, some of the conclusions arrived at do not strictly conform to some of the logical lines of 

reasoning embedded in the selected theory as we would see in the analysis and conclusion sections 

of this study, conforming to what Danermark et al (2002, p.93; citing Eco, 1984) term “creative 

abduction”. The application of theory abductively in this study closely adheres to Danermark et 

al’s (2002, p.93) qualification of abduction as “creative, unique and innovative … and the ability 

to form associations”, as well as the ability to observe “something from a frame of interpretation 

that nobody has used before, or which at least opposes conventional interpretations.” This 

abductive theory application also entails an effort at theoretical modification and reformulation 

based on the analysis of the case and the possible unconventional interpretations that would be 

made. An abductive approach to theory application in this study is appropriate because the chosen 

theoretical framework consists of two major identified strands (Gest and Grigorescu’s (2010) 

enabling and discouraging factors and Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) intervening variables) with 

interrelated concepts which show promise for flexibility and modification in different contexts, 

thereby rendering it compatible with a key characteristic of the abductive process: 
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“recontextualization” (Danermark, 2002, p.89). Further, an abductive application of theory is 

expected to better answer the research questions which are “empirical” (Mikkelsen, 2005) in form. 

3.4. The Case Study Design and Case Selection 

3.4.1. Definition and Concept 

The universal consensus on case study as a methodological approach is that it entails a detailed, 

in-depth, close-up study of an individual case, but generating data with “limited breadth or 

generalizability” (Sumner and Tribe, 2008, p.105; Bryman, 2012). Adding to the emphasis on 

detail and insight imbued with case studies is the tendency to associate it with a location and the 

understanding of the case in its context (Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, 2010). A case 

could be “a community or organization” (Bryman, 2012, p.67), of which understanding of the 

“dynamics, mechanisms, processes, and internal ‘regularities’ with the aim of conceptualizing in 

general, beyond the specific case” (Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, 2010, p.8) is the goal. 

Consistent with Bryman’s (2012) warning is that a case is too often thought of as a location, 

whereas the unit of analysis, along with its given location, setting, or context is what constitutes a 

case. As an example, in this study, UN-AU-EU cooperation in peace operations in Somalia is a 

case study. Somalia does not barely serve as a wallpaper for studying UN-AU-EU cooperation, 

but owing to the research problem and question, plays a scientific role in the quest to explore 

multilateral cooperation in peace operations in Africa. This issue would be discussed in more detail 

in the following section. 

Worthy of note is a general tendency to associate case study as a methodological design to 

qualitative research. Sumner and Tribe (2008, p.104) and Mikkelsen (2005) identify the case study 

as a design “determined” by a researcher’s choice to carry out qualitative research from the onset. 

The claim that case study researchers typically seek to carryout in-depth examination of a single 

case (Bryman, 2012) seems to fit the general tendency of qualitative research’s preoccupation with 

interactive processes (Mikkelsen, 2005) or producing a processual picture of social life (Bryman, 

2012). Further associating the case study design with qualitative studies is Danermark et al’s 

(2002, p.158) inclusion of the design as one of the “principal characteristics” of qualitative 

methods. 
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However, Bryman (2012) cautions that the case study design is not the exclusive preserve of 

qualitative research but given the argued compatibilities between qualitative methods and case 

study designs, the following section sets out to make the case for the case selection of this study. 

3.4.2. Justification for Case Selection 

Given the differences and asymmetry in resource endowment between the UN, AU, and EU, some 

writers and research institutes (Boutellis and Williams, 2013; ZIF, 2015) have cited the leveraging 

of “unique” comparative advantages between the three organizations as a booster and working 

operational dynamic for the cooperation. Given the theoretical framework utilized in this study, 

the trilateral cooperation in Somalia could not be more glaring and representative of this outlook 

towards cooperation. First, as of early 2015, AMISOM is not only the AU’s biggest ever mission 

(Boutellis and Williams, 2013), but has also become the largest single peace operation in the world 

(ZIF, 2015, p.1), numbering 22,126 uniformed personnel (AMISOM, 2017). A grim reflection of 

this show of massive deployment is reflected in the fact “that more troops have been lost in 

AMISOM than in the 50 years of UN peacekeeping” (Gelot et al, 2012, p.101). This human 

commitment and sacrifice is virtually the most potent manifestation of strong political will and the 

AU’s willingness to deploy in environments where the EU and UN would rather not deploy 

uniformed personnel for peace operations, all the while, without losing its political legitimacy and 

provoking a shake-up of its organizational doctrine with regards to peace operations. The EU for 

its part has made its largest financial contribution within the APF to the priority area of Peace and 

Security Operations (PSOs) amounting to 1.7 billion Euros as from 2004, representing the largest 

“area of commitment” within the APF (The Africa-EU Partnership, 2016). Remarkably, AMISOM 

has received over 1 billion Euros of the 1.7 billion Euros dedicated to PSOs by the EU, thereby 

reflecting the importance placed on AMISOM. This therefore confirms AMISOM as the EU’s 

largest security commitment in Africa.  

Further, the peace operation in Somalia is widely considered to be the first mission that exposed 

the differences in UN and AU “approaches” to peace operations owing to the differences in 

institutional approach between the two IOs on this issue (Boutellis and Williams, 2013, p.15). This 

unprecedented development forced the UN to sustain AMISOM through the initiation of an equally 

“unprecedented UN-AU collaborative mechanism” known as UNSOA, providing logistical 

support to AMISOM (ibid). The establishment of this unique collaborative mechanism by the UN 
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with the regional organization which it considers its biggest partner in peacekeeping, the AU, in 

its largest ever peace operation, is worthy of attention, particularly in view of the saliency of the 

difference in roles that characterizes the cooperation. 

This case therefore provides a “unique case” (Bryman, 2012, p.70) with which one can thoroughly 

understand multilateral cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU in peace operations in Africa, 

and identify challenges within the cooperation, particularly related to resource asymmetry between 

the IOs. 

As concerns the scope of this case study, several limitations regarding the geographical scope, 

timeframe, and sphere of operations (land and/or sea) in Somalia are taken into consideration and 

explained in the following paragraphs. 

First, this study concerns only the period from early 2007 when AMISOM was launched and 

authorized, up to the year 2016 when Somalia witnessed a successful democratic election 

(AMISOM, 2016). This limitation in time is necessary because of the ongoing activities and 

developments in the country at the time of writing (2017) which makes it unpractical to integrate 

these fluid developments into the study, given the limited time allocated for the writing of this 

paper. Further, the study does not cover the pre-2007 period, especially during the 1990s, because 

the AU Peace and Security Council (PSC) was not yet born at the time, and in fact the AU itself 

existed in a different form at the time, as the Organization of African Unity (OAU) (Hull and 

Svensson, 2008). As such, several doctrinal and policy stipulations that guide AU action in peace 

operations were not in existence at the time. Therefore, the UN’s previous missions in Somalia, 

UN Assistance Mission to Somalia (UNSOM I and II) and United Task Force (UNITAF), did not 

operate in tandem with any organizations exclusively representing the AU or the EU. This renders 

this period in Somalia not very relevant for the stated objective of this study.  

Secondly, this study includes both land and sea operations involving the UN, AU, and EU in 

Somalia, considering that the EU’s naval mission off the coast of Somalia involves protection of 

UN and AU vessels carrying supplies and aid destined for humanitarian and military operations in 

Somali ground territory (EU NAVFOR Atalanta, 2016). Also, Atalanta tackles maritime piracy 

based on Somalian territory and assists the civilian capacity building mission EUCAP 

Nestor/Somalia (ibid) which is one of the key EU missions on the ground in Somalia, working in 

tandem with UN and AU efforts in the country. 
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Lastly, Somaliland and Puntland would not be covered in this study because since May 1991 

Somaliland has functioned as an independent state, though not formally internationally recognized 

(Hull and Svensson, 2008). Meanwhile, Puntland functions as an autonomous region (ibid). 

Further justifying the exclusion of the Somaliland and Puntland regions from this study is the fact 

that AMISOM forces have not been deployed in those regions (Stratfor, 2016), perhaps reflecting 

an assessment of the threat of insurgents as localized within southern Somalia. 

3.5. Textual Analysis as Analytical Tool 

The analytical tool deployed in this study is necessitated by the fact that the study proceeds from 

an interpretivist epistemological point of departure. Mikkelsen (2005; citing Bryman 2001) posits 

that interpretivism entails understanding “beneath the surface” of social action. This holding 

permeates the approach of textual analysis, making it attractive for this study. 

The essence of textual analysis sets off from the recognition that “social analysis and research 

always has to take account of language” and that language is “dialectically interconnected with 

other parts of social life” (Fairclough, 2003, p.2). This easily translates to the point that language 

and its mode of expression is always a reflection of other social structures, including organizational 

outlooks. Crucial to the interest in the application of textual analysis in this study is the association 

between language and its bearing on action. “In practice, this entails that meanings are interpreted 

based on linguistic forms that are always considered functional, that is, capable of doing things” 

(Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, 2010, p.2). As the above assertion suggests, a major 

preoccupation of textual analysis, and as applied in this study, would be in seeking out how 

linguistic expressions in texts reflects intent or actual functional dynamics and relationships of 

interest in the study. 

