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Two years ago a distinguished group of leaders, policy makers and practitioners came 
together to discuss security sector reform at the 2012 High Level Panel on Security 
Sector Reform (SSR) in East Africa in Nairobi, Kenya. In the period since, SSR has 
become even more central to the conflict prevention, stabilisation, peacebuilding and 
development agendas across the continent. In January 2013 the African Union (AU) 
adopted its Policy Framework on SSR after a long period of consultation.  In the same 
year, the second United Nations (UN) Secretary General’s report on SSR was released, 
reflective of the now 70 per cent of all Security Council mandates that contain references 
to the reform of security institutions. In April 2014, UN Security Council Resolution 
(UNSCR) 2151 was unanimously adopted under Nigeria’s Presidency of the UN Security 
Council. The European Union (EU) has also moved forward in its support to SSR, and 
more and more countries across Africa are engaged in some form of development of 
their security and justice institutions, as well as providing South-South assistance to 
others undergoing similar processes.  
 
The Africa Forum on SSR, held over a three-day period from 24th – 26th November 2014, 
equally reflects the importance and depth of critical understanding of the topic today. 
Supported by the African Union (AU), the United Nations (UN), the European Union 
(EU), the African Security Sector Network (ASSN), the Government of Slovakia, the 
Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) and its International 
Security Sector Advisory Team (ISSAT). The Forum brought together over 250 policy 
makers, analysts and practitioners to exchange experiences and lessons, and explore 
practical ways to further successful SSR against the myriad of challenges faced by 
countries and regions in Africa. Participants included representatives of AU Member 
States, Regional Economic Communities (RECs), Regional Mechanisms (RMs), the Pan 
African Parliament, and senior Government officials and experts engaged in SSR across 
the continent, as well as partners. 

Through rich and wide-ranging discussions, the Forum teased out a number of thematic 
areas that cut across the case study examples provided by Burundi, the Central African 
Republic (CAR), Côte d’Ivoire, Kenya, Libya, Mali, Nigeria, Somalia and South Sudan. 
Attention was also given to the role of the AU and the RECs in supporting Member States 
in their SSR processes.  
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THEMATIC AREAS 

THE RELEVANCE OF 
SSR  

SSR has long been 
recognised as being 
fundamental to long-
term peace and 
development, but it is 
important to 
underline the 
relevance of SSR in a 
number of other roles, 
such as stabilisation 
and the prevention of 
conflict.   

SSR is an important 
contributor to stability and is being 
factored into multi-dimensional 
approaches to dealing with crisis. One 
such example of this is the focus given to 
SSR by the international contact groups 
established by the AU whenever dealing 
with a crisis. At a policy level, UNSCR 
2151 highlights the importance of SSR in 
stabilisation and reconstruction. On the 
ground, operations or missions dealing 
with immediate stabilisation efforts are 
increasingly also being mandated to 

support governments in 
undertaking SSR to 
strengthen the long-
term effectiveness and 
accountability of 
national security 
institutions. This dual 
role provides clear 
opportunities. Examples 
from CAR show that 
deploying force to 
resolve hard security 
challenges will only be 
successful in tandem 
with political 
engagement to resolve 
the underlying causes of 
conflict. These are often 

SSR related and therefore need to be 
factored into the support delivered.  

Yet at the same time this produces 
significant challenges. Peacekeeping 
missions are a stop-gap, and the balance 
between short-term pressures to quell 
tension and longer-term considerations 
for the successful, sustainable 
development of security and justice 
provision is a difficult one to reach in 
such trying circumstances. SSR cannot 

“Rebuilding the 
technical capacity of 

existing security actors 
quickly in order to 

respond to immediate 
challenges can simply 
re-establish a system 
that serves the elite 

rather than reflects the 
more varied security 

and justice needs of the 
population” 

 

Official photo session with participants of Africa forum on SSR  
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take place in all contexts. The situation 
in Libya shows that SSR cannot happen 
before there is a minimum level of 
political stability, with certain legal 
frameworks in place. Moreover, there 
are risks to engaging even when that 
minimum level of stability has been 
reached. Rebuilding the technical 
capacity of existing security actors 
quickly in order to respond to 
immediate challenges can simply re-
establish a system that serves the elite 
rather than reflects the more varied 
security and justice needs of the 
population. In doing so, the inequalities 

that contribute to the root causes of 
conflict may be reinstated. This is 
exacerbated by the fact that missions are 
often limited to working with whatever 
state structures already exist in 
whatever areas they are deployed, such 
as in Somalia or CAR, rather than having 
the capacity to support necessary 
systemic change. A further complication 
for missions in such situations is how to 
ensure that their decisions are based on 
accurate information that encompasses 
a wide range of views, including those 
from stakeholder groups such as women 
and youth, with whom they may not 
interact.  

