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Abstract 

Since the end of the Cold War, security assistance has remained a prominent feature of US 

foreign policy in Africa. While during the 1990s Washington’s rationale behind such assistance 

revolved around supporting African-led peacekeeping initiatives, since September 11, 2001, 

counter-terrorism emerged as the dominant framework for US security engagement on the 

continent. In this context, the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) stands out. After 

its establishment in 2007, AMISOM, an African-operated multinational peace operation, 

became both the foremost global recipient of US peacekeeping-focused security assistance, and 

a core pillar of the US counter-terrorism strategy in the Horn of Africa.  

In this thesis, I account for why this was the case through an investigation of US security 

assistance to AMISOM between 2001 and 2016. This analysis draws on a wide range of 

primary sources, including unclassified documentation from the US Department of State and 

Department of Defense, United Nations and African Union, as well as leaked diplomatic 

cables. The pattern of US security assistance to AMISOM and participating African states 

during this time period indicates that the US intended to ‘buy’ African commitments to the 

mission in order to further US counter-terrorism objectives in Somalia. Embedding this effort 

within a multilateral peacekeeping framework, Washington was able to somewhat coordinate 

the activities of its African partners, and to provide a broad set of incentives and a legitimising 

narrative for both US and African involvement in the operation. However, conditions in 

Somalia and a lack of viable alternatives meant that AMISOM quickly became essential to 

Washington’s efforts, in turn providing African states with significant leverage over the US. 

Ultimately, the inclusion of Kenya and Ethiopia in AMISOM after 2012 highlighted the 

tensions between maintaining the legitimising effect of the mission and achieving counter-

terrorism goals, as the US had few choices but to accept and support less-than-ideal partners.  

These findings suggest that the flow of US security assistance to AMISOM did not directly 

reflect US intentions, but was the product of broader factors, including African resistance to 

perceived US neo-imperialism, as well as the dependency of Washington on its African 

counter-terrorism partners. Moreover, these findings have relevance for broader research on 

US security assistance, suggesting that the context framing its provision may indicate a 

different intent than suggested by declared programme goals. 
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Introduction 

Presentation of the thesis 

Throughout much of the 20th and increasingly into the 21st century, security assistance has 

formed a key component of the foreign policy of the United States (US) and has been frequently 

employed to address Washington’s global security challenges. Within US foreign policy, 

security assistance is defined as “the transfer of military articles and services to friendly foreign 

Governments.”1 Under this definition, security assistance constitutes a varied range of 

activities, including the training of foreign military and police, and the provision of armaments, 

assistance with security sector reform and institutional restructuring, and financial aid for the 

development of a recipient state’s security forces.2 While the specific aims of security 

assistance may differ from case to case, the concept has been routinely framed by successive 

US administrations as a means of improving the capability of allies to achieve goals that align 

with Washington’s global interests.  

While much contemporary academic analysis of US security assistance has focused upon Iraq, 

Syria and Afghanistan, the US has a long-standing history of military engagement in Africa, 

including the extensive provision of security assistance. In the post-Cold War period, as US 

experiences in Somalia resulted in an almost total withdrawal of US personnel from United 

Nations (UN) peacekeeping missions, the US established a range of security assistance 

programmes aimed at enhancing African states’ capabilities to participate in peace operations.3 

This security assistance framework was aligned with the ‘African solutions to African 

problems’ mantra, which emerged as a core guiding principle of African multilateralism.4 This 

concept implied that the role of Western states in building security in Africa was to provide 

support for African initiatives, rather than leading regional interventions. 

After September 11, 2001, as US global security priorities shifted to counter-terrorism, Africa’s 

strategic importance increased, in large part due to the perceived terrorist threat posed by fragile 

                                                             

1 US DoD, “Security Cooperation Agency, DoD 5105.38-M Security Assistance Management Manual 
(SAMM),” October 3, 2003, p. 29, accessed 5 November 2019. 

https://www.samm.dsca.mil/sites/default/files/2003%20SAMM/2003-10-03%20-%202003%20SAMM.pdf  
2 Ibid. p. 29. 
3 A. Sarjoh Bah and Kwesi Aning, "US Peace Operations Policy in Africa: From ACRI to AFRICOM," 

International Peacekeeping 15, no. 1 (2008), p. 120. 
4 Terry M. Mays, “African Solutions for African Problems: The Changing Face of African-Mandated Peace 

Operations,” The Journal of Conflict Studies 23, no. 1 (2003), p. 107. 

https://www.samm.dsca.mil/sites/default/files/2003%20SAMM/2003-10-03%20-%202003%20SAMM.pdf
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and so-called ‘failed’ states. However, while US forces intervened directly in Afghanistan, 

security assistance remained the primary form of US security engagement on the African 

continent. Into the 2000s, the US security assistance framework for Africa was enhanced and 

expanded with the establishment of a wide range of programmes, partnerships and regional 

sub-commands. The vast majority of this assistance was directed towards Somalia: between 

2001 and 2016, behind Egypt, Somalia received the largest share of US security assistance on 

the African continent.5 Curiously, while the overwhelming focus of US interests in Somalia 

revolved around counter-terrorism, the vast majority of this support consisted of US 

peacekeeping-focused security assistance, making Somalia the highest recipient of such 

support globally.6 The majority of this support was allocated to the African Union Mission to 

Somalia (AMISOM), a regional African-led multinational peace operation supported by the 

UN and Western states, and manned by African troops. The US was the single largest bilateral 

provider of security assistance to this mission.7 

Despite this, across the historical literature there has been little attempt to analyse or explain 

the amount or form of the support given by the US to AMISOM, or to interrogate how this 

mission came to become a primary pillar of US security engagement in Somalia. Moreover, 

there has been little attempt to elucidate why, despite both Washington and AMISOM itself 

having an overt focus on counter-terrorism in Somalia, the US employed the aforementioned 

peacekeeping security assistance framework to support the mission.  

The main research question posed in this thesis is: Between 2001 and 2016, why (and how) 

did AMISOM become the primary recipient of US peacekeeping-focused security assistance 

in Africa? 

Addressing this question involves engaging with three guiding sub-questions:  

 What was the intended purpose of US security assistance to AMISOM?  

 What explains the particular form (peacekeeping support) that US security assistance 

to AMISOM took?  