Furthermore, Fairclough (2003, p.10) identifies three analytical elements in the process of 

“meaning-making”; “the production of the text, the text, and the reception of the text.” In applying 

textual analysis in this study, the second element in the meaning-making process is of importance 

and entails taking “account of the institutional position, interests, values, intentions, desires etc. of 

producers …” (ibid, p.10-11). Also relevant to the meaning-making process of texts is what 

Atkinson and Coffey (2011, p.66) term “inter-textuality”. Inter-textuality entails interpreting and 

analyzing documents with the consideration of their interconnectedness with other documents that 
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they may be referring or responding to, and which serve as the background to, or context in which 

documents are produced. 

The application of a case study approach in this study and the use of textual analysis is fitting 

because textual analysis as an analytical tool is endowed with the mechanisms required to provide 

meaning to “microlevel” processes and reveal how “meanings are created and social phenomena 

are constructed” (Encyclopedia of Case Study Research, 2010, p.3). Also, textual analysis is 

appropriate for application in a case study because it has the potential to provide thorough 

interpretation of texts in their particular context (ibid). Atkinson and Coffey (2011) also point out 

that taking account of inter-textuality is especially relevant when dealing with organizations, the 

application of which is highly fitting for this study, given its focus. As such, pertaining to this 

study, and in consideration of the research objective and theoretical framework, textual analysis 

would serve as a supplement in identifying and making sense of the interaction of variables and 

concepts embedded within texts.  

3.6. Data Sources 

This is a desk study accompanied by analysis of secondary data. Bryman (2012) describes 

secondary analysis as the analysis of data gathered by other researchers and/or government/public 

organizations as part of their work. The units of analysis for this study are; official organizational 

documents, published research, books, and mass-media outputs related to peace operations in 

Somalia concerning the UN, AU, and EU. As such, data is obtained from secondary sources 

including; official organizational documents, published research including books and articles, and 

mass media sources. 

Given the assertion that documents are produced by people with the aim of sending out a particular 

message (Bryman, 2012), organizational documents, especially those from the three organizations 

of interest in this study, are analysed with the aid of the analytical instrument presented in the 

previous section “in the context of other sources of data” as advised by Bryman (2012, p.551). 

This measure is aimed at tackling a possible problem with representativeness that may occur in 

assembling such documents as Bryman (2012, p.551) suggests that access to a comprehensive set 

of documents is not a guarantee when dealing with organizational documents. In addition to the 

expectation that organizational documents such as annual reports, mission statements, 

organizational charts, press releases, advertisements, and public relations material obtained from 
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organizational websites and other credible online sources are expected to be authentic, they are 

also anticipated to provide in-depth insight concerning crucial pieces of information relevant to 

meeting the research objective. 

Mass media sources like international news outlets are important as data sources as they generally 

report on conflict and international organizations, and given the focus of this study, are highly 

anticipated to contain relevant information for this study.  

Published research like books, peer-reviewed articles, and research reports from research institutes 

and think-thanks subject to the rigors of scientific writing and quality criteria would also serve as 

data sources and be subject to textual analysis in the context of the availability of data from non-

academic sources as well. 

Atkinson and Coffey (2011, p.73) advice that it is important to approach documents, rather simply, 

as “texts” and texts should not be considered as documentary reality in their own right. They 

further contend that texts are typically constructions about the social order and we should therefore 

be preoccupied with gleaning the form and function of texts in the effort at arriving at a social 

reality. This represents the general manner in which the sources of data for this study would be 

treated. 

3.7. Limitations and Delimitations 

3.7.1. Limitations 

Sumner and Tribe (2008, pp.104-105) posit that case studies usually involve a limited number of 

observations and typically generate data with “limited breadth or generalizability”. Given the 

greater depth associated with a case study design, a concession has been made in accepting a 

limitation to the comprehensiveness of the study and the generalizability of the results. Also, the 

study is limited by geographical scope and may thus produce conclusions and results that may not 

be generalizable beyond the immediate geopolitical context of the case.  

Also, reliance on secondary data could potentially lead to instances where variables of interest are 

absent within the data, and data quality may be lower than required as Bryman (2012) warns. This 

is largely because the analysed data would have been gathered by other researchers and entities 

for purposes other than social research. 



 

42 
 

3.7.2. Delimitations 

This study relies on the analysis of secondary data only and not the gathering and analysis of 

primary data “because of the cost, time and practicability of collecting original data” (Sumner and 

Tribe, 2008, p.120). This limitation of time (eight weeks) and sole dependence on secondary data 

reduces the pool of data and information available for this study. Therefore, the study outcome is 

probably less in-depth than it would have been if more time was available for the study and if 

primary data collection was carried out. Nevertheless, the available secondary material sufficiently 

answers the research questions as it provides reliable information from credible organizational and 

academic sources, including peer-reviewed journal articles, books, and organizational reports. 

In light of the adoption of an abductive approach to theory application in this study given that it is 

a qualitative study, it is worth pointing out that an inductive application of theory is not applied 

because of the nature of the research questions of the study. Mikkelsen (2005, p.127) classifies 

research questions into three types; empirical (“what/How is?”) questions, normative (“How 

should?”) questions, and constructionist (“How can?”) questions. An inductive application of 

theory according to Bryman (2012) proceeds from the consideration of the, rather constructed, 

perspectives and viewpoints of the research subjects with theory generation emerging after data 

has been collected. This study however, is a desk study reliant on secondary data, and the questions 

it seeks to answer are empirical – not constructionist. Therefore, an inductive approach to theory 

application in this study would be inappropriate because the issue of IO cooperation in African 

peace operations is already presumed to exist, leading to the assessment that the data collected 

would not reveal information as to whether it occurs, but only how it occurs as a result of disparity 

in resource endowment between cooperating IOs.  

3.8. Ethical Considerations 

In the operationalization of this study, I adhere to established best practices and conventions of 

research ethics without any reservations. In the process of data acquisition, I adhere to the 

fundamental moral-ethical principles of confidentiality and anonymity wherever applicable. 

Confidentiality refers to knowledge of a research subject’s identity and/or other personal details, 

but with the obligation to not divulge such information (Mikkelsen, 2005; citing Patton, 2002). 

Anonymity on the other hand, refers to anonymous correspondence with research subjects in a 

way that divulging their identity and other personal details is not possible (ibid).  
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Furthermore, given that this study is a desk study, utilizing secondary data sources from published 

research, publicly available documents from organizational websites, and mass-media outlets, 

issues of confidentiality and anonymity are not of particular concern since presumably all available 

data from published research, organizational websites, and mass-media sources are intended for 

public consumption and access. Therefore, the main ethical consideration and concern of this 

study, which is also in line with national (Swedish) and university guidelines and information, 

would be avoidance of plagiarism and crediting all sources of secondary information to their 

original developers. Linnaeus University (2016) defines plagiarism as “presenting someone else’s 

work as your own.” Considering the severe disciplinary action that can result from plagiarizing, as 

well as the immorality of the act, I make sure to reference my sources and give due recognition to 

the original developers of ideas, knowledge and experiences from which I draw in the building 

and application of conceptual, analytical, and theoretical frameworks, alongside knowledge, 

experience, and ideas in this study. This also applies to official organizational documents and 

mass-media sources which are readily available online. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings entailing cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU missions in 

Somalia. The first section provides an overview of the various missions in Somalia with a highlight 

of the main resource input of each mission in a manner that saliently reveals the differences in 

resource endowment and commitment between the organizations. Subsequently, three sections 

with a detailed presentation on the AU, EU, and UN missions in order are presented, leading to a 

dedicated presentation of challenges experienced in the cooperation in the final section. Worthy of 

note is that the presented findings are only those that hold promise in answering the research 

questions. 

4.2. Operational Overview of Somalia 

The following paragraphs will present a summary of the ways in which the UN, AU, and EU have 

been cooperating with each other in their various resource inputs in Somalia. The contrast in the 

resources they bring to bear in the cooperation, and the forms of cooperation the partnership takes 

owing to these differing inputs is the highlight of this chapter. Also, the Somali government’s role 

in influencing the trajectory of the mission is highlighted. 

The AU-led, UN-backed peace operation in Somalia is one of many described as having a 

complicated mix of tasks such as; “war fighting, stabilization, counterinsurgency, 

counterterrorism, atrocity prevention, state-building, and regime-consolidation tasks”, with the 

UN and AU having explicitly identified certain armed groups as enemies (Williams, 2016, p.5). 

Worthy of note is that many of these tasks deviate from the current “principles and guidelines” of 

UN peacekeeping (ibid).  

The UN’s input in cooperation with AMISOM and the EU in Somalia is in the form of what 

Williams (2016) terms a Support Package. In this case, in the form of a “heavy” logistical and 

financial support package – UNSOA. However, “following the adoption of Security Resolution 

2245 of 09 Nov 2015, the United Nations Support Office in Somalia (UNSOS)” has replaced 

UNSOA (UNSOA, 2017). Perhaps the UN’s most important input to the peace operation in 

Somalia was UNSC Resolution 1744 which essentially legalized and authorized the AU’s plan to 

launch AMISOM in February 2007, along with a budget of US$247 million (Weiss and Welz, 
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2014). The aforementioned UN support platforms summarize the UN’s contribution to the 

operation in Somalia. 