Nonetheless, the breakdown in systems 
seen in stabilisation environments can 
provide space to revisit views of what 
form SSR should take in a country. So 
whilst stabilisation contexts may not 
provide an established environment to 
undertake comprehensive security 
sectors reform, they can offer a window 
of opportunity to set the foundations for 
longer-term engagement, in particular 
shifting the discourse to one that is more 
reflective of society. In this respect, 
SSR’s value does not come from its 
ability to develop national security 
capabilities immediately. Rather, SSR's 

value in mitigating and calming 
violence comes from its ability, 
through dialogue, to address a 
particular root cause of conflict, 
which often plagues 
stabilisation contexts. 
Specifically, competition over 
who will control the State's 
monopoly over the legitimate 
use of physical force. SSR is a 
political tool, not just a 
technical one, and its political 
nature has the potential to add 
great value in stabilisation 
contexts. 

It should, however, be recognised that 
this will only be a first step. The 
experience of South Africa, where the 
country embarked on two years of 
consultations before drafting their 
policies, illustrates the timescales 
involved, and time is a rare commodity 
in a stabilisation environment.  

SSR can also be identified as a key 
conflict prevention process and several 
of the case studies provide examples of 
what happens when this is not done. The 
recent outbreak of violence in Côte 
d’Ivoire was, in part, due to a failure to 
deal with reform efforts within the 
military two years previously –despite 

 Session 7 panel looking at sustainability of SSR. 
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the general increase in well-being 
brought about by significant economic 
growth and development in the country. 
In CAR, failing to (re-) engage in SSR in 
2012 was seen as a major factor in the 
re-descent into conflict. A further central 
theme to SSR’s preventative role is the 
political and participatory dialogue that 
should accompany reform or 
transformation efforts, as this can 
identify and tackle potential causes of 
conflict before they arise.  

THE IMPORTANCE OF GOVERNANCE 

Good governance and accountability sit 
at the very heart of SSR. A strong 
message emerging from the debates is 
that programmes that only train and 
equip security forces are neither 
effective in improving the safety and 
security of the population, nor are they 
sustainable. For example in South 
Sudan, although there has been a rapid 
investment in the military, it has, at best, 
failed to improve peace and security. 
Many of the case studies examined 
during the Forum still display weak 
institutional structures and a lack of 
democratic governance. This is often 
despite a concentration of support 

programmes over the 
years. So clearly the 
support that has been 
provided is not 
creating the systemic 
and behavioural 
change that is needed.  

Results from a 2012 
evaluation of UN 
Peacebuilding Fund 
support to SSR shows 
that 93 per cent of 
assistance has been in 
the form of training 
and equipment. This is 

by no means seen as 
unique to the UN, and there are a 
number of possible reasons behind the 
tendency of the international 
community to provide ‘train and equip’ 
assistance, despite the poor track record 
of results. There is often a strong 
pressure to do something quickly. Train 
and equip support is perceived as 
meeting an immediate need and is 
considered to have a quick impact, albeit 
limited in depth. There may also be clear 
threats that security forces need 
additional technical capacity to meet. 
One example is the Nigerian Army’s 
need to enhance its effectiveness to fight 
Boko Haram, although support in this 
regard may not be classified as SSR. 
From an international perspective, 
technical support is easier to deliver and 
often provides easy to measure outputs 
that satisfy Headquarters’ and Capitals’ 
demands for tangible results.  

Whilst there are examples of support to 
strengthen democratic governance, they 
are unfortunately not the norm. Results 
are still few and far between and it takes 
time to develop the sort of robust 
framework required for governance.  
Advances can also be quite fragile. As 
can be seen in the example of Kenya, 

Brigadier General Charles Ciec Mayor (Government of South 
Sudan) sharing lessons on SSR from South Sudan. 
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external threats such as terrorist groups 
can sway the balance back towards 
increasing the power of security 
agencies at the expense of oversight and 
accountability.  

Focusing on improving the democratic 
governance of the security sector is by 

no means the preserve of the 
international community. As is all 
aspects of SSR, the driving force behind 
efforts to reinforce the good governance 
of security and justice actors needs to be 
the state, its institutions and, most 
importantly, its citizens.  

Citizens need to know about, and 
understand, matters related to security 
and justice sector development in order 
to have a voice on 
governance issues. This 
can be a major problem, 
as seen in Nigeria, where 
much of the population 
seem unaware of how to 
engage with the system. 
More positively, Mali 
provides an example of 
how parliamentarians 
are able to keep their 
electorate informed as a 
result of promoting 
regular exchanges 
between deputies and 

security sector heads in order to build 
understanding. This regular contact also 
allows potential issues to be discussed 
and actions taken to correct them. A 
similar commitment to communication 
can be seen in Kenya, where the 
judiciary produce and disseminate to 
the public an annual report on the state 
of the institution. 