                                                             

5 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Africa 2000-2019,” accessed 10 December 2018, 

http://securityassistance.org/data/country/military/country/2000/2019/all/Africa//   
6 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) assistance 2000-2019,” accessed 

10 December 2018, 

http://securityassistance.org/data/country/military/Peacekeeping%20Operations/2000/2019/all/Global//   
7 Paul D. Williams and Arthur Boutellis, "Partnership peacekeeping: challenges and opportunities in the United 

Nations–African Union Relationship," African Affairs 113, no. 451 (2014), p. 270. 

http://securityassistance.org/data/country/military/country/2000/2019/all/Africa/
http://securityassistance.org/data/country/military/Peacekeeping%20Operations/2000/2019/all/Global/
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 Why (and how) did AMISOM – a regional multinational peace operation – fit into the 

US counter-terrorism strategy in the Horn of Africa?  

In this thesis, I address these questions through an investigation of the pattern of US security 

assistance to AMISOM in relation to political and security developments in Somalia, the 

evolution of US foreign policy objectives in the Horn of Africa, and changes within AMISOM. 

Through doing so, I argue that the US employed security assistance primarily as a behavioural 

modifier: to convince African states to join a multinational African-led and internationally-

supported coalition, and to pursue counter-terrorism objectives in Somalia on behalf of the US. 

In doing so, the US had to address a complex range of factors, including the perceived 

legitimacy of foreign interventions in Africa and resistance to US foreign policy, regional 

political dynamics, and not least of all – the operational and political needs of its African 

counter-terrorism partners. These factors shaped the structure, type and amount of US security 

assistance provided to AMISOM.  

The choice of an African-led multinational peace operation as the form of this coalition 

provided both legitimacy and a greater variety of incentives for participation to a wide range 

of African states, as well as a coordination mechanism. This gave rise to a situation wherein 

Troop Contributing Countries (TCCs) could simultaneously claim that they were enhancing 

regional stability as an African Union (AU) peacekeeping contributor, as well as being a good 

counter-terrorism partner to the US. These findings have considerable relevance to broader 

studies of US peacekeeping assistance, where such support is more likely to reflect overarching 

US foreign policy, rather than the declared orientation and objectives of US peacekeeping 

assistance programmes themselves. 

Moreover, these findings are relevant in relation to Washington’s relationships with African 

regional and sub-regional multilateral organisations, where US foreign policy interests may 

have a significant impact upon the shape of African-led interventions. For instance, it is notable 

that since 2007 the AU has authorised and supported an increasing number of multinational 

peace operations with counter-terrorism goals written explicitly into their mandates.8 Where 

the US incentive for supporting such operations revolves around counter-terrorism, African 

                                                             

8 These include the G5 Sahel Joint Force (Mali) in 2017, the Multinational Joint Task Force against Boko 

Haram (Nigeria) in 2015, and the Regional Co-operation Initiative for the Elimination of the Lord’s Resistance 

Army (central Africa) in 2011. 
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actors and organisations may have significant incentives to shape mission mandates in order to 

maximise the prospects of receiving assistance. 

This investigation also demonstrates that using security assistance to elicit offers of support 

was a complex process, involving a multitude of interests and incentives. This is in part 

illustrated by the range of TCCs in AMISOM. Between AMISOM’s establishment in 2007 and 

2016, the mission had a total of six TCCs, each with varied force sizes deploying during 

different time periods: Burundi (2007-2016), Uganda (2007-2016), Djibouti (2011-2016), 

Kenya (2012-2016), Sierra Leone (2013-2014) and Ethiopia (2014-2016). These contributors 

had different histories of previous engagement in the Horn of Africa, diverging interests and 

needs, as well as varying historical relationships to the US. Some, such as Burundi – with no 

previous relationship to the US or interests in Somalia – used the AMISOM deployment to 

rebuild its national military and provide them with a guiding purpose: peacekeeping. Others, 

like Uganda, had repeatedly pledged to support US counter-terrorism objectives in Africa since 

2001, and viewed AMISOM as an opportunity to further a security relationship with the US.  

Ultimately, this thesis illustrates that the provision of security assistance did not reflect a 

straightforward quid pro quo. Rather, African states were often able to exercise considerable 

leverage over the US due to Washington’s dependency on AMISOM. In large part, this 

dynamic emerged from conditions in Somalia: the US had no alternative credible and capable 

partner, with the Somali security forces in a state of organisational disarray, riddled with 

corruption and divided by internal tensions. Moreover, without the option to deploy a larger 

amount of troops, US special operations in Somalia were also limited in terms of what they 

could achieve. As such, over time the US decision to support AMISOM appeared more to 

reflect a lack of other (more) feasible options than the choice of an ideal path. The US-backed 

inclusion of Kenya and Ethiopia into the mission after 2012 highlighted this point, as both 

states consequently employed US support to continue to pursue their own agendas in Somalia 

– often to the detriment of US aims.  

Methodology and Sources 

The primary sources used in this thesis consist of a wide range of official government 

documentation produced between 1998 and 2016, including US Department of State (DoS) and 

US Department of Defense (DoD) reports on terrorism, foreign military operations, and 

security assistance, annual budget requests and justifications, US White House press releases 
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and fact sheets, transcripts of DoD and DoS briefings, as well as recorded testimony from US 

Senate and House of Representatives subcommittee hearings. In particular, I have extensively 

analysed the annually-produced DoS Congressional Budget Justification for Foreign 

Operations, the DoS Report on the Uses of Foreign Military Financing, International Military 

Education and Training, and Peacekeeping Operations Funds, and the DoS-DoD Joint Report 

to Congress on Foreign Military Training. In referring to the annual budgets described in these 

sources, I have distinguished calendar years from US fiscal years in the text by the addition of 

‘FY’ before the year which the budget documentation refers to.9 

Working with these sources proved challenging. Given that the purpose of these documents 

was to communicate between government agencies, they largely contain ‘inside’ language and 

terminology not aimed at the public reader, therefore requiring a significant learning phase. 

Moreover, country and regional budgets for security assistance were seldom presented in one 

piece, and a considerable effort was required to compile an overview. This was made more 

demanding by the nature of the budget information itself, where budgets for one year often 

included funds carried over from previous years. Moreover, funds allocated to a particular 

budget may thereafter have been re-purposed for another task, which would only be discovered 

through an examination of documentation from later years.  

I have attempted to mitigate these issues by using finalised budget figures where these are 

available. Moreover, the Washington-based Security Assistance Monitor has also collated the 

above sources to produce data on the total amount of US security assistance over time, as 

allocated to recipient countries, regions, and programmes. While not providing the level of 

detail attained by examining the primary sources, this data has nonetheless been invaluable in 

establishing a broad overview of historical patterns of US security assistance in connection 

with AMISOM, as well as to confirm the figures generated through my own analysis.  