The AU for its part has provided virtually all the military muscle in Somalia, with a troop strength 

of 22,126 as of 2017(AMISOM, 2017). The uniformed personnel consist of both military and 

police forces, and their operation has been a robust operation (Gelot et al, 2012). However, 

AMISOM’s input in Somalia is almost entirely limited to the provision of ground forces and lacks 

any logistical or air support elements, therefore entirely reliant on its international partners for 

those capabilities and services. Testament to this point is that “AMISOM does not have a single 

helicopter” (Weiss and Welz, 2014, p.894). Nonetheless, AMISOM also has a civilian component 

whose stated mission is “assisting the Federal Government of Somalia in re-establishing 

functioning state institutions and delivering services to the Somali people” (AMISOM, 2017). 

Remarkably, AMISOM’s civilian component, which also includes logistical elements, is excluded 

from UNSOA/S - an arrangement which has been identified as a gap in UN-AU cooperation in 

Somalia (Gelot et al, 2012). These inputs localize the AU’s contribution in Somalia to human 

resources – uniformed military and police personnel along with a much smaller civilian 

component. 

Considering the AU’s mostly military role in counterinsurgency and the indispensable role of local 

partners such efforts, its relationship with the Somali government has been a challenging one from 

the onset. The Transitional Federal Government (TFG) was largely perceived by local Somalis as 

illegitimate and regarded as a government imposed on them by external powers – particularly 

Ethiopia – and diaspora elites (Williams, 2013). Also, the TFG security forces were reported to be 

very ill-disciplined, poorly trained and equipped, abusive to the local population, as well as prone 

to defection (ibid). To elaborate on some of the most serious breaches of trust involving the TFG 

in its cooperation with AMISOM, “…TFG troops and police … became associated with illegal 

roadblocks and looting. They were also accused by AMISOM of selling their weapons and 

ammunition on the black market and sometimes of selling information about AMISOM’s activities 

to al-Shabaab” (ibid, p.232). These TFG weaknesses posed severe challenges and roadblocks for 

AMISOM, especially in the early years of the mission in Mogadishu (ibid). It is easy to imagine 

that AMISOM’s ability to carry out its mandate was hampered by this difficult initial working 

relationship with the TFG.     
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The EU for its part has provided the bulk of the funding for AMISOM. As presented below, its 

resource inputs in Somalia are highly reflective of an organization highly endowed with, and 

willing to achieve results with financial resources. As mentioned in the previous chapter, 

AMISOM has been the recipient of over 1 billion Euros of 1.7 billion Euros dedicated to the 

priority area of PSOs within the APF. This concentrates the EU’s role in Somalia to a financial 

role and confirms its position as AMISOM’s “main funding partner” (AMISOM, 2016). It is 

worthy of note however, that AMISOM troop contributing countries (TCCs) were disconcerted by 

a recent 20% decrease in EU funding (AMISOM, 2016). In addition, the EU operates three highly 

specialized Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) missions in Somalia. These are 

summarized below. 

EUTM Somalia was launched in April 2010 with the stated goal of strengthening the TFG and the 

institutions of Somalia by building the capacity of the Somalian armed forces (EUTM Somalia, 

2016). The EU also carries out maritime security and statebuilding and support activities through 

its regional maritime and civilian missions – EU NAVFOR (Atalanta) and EUCAP Somalia 

(previously EUCAP Nestor) -, respectively, as part of its “comprehensive” approach in assisting 

the FGS, in collaboration with international partners, including AMISOM and the UN (ibid). The 

relevance of Atalanta as a relevant EU input in Somalia is that, it ensures that no water vessel 

transporting supplies for AMISOM travels unprotected and it “protects vessels of the World Food 

Programme (WFP) delivering aid to displaced persons in Somalia” (EU NAVFOR, 2017). 

According to Atalanta (2017), as of 2009, 139 AMISOM vessels have been protected, along with 

406 WFP vessels - recording a 100% success rate.  

In addition, EUCAP Nestor, which was launched in 2012, has as its main task the capacity 

development of the Somali Coast Guard and Maritime Police Unit (MPU) in countering piracy in 

Somalia’s territorial waters, including the capacity building of the judicial system to be able to 

prosecute suspected pirates and other maritime criminals (EUCAP Nestor, 2016). EUCAP Nestor 

is said to operate within the context of the EU’s comprehensive approach to the Horn of Africa 

which includes activities related to political, diplomatic, development, security, and humanitarian 

efforts (ibid). Worthy of note is the relatively light financial and human resources invested by the 

EU on EUCAP Nestor, with 176 staff and a budget of 12 million Euros for the period December 

2015 to December 2016 (ibid). Apparently, apart from being the financial “backbone” of 
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AMISOM, the EU is also providing highly specialized technical training and capacity building, as 

well as maritime security. These EU missions confirm the assertion that “the EU prefers short-

term, geographically limited support operations in selected cases but does not engage in setting up 

large and comprehensive long-term missions in Africa”, partly owing to its own institutional limits 

despite “access to vast resources” (Brosig, 2010, p.332-338). 

4.3. AMISOM: Risk Assumption, Robust peacekeeping, and Dependence 

AU peacekeeping is said to be different from UN peacekeeping and is not guided by the three 

principles of peacekeeping – consent, impartiality, and the minimum use of force – and is therefore 

more willing to use robust military force in the pursuit of peace and stability in Africa, thereby 

allowing it to play a specialist role in “stabilization operations” (Center on International 

Cooperation (CIC): Global Peace Operations Review (GPOR), 2016, p.242; quoting De Coning). 

This “African model of peace operations” is nowhere manifested more than in AMISOM. This 

approach is summarized as; “instead of waiting for a peace to keep, the AU views peacekeeping 

as an opportunity to establish peace before keeping it” (Williams and Boutellis, 2014, p.263). As 

such, AMISOM has suffered more than 3000 fatalities since 2007, a casualty rate of 3.5% of the 

force in any given year (Weiss and Welz, 2014). To put this statistic in perspective, AMISOM’s 

casualties rival the estimated 3100 UN peacekeeping deaths since 1948 (ibid)! This level of human 

resource commitment and an apparently high casualty threshold on the part of the AU, largely 

owing to its peacekeeping doctrine is a vivid depiction of the extent to which it continues to play 

an outgoing stabilization role in Somalia.  

AMISOM’s main tasks are; to protect the Somali government and counter-insurgency (Williams 

and Boutellis, 2014). In so doing, it is said to have achieved both goals in realizing the degradation 

of insurgents and facilitated humanitarian relief operations (ibid). Arguably, a major indicator of 

its achievement of the task of protecting the TFG was the successful passing of the 2016 general 

elections in Somalia, considered a “top priority” and veritable milestone for the mission. It is safe 

to argue that this success largely owes to the AU’s peacekeeping doctrine which provided for the 

operational disposition to literally “search and destroy” security threats to the electoral process. 

With anticipation of a determined effort by Al-Shabaab to disrupt the elections, AMISOM, along 

with the Somali National Army (SNA) established an “Elections Security Task Force”, charged 

with both securing the electoral process and carrying out nationwide offensive military action 
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against the insurgents, designed to preemptively keep them at bay of disrupting the elections 

(AMISOM, 2016). The Special Representative of the Chairperson of the African Union 

Commission (SRCC) for Somalia and Head of Mission, Ambassador Francisco Madeira’s 

comments were demonstrative of this desire by AMISOM to see a smooth electoral process in 

Somalia: 

Disrupting Al –Shabaab means going after them and not waiting for them to 

come to us. The correct tactic is both defence and attack. We need to attack Al-

Shabaab… (ibid) 

The Force Commander of AMISOM in 2016, Lieutenant General Osman Noor Soubagleh, while 

acknowledging that security was one of the “key deliverables” of AMISOM, urged force 

commanders, pre-election, to “develop a robust security plan to secure the electoral process” (ibid). 

The above detail constitutes a vivid illustration of AMISOM’s military input in Somalia. 