More work is needed to reconsider what 
is meant by democratic governance to 
take into account the realities of how 
security and justice is provided on the 
ground. Current models are, at their 
core, state-centric. Yet these may not 
reflect the choices that would be made 
by the population if their voices could be 
heard. Similarly, the different checks 
and balances rooted in traditional and 
informal forms of authority that can 
reinforce democratic oversight and 
accountability need to be identified and 
factored into the development of 
security and justice systems. Security 
governance mechanisms need to be 
developed that can work with informal 
institutions as well as the State, and are 
better suited to the African context, 
especially at grass roots level. 

Despite these challenges, the Forum 

“More work is needed to 
reconsider what is 

meant by democratic 
governance to take into 
account the realities of 

how security and justice 
is provided on the 

ground” 

Session 3 debating the role of SSR in stabilisation contexts. 
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provides many examples where 
progress is being made.  

The Programme de Développement du 
Secteur de la Sécurité (DSS) programme 
in Burundi places equal importance – 
and therefore sufficient resources – on 
support to accountability as it does to 
support to building up the effectiveness 
of the security sector. Training for 
professionalism includes an element of 
integrity embedded to every aspect. 
Democratic governance mechanisms are 
being built into the design of the 
security institutions in Somalia and 
embedded into the Constitutional and 
legal framework. Kenya has developed 
specific institutions to reinforce 
accountability, such as the office of the 
judiciary ombudsperson, created in 
2011 to receive and process complaints 
and grievances from the public with 
regard to the judiciary and its 
employees. 

A further aspect of governance being 
strengthened is in relation to financial 
management and oversight of security 
actors. In this regard, public expenditure 
reviews (PERs) have become more 
common, informing responsible security 
policymaking and budgetary processes. 
Examples of recent PERs include 
Burundi, Liberia and Mali, with planning 
underway by the UN and the World 
Bank to support such a process in 
Somalia. This is backed up by the 
development of guidance. 

 

 

LEADERSHIP 

An element inherently linked to 
governance is leadership, which 
emerged as one of the most dominant 
themes of the Forum. The absence of 
strong leadership, or leadership that 
lacks credibility, is a major factor in the 
failure of SSR. Yet, as can be observed in 
examples from Libya, SSR is often seen 
as a panacea for the lack of enlightened 
leadership. Lessons are not yet being 
learned on the vital importance of this 
factor for successful SSR.  

There is still an influx of technical 
assistance that does little to support the 
fundamental political changes needed to 
improve accountable security and 
justice service delivery. The problem is 
further compounded by efforts to 
circumvent a lack of strong direction. 
However, leadership cannot just be 
created where it does not exist, and the 
responsibility to choose the leadership 
remains very much with the nation. This 
adds time and a further layer of 
complexity to the way SSR is supported.    

The issue of leadership of security and 
justice institutions is growing in 
relevance. For example, the Kenyan 
judiciary has placed the reorientation of 
leadership style amongst its three basic 
objectives for SSR. In Côte d’Ivoire, 
efforts are being made to build 
collaborative leadership through 
capacity building at the operational 
level. Yet work still needs to be done on 
the relationship between the leadership 
and the population, so leadership 
becomes truly representative, not just 
something that reinforces the elite. 
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“Understanding the 
highly political nature 

of SSR means 
understanding the 
inherent risks, and 

developing systems and 
structures to monitor 

and manage them” 

 

SSR AS A POLITICAL PROCESS 

SSR is a fundamentally political process. 
It should be a process that seeks to alter 
the relationship between governing 
elites and the people so that they can 
forge a common sense of purpose and 
craft a shared vision of security. But 
there are still too many examples of 
support being approached as a purely 
technical undertaking, not least because 
it is often the easiest way to be seen to 
take action.  For example, SSR in CAR is 
still largely perceived as a technical 
process revolving around the defence 
forces. Yet the politicisation of the 
Forces de Défense et de Sécurité (FDS) 
in CAR has been identified as a key 
reason for the failure of SSR efforts over 
the past decade. Even if awareness of 

the political nature of 
SSR is present, it is no 
guarantee that a political 
process will be pursued, 
as other challenges often 
arise. In Libya, for 
example, everyone has 
retreated to offering 
technical responses 
because the framework 
to build more politically-
minded transformation 
is missing.  

Hence, despite the 
understanding of the 

importance of the political dimension, 
putting this into practice is a much more 
challenging endeavour. SSR in South 
Sudan provides an example where there 
has been very little political support for 
SSR beyond issues that feed into the 
personal agendas of those in power. This 
situation is exacerbated further by weak 
oversight. One of the biggest lessons 
emerging from Libya is the need to 
create and encourage political will and 
achieve some 
degree of 
organisation 
in the 
Government 
and 
Parliament.  