I have used this documentation for three main purposes. Firstly, in assessing the flow of 

security assistance (in USD) I have determined shifts in US-recipient relationships related to 

recipient participation in AMISOM. Secondly, in analysing the particulars of this security 

assistance, I have deduced the degree to which US support extended outside the immediate 

requirements of AMISOM. Thirdly, I have analysed the stated justifications within the 

documentation for the use of such security assistance. 

                                                             

9 The US fiscal year runs from 1 October to 30 September of the following year. 
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In order to ascertain US interests and intent in the Horn of Africa, I have drawn on various 

policy documents, including the annual US National Security Strategy, US DoD 

country/regional reports on terrorism, as well as recorded official public statements by US 

government figures. As a complement to official US government source material, I have also 

analysed reports by the US Government Accountability Office, an independent agency tasked 

with Congressional oversight, as well as reports by the US Congressional Research Service, on 

various US security assistance programmes in Africa and related policy areas.  

This documentation was drawn from several online archives, including the Homeland Security 

Digital Library and the archived websites of the DoS from 2001-2009 and 2009-2017. In 

addition, the work of the Security Assistance Monitor in maintaining an online archive of US 

documentation on security assistance has aided this research considerably.  

The use of these sources reflects first and foremost a US perspective on security challenges and 

priorities in Somalia. While this makes it possible to investigate the research question which 

probes US motivations, there is also an inherent bias in the source material. To counter this 

bias I have surveyed a broad range of literature which enumerates a number of factors outside 

of US political and military structures, which have shaped US security efforts in the region in 

significant ways – including the provision of security assistance to AMISOM. Moreover, I have 

also employed public reports by several UN and AU agencies on Somalia, in order to provide 

other official views on Somalia. These include reports by the UN Monitoring Group on Somalia 

and Eritrea, which was tasked with collecting and analysing evidence on various political and 

security-related developments in Somalia. 

One of the limitations of this thesis has been the lack of access to sources on direct decision-

making processes inside the DoD and DoS. Indeed, this was one of the primary reasons for the 

selection of document analysis as the primary research method employed. Nonetheless, while 

I have attempted to deduce these processes from analysing the pattern of security assistance, 

some of the documentation contained in the Wikileaks Public Library of US Diplomacy has 

been useful in this regard. This online archive of documents consists of telegram cables sent 

between US international diplomatic offices dating from 1966 to 2010. The documents, 

including some confidential and classified material, were published and made openly 

accessible as part of a set of 250,000 US diplomatic communications leaked anonymously to 

Wikileaks in 2010.  
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The use of this documentation has been subjected to several ethical and pragmatic debates in 

the international academic community, some of which revolve around the reliability and 

authenticity of the documents.10 It is broadly recognised that there is no way to determine 

whether the documents and cables published by Wikileaks have not been tampered with or 

outright falsified; while US officials have not disputed Wikileaks’ claimed provenance of the 

documentation, they have yet to verify the authenticity of the content of specific cables, and 

are not likely to do so in the foreseeable future. As such, they are not reliable as stand-alone 

evidence. This being the case, in this thesis I have used the cables sparingly, based on two 

guiding principles: firstly, I have only used cables that can be reasonably judged to be authentic 

through corroboration of some of their contents with other sources. Secondly, I have not used 

such cables as core evidence; rather, these documents have been used to support other forms 

of evidence to illustrate how specific dynamics have played out at a granular level.   

Lastly, I have also examined open source and news media information on US and AMISOM 

activities in Somalia to complement my analysis and to corroborate the aforementioned 

sources. Specifically, the Bureau of Investigative Journalism’s collection of sources reporting 

on US counter-terrorism operations in Somalia has been instrumental in establishing a record 

of US and AMISOM’s military activities in Somalia. 

Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is delineated according to a chronological structure, with each of the main analytical 

chapters oriented around a specific time period of US support to AMISOM between 2001 and 

2016: 

In Chapter 1 (2001-2007), I outline how the shift in US global security priorities after 9/11 

corresponded with the adoption of a specific security approach to Africa, involving the creation 

of a distinct ideational and institutional framework for the provision of security assistance to 

African states. This approach included the retrofitting of an already-existing peacekeeping 

security assistance architecture for a new purpose – counter-terrorism – as well as the creation 

of a range of new security assistance programmes and military commands. I then proceed to 

                                                             

10 For an overview of ethical, legal and methodological issues relating to source documents from Wikileaks: 

Gabriel J. Michael. "Who's Afraid of WikiLeaks? Missed Opportunities in Political Science Research." Review 

of Policy Research 32, no. 2 (2015), pp. 175-199. 
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analyse the construction of this framework in parallel with the processes which would 

ultimately give rise to the US-backed conception of AMISOM in the UN and AU. 

In Chapter 2 (2007-2012), I analyse the success and failure of US efforts to use security 

assistance to attract support for the mission. Moreover, as AMISOM between 2007 and 2010 

faced tactical and strategic challenges beyond its capabilities, I illustrate how the pattern of US 

support in connection with the mission reflected tensions between maintaining the ‘impartial’ 

peacekeeping character of AMISOM, and fulfilling counter-terrorism goals. Finally, I 

interrogate how the actions of Ethiopia and Kenya in launching unilateral invasions of Somalia 

in 2011, with reluctant support from the US, highlighted the ability of African states to exploit 

the US counter-terrorism agenda in order to pursue their own interests. 

In Chapter 3 (2012-2016), I outline how conditions on the ground pushed the US to a point of 

compromise, where the need to secure willing partners began to outweigh the need to maintain 

the legitimacy of AMISOM. During this time period, the US employed security assistance to 

facilitate the inclusion of Kenya and Ethiopia into AMISOM, both of which continued to 

conduct unilateral operations often at the expense of overarching US aims. This in turn eroded 

the mission’s impartiality and highlighted the degree to which the US was reliant on AMISOM 

and its African partners to sustain its counter-terrorism interests.  
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Literature review 

Overview 

Given its prominence within US strategic engagement in the region, US security assistance to 

AMISOM features in a wide range of literature. This literature spans multiple themes, including 

the AU, domestic politics in Somalia, regional dynamics and conflict in East Africa and the 

Horn of Africa, development and employment of African military forces, US foreign policy in 

Africa, and the US Global War on Terror. However, while a number of these texts highlight 

the role of US assistance to attract support for the mission from African states, and to enhance 

the capabilities of AMISOM’s troop contingents, there has been no concerted effort to 

specifically analyse and explain the scope and shape of US security assistance to AMISOM.  