Furthermore, Terrorism and Violent Extremism are key violence multipliers for AMISOM given 

the ideological orientation of Al-Shabaab and its associations with radical Islamism. As such, 

AMISOM’s mission is very multidimensional and therefore entails not only military-centric 

counter-terrorism measures, but also “counter-messaging” as part of its overall strategy of 

countering violent extremism (CVE) (CIC: GPOR, 2016). Counter-messaging entails debunking 

the messages of extremist ideologies designed to appeal to potential recruits by making use of 

“counter-narratives”, typically “provided by former terrorists and victims/survivors of terrorist 

attacks” (ibid, p.206). Counter-messaging is being carried out by AMISOM as part of its Quick 

Impacts Projects (QIPs), whereby face-to-face methods are being applied (ibid, 2016). Also, 

AMISOM and local authorities are reported to be engaging Imams and religious leaders in order 

that they sensitize their communities and “provide a counter‐narrative to the violent rhetoric 

propagated by al-Shabaab” (ibid, p.206). Also, “as part of the mission’s QIPs, Mosques and 

Islamic schools, or Madrassas, are currently being rehabilitated to provide a platform for 

community mobilization, reconciliation and peacebuilding” (ibid). These activities demonstrate 

the multidimensionality of AMISOM’s tasks and the potential resource demands it places on the 

mission.  
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4.4. The EU: Predictable Funding, Autonomy, and Niche Selection 

4.4.1. The EU as Main Funding Partner 

Following the launching of the Joint Africa-EU Strategy in Lisbon in 2007, several priority areas 

for strategic AU-EU cooperation, based on “shared interests”, were outlined, with Peace and 

Security topping the agenda. One of the stated objectives of the Peace and Security partnership is 

to ensure “predictable funding for African-led peace support operations” (EU Commission, 

2014a). The EU has made good on its promise of predictable funding towards AU-led peace 

operations through the APF, and AMISOM has been testament to this promise. The EU has been 

the financial backbone of AMISOM “continuously since the start of the operation” (EU 

Commission, 2014b). According to the EU Commission (2014b), most of the funds cover troop 

and police allowances, salaries for local and international civilian staff, and operational costs of 

mission offices in Nairobi, Kenya. Worthy of note is that EU funding does not cover military 

equipment, weapons and ammunition (ibid). These are covered by UNSOS (UNSOS, 2017). The 

EU’s vast financial resources are evidently playing a major role in shaping its partnership with the 

AU as a source of predictable funding for “shared” interests in Somalia. In the following sections, 

the EU’s vast financial resources, expertise in technical training and capacity building, and 

organizational principles are demonstrated to play a further role in shaping its cooperation and role 

in partnership with AMISOM and the UN. 

4.4.2. Niche Selection, Political and Operational Autonomy 

Brosig’s (2014, p.77) assessment of EU involvement in African peace operations as characterized 

by operating within specific areas and “filling functional niches or gaps” of its partner 

organizations is highly reflected in its three CSDP missions in Somalia. These operational niches 

selected by the EU in Somalia are reflective of the general trend of small numbers of EU personnel 

deployed in African peace operations owing to the “persistent perception” of greater danger when 

it comes to peace operations on the continent and the preference by European countries to deploy 

within their own regional organizational missions than within UN missions (Avezov et al, 2017, 

p.25). 

Unlike the AU’s relationship and operational arrangements with the UN, the EU has virtually had 

to depend on the UN for little more than authorization or “licensing” in its execution of peace and 
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security-related endeavors. Toro (2015, p.361) asserts that a “central tenet of political consensus” 

regarding the EU’s CSDP operations is the need to carry out international security operations based 

“upon its own decision and … behalf.” This is in line with the emphasis placed by EU state 

representatives on the vitality of “sustained ‘institutional autonomy’” in the EU’s four guiding 

principles of cooperation with international organizations in crisis management – constituting an 

“indispensable condition” for the execution of CSDP initiatives (ibid, p.360-361). This EU stance 

on interorganizational cooperation, and the UN’s acceptance of these “conditions” suggests a 

confirmation of the aforementioned UN anticipation to gain access to potential EU resources in 

the process of a cooperation relationship in crisis management, especially “given the EU’s ability 

to mount independent operations” (Yamashita, 2012, p.182). Therefore, the EU’s resource strength 

in this instance, has arguably influenced its working relationship with the UN, in the context of its 

simultaneous cooperation with the AU. 

EUTM Somalia is highly multidimensional and covers a broad range of activities directed at 

capacity building and training of the Somali National Security Forces (SNSF), thus rendering it 

highly military-centric in purpose. The dimensions and scope of this parallel EU mission in 

Somalia are summarized in the following excerpt: 

… EUTM Somalia has contributed to the training of approximately 3,600 Somali 

soldiers with a focus on the training of Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs), 

Junior Officers, specialists and trainers … The training of the Somali National 

Armed Forces is focused on commander up to battalion and company level, in 

addition to specialist training in the areas of military police, civilian-military 

cooperation, intelligence, company commander and combat engineering. 

Modules on international humanitarian law and human rights, and the 

protection of civilians are also delivered. (EUTM Somalia, 2016) 

In addition to the above, EUTM Somalia goes beyond training of individual security personnel, 

extending to “strategic and mentoring activities”, including, strategic advice by EUTM advisors 

to Somali authorities in the Ministry of Defence and General Staff, and “support and advice on 

security sector development”, all in “close cooperation and coordination” with several 

international partners, including AMISOM and the UN (ibid). 
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EUCAP Nestor/Somalia adds to the multidimensionality of the EU’s operations in Somalia by 

virtue of its more civilian-focused mission objectives in “the establishment and capacity building 

of Somali federal and regional maritime civilian law enforcement capability” (EUCAP Somalia, 

2017). The provision of advice, mentoring and specialized training, including within the areas of 

rule of law, policing, and judicial capacity and cooperation in conjunction with partnerships with 

the corresponding ministries of; Interior and Justice, Attorney General’s Offices, the police, 

prosecutors and judges, are central to EUCAP Somalia’s activities (ibid). EUCAP Somalia’s 

activities are thus summarized: 

… operational activities focus on providing support to the development and 

implementation of maritime civilian law enforcement related policy, legislative 

and institutional frameworks, as well as on delivering capacity building 

activities to maritime civilian law enforcement agencies, the judiciary and 

prosecutors, through advisers and embedded experts. (ibid) 

Among the mission’s remarkable achievements include assisting the “Federal Government’s 

National Security Office in drafting a Coast Guard Options Paper, a draft National Maritime Threat 

Assessment and a draft National Maritime Security Plan, as part of Somalia’s implementation of 

maritime security aspects of the National Security Policy” (ibid). 

EUTM Somalia and EUCAP Nestor/Somalia in light of their autonomy as independent EU 

missions in Somalia depict a resource rich EU institution capable of a plethora of activities, the 

instance of which has enabled such a rather loose operational cooperation with its AU and UN 

partners in Somalia. 

As a component of the EU’s CSDP, and in conformity with UNSC resolution 1816 (2008) which 

called on “States whose naval vessels and military aircraft operate on the high seas and airspace 

off the coast of Somalia … to increase and coordinate their efforts to deter acts of piracy and armed 

robbery at sea”, EU NAVFOR Somalia (Atalanta) was launched in December 2008. The mandate 

of Atalanta includes; protection of the WFP, AMISOM and other vulnerable shipping; deterring 

and disrupting piracy and armed robbery at sea; monitoring fishing activities off the coast of 

Somalia; and supporting other EU missions and international organisations working to strengthen 

maritime security and capacity in the region (EU NAVFOR, 2017). The relevance of Atalanta as 
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a cooperative undertaking with the UN, and by extension, a beneficial extension of EU resources 

to UN objectives, is summarized by Toro (2015, p.353): 

In a particular instance of functional alignment, the EU embarked on the first 

naval ESDP/CSDP operation in direct support of UN objectives and activities 

pursued on land in the neighbourhood of its maritime security mission. 

When considering the surface area (approximately 8,700,000 square kilometres) of Atalanta’s 

Area of Operations (AO), along with the multidimensionality of its tasks, it is evident the depth of 

resources required for this daunting task. Atalanta carries out its mandate with the use of naval 

combat vessels and Maritime Patrol and Reconnaissance Aircraft (MPRA), and their activities also 

include aiding other sea vessels in both piracy and non-piracy related emergencies (EU NAVFOR, 

2017). Atalanta “typically” consists of 1200 personnel, making it the largest EU military 

commitment in Somalia in terms of human resources. This mission therefore covers “one particular 

dimension of the broader set of international concerted efforts in the security vacuum around 

Somalia” (Toro, 2015, p.355). 

4.5. The UN: Legality, Logistics, and Longevity 

According to Pergantis (2016, p.77), “contacts between the UN and the AU constitute the bulk of 

inter-organizational partnerships in international peace and security” and as this section presents, 

the UN’s role in its partnership with the EU and AU in Somalia goes beyond mere material inputs. 

First of all, the UN has provided the “subordinating” (Article 53) legal basis for AMISOM’s 

operations in Somalia, based on the legal framework stipulated by Chapters VIII and VII of the 

UN Charter (Pergantis, 2016). Pergantis (2016, p.79) posits that the UN and AU “cooperative 

scheme on international peace and security … is permeated by a logic of complementarity.” The 

UN’s role in Somalia is very glaring of this “arrangement” as elaborated below. 