There are, 
nonetheless, 
many 
suggestions 
on how the politics of SSR can be placed 
more centrally. Undertaking a political 
analysis of the context and root causes 
of conflict allows for better focus and 
sequencing for SSR. For example, in Mali 
such a process identified that they 
needed to address the balance of 
ethnicity and factions within the 
security and defence forces before 

“The absence of strong 
leadership, or 

leadership that lacks 
credibility, is a major 
factor in the failure of 

SSR” 

Mr. Waldemar Vrey (UNSOM) sharing SSR lessons from Somalia. 
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increasing their technical skills. The AU’s 
policy on the illegal change of 
government (most recently invoked 
with regard to Burkina Faso) has been 
seen as an important step forward in 
helping to remove security actors from 
active involvement in politics.  

The Burundi DSS example demonstrates 
that confidence of the public only comes 
with their seeing SSR as a process that 
has not been captured by politics. This 
means putting politics centre stage and 
factoring it into all the planning. 
Understanding the highly political 
nature of SSR means understanding the 
inherent risks, and developing systems 
and structures to monitor and manage 
them. Whilst the difficult political issues 
that block true change are rarely tackled 
effectively in programmes, the DSS 
covers this on a daily basis at both policy 
and operational level. The structure of 
the programme has even promoted 
necessary political dialogue, not least 
through the establishment of a multi-
actor advisory group that facilitates 
exchanges and provides a testing ground 
for ideas before they are shared with 
wider stakeholders. Another benefit 
from taking such an approach is that it 
promotes a problem-solving approach 
to relationships. 

The importance of putting 
politics at the core can again be 
seen in CAR, where power 
sharing in the security apparatus 
between the different belligerent 
groups will be at the heart of the 
political negotiation during the 
Forum of Bangui planned for 
January 2015.  

 

 

INCLUSIVENESS 

Engaging in a truly inclusive SSR process 
is extremely challenging and time 
consuming. However, the authenticity, 
and therefore the sustainability, of any 
SSR effort lies on its ability to capture 
the range of views held within a country. 
For example, the lack of inclusion of 
families and communities has been cited 
as a key factor in the failure of SSR 
efforts over the last decade in CAR.  

Exclusion can breed additional security 
problems. The strong link between 
economic power and political power in 
Nigeria has resulted in the elite 
excluding many sectors of the 
population from making politically-
related decisions, including those 
affecting the security sector. This has 
potentially far-reaching consequences. A 
failure to engage with the most 
vulnerable groups of society runs the 
risk of their disenfranchisement, which 
can make them more susceptible to 
being co-opted into terrorist activities.   

National visions for security and justice 
need to reflect all sectors of society, 
particularly the most vulnerable groups 
whose voices are still not always heard. 
If plans to transform the security sector 
architecture do not reflect the broad 

Representative of Nigeria sharing his views and 
experiences on the challenges of sustainability of SSR. 
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range of interests, efforts to reform or 
rebuild will be reduced to recreating the 
same broken systems, built on narrow 
security interests and agendas. 
Moreover, the design of a security and 
justice architecture that meets the 
population’s needs can only be done 
through genuinely understanding the 
root causes of insecurity and fragility. 
This can only be achieved by learning 
from all sections of the population. 

Reaching an inclusive vision is 
extremely challenging, as has been seen 
in CAR, where efforts have been 
hampered by diverging and often 
competing interests of actors vying for 
power and influence.  Similarly, in Libya 
all efforts so far to bring multiple people 
to the table have collapsed.  

Nonetheless, there are ways in which 
greater inclusiveness in SSR can be 
encouraged. Greater sensitisation efforts 
are required to ensure that people are 
aware of any SSR process and 
understand the issues at stake. This 
impacts on the time and resources 
needed. As underlined in the AU’s policy 
framework for SSR, civil society and 
grassroots movements have 
an important role to play in 
this regard.  

Lessons can be gathered from 
post-apartheid South Africa, 
where it took two years of 
consultations before 
establishing the idea of a 
White Paper. The Council of 
Ministers in South Sudan has 
used expert support from 
NGOs, as well as a six-month 
consultation process that 
went down to grassroots, to 
draft its new national security 
strategy for reform. Civil society 
in Mali is providing inputs into 

government policies to develop national 
strategies, and has seen some success 
fostering dialogue between the security 
sector and civilians. Furthermore, in 
Côte d’Ivoire efforts are being made to 
decentralise security processes and 
involve local authorities, thus taking the 
decision-making down to lower levels. 

Security structures also need to be 
transformed to represent the societies 
they serve. Examples from francophone 
Africa show that ethnicity has often been 
used as factor for exclusion, with elite 
security forces coming from single 
ethnic groups. There are models that 
take a different approach, such as in 
Cameroon where the different provinces 
have ring-fenced posts within the public 
institutions (such as the armed forces), 
but this can create challenges with 
regard to recruitment, promotion and 
training. Moreover, given that much of 
security and justice provision in Africa is 
delivered through informal mechanisms, 
efforts to encourage inclusiveness and 
representation must also be extended to 
these systems. 