This reflects the broader state of the field of historical research on the topic of US security 

assistance in Africa, where it is typically treated as an adjunct; serving to highlight specific 

aspects of state-to-state relations or foreign policy agendas, but rarely interrogated as a unique 

type of interaction with its own particular impetus, contextual framing, patterns of transferral 

and exchange, and effects – both intended and unintended. Similarly, the interplay of factors 

which informed the timing, amount and structure of US security assistance in specific contexts 

have not been widely explored from a historical standpoint. 

As such, the literature discussed below comprises fragments of analysis on US security 

assistance to AMISOM. For the most part, this analysis has been supplemental to research on 

other topics, specifically: US foreign policy in the Horn of Africa, US security assistance in 

general, and AMISOM itself. Given the relative scarcity of contemporary historical work on 

the subject matter, the body of literature spanning these three topics is not solely 

historiographical, and is complemented by work from other disciplines, notably from political 

science, security studies, and military science.  

US foreign policy and strategic engagement in the Horn of Africa 

As highlighted in the introduction, US security assistance can in large part be viewed as a tool 

of US foreign policy and as a means to achieve security-related goals. Given this, any 

discussion of the rationale behind US security assistance to AMISOM has to take into account 

the overarching policy priorities and objectives of the US in the Horn of Africa, as well as the 

military and political structures through which these policies and objectives manifested.  
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There is a substantial body of literature exploring and analysing these themes with regard to 

US foreign policy on the African continent after 2001. For example, Schmidt undertakes an 

extensive appraisal of drivers behind US engagement on the continent during this period, 

highlighting the shift from the short-lived US involvement in peacekeeping operations in 

Somalia between 1991 and 1994, the lack of strategic interest in Africa during the late 1990s, 

and the eventual prioritisation of the continent as a main theatre of the Global War on Terror 

after September 11, 2001.11 As weak and fragile states became viewed by the US as potential 

havens for terrorist organisations, this in turn led the US to focus on East Africa and the Horn 

of Africa – notably, Somalia – as the “first front” in the Global War on Terror.12 This is the 

dominant narrative across much of the literature on US foreign policy in the Horn of Africa 

region. 

Alongside the shift in US foreign policy priorities, much of the literature also expands upon 

the rapidly changing form of US engagement in Africa after 2001, specifically the growing 

emphasis on expanding the use of security assistance and the development of security 

partnerships as the primary tool through which to pursue counter-terrorism goals.13 Cochran 

identifies this as a product of Washington’s low appetite for risk in Africa, where security 

assistance would allow for a strategic commitment and the pursuit of counter-terrorism 

objectives, while avoiding the deployment of US personnel to African conflict zones.14 In 

Somalia, the application of this concept has been outlined by multiple authors: for instance, 

Burgess highlights the US role in supporting anti-Islamist militias in Somalia’s capital, 

Mogadishu, in 2006, while Cochran points to the US support for the Ethiopian intervention 

into Somalia in the same year as a US-backed counter-terrorism operation.15  

However, what this body of literature does not account for fully, is the eventual prominence of 

AMISOM – a regional peace operation with no initial mandate for offensive operations – 

within the US counter-terrorism strategy for the Horn of Africa after 2007. While most authors 

on the topic have identified the US interest in supporting AMISOM’s deployment as an attempt 

                                                             

11 Elizabeth Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa: from the Cold War to the War on Terror (Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2013), p. 213. 
12 Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa, p. 215. 
13 J. Peter Pham, “AFRICOM from Bush to Obama,” South African Journal of International Affairs 18, no. 1, 

pp. 118-119.  
14 Shawn T. Cochran, "Security assistance, surrogate armies, and the pursuit of US interests in Sub-Saharan 

Africa," Strategic Studies Quarterly 4, no. 1 (2010), p. 4. 
15 Bronwyn E. Bruton, Somalia: A New Approach (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 2010), p. 7; 

Cochran, "Security assistance, surrogate armies, and the pursuit of US interests in Sub-Saharan Africa," p. 26. 
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to avoid a security vacuum in Somalia after the withdrawal of Ethiopian troops in 2009, they 

have not comprehensively explored the factors driving the subsequent US support for the 

mission. For instance, Burgess points out AMISOM’s centrality to the US-backed 

‘stabilisation’ effort in Somalia, but does not reflect on the scale of US support for the mission, 

or the relative prominence of this support in relation to other US activities in Somalia.16 The 

possible impact of US-partner relations, African responses to US engagement, or indeed, 

developments in Somalia, as explanatory factors are largely absent in examinations of 

AMISOM’s enduring role in US foreign policy. 

This literature also fails to adequately explain why, given the counter-terrorism focus of US 

Somalia policy, peacekeeping support comprised the primary form of security assistance to 

AMISOM. Indeed, much of the aforementioned analysis makes a clear distinction between 

counter-terrorism activities, which has come to be associated negatively with US engagement 

in Africa, and other comparatively ‘benign’ sources of support, such as US-provided 

peacekeeping training. It is clear that this distinction has often been made according to 

operational or programme descriptions and declared US policy aims. For instance, Pham, in 

outlining the US counter-terrorism strategy for the Horn of Africa, makes no mention of 

AMISOM and instead focuses on several specific counter-terrorism security assistance 

programmes, such as the East Africa Counterterrorism Initiative.17  

However, the broader literature on US foreign policy in Somalia makes it evident that the 

distinction between counter-terrorism and other forms of US security activity is not as clear-

cut as authors such as Pham suggest. For instance, Sarjoh Bah and Aning highlight the blurring 

of intent in the post-2001 period, as US support for peace operations and for African regional 

organisations that conduct such operations became increasingly blended with counter-terrorism 

interests, albeit often in an opaque and obscure fashion.18 This analysis is reinforced by 

Schmidt, who points out this ambiguity as a core feature of 21st century US security policy in 

Africa, making security interests difficult to distinguish from humanitarian motivations.19 

Indeed, many authors, such as Francis, posit that creating ambiguity was a deliberate strategy, 
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19 Schmidt, Foreign Intervention in Africa, p. 219. 
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achieved through melding development goals, humanitarian aid, and security interests, and 

integrating of US civilian and military structures.20  

Much of the literature therefore suggests that, rather than simple convenience, the use of a 

peacekeeping security assistance framework by the US to advance counter-terrorism interests 

in Somalia may have been a calculated undertaking. A substantial portion of the literature on 

post-2001 US strategic engagement in Africa engages with questions over the militarisation of 