The UN provides “extensive logistical support” to AMISOM (Avezov et al, 2017, p.27) and 

justifies its confinement to that role with the claim that there is presently “no peace to keep” in 

Somalia (Gelot et al, 2012, p.36). Also, the UN finances its support to AMISOM through UN-

assessed contributions and a UN-managed Trust fund (Pergantis, 2016) – making this “the most 

advanced model of UN involvement in a regional mission” (ibid, p.85). 
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UNSOA/S is highly complex and covers the full spectrum of support, including; “Institutional 

capacity-building and technical support to AU headquarters for planning and managing 

AMISOM”, “a logistical support package similar to that supplied to the UN’s own operations” 

(Hull, 2013, p.1), and other services ranging from; medical care; public relations enhancement 

through “Radio Bar Kulan”; Contingent-Owned Equipment Reimbursement; Communication and 

Information Technology; aviation services; construction of facilities; water supply; provision of 

equipment and vehicles (military and non-military); provision of daily allowances for AMISOM 

military and police liaison officers embedded with UNSOA; information support; and property 

management (UNSOA, 2015). The impact of UNSOA is highlighted by laudatory comments made 

by AMISOM TCC commanders, describing UNSOA’s support as; the “backbone of AMISOM”; 

crediting it for having facilitated the capture of Al-Shabaab’s last seaport stronghold of Kuday; 

acknowledging the special place of logistics as the heart of any military operation; and providing 

“timely” supplies of food, fuel, and medical evacuations (ibid). Evidently, UNSOA/S speaks to 

the UN’s expertise and experience in carrying out similar operations in other theatres of operation, 

as well as a vast resource base built on funding from member states. The possession of these 

resources by the UN have a bearing on its ability to comfortably abstain from direct involvement 

in peace operations when deemed as incompatible with its peacekeeping doctrine, but still allow 

it to maintain a stake in affairs not only through its superior prerogative in authorizing such 

missions, but also by providing potent resource inputs in terms of logistics, funding, and capacity 

building as presented above. The paragraph below illustrates a prominent example whereby the 

UN’s primacy as a legal, financial, and resource provider vis-à-vis the AU has literally shaped 

cooperation between the two organizations in Somalia. 

Following the UN’s (late 2010) rejection of the AU’s request for funding for an additional troop 

increase to 20,000, on the grounds that the “detailed operational military analysis” necessitating 

the increase were not made clear by the AU (Williams and Boutellis, 2014, p.273), the execution 

of a Joint Technical Assessment Mission in December 2011which led to a UN authorization of a 

troop increase for AMISOM to 18,000 (ibid, 2014) was necessary to break the tensions that arose 

from the UN’s earlier rejection. This feat has “reinforced” the UN’s cooperation with AMISOM 

‘through the establishment of shared strategic objectives and benchmarks’ by getting “involved in 

the review of the strategic, operational and military concepts of AMISOM” (Pergantis, 2016, p.85). 
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4.6. Challenges to Internal and External Cooperation 

Just as predictable funding for peace operations is highlighted as vital for African-led peace 

operations (Avezov et al, 2017), a predictable supply of troops and personnel for these missions is 

arguably of equal importance. This need for predictable availability of human resources has 

however been subject to abuse as it has been used by Burundi, a major TCC to AMISOM, to 

‘blackmail’ the international community by threatening a withdrawal of its contingent from 

Somalia in the face of criticism directed at its domestic political crisis where violations of 

international and national law were believed to have occurred (ibid, 2017). This situation is said 

to potentially lead to “internal instability within” TCCs (ibid, p.29). As an arguably indispensable 

resource to the mission in Somalia appears to hamper cooperation by virtue of its use for political 

gain by a TCC like Burundi, disparities in intangible factors also hamper cooperation as the next 

paragraph reveals.  

Differences in organizational culture appear to threaten the trilateral cooperation’s success in 

Somalia. Avezov et al (2017, p.29) posit that “traditional” UN peace operations prefer to exclude 

neighboring states for fear that their impartiality may come into question. This approach to peace 

operations runs contrary to the AU model of peace operations whereby value is placed on the 

involvement of so called “frontline” states, guided by the logic that such states are “some of the 

few willing to take on the risks involved” (ibid, p.29). This notion of an AU risk assuming approach 

to peace operations is consistent with De Coning’s (2016; cited by the CIC: GPOR, 2016, p.242) 

assertion that only countries whose national security is affected by such conflicts would be willing 

to use force “to deny one or more parties the option of using violence to achieve their political 

aims.” However, AU “dependence on frontline states” such as Ethiopia and Kenya in AMISOM, 

for whom it is assessed the conflict in Somalia is a matter of national security, is said to be a threat 

to the success of the mission as local populations have a “lack of trust” and have expressed 

“discomfort” with the presence of sizable contingents from such countries, calling into question 

their adherence to the principle of impartiality (Avezov et al, 2017, p.29). 

Finally, another thorny issue affecting UN-AU cooperation in Somalia concerns conditionality 

attached to the UN’s support, whereby, AMISOM has been required to adhere to UN standards in 

its operations purportedly for the sake of a future “smooth” re-hatting of the mission into a UN 

mission (De Coning’s 2016; quoted by the CIC: GPOR, 2016). Relatedly, “AMISOM’s war-
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fighting activities were degrading vehicles and supplies at a much faster rate than a UN blue helmet 

operation” (Williams, 2013, p.245), therefore UNSOA/S is said to have been limiting and 

insufficient for the “operational requirements” of the mission since it was typically designed for 

more “consensual” UN operations (De Coning’s 2016; quoted by the CIC: GPOR, 2016).  

4.7. Conclusion 

This chapter has laid out the ways in which the UN, AU, and EU have cooperated in Somalia since 

AMISOM was launched in 2007, with several unique resource inputs from each organization. This 

asymmetry when it comes to certain resources and the effects it has had in enhancing or impeding 

the cooperation point to an ever-clearer link between resource asymmetry and divergence and/or 

convergence in the trilateral cooperation in Somalia. However, the final verdict as to whether there 

indeed exists a link between resource asymmetry and convergence and divergence in the 

cooperation would be the preoccupation of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: ANALYSIS 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the findings are analyzed by applying the adaptation of exchange theory drawing 

from Gest and Grigorescu’s (2010) and Brosig and Motsamai’s (2014) conceptualizations as 

presented in the second chapter. The variables and factors of exchange theory as presented in this 

study, interact for the most part in the analysis of UN-AU-EU cooperation in Somalia, establishing 

the cross-compatibility of the two strands of exchange theory and their concerted applicability for 

this study. First, analysis exploring the relationship between the enabling and discouraging factors 

and the variables of the exchange model are carried out. However, the analysis also takes into 

account alternative and contradictory arguments and draws from those arguments and therefore 

does allow for analysis external to exchange theory. The chapter then concludes with a presentation 

of the strengths and limitations of exchange theory for application in this study, as well as a 

summary of the key findings of this analytical process, and the possible direction of future research 

concerning IO cooperation in peace operations. 

5.2. Interplay of Resources and Variables 

As mentioned in the second chapter, enabling factors and discouraging factors constitute resources 

and conditions respectively, that influence cooperation between IOs. Enabling factors are tangible 

and intangible resources which include; predictability, financial and informational resources, 

experience and expertise, and legitimacy. On the other hand, the discouraging factor is; difference 

in organizational/bureaucratic culture. Also, cooperation between IOs and their propensity to 

exchange the aforementioned resources is influenced by the following variables; 

congruence/compatibility of concepts/policies, institutional match, strife for autonomy, 

congruence of political interests, and demand and supply (of resources). Asymmetry in these 

resources and variables between the UN, AU, and EU and the anticipated effects on convergence 

or divergence in their cooperation in Somalia would be explored in the following paragraphs. 

As mentioned in previous chapters, the UNSC has an overriding legal prerogative in authorizing 

the use of force in response to global security crises. Given the importance apportioned to 

legitimacy by IOs, in conformity with the enabling factor of “legitimacy”, it is apparent how the 

AU and EU in Somalia have sought the UN’s authorization before acting. UNSC resolution 1744 
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which gave the “green light” to launch AMISOM is illustrative. However, as Gelot et al (2012) 

suggest, the UN’s licensing of AMISOM can also be seen as a self-serving act on the part of the 

UN whereby, its provision of legitimacy to the AU mission in Somalia in return, enhances its own 

legitimacy on the African continent in general, leading to a two-way reinforcement of legitimacy 

for both organizations. The very logic of this reasoning suggests that there already exists a 

legitimacy deficit on the part of one actor, thereby necessitating this licensing process which seems 

rather opaque. This assessment suggests that the UN has an interest in maintaining its institutional 

dominance when it comes to legal authority in cooperation with other IOs. 

Furthermore, expertise as a resource can be thought of as a potential driver of IO cooperation since 

like all scarce resources it is highly coveted. Nevertheless, the shape and motivations for IO 

cooperation perhaps go beyond demand and supply of scarce resources as explored below. The 

EU’s expertise in capacity building and training is reflected in the scope of its activities and 

achievements within EUTM Somalia and EUCAP Nestor/Somalia which cover both tactical and 

strategic capacity building for the SNSF and the Ministry of defence, and the coast guard and 

judicial system. These highly technical activities and achievements by the EU CSDP missions are 

testament to the EU’s enabling role within the cooperation in terms of providing expertise. 