 

H.E. Miroslav Lajcak (Slovak Deputy Prime Minister), H.E. Erastus 
J.O. Mwencha (Deputy Chairperson of the AU Commission), and 
Mr. El Ghassim Wane (Director for Peace and Security, AU 
Commission) answer questions from the media during the press 
briefing at the Africa Forum on SSR. 
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The inclusion of women in decision-
making in security policies, and the 
development of security and justice 
provision to include safety concerns 
most relevant to them, is also an 
important aspect. In this regard, Mali is 
promoting gender throughout its 
defence and security forces. Female 
representation is now at 11 per cent. 
This covers all ranks, and three women 
have been recently promoted to the rank 
of General. In Kenya, efforts have been 
made to ensure that all judicial staff are 
trained and informed on issues relating 
to the security of women in order to 
make the institutions better equipped to 
deal with cases. 

NON-STATE AND CUSTOMARY OR 
TRADITIONAL SECURITY AND JUSTICE 

ACTORS 

SSR is often seen as a state-centric 
preserve. However, a significant 
percentage of security and justice 
services is provided by customary, 
traditional or non-state providers. 
Moreover the AU Policy Framework 
highlights the importance of customary 
and informal security and justice actors. 

This area is incredibly complex and 
engagement with non-state actors can 
be high risk.  Nonetheless such 
engagement is crucial for success given 
their prevalence and capacity to provide 
services where no state structures exist. 
This can, in part, be mitigated by 
ensuring an in-depth understanding of 
the nature of non-state actors: their 
roles, constituencies and relationships. 
This is vital, as many SSR processes are 
unfortunately based on 
misunderstandings of how this sector 
functions, and of the complex 
relationship between these informal 
actors and the state structures. The 

situation in Libya provides a clear 
example where such analysis needs to 
take place. This can also be seen in 
examples from CAR over the role of 
religious groups, and the nature of the 
civilian Joint Task Forces set up in 
Nigeria. Even within state structures 
there are many aspects characterised by 
informal practice that affect the 
functioning of the system. One such 
example is the criteria for recruitment 
and promotion within the security 
forces. 

In addition to the provision of security 
and justice services, the non-state sector 
has an important role to play in 
oversight. Lessons from the Burundi DSS 
underline that civil society is critical for 
comprehensive and viable 
accountability with adequate external 
oversight.  

PLANNING FOR SUSTAINABILITY 

SSR needs are often pressing and there 
is pressure to get support seen on the 
ground quickly. However, this can have 
dramatic effects in terms of 
undermining the sustainability of 
efforts. Addressing issues of governance 
requires long-term commitment and 
patience. Even when the primary focus 
is on short-term stabilisation, it is 
nonetheless vital to start developing the 
vision of security and identity, and 
recognise the impact of decisions taken 

“Incorporating a long-
term vision to SSR needs to 

be matched by 
commitment and political 
will of partners to engage 
over a protracted period 

of time” 
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in the early stages on the long-term 
success of SSR. One such example of this 
is the propensity of the International 
Community to focus solely on the elite, 
often under the guise of national 
ownership, thus perpetuating the 
narrow involvement of the population in 
the decision-making process.  

Examples from CAR show that the hope 
and expectations of the local population 
for quick results are difficult to manage, 
particularly after protracted conflict and 

instability. It can be difficult to 
incorporate a longer-term perspective. 
There are also short-term pressures to 
deal with immediate security concerns, 
such as links to elections, DDR and 
providing immediate steps to address 
root causes. However, decisions made 
quickly can have far-reaching, negative 
consequences, as has been seen in the 
case of Libya where the national 
authorities took a decision to start 
paying the revolutionary brigades at two 
to three times the rate for personnel in 
the Police or the Army, resulting in 
inequalities and a dramatic increase in 
numbers that went far beyond a 
sustainable level.  

Incorporating a long-term vision to SSR 
needs to be matched by commitment 
and political will of partners to engage 
over a protracted period of time. This 
needs to be far longer than the current 
two to four years seen in most 
programmes or peacekeeping mandates. 
The International Community also needs 
to deliver its assistance in such a way 
that it builds and encourages national 
ownership and avoids the pitfalls, seen 
in countries such as CAR, of creating 
dependency on donor interventions. 
Support that is developed, managed 
and/or implemented by external actors 
will only further stifle opportunities to 
build up the capacities for creativity, 
initiative and delegation that are often 
lacking after decades of dictatorial rule. 
The Burundi DSS programme provides 
some insight into how to incorporate the 
necessary timescale to change mindsets 
and public confidence in institutions. 

The issue of ownership is central for 
sustainability and efforts by the 
international community to drive 
through frameworks are doomed to 
failure. Efforts in South Sudan have been 
met by multiple obstacles and donor 
behaviour may have been a contributing 
factor. For example, civil society felt that 
the process of drafting the South Sudan 
White Paper on Defence was driven by 
donors, rushed and not fully 
consultative.  Moreover, they were not 
involved in the development of national 
security policy, nor were they brought 
into awareness raising, monitoring or 
dialogue. 