US foreign policy on the continent, as well as issues relating to the legitimacy of US counter-

terrorism goals in Africa. For instance, Emerson flags the enduring debate over whether US 

engagement in Africa reflects the pursuit of short-term counter-terrorism objectives at the 

expense of long-term social and economic development outcomes.21 Moreover, in terms of 

African responses, many authors such as Francis point out that the establishment of the US 

Africa Command (AFRICOM) generated substantial African scepticism. This resistance 

emerged despite the Bush administration’s repeated portrayal of the new geographic command 

as motivated by African security priorities, rather than solely by US strategic interests.22  

There has been little attempt in the literature to directly relate these issues to the US-AMISOM 

relationship. Nonetheless, taking into account the supposed peacekeeping vs. counter-terrorism 

dichotomy related to AMISOM, they are of considerable relevance. For instance, in light of 

the broader debate over AFRICOM and the perception of US counter-terrorism activities in 

Africa, the portrayal by the US of AMISOM as African-owned may well reflect the need to 

generate legitimacy for the mission. In turn, the use of peacekeeping support, which purported 

to support African-led initiatives rather than enforce US interests, may have been instrumental 

in this process. 

US Security Assistance  

The historical literature on US security assistance serves as a counter-balance in many ways to 

the ample theory-driven work on the topic in the social sciences, serving to dismantle and 

interrogate generalisations and highlight the impact of contextual factors. With a specific focus 
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on Africa, there have been varied attempts to chronicle and explain the rationale behind US 

security assistance efforts on the continent over different time periods.  

Several of these studies differentiate between Cold War and post-1990 security assistance. For 

instance, Dempsey suggests that Cold War security assistance to Africa was primarily intended 

to buy and retain the loyalty of allies in the context of US competition with the Soviet Union.23 

In contrast, he posits that US security assistance after 1990 reflected the democratisation of 

African states and the evolution of African multilateral organisations in the post-Cold War 

period, and was thus aimed at enhancing military professionalism, building capability, and 

promoting civilian oversight of the defence apparatus.24 Such studies clearly illustrate the 

importance of contextual factors within security assistance relationships, including what the 

provider perceives as the dominant threats at the time, and how the characteristics of the 

recipients may influence the shape of assistance.  

Nonetheless, such simple dichotomies, as made by Dempsey, can be questioned. Within the 

literature focused on the Horn of Africa, work such as Lefebvre’s investigation of US security 

assistance to Ethiopia and Somalia in the pre-1990 period expands on the dynamics in security 

assistance relationships, underlining the influence that recipients may have on the flow of 

support.25 For instance, Lefebvre argues that both the regime of Haile Selassie in Ethiopia and 

that of Siad Barré in Somalia extracted US military assistance in quantities seemingly out of 

proportion to their respective strategic importance by exploiting and enhancing US fears of 

Soviet influence in Africa. This observation implies that the type and quantity of support 

provided may not solely reflect US policy priorities, but may also be shaped according to the 

leverage which ‘weaker’ state actors are able to bring to bear. 

Such work suggests that the provision of security assistance is not a simple technical exercise 

in transferring skills, knowledge and resources, and nor is it a direct quid pro quo. Rather, 

security assistance provision reflects a complex and shifting process of negotiation between 

provider and recipient, where outcomes may diverge from the expectations of both actors. 

However, such contextually-focused work is scarce with regard to US security assistance in 
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the Horn of Africa in the post-Cold War period, and no in-depth analysis of this kind has been 

undertaken of US security assistance to AMISOM. 

As such, it is necessary to expand the literature analysed here to include the social sciences 

disciplines. Much of this literature has been informed by concerns amongst both scholars and 

policy-makers that military assistance to African states may contribute to the threat of coups 

d’etats, assist repressive states in carrying out human rights abuses, or undermine diplomatic 

goals and increase regional military tensions.26 Equally, in terms of intended outcomes, there 

is considerable debate as to how effective security assistance is in developing recipient state 

security forces.27 As such, most of this literature has been aimed at theory generation, seeking 

to identify general concepts and principles which underlie security assistance. 

These concepts are of some usefulness as a starting point for this investigation. In much of this 

literature, the ‘surrogate’ or ‘proxy’ label tends to inform the conceptual framing of the 

relationship between the provider of security assistance (here the US) and the recipients. As 

outlined by Biddle et al., in theoretical terms this is referred to as a ‘principal-agent’ framework, 

which refers to a relationship dynamic wherein one actor (the principal) sub-contracts an 

activity to a second actor (the agent).28 From this perspective, the provision of US security 

assistance is perceived as a cost-saving strategy – both political and economic costs are limited 

through ‘paying’ surrogates to perform military operations on Washington’s behalf.  

This concept has also been applied to the relationship between principals and agents within 

multinational military alliances. For instance, Henke asserts that, as with the ‘buying’ of 

individual proxies, security assistance may be similarly disbursed as part of an effort by 

“pivotal states” to purchase support for a coalition.29 The use of a coalition offers several 

benefits to the principal, particularly where such coalitions include interstate bodies such as the 

UN. These benefits include the added legitimacy derived from a multilateral structure, as well 

as a further reduction in economic costs due to burden-sharing where more than one principal 
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is involved in supporting the coalition.30 Henke uses the US-AMISOM relationship as an 

example of this, outlining the US as the pivotal state and the TCCs as the proxies.31  

Nonetheless, the dynamics in such relationships are seldom straightforward or predictable. 

Problems linked to the principal-agent relationship abound in the social science literature on 

US security assistance, such as the effects of diverging and disconnected interests between the 

donor and recipient. For instance, Sullivan et al. examine the relationship between military aid 

and cooperation with US foreign policy objectives, demonstrating that the greater the amount 

of US military aid received, the lower the likelihood that the recipient state will align with US 

foreign policy goals.32 Similarly, Byman identifies the pitfalls of assuming mutual interest 

between the US and its allies in terms of counter-terrorism aims, where recipients of security 

assistance have significant incentives to employ this type of support for their own purposes.33 

This suggests that the pattern of security assistance may not always reflect the provider’s intent 

or the best course of action. 