Furthermore, given the operational tasks and details of Atalanta, the EU is seen to provide a key 

capability in maritime security in a demonstration of unique expertise within the trilateral 

cooperation in Somalia. However, considering the assertion that “Somalia is a global issue” (Gelot 

et al, 2012, p.108) in terms of security, political and economic interests, the investment of EU 

resources can be argued to be motivated not only by the EU’s benevolence to play a functionally 

aligning role with the UN and AU, but also by its desire to keep “African problems in Africa” 

(Rein, 2015, p.270) and also to pursue its geostrategic interests in maritime safety in the Gulf of 

Aden and the wider Indian ocean which are home to some of the busiest commercial shipping 

lanes in the world. Therefore, the EU’s primacy in naval security capacity and financial resources 

have a bearing on what role it plays in the wider operations in Somalia and in determining where 

to best place its resources, arguably with its own interests in mind. 

Furthermore, closely tied to expertise as a resource, the UN and the AU are said to experience a 

“hugely unequal relationship” in not only the human and financial resources that run their 

bureaucracies but also in terms of their “operating procedures” (Boutellis and Williams, 2013, 
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p.14). To demonstrate further, the “UNOAU (UN Office to the AU) has more personnel designated 

to support the capacity-building of the AU’s Peace Support Operations Division than the AU has 

for planning and running its peace operations” (ibid). AMISOM’s operation of a relatively small 

civilian component despite its lack of independent funding for its main role – military operations 

-, can be seen to represent an attempt to foster greater institutional autonomy and curb what 

Williams and Boutellis (2013) term ‘capacity-substitution’, whereby, the UN performs tasks for 

the AU rather than work with it to develop its capacities. Given the variable of “strife for 

autonomy”, conceptualized as the desire to have control over operational activities by an 

institution, the attachment of this civilian component to AMISOM by the AU is assessed as an 

attempt to gain more control over its operations and reduce reliance on the UN and EU, all in a bid 

to improve its cooperation with them by way of limiting the chances of gridlock and dependence 

for such services. The arguable institutional match between the UN and EU in terms of several 

tangible resources and the relatively smoother relationship they have is a case in point that lends 

credence to this assessment. Lending further credence to this assessment is the identification of 

the exclusion of AMISOM’s civilian component from UNSOA/S as a gap in UN-AU cooperation, 

which has led to a situation of “capacity substitution” rather than capacity-building (Gelot et al, 

2012). Further, the fact that UNSOA/S does not cover AMISOM’s civilian arm further points to 

the AU’s desire to get a foothold, no matter how small, on service delivery, logistics, and civilian 

capacity building as well, despite the severe lack of resources and expertise to take on that role. In 

this instance, the UN’s expertise in planning and management capacity can be observed to shape 

its cooperation with the AU from intended capacity-building to unintended capacity substitution. 

However, given the revelation that most African TCCs prefer to deploy under UN-led missions 

than under AU-led missions, partly because of the better logistical support package the UN 

provides (Boutellis and Williams, 2013), it remains to be established beyond the reasonable doubt 

that UN capacity substitution is indeed a tempting tendency to sleepwalk into performing tasks for 

the AU just because, understandably, it possesses so much expertise and experience in that area, 

constituting some form of logistical “mission creep”, or whether it represents a UN interest in 

maintaining its ability to influence AU operations by maintaining its primacy in providing such 

support capabilities. 

In addition, the UN appears to enjoy flexibility in choosing how to cooperate with the AU mainly 

owing to its supremacy in virtually all the tangible resources required by AMISOM. The notion of 
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a complementary logic guiding UN-AU cooperation is no more evident than in the UN’s provision 

of potent logistical, financial, and informational support to AMISOM’s operations thanks to its 

vast financial resources and expertise and experience in carrying out large-scale operations. In the 

information age, the UN plays a major role in providing an edge to AMISOM operations through 

its Communications and Information Technology (CIT) training and information support. This UN 

support is more or less conditional upon a continuation of AMISOM’s efforts at “creating a peace 

to keep”. It is therefore evident how the UN can substitute for its role as global peace and security 

provider when its organizational doctrines prevent it from playing that role, while at the same time 

providing the enabling resources to the substituting organization endowed with the institutional 

policies, culture, and doctrine to execute such a mission legally and legitimately. Testament to the 

UN’s provision of experience and expertise is its provision of not only material resources, but also 

institutional and technical capacity building to the AU headquarters with the stated goal of 

enhancing AMISOM’s management capacity. This capacity to provide expertise at a strategic level 

is vital for AMISOM’s long term prospects and therefore, a key element of UN-AU cooperation 

in Somalia. Furthermore, speaking directly to the role of resource asymmetry between the UN and 

AU in shaping their cooperation in Somalia is the instance whereby, a demand and supply of 

resources warrants the finetuning of the cooperation leading to the birth of an adaptive cooperation 

mechanism. The Joint Technical Assessment Mission of December 2011 conducted by the UN 

and AU as part of an assessment of the need to have a surge in troops and funding for AMISOM 

led to an improvement in UN-AU cooperation as it signaled an improvement in concept 

compatibility between the UN and AU with the realization of mutually-agreed objectives and 

targets. The relevance of the execution of this joint endeavor by the UN and AU is that it validates 

the variable of congruence of concepts between organizations as a cooperation and resource 

exchange enhancing factor, when we consider that the initial request for a troop and funding surge 

made by the AU was rejected by the UN. 

The importance of predictability as a factor influencing cooperation in this study is reflected in the 

fact that the AU’s need for predictable funding for peace operations has led to its dependence on 

external funding, including that of UN-assessed funds, thereby serving as an obstacle in UN-AU 

cooperation. The disconcertion caused by the EU’s 20% decrease to AMISOM funding (Avezov 

et al, 2017) is illustrative. Consequently, UN funding to the AU has come at the cost of a high 

degree of institutional oversight and apparent meddling in the AU’s operational activities 
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(Pergantis, 2016, p.83) by the UN. Therefore, it can be argued that financial asymmetry and the 

power of the organizations that possess the most resources interact with the institutional need for 

predictability and strain cooperation as UN-AU tensions suggest.  This phenomenon poses a 

danger for the future of the mission as it also applies to not only financial resources, but also to 

human resources as we would see again later in the chapter in the case were Burundi threatened to 

cut its supply of troops to the mission. 

5.3. Demand and Supply in Action 

The launching of Atalanta as a response to the UN’s calls is a salient example of the demand and 

supply of scarce resources necessitating cooperation between the UN and the EU. This is especially 

true when we consider the fact that WFP vessels frequently fell prey to Somali pirates before the 

UN authorized international coercive action against the pirates. The AU has also benefitted 

immensely from Atalanta, and as such it has filled a resource gap in maritime security crucial to 

UN and AU operations in Somalia, rendering the EU’s activities functionally aligning with that of 

the UN and AU. The expertise and capability of the EU enabling it to execute an operation like 

Atalanta when considering its deployed assets and the size of the AO, speaks to the almost 

indispensable role played by the EU in the cooperation, largely owing to its expertise and resources 

in conducting such a complex, multidimensional naval operation in support of the wider security 

operation in Somalia. On the other hand, as earlier mentioned, the commercial shipping traffic in 

Atalanta’s AO is one of the densest in the world, including the passage of vital oil shipments from 

the Middle East through the strait of Hormuz. This perhaps serves as a greater incentive for EU 

involvement in that part of the Indian ocean. 

Like the AU, but arguably with greater success, the EU is observed at striving for more institutional 

autonomy with the launching of EUCAP Nestor/Somalia. The fact that this mission involves 

humanitarian efforts, capacity building, and service delivery, despite its overlap with similar UN 

activities, it is assessed as a display of EU autonomy in its cooperation with the UN. Looking at 

the bigger picture, the EU’s general political stance on the conduct of CSDP missions in 

partnership with other organizations is that of indispensable institutional autonomy whereby the 

EU deploys based upon its own “decision” and interests. The EU’s rich resource endowment and 

capacity to potentially launch independent missions can be associated with its ability to determine 

the terms of its cooperation with other IOs, including the UN. This tendency towards institutional 
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autonomy by the EU is clearly apparent in its deployment outside of UN missions in Somalia. It 

can also be deduced that EU political interests are aligned with that of the AU and UN in Somalia 

given its investment of human, material, and financial resources to the broader security of the Horn 

of Africa, reason being that the EU would not normally deploy its resources if its political and 

economic interests were not taken into consideration. It is also observable that the UN’s 

willingness to allow the EU operational autonomy in Somalia in contrast to its more stringent 

control and oversight of AU operations reflects the UN’s perception of what the EU has to offer 

in terms of predictability (of other resources), financial and informational resources, and expertise 

within its selected niches. Therefore, it appears the UN seeks to maintain a smooth cooperative 

relationship with the EU and avoid antagonizing it into further distancing itself by striving for even 

greater autonomy in the future. However, apart from the need to maintain institutional autonomy, 

it is safe to argue that the EU potentially has political and economic interests in Somalia and the 

wider region, the likes of which would make its deployment under the UN, with its stringent 

principles of impartiality and the like, inconvenient to pursuing such interests. Atalanta is a case 

in point. 