In terms of planning support, it is 
important to identify the progressive 
building blocks needed to achieve a 
national vision for the provision of 
security and justice services. Tools and 
systems need to be developed to 
encourage and demand national political 

Mr. Dimitry Titov (UN ASG) and Professor Eboe 
Hutchful (Executive Secretary ASSN) spoke at 
the closing session on Day 1. 
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will, enticing a culture and attitude more 
suited to SSR and good governance. 

Plans should also include analysis and 
programmed support regarding public 
financial management aspects of the 
security sector as part of a sustainable 
approach. Moreover, external 
supporters of SSR in a country have a 
responsibility to ensure that their 
support is passed through the official 
state financial management systems to 
ensure accountability and embed it into 
the national systems. 

Sustainable support often means a 
progressive approach, whereby 
increased responsibilities within a 
programme are taken on by national 
counterparts as their capacities develop 
through being intimately involved in 
implementation. This was very much the 
case in Burundi, where flexibility has 
been built in to allow the focus of 
support to shift in order to build up the 
level of ownership as the programme 
develops.  

THE NEED FOR A HOLISTIC APPROACH 

Experiences from across the countries 
presented at the Forum 
underline that isolated support 
to single units does not lead to 
sustainable solutions. For 
example, whilst in South Sudan 
each security actor has 
planned for reform, the work 
has been uncoordinated. There 
is no national framework to 
allow for a holistic approach 
and there is a great difference 
in understanding across the 
different actors of what SSR 
means.  

Nigeria provides a germane 
example of the repercussions of 

failing to take a holistic approach. Only 
the military seems to have been engaged 
in fighting terrorism in Nigeria, missing 
out the vital roles of diplomacy, 
economic development, humanitarian 
interventions and aid. This misses the 
vital point that fighting terrorism is as 
much about capturing the goodwill of 
the population as it is about deploying 
hardware. Furthermore, the judiciary 
needs to be enabled and empowered to 
prosecute offenders in relation to 
terrorism, and given the length of its 
borders, reform of the Customs and 
Immigration Agencies should also be 
considered. 

Similar challenges with regard to 
fighting terrorism apply to Mali and the 
wider Sahel. A holistic approach to find 
solutions is required, bringing together 
all the different actors implicated in the 
root causes. The need for such a multi-
dimensional focus can also be seen in 
CAR, where SSR will need to be 
synchronised with future DDR plans, 
and both will need to flow from the 
broader political dialogue to address the 
underlying causes of the conflict. This is 
being supported by the AU, UN and EU. 

H.E. Justice Kalpana Rawal (Deputy Chief Justice of Kenya) 
presenting on justice sector reform in Kenya during Session 7. 

12 | P a g e  
 



The holistic approach can also be seen 
as capturing a number of the themes of 
the Forum: the need to link up political 
dialogue and technical cooperation; 
linking up short-term measures to 
stabilise with long-term support to 
institutionalise change; addressing 
security issues at national, regional and 
local levels; and promoting a governance 
element to all train and equip support.  

Kenya has taken steps towards a more 
holistic approach to development of the 
security sector with the setting up of an 
inter-ministerial reform team looking at 
prison reform. The use of Community 
Service Orders also illustrates how the 
probation service, the police, the prison 
service, the judiciary and local 
communities can work together towards 
the rehabilitation of non-serious 
offenders.  

But dealing with such a multitude of 
actors becomes very complex and 
therefore mechanisms are required to 
provide the space for transformation to 
occur. This is particularly important in 
light of the findings from the Forum that 
the international community should try 

and deliver more simple programmes. 
Mali provides one example, where they 
have developed a multi-dimensional 
organisational structure to guide, 
coordinate and monitor cross-sectoral 
SSR efforts. This has the added 
advantage of ensuring that the voices of 
a wide range of state and non-state 
actors are taken on board. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

The partnerships built around support 
to SSR processes over the recent years 
are central to developing an in-depth 
understanding of the issues, and 
enhancing the capacity to respond to 
those needs. Sharing experience and 
expertise is vital and pooling resources 
maximises the comparative advantages 
of different organisations to provide 
assistance. Moreover, the legitimacy of 
international support is based upon 
strong partnerships with host nations 
and regional organisations.  