While much of the broader literature on security assistance from the social sciences contain 

such insights into specific dynamics which may be of relevance in the case of AMISOM, they 

also contain several misleading generalisations. For instance, in assessing US peacekeeping 

assistance programmes in Africa, Emmanuel repeats the US DoS programme outlines, stating 

that the goal of such assistance was to provide motivation, as well as build capacity and 

capability for the deployment of recipient states’ security forces to international peace 

operations.34 This reflects the same issues identified in the literature on US foreign policy, 

where no further critical assessment has been done to determine whether the actual application 

of this assistance has diverged from these objectives. 

These types of assumptions separate security assistance from the context which frames its 

implementation, where labels such as ‘peacekeeping’ may be wholly inadequate for 

understanding the actual strategic orientation of such support – or indeed, the ways in which 

recipients interpret and utilise it. For instance, if US peacekeeping assistance is employed in 
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support of counter-terrorism objectives then this has great relevance both to understanding the 

rationale behind US support for multinational peace operations – such as AMISOM – as well 

as how recipients and participants perceive such operations.   

The African Union Mission in Somalia 

Across the research literature, AMISOM has been described in several ways: as an example of 

a US counter-terrorism proxy in Somalia, a model for African-led peace operations, or a 

balanced Western-African partnership for achieving regional stability. For instance, Rwengabo 

posits that AMISOM was a true manifestation of the “African solutions to African problems” 

concept, where AU decisions and appeals emphasised African solidarity and combined 

capability.35 On the other hand, authors such as Olsen frame AMISOM as a US ‘surrogate’, 

couched within the AU’s multilateral framework but ostensibly aimed at pursuing US counter-

terrorism objectives in Somalia.36 Nonetheless, the majority of the literature on AMISOM 

focuses on the mission itself, mentioning US security assistance but not deeply interrogating 

the particular motives behind the US decisions in supporting the mission.  

Amongst this literature, the most extensive historical analysis of AMISOM to date has been 

undertaken by Paul D. Williams.37 Employing a vast range of official primary sources and elite 

interviews, Williams has thoroughly explored the historical trajectory of AMISOM, engaging 

deeply with questions regarding the impact of the mission, TCC motivations, the effectiveness 

of international support (including security assistance), and strategic, operational, and tactical 

challenges facing the mission. Williams’ depiction of the mission focuses on the role of the 

AU and the TCCs, arguing that AMISOM initially came about through regional efforts to 

provide Ethiopia with an exit strategy in the wake of its 2006 invasion of Somalia. In doing so, 

Williams’ concentrates his analysis on AMISOM and the Somali context, rather than the 

broader international dimension of the mission. Nonetheless, for the purposes of this thesis, 

Williams provides a detailed and comprehensive overview of AMISOM’s evolution against 

which to chart the trajectory of US security assistance efforts over the mission timeline. 
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However, while Williams’ account forms a sound basis for understanding the role of regional 

actors in the mission, as with most of the broader literature on AMISOM, he does not address 

deeper questions regarding the timing, significance, and overall orientation of US security 

assistance to AMISOM. Despite having access to a wide range of official documentation on 

US security assistance to AMISOM, Williams’ analysis of this material serves mostly to 

support his conclusions regarding the role of US security assistance – alongside that provided 

by the UN and other Western states – in motivating and enabling the TCCs to contribute to 

AMISOM, as well as enhancing the capabilities of their troop contingents.38  

Irrespective, these observations are of critical significance, as they flag one major effect of US 

security assistance mentioned in the previous section: to encourage recipients to join the 

mission, and to reward them for their continued participation. In this sense, Williams’ work 

ties into that of Hesse, who, like Williams, posits that the prospect of receiving US security 

assistance was one of the most crucial factors behind the decision of the six AMISOM TCCs 

to become part of the mission.39 However, both authors also recognise the heterogeneity of 

factors involved, where the prospect of increased US security assistance alone was insufficient 

to motivate several other potential contributors.40  

In the few areas where Williams does more closely interrogate US motivations and interests in 

supporting the mission, he explicitly connects US counter-terrorism efforts in the Horn of 

Africa to US support for AMISOM as a form of “tailored engagement strategy” on the part of 

the US.41 In this way, Williams subscribes to one of the aforementioned narratives concerning 

AMISOM and US security assistance in the region: that, from the US perspective, AMISOM 

was intended as a proxy to achieve US strategic objectives in the Horn of Africa. However, 

Williams’ engagement with the topic is largely restricted to the impact within Somalia of the 

perception of AMISOM as a supposed US proxy, as well as to a limited extent the views held 

by some of the TCCs of their relationship with the US.42 For example, Williams highlights 
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Uganda’s awareness of the connection between the US Global War on Terror and AMISOM, 

linking participation in AMISOM with Uganda’s desire to appear as a useful US ally.43  

Williams undertakes no deeper interrogation of how AMISOM became central to US counter-

terrorism efforts in the region, and neither does he examine the aforementioned discord 

between the supposed peacekeeping focus of US security assistance and the mission’s character 

as a counter-terrorism operation. This echoes the analysis of many authors on AMISOM, such 

as Anderson, who recognise that the mission was, at its core, a counter-insurgency operation 

rather than a typical peacekeeping operation, but offer little explanation of how and why 

AMISOM – as a multinational African-led coalition – came to feature in the core of the broader 

US counter-terrorism strategy for the region, or indeed why, given this, US support to the 

mission took the form of peacekeeping assistance.44 This leaves a substantial gap in the 

historical literature on US-AMISOM relations, which I will attempt to address in this thesis. 
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Chapter 1: Laying the Foundation (2001-2007) 

Introduction 

The period from September 11, 2001 until the authorisation of AMISOM in February 2007 

marked the creation of a distinct institutional and ideational framework for the provision of US 

security assistance to African states. This framework was reflective of several major shifts in 

the US approach to defining and pursuing national security objectives in Africa since the 1990s. 

Firstly, after 2001, the main strategic orientation of US military engagement in Africa shifted 

from peacekeeping support to counter-terrorism. Secondly, by 2002 the African continent – 

and specifically Somalia – became of significant importance in terms of US national security 

due to the perceived terrorist threat emanating from fragile and failed states. Thirdly, the US 

approach to security assistance in Africa increasingly emphasised working through regional 

and sub-regional organisations.  