Furthermore, the EU and the UN enjoy a significant degree of institutional match when their 

financial resources, technical capabilities (organizational and administrative), expertise, and 

experience in the execution of peace operations is concerned. The smooth-running cooperative 

relationship between the two organizations in Somalia is largely thanks to this variable. This 

reflects less resource asymmetry between both IOs when compared to the AU. Also, the UN’s 

increased access to resources by cooperating with the EU can be argued to play a role in their 

relatively better working relationship. 

What comes to mind at this point is whether the UN does not ponder the possibility of the AU 

seeking more institutional autonomy as well, given its willingness to carryout robust military 

operations and its tendency to provide legitimacy to non-African IOs in Africa. Answering this 

question, again, is the UN’s reliance on the AU model of peace operations in Somalia whereby, 

“frontline” states play a vital role and mostly consider nearby conflicts a matter of national 

security. As such, the UN seems to be placing its bet on the calculus that AMISOM TCCs which 

either share a border with Somalia or are situated within its immediate geopolitical vicinity are 

more than likely to stay militarily involved in Somalia as a matter of national security and regional 
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stability. Therefore, this difference in organizational culture and incompatibility of concepts 

between the UN and AU can be seen to rather foster cooperation between the UN and the AU by 

keeping them dependent on each other for resources they do not possess based on their institutional 

predispositions. Therefore, it is safe to argue that the UN does not foresee any significant negative 

consequences of its stringent oversight and control of AU operational matters in Somalia as it 

assumes the AU states in the immediate vicinity of Somalia would stay involved no matter the 

circumstances of their cooperative relationship. But when we consider that AMISOM was initially 

intended to serve as an “exit strategy” for the Ethiopian military’s earlier intervention (2006) in 

Somalia (Boutellis and Williams, 2013), then the AU’s own political interests and objectives in 

intervening in Somalia can be seen to provide another explanation as to its capacity to take 

initiative irrespective of its cooperation with external partners, to address regional African political 

issues and shared interests. 

Arguably, with the memory of UNITAF and UNOSOM II in mind, alongside consideration of the 

UN’s adherence to its three peacekeeping principles of; consent, impartiality, and the minimum 

use of force, the UN’s authorization of AMISOM suggests that it acknowledges the necessity of a 

legal and organized military effort to stabilize the country, and purportedly, prepare it for a future 

UN mission. Therefore, in Somalia, the differences in the peacekeeping procedures between the 

UN and AU clearly signifies a difference in organizational culture and a supposed incompatibility 

of concepts/policy. In the context of Somalia, this apparent difference in organizational culture is 

assessed to play both a cooperation enhancing role and a cooperation impeding role as explained 

below.  

First and foremost, the UN’s dependence on the AU for security operations on the ground in 

Somalia despite its knowledge of AU military, logistical, and financial limitations is an indication 

that the UN considers the AU’s peacekeeping approach an asset in conflict management in the 

Somalia scenario, thereby allowing itself to abstain from direct peacekeeping activities and act 

essentially, by proxy through the AU. The organizational differences in culture and policy between 

both organizations is therefore enhancing the cooperation when taking into consideration the 

division of labor that has been observed in Somalia since 2007, thanks in part to the UN’s primacy 

in logistical and organizational expertise, as well as greater financial resource endowment. 



 

63 
 

However, paradoxically, despite abstaining from direct peacekeeping in Somalia partly due to the 

absence of “a peace to keep”, and prudently authorizing AMISOM to essentially “establish peace” 

to keep, the UN in anticipation of a future re-hating of the AU mission into a UN mission and also 

in meeting the conditions provided in the UN Charter and relevant policy guidelines, has placed 

support conditionalities on the AU to conform to UN standards in its activities. This issue has 

hampered the cooperation as some of the UN’s peacekeeping doctrines and “standards” are 

perhaps not suitable for the current task at hand in Somalia – the reason the UN did not use its own 

peacekeeping force in the first place. In addition to this, UNSOA/S has been reported to be 

insufficient to the operational requirements of the mission because it is designed for UN-style 

missions characterized by a sparing use of force and impartiality. In this instance, the differences 

and incompatibilities in organizational culture and policies are clearly serving as a hindrance to 

cooperation. 

Pergantis (2016, p.82) contends that tensions usually arise between the AU and the UN owing “to 

their diverging interests or strategic/operational objectives”, leading to delays in the deployment, 

surging, or re-hatting of AU missions since the AU typically seeks the UNSC’s authorization, 

accompanied by a detailed report on the strategic, operational and technical aspects of any given 

mission. AMISOM has borne witness to this experience in UN-AU cooperation in the sense that 

AMISOM’s request for a troop increase and additional financial assistance in December 2010 was 

initially denied by the UN but was later authorized and endorsed in February 2012 only following 

a “Technical Assessment Mission conducted jointly by the AU and the UN” (ibid). Thus, 

asymmetry in financial resources between the UN and AU demonstrably has the AU dependent on 

the UN for more than just legal authorization, placing a strain on the cooperation. Another 

challenge in the UN-AU relationship stems from the fact that the AU always seeks “to increase 

the predictability and sustainability of regional operation’s funding through the use of UN assessed 

contributions” given its own low resource endowments (ibid, p.83). This dependence on the UN 

(and EU) has led to the exercise of “crucial oversight of operational undertakings” in AMISOM 

(ibid). 

Further qualification of a relationship between resource scarcity and asymmetry between the UN, 

AU, and EU in Somalia, and the resultant effects on the degree to which predictability of resource 

supply is central in the cooperation is expressed in the 2014 EU-Africa summit cooperation 
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roadmap. The EU’s promotion of a trilateral cooperation framework in peace and security by 

enhancing coordination with the AU and UN based on shared interests is laden with expectations 

as to what its partners can provide in return. As predictable funding for African-led peace 

operations is stated as one of the objectives of the partnership, it can be argued that the EU 

implicitly expects an equally reliable supply of AU human resources in peace operations. An EU 

peace operation without AU involvement in Somalia is likely to suffer from both a legitimacy and 

political crisis – domestic and global -, despite highly expected potency in expertise and material 

resources to take on the task. Therefore, collaborating with the AU which is endowed with the 

institutional predisposition and propensity to carry out a robust peace operation, as well as 

possessing better regional legitimacy, along with the UN, endowed with superior legal authority 

represents a trilateral demand and supply dynamic based on the leveraging of comparative 

advantages as far as the EU is concerned. Testament to the importance of predictability in 

maintaining this EU-Africa cooperation strategy was the stir caused by the EU’s decision to reduce 

AMISOM funding by 20% in 2016. 

Furthermore, the EU’s three CSDP missions in Somalia, characterized as functional niches, depict 

its performance of specialized roles owing to its expertise and experience in capacity building, 

training, and maritime security when we consider other EU missions in Africa and beyond which 

are of a similar character, such as, EUTM Mali and EU NAVFOR in the Mediterranean. Thus, the 

EU’s expertise in these areas have found favour with the UN and AU and enabled cooperation 

with the EU in Somalia since these missions reduce the burdens of both the UN and AU. Also, the 

small numbers of EU personnel deployed within its missions in Somalia reflects a rather risk-

averse approach to peace operations in that it appears like an attempt to put as few human resources 

as possible in harm’s way. This does not come as a big surprise since the EU only “implicitly” 

adheres to the UN-established principle (2005) of Responsibility to Protect (R2P), and its Lisbon 

Treaty “does not mention R2P as a foreign policy principle” (Brosig, 2010, p.331).  Regarding this 

issue however, is also the issue of a potential legitimacy deficit on the part of the EU, thereby 

limiting its deployment size in African peace operations. Again, the EU missions reflect a tendency 

towards institutional autonomy whereby EU nations prefer to deploy in peace operations within 

the EU than within UN missions, whereby they are better able to manage and control mission 

mandate drafting and resources to the likeness of the member states (Brosig, 2014). Atalanta, by 

virtue of its role in UN and AMISOM vessel safety, counter piracy, and maritime security is a 
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partnership enabler as it provides for predictable “cover” in an area where the AU and UN are 

lacking in expertise as they have never carried out maritime security operations of this scale, 

spanning millions of kilometers’ square in surface area. Therefore, the EU’s expertise in this area, 

along with its financial and intelligence capabilities, with its use of MPRAs, provides for vital 

inputs in the mission and the UN and AU can worry less about that dimension as the EU occupies 

that niche. 

Finally, differences in organizational culture, and deficiencies in congruence of concepts and 

institutional match can be said to be accountable for some of the most serious lapses in 

coordination and cooperation between the UN, AU, and EU in Somalia involving the training of 

the SNSF, whereby each organization in its capacity building and training activities, have trained 

different units of the SNSF in the orientation of their respective organizational doctrines and also 

with salaries reflecting their respective organizational resource endowment (Avezov et al, 2017). 

High defection rates and incoherency within the SNSF have been associated to this outcome (ibid). 

5.4. Conclusion 

Conclusively, it is safe to claim that IO cooperation in peace operations is not shaped by resource 

asymmetry alone. There is a myriad of factors that interact and influence the forms cooperation 

takes. Given the underlying argument related to Brosig’s (2010, p.327) contention that generally 

“cooperation is driven by normative and material conditions” in peace operations, apparently, 

resource asymmetry can allow IOs to maintain cooperation even when normative conditions for 

peace operations are not mutually appealing. This is exemplified in the UN’s provision of logistical 

and financial support but abstaining from any force deployments in Somalia mostly owing to its 

assessment of the security and political situation as unfavorable for deploying a peacekeeping 

mission. 