The joint AU-EU-UN programme 
‘Building African Union Capacities in 
Security Sector Reform’, aimed at 
operationalising the AU Policy 

Some of the Africa Forum participants arriving for registration on Day 1 
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Framework on 
SSR, is a positive 
example of what 
can be achieved 
when multiple 
actors are 
brought 
together. The 
recent joint SSR 
assessment 
missions to CAR 
and Madagascar 
carried out by 
the AU, EU, UN 
and the ASSN in 
partnership 
with the 
Economic 
Community of 
Central African States (ECCAS) in the 
case of the CAR, and the Southern Africa 
Development Community (SADC) and 
the Organisation Internationale la 
Francophonie (OIF) for the case of 
Madagascar demonstrate the way in 
which joint support can be provided to 
AU Member States. The UN’s Group of 
Friends of SSR provides another such 
illustration, in particular with its role 
helping to assess which capacities, 
policy development, mechanisms and 
structures are needed by the UN system. 
Finally, the UN and the World Bank are 
launching a “Partnership on Security 
Sector Expenditures”, which will 
organise peer exchanges between SSR 
practitioners, experts and government 
officials, as well as undertake a number 
of PERs. 

But partnerships are not always easy, 
especially when looking at those that cut 
across different stakeholder groups. For 

example, there is still some way to go to 
bring together military and civilian ways 
of thinking within the UN/AMISOM 
partnership. In Burundi it took a long 
time to develop sufficient understanding 
of respective roles between the security 
forces and civil society. However, 
solutions can be found. The challenge in 
Burundi was surmounted through, inter 
alia, introducing the basics of SSR to all 
workshops, open days and visits by the 
media to military barracks. 

COHERENCE OF SUPPORT 

Whilst there is an overarching 
commitment to coordination, it is clear 
that there is still a long way to go in this 
area. Ensuring a common understanding 
of the issues is the first step in 
developing a joint approach to providing 
support, and there is evidence of 
progress being made in this direction 
with the joint AU/UN/EU assessments 
undertaken. 

Panel of Session 8 included representatives of the EU Delegation to AU, 
IGAD, ASSN, AU Commission, and ECOWAS. 
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A strong framework to guide 
engagement is key, and the African 
Union Policy Framework for SSR 
provides clear thematic guidance and 
acts as a very useful reference document 
that can be used to explore the division 
of roles of support. However, 
responsibility for coordination must rest 
with the national authorities and there 
is still a need in many countries for a 
stronger, coherent international SSR 
support strategy that has been 
developed with, and endorsed by, local 
partners. This is not always easy. If 
national capacities are weak, 
international actors should refrain from 
actions that are more likely to promote 
their own visibility than boost locally-
led coordination. The suggestion of the 
AU and the RECs supporting national 
governments in setting up coordination 
mechanisms was first aired at the 2012 
HLP, and with the AU Policy Framework 
on SSR now endorsed, there could be an 
opportunity to explore this idea further.  

Coherence of support can also be 
improved through better internal 
coordination within missions, and the 
approach developed by UNSMIL with its 
SSR Division provides a good example of 
how this could be done. This 
underlines how SSR can play 
an integrating function 
within UN and international 
missions, rather than being a 
separate discipline, 
undertaken in parallel to 
police, justice, prisons and 
governance reforms.  

THE IMPORTANCE OF 
MONITORING AND 

EVALUATION 

Finally, the need for strong 
monitoring and evaluation 

(M&E) has been emphasised in all of the 
recent policy frameworks. UNSCR 2151 
also calls for mechanisms to alert on 
underperforming SSR processes, 
including consideration of political or 
economic obstacles. There is a need to 
focus on building national inclusive and 
transparent monitoring and evaluation 
capacities, as well as developing 
mechanisms to share the lessons and 
experiences that would come out from 
such M&E processes. 

There is often a lack of expertise and 
resources, as can be seen in the attempts 
in South Sudan to form an executive 
secretariat to follow up implementation. 
The lack of indicators to track progress, 
or real capacity to develop them, raises 
another problem. Even being able to 
identify what constitutes a result is often 
a challenge, especially in the area of 
democratic governance, where progress 
is often very incremental. Nonetheless, 
there have been examples of progress in 
establishing M&E systems. At a 
continental level, the AU is required to 
assist in the monitoring and evaluation 
of SSR processes in Member States. At a 
country level, the National Security 
Council in Côte d’Ivoire and UNOCI use a 

“The legitimacy of 
international support is 

based upon strong 
partnerships with host 
nations and regional 

organizations” 

Dr. Norman Mlambo (Focal Point for SSR, AU Commission) 
sharing the Forum’s conclusions in the final session. 
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joint action plan that is jointly 
monitored. Civil society in Mali is 
carrying out monitoring of government 
processes. The DSS programme in 
Burundi recognises the need for results 
to be built progressively and 
incorporates an understanding of the 
time to achieve systemic change in its 
programme monitoring approach. A 
further lesson to emerge from Burundi 
is the need to develop a culture whereby 
mistakes are accepted as an opportunity 
to learn and develop, thus encouraging a 
willingness to take considered risks and 
try innovative approaches. 