Overall, this framework revolved around a core guiding principle: that US counter-terrorism 

objectives in Africa would be primarily pursued by African state actors – funded, equipped, 

and trained by the US. At the same time, the most prominent security assistance programmes 

in Africa after 2001 retained the peacekeeping focus of the preceding decade. However, as I 

will explore in some detail below, rather than simply being a pragmatic retrofitting of older 

security assistance institutions for a new purpose, the employment of this peacekeeping 

framework was part of a deliberate effort to build legitimacy. In a region where foreign 

interventions and US counter-terrorism aims were largely viewed with scepticism and distrust, 

peacekeeping support to enhance African-led efforts aligned more closely with the “African 

solutions to African problems” concept which informed the approach of African multilateral 

organisations, such as the AU, to security issues on the continent. As such, the US undertook 

several initiatives to legitimise the provision of security assistance to African states by 

embedding it within a peacekeeping framework. Primarily, these initiatives involved 

integrating US peacekeeping-focused security assistance efforts with multilateral platforms, 

including the UN, AU, and the Group of Eight (G8), a Western multilateral organisation 

comprising Canada, France, Russia, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom and the US.  

This process equally reflected developments in Somalia, as multiple US efforts to achieve 

counter-terrorism objectives in the country failed. In early 2006, US-backed Somali militias 

were defeated by a coalition of Islamist armed groups, who subsequently seized political 
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control of the capital, Mogadishu. In December 2006, Ethiopia launched an initially successful 

US-supported intervention, which thereafter was confronted with an escalating Islamist 

insurgency. Ethiopia’s impending withdrawal threatened to leave a security vacuum, 

prompting both regional states and the US to ultimately support the creation of AMISOM, a 

regional African-led peace operation, to maintain security in Mogadishu. The US was to 

provide the bulk of training and equipment support to this mission via the aforementioned 

peacekeeping security assistance framework. This framework tied in to the initial design of 

AMISOM, which was characterised as an impartial peace operation with no mandate for 

offensive operations and a restriction on the participation of Somalia’s neighbouring states.  

The core concept: “African solutions to African problems” 

While US security assistance in Africa dates back to the Cold War period, the specific 

institutional and ideational framework of support to AMISOM had its roots in a series of 

peacekeeping support programmes established in the mid-1990s.  

The central concept which informed this Africa-focused security assistance architecture 

emerged in large part from US experiences in Somalia during the early 1990s, when the US 

launched a military intervention, Operation Restore Hope, to support and secure UN efforts to 

deliver famine-relief aid. From October 3 to 4, 1993, two US Black Hawk helicopters were 

shot down over the capital, Mogadishu, and 18 US military personnel were killed in a 15-hour-

long engagement with clan militias.45 In ensuing media coverage of the incident, footage 

emerged of dead US military personnel being dragged through the city streets by crowds of 

Somalis. The public response to the incident in the US precipitated the withdrawal of all US 

troops from Somalia.  

The US experience in Somalia had a long-running impact both on US peacekeeping policy and 

on the nature of subsequent US involvement in Somalia. In May 1994, after a year-long process 

of review and consultation with Congress, the Clinton administration released an executive 

order to determine the shape of future US involvement in multinational peace operations, 

Presidential Decision Directive 25 (PDD-25). PDD-25 was to curtail the deployment of US 

troops on peacekeeping operations where no vital US national interests were at stake.46 Other 
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requirements for deployment included that US military officers were in command of the 

peacekeeping operation, and that the deployment had substantial domestic public backing in 

the US.47  

The main implication of PDD-25 was therefore that the US would no longer intervene militarily 

in humanitarian crises unless such an intervention aligned with core US foreign policy goals. 

Given the lack of vital US strategic interest in Africa following the end of the Cold War, this 

was essentially a signal to African states that they could not rely on the US to assist with 

emergencies. Indeed, in 1995 this was formally reinforced by the Clinton administration’s DoD 

strategy document for the continent, which stated that the US had “very little traditional 

strategic interest in Africa.”48 However, at the same time, PDD-25 set the ground work for a 

specific aspect of US-Africa security relations: by restricting the option to deploy US military 

forces in large numbers to the continent, the US effectively made itself reliant on African actors 

to pursue US security objectives on the continent. In essence, this created the pre-conditions 

for US dependency on its African allies, granting them leverage which they would 

subsequently use to draw on US support.  

In April 1994, events in Rwanda made the deeper implications of PDD-25 clear. Starting on 7 

April, over a period of 100 days an estimated 800,000 Rwandans were killed in widespread 

systematic violence primarily targeting the Tutsi ethnic minority group.49 Despite broad 

awareness of these massacres, the international community failed to mount a timely response. 

In large part, the restrictions imposed by PDD-25 were influential in limiting US willingness 

to support UN peace operations in Rwanda even prior to the start of the genocide.50  

These developments prompted an intensive debate over the responsibility of states to intervene 

in intra-state conflicts and humanitarian crises, and culminated in a shift in focus from the 

international to the regional level. In 1995, with experiences in Somalia and Rwanda still at the 

forefront of the public discourse on intervention, the UN Secretary General appealed for 

                                                             

47 Nina M. Serafino, Peacekeeping: Issues of U.S. Military Involvement (Washington DC: Congressional 
Research Service, Dec 13, 2001), p. 3. 
48 J. Peter Pham, “A measured US strategy for the New Africa,” Atlantic Council Strategy Paper No. 7 (2016), 

p. 1.  
49 BBC News, “Rwanda: How the genocide happened,” May 17, 2011, accessed February 6, 2019, 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-13431486   
50 Flavia Gasbarri, "Revisiting the Linkage: PDD 25, Genocide in Rwanda and the US Peacekeeping Experience 

of the 1990s," The International History Review 40, no. 4 (2018), p. 800. 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-13431486


22 
 

responses to crises to originate at the regional level before international actors took action.51 

This appeal was aimed primarily at the Organisation for African Unity (OAU), the African 

inter-governmental organisation founded in 1963. However, while African states were quick 

to voice their willingness to play a central role, they caveated this declaration with the 

requirement that Western states provide the training, equipment, and salaries that would enable 

them to do so.52 The OAU simultaneously undertook an initiative to identify the requirements 

of potential African contributors to peace operations, and to formulate a common doctrine for 

such operations.53 This initiative aligned with the “African solutions to African problems” 

narrative which formed a core pillar of the OAU’s overarching ideational framework, as 

encompassed in the ‘Try Africa First’ principle outlined in the organisation’s charter 

document.54 This concept implied that African states ought to be responsible for their own 

security affairs and own their own interventions, and that the role of external actors was as 

“partners” - to provide support and advice.55 

In apparent support of this initiative, in October 1996 the US forwarded a unilateral proposal 

for the creation of a dedicated multilateral Africa-focused security assistance programme: the 

African Crisis Response Force (ACRF). The ACRF was intended to be a US-trained and 

equipped and African-operated crisis response force.56 Shaped largely by the perception of the 

crisis in Rwanda, the programme was intended to prepare African troops from participating 

states to rapidly deploy to conflict areas with the express purpose of protecting civilians, 

therefore forestalling the need for US or other foreign intervention.  