Furthermore, given that resource asymmetry usually entails differences in capacity, it has been 

demonstrated to easily result in unintended capacity-substitution instead of capacity-building 

during cooperation between IOs. The UN-AU bureaucratic cooperation in planning, management 

and organization capacity-building mishaps presented above are illustrative. Closely related to the 

unintended consequences of resource asymmetry in resource exchange between IOs is that, 

resource asymmetry does not only lead to the leveraging of comparative advantages, it also leads 

to the creation and adaptation of new cooperative mechanisms to guarantee the most efficient use 
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of scarce resources. Furthermore, resource asymmetry in some instances can serve the greater good 

of cooperation whereby it guarantees a division of labor and avoids overlap, duplication, and 

competition. 

Given the above conclusions arrived at, this study has established that resource asymmetry 

between cooperating IOs in peace operations can both enhance and impede cooperation, with 

unintended consequences always lurking around the corner. Crucially, resource asymmetry is not 

the only motivating factor in IO cooperation even where limited resources are a major concern in 

the peacekeeping enterprise in the 21st century. Historical legacy, economic interests, and 

institutional hegemony appear to play as much a role as resource asymmetry in shaping IO 

cooperation in peace operations. This therefore challenges the basic exchange theory premise of 

cooperation and resource exchange between IOs being driven solely by resource scarcity and 

disparity. However, this discovery complements the rational and social institutionalism framework 

(Brosig, 2010) presented in chapter two, in that historical legacy, economic interests, and 

institutional hegemony complement the concepts of “individual actor preference” and “legitimacy 

pull” (Ibid, p.329) which are central to the institutionalism approach in IO cooperation in peace 

operations. 

Further validating the conclusions of this study is that the selected case study supports the 

application of exchange theory because it features a special case of division of labor in a peace 

operation whereby, logistics, uniformed personnel, financial resources, maritime security, and 

capacity-building have all been provided almost exclusively by one or more of the studied IOs. 

This therefore implies a need for these IOs to find ways to fill the resource and capacity gaps they 

have since the overall success of their missions requires all these resources to be invested 

simultaneously. Notwithstanding, Somalia as a case challenges the applied theoretical framework 

because several of the AU TCCs share a border with Somalia and have been demonstrated to be 

willing to take on the security challenges in their “neighborhood” irrespective of the involvement 

of resource-rich partners like the UN and EU. Also, the peace operation in Somalia witnessed the 

cooperation of three organizations whose normative principles do not always match each other on 

selected issues, thereby challenging the variable of ‘concept compatibility’ as exclusively a 

cooperation enhancer. In addition, cooperation between the IOs was found to be enhanced by the 

political interests of one IO and not necessarily all three or even two of the IOs, raising questions 
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about the variable of ‘congruence of political interests’ between IOs as a guarantor of IO 

cooperation. It therefore turns out that if the political interests of a single IO with highly coveted 

resources are in place, amongst a group of cooperating IOs, then cooperation can take place 

regardless. This severely weakens the notion that congruence of political interests must be 

experienced by all the cooperating IOs for cooperation entailing exchange of resources to take 

place or be enhanced. This conclusion is based solely on this case study however, but I anticipate 

that it potentially holds sway in a significant number of other cases. Therefore, I argue that an 

improvement of exchange theory would have to come in the form of the inclusion of 

variables/factors that entail the recognition of institutional hegemonic interests and the political 

and/or economic interests of individual member states in each conflict scenario. These 

factors/variables are important because speculatively, cooperating IOs would generally seek to 

have a greater say in cooperation with others and their maintenance of a particular comparative 

advantage is key to maintaining that authoritative edge. And given that the long-term agendas of 

cooperating IOs do not always converge, IOs can be argued to inherently safeguard or aim for 

hegemony and dominance in their cooperation with others with their ultimate long-term goals in 

mind. Also, given that IOs are made up of several individual states, the interests of the most 

powerful member state(s) in a given IO probably have a bearing on the IO’s approach in 

cooperation with other IOs, depending on the conflict scenario and the stakes involved. 

Going further into exploring multilateral cooperation in peace operations, the influence of the 

conflict type on the form IO cooperation takes is a frontier that should be explored further. Reason 

being that, different conflict types presumably require different types and amounts of resources to 

manage. Also, conflict types might have a bearing on the policy concepts and norms that guide IO 

involvement and also, the political, economic, and hegemonic interests of IOs and individual IO 

member states may be affected by certain types of conflicts in certain parts of the world or 

countries, inevitably shaping how the IOs approach and work with each other to form a cooperation 

network to manage the conflict. 

 

 

 



 

68 
 

CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The resource limitations faced by IOs in the conduct of modern peace operations are severe and 

necessitate cooperation. The resources necessary for optimum results in cooperative security are 

diverse, scarce, and unequally distributed amongst IOs. This asymmetry in resource endowment 

has led to complicated dynamics in multilateral cooperation and affected convergence and 

divergence in cooperation for peace operations. Generally, the tendency for organizations with 

primacy in the endowment of certain resources to influence the direction of operational activities 

on the ground has been demonstrated, leading to divergence and tensions within multilateral 

cooperation in some instances, whilst at the same time, leading to convergence and cooperation 

enhancement in other instances. In addition, resource asymmetry has been shown to allow for 

flexibility within IO cooperation, whereby resource rich IOs can choose how to cooperate with 

less resource-rich IOs in ways that do not break their normative codes, thereby maintaining their 

ability to provide positive inputs into operations they would rather not get fully involved in. If 

anything has been most clearly established as far as this topic is concerned, it is the notion that 

multilateral cooperation does not always conform to the “functional logic” of pooling and 

exchanging resources as part of a process of leveraging comparative advantages. Other factors 

than the need to fill resource gaps have played major roles in driving the studied trilateral 

cooperation in Somalia and affected convergence and divergence within the cooperation. Such 

factors include; political and economic interests, organizational interests, historical legacy, and 

experience. 

Furthermore, resource asymmetry between cooperating IOs in peace operations has been 

demonstrated to serve division of labor well and successfully avoided duplication and competition 

in most instances but however, also led to unintended consequences which further reinforce 

dependency for less resource-rich organizations. The case of unintended UN capacity-substitution 

for the AU as revealed in the previous chapter is illustrative. 

At the theoretical level, resource exchange theory has been shown to bear weaknesses in its ability 

to fully understanding IO cooperation in a resource-demanding peace operation like that in 

Somalia, but it remains a very valuable framework to understanding the basics of cooperation in 

peace operations which by all accounts is a resource-driven process as a starting point. 
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Finally, based on the findings of this study and the fundamental interest in institutional resources 

and capacity as the makers or breakers of cooperation in peace operations, several 

recommendations with respect to the UN, AU, and EU peace operation in Somalia with reference 

to SIDA’s Manual for Conflict Analysis (2006) are provided in the following paragraphs. 

First, as a mismatch was identified between UNSOA/S and the nature of the conflict management 

task, the UN has to design its logistical support package on a case-by-case basis in order to allow 

for a perfect alignment with the conflict management task at hand. To achieve this, UN assessment 

teams of military and logistics specialists have to carry out thorough field assessments, embedded 

with the peacekeepers in-theatre, to be able to understand the exact needs of the mission’s 

operations and make recommendations for an upgrade or modification of UN provisions and 

supplies accordingly.  

Secondly, in confirmation that AMISOM’s civilian component is significantly less capable than 

its military arm, and considering the non-military activities of the mission involving counter-

messaging, reconciliation efforts, and state capacity-building, UNSOS should as well cover 

AMISOM’s civilian component whilst building its capacity simultaneously. This effort would 

entail that UN logistical and bureaucratic personnel and assets are made available to the AU’s 

civilian personnel and offices in-theatre and provide hands-on, on-the-job guidance and support 

throughout the mission as deemed necessary. Lending more importance to this recommendation is 

Boutellis and William’s (2013, p.14) revelation that, the AU is unlikely to successfully replicate 

successful processes such as the AMISOM troop surge of 2012 because its bureaucrats lack the 

ability to “maintain institutional knowledge and information management tools”, technical skills 

that have the potential to change the trajectory of an entire mission. Therefore, the AU would be 

better able to plan, organize and manage its missions.  

Finally, since a lack of financial resources has resulted in AU dependence on external sources in 

Somalia, coupled with strained relations on several occasions, the AU must push for more 

commitment from its member states to observe their financial obligations. This issue should be 

addressed by providing a quota system for the financial contributions of each AU member state 

based on its Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This GDP-based quota system can reduce the 

financial burden on less economically viable AU states in making contributions to the AU peace 

fund, and prevent them from shying away from their financial responsibilities in the AU.  
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Appendix 

            Annex 1: Operational map of Somalia 

 

Source: Center on International Cooperation: Global Peace Operations Review: 

http://peaceoperationsreview.org/country-and-regional/somalia/ 
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