THE ROLE OF THE AU AND 
SUB-REGIONAL 
INSTITUTIONS 
IN SUPPORTING 
JUSTICE AND 
SECURITY 
SECTOR 
REFORM 

National ownership 
remains a 
fundamental 
dimension of security 
and justice sector reform 
in Africa. It is also a central principle for 
the AU, highlighted in the AU SSR Policy 
Framework. However, the myriad of 
cross-border dimensions and 
opportunities, for example across the 
Sahel, the Great Lakes region, or the 
Horn of Africa, illustrate the vital role 
Africa’s regional and sub-regional 
organisations in assisting countries 
tackling emerging security threats. A 
range of structures and tools have been 
created to facilitate this, such as the 
African Standby Force (ASF) and 
counter terrorism mechanisms, and the 
establishment of an SSR unit within the 

Department of Peace and Security that 
will be sustained from 2016.  

However, more is still needed to support 
Member States, for example supporting 
the mobilisation of resources and 
enhancing cooperation with partners. As 
such, the AU has established a solidarity 
initiative to help to support Member 
States. Moreover, there is a 
Memorandum of Understanding 
between the AU and RECs on peace and 
security, as well as assistance provided 
by the EU to integrate a regional 
perspective into potential solutions. 

The Intergovernmental Authority on 
Development (IGAD) has built 

experience 
assisting its 

Member 
States in 
their reform 

processes, 
including 

support to 
the police, 

judiciary 
and 

community 
policing in 

Kenya, 
Somalia, and South Sudan, as well as 
addressing transnational security 
threats, DDR and issues of 
decentralization. This expertise could be 
taken further and used to further 
complement the work of the AU 
Commission.  

ECOWAS has also evolved the assistance 
it is providing to its Member States, 
developing its approach and resources 
to sustain SSR support beyond donor-
funded engagement, and ensuring that 
its tools and mechanisms can be adapted 
to address the dynamic nature of 
insecurity. Concrete examples of the 

Okey Uzoechina (ECOWAS) presenting the opportunities 
and challenges faced by RECs in supporting SSR. 

16 | P a g e  
 



political and strategic role that ECOWAS 
has played, as well as the direct capacity 
building support provided, include the 
ECOWAS Mission for stabilisation and 
support to SSR in Guinea Bissau, with 65 
million USD committed to support DDR 
and SSR related activities. In Mali, 
ECOWAS played a political and 
diplomatic role to contribute to the 
stability of the country. Looking 
forward, ECOWAS is finalising its own 
guidance notes for SSR, although work is 
still required to move away from being 
overly focused on defence at the 
expense of security more generally.
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THE WAY FORWARD 

The understanding of good practice for SSR in Africa has clearly come a long way in the 
past few years. And as the Forum demonstrates, its importance as a way of preventing 
conflict, contributing to stability and building the foundations of long-term peace and 
development is as relevant as ever. There is now an AU SSR Policy Framework and a 
capacity-building programme for its implementation. As seen from the case studies 
presented, a number of examples of good practice and innovative approaches to 
addressing security and justice challenges have been captured. The overarching 
conclusion is that more still needs to be done: a greater focus on governance, a better 
synergy of actions, more effective ways of working together with greater awareness of 
the impact on, and by, other processes, increased consideration of the informal or non-
state sector, greater inclusiveness, and better delivery of support that reflects the 
political nature of SSR and the need for sustainable results.  

With the aim to continue and deepen the debate within the AU and between the 
organisation and partners, a number of steps are proposed: 

• The frank and open discussions held between representatives of AU Member 
States, RECs, the Pan-African Parliament and civil society organisations on the 
added value of an African Group of Friends of SSR highlighted a potential interest 
in the concept. However, more information is required before any decisions can 
be taken, including with regard to its constitution, mandate, and how it would 
complement other existing structures. In order to take this forward and in 
conformity with the recommendation made during SSR briefing to the Peace and 
Security Council on its 467th Meeting on 13 November, the AU SSR team will 
organise an AU member States consultation on SSR by October-November 2015. 

• While the AU starts moving towards a greater presence and assistance to 
member States on SSR, it is important that the policy framework is better known 
and that all actors intervening on SSR within the continent are in line with its 
principles. The AU SSR team intends to include the issue in its Communication 
Strategy that will be implemented from early 2015. 

• The 2014 Africa Forum on SSR has built on the 2012 High Level Panel on SSR in 
East Africa and generated even more debate, bringing in additional regions and 
layers of complexity. The next Forum should take place in 2016, to track 
progress and look at more innovative ways to improve the delivery of security 
and justice. One possibility is to include such an event into the new AU roadmap 
on SSR within the framework of the African Peace and Security Architecture. It is 
likely suggested that a similar forum is organised every two years.  

• A specific Africa Forum on SSR website will be developed, providing an 
opportunity to harness the richness of the 2014 event through additional 
analysis on the main thematic areas explored, further development of lessons 
and guidance, and video interviews with some of its key speakers and 
contributors. It will also provide the platform to bring together leaders, policy 
makers and practitioners again in 2016 for the second Africa Forum on SSR.  
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