The proposal, however, was met with widespread scepticism by African states, and viewed by 

many as an ill-formulated external imposition.57 Many intended partners of the programme 

were concerned that they were not consulted in its creation, and that the unsolicited offer of 
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security assistance carried the undertones of an imperialist agenda.58 Moreover, it remained 

unclear not only how the ACRF would relate to international organisations, such as the UN, 

but its design also failed to account for the growing prominence of sub-regional organisations 

in Africa’s security landscape.59 From the ACRF programme design, it was clear that the US 

preferred to operate on a bilateral basis with security partners. However, this contrasted with 

the way that African states had begun to address security issues on the continent. After the end 

of the Cold War, multilateralism was rapidly becoming a prominent feature of efforts by 

African states to navigate regional humanitarian and security issues. This shift was most clearly 

illustrated in 1993, when the OAU established the Conflict Resolution Mechanism: the first 

regional forum for coordinating African responses to African conflicts. As a result, African 

participation in the programme was extremely hesitant and limited, and ACRF failed to get off 

the ground. 

By the end of 1996, the unsuccessful ACRF programme was succeeded by the African Crisis 

Response Initiative (ACRI).60 Like ACRF, ACRI was framed as addressing African security 

issues by preparing African military forces for two tasks: peacekeeping and humanitarian 

operations.61 However, differing from ACRF, ACRI was a training programme, and not a 

scheme to create a standing military force. While both ACRF and ACRI originated ideationally 

with the ‘African solutions to African problems’ concept, ACRI’s focus on developing the 

capability of individual states rather than a US-formulated multinational force more closely 

encompassed the ideals of African ownership and input as a central tenet. 

Despite these changes, ACRI was subject to much of the same criticism as ACRF. African 

states were still not sufficiently consulted in the design of training inputs, and the overall 

programme was oriented around peacekeeping in cases of intra-state conflict, which was not 

representative of the conflict environment across much of the African continent in the late 

1990s.62 These factors would play into the eventual replacement of the programme in 2002 
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under the Bush Administration.63 Nonetheless, ACRI attracted a greater show of support than 

its predecessor, and between 1997 and 2002, almost 9,000 African troops from eight states 

were trained under the programme.64 Most importantly, ACRI formed both the technical 

blueprint and the ideational foundation of later US support to AMISOM. However, at the end 

of the 1990s, US security priorities were about to undergo a dramatic change, marking a 

departure from the focus on peacekeeping and humanitarian interventions.  

Changing US national security priorities after 9/11 and the Horn of Africa 

The launch of the US ‘Global War on Terror’ after the World Trade Centre attacks in New 

York on September 11, 2001 is broadly regarded as a turning point in US global security 

policy.65 However, the concept of weak or fragile states potentially providing support or refuge 

to international terrorist organisations hostile to the US had already emerged as a significant 

security concern as early as 1998 in Africa. On August 7, 1998, two US embassies in Dar Es 

Salaam, Tanzania, and in Nairobi, Kenya, were targeted in near simultaneous truck bombings 

which killed over 200 people.66 US intelligence agencies linked the attacks to a transnational 

Islamist militant organisation headed by a former Saudi Arabian citizen, Osama bin Laden. The 

Clinton administration’s response to the bombings was to conduct cruise missile strikes against 

sites suspected of having links to bin Laden’s organisation in Sudan and Afghanistan.67 

Consequently, in the 1999 US National Security Strategy, Sudan was singled out as a 

destabilising force in the region, and as posing a threat to US national security interests.68  

Following the 9/11 attacks, this shift intensified as the rhetoric emanating from the US 

regarding failed states in Africa as the source of a global terrorist threat increasingly featured 

in regional policy formulations. As exemplified by the official justification for the 2001 US 

invasion of Afghanistan, the perceived threat stemming from the potential exploitation of 

ungoverned or weakly governed spaces by terrorist organisations became a central concept in 
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determining US global security priorities.69 As such, Somalia – with its long-running lack of 

centralised government authority and abundance of uncontrolled armaments and violent 

organisations – rapidly emerged as major area of concern.70 The terrorist threat emanating from 

Somalia was again flagged at the end of 2001, when US officials stated that at least one Islamist 

militia operating in several parts of the country, Al Ittihad Al Islami, had possible links to Al 

Qaeda.71  

The 2002 US National Security Strategy clearly articulated these shifts, signalling both a 

renewed US strategic interest in Africa, as well as a determined focus on addressing the issue 

of failed states on the continent. Moreover, a specific approach to the problem in Africa was 

outlined, where the priority of denying “havens for terrorists” would be met through 

multilateral efforts to “strengthen Africa’s fragile states” through building their security 

apparatus.72 This indicated that in Africa, US security assistance would occupy a central role 

in any regional stabilisation strategy.  

However, the African response to post US 9/11 security policy suggested that counter-terrorism 

partnerships with African actors would be challenging to develop. The start of the Global War 

on Terror was received with wide-ranging scepticism from African states and populations. For 

instance, Morrison points out that African states with high Muslim populations were concerned 

that the perceived anti-Islam bias in US counter-terrorism rhetoric would alienate these 

demographics.73 Moreover, there was a broad fear that US military interventions would 

increase anti-American sentiment, producing an increased risk  of attacks on US facilities and 

US citizens on African soil, as well as provoke political unrest. Indeed, this fear was borne out 

in several countries, including Nigeria, where at least 120 people were killed in the city of Kano 

during protests against the US invasion of Afghanistan.74  

Under these conditions, few African states were quick to issue commitments to support US 

counter-terrorism objectives in the region. This reaction set the tone for what was to become 
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an enduring and arguably defining feature of US security cooperation with African partners: 

the relationship between the perceived legitimacy of US security objectives by African states, 

and the ability of the US to attract African support. For African state actors, a long history of 

imperialism, foreign political interference and military occupation meant that both within their 

borders, and in relationships with other African states, the perception of being independent and 

Africa-focused was a priority.75  

For the US, circumventing this issue and building counter-terrorism cooperation with a range 

of African partners required a number of strategies. One of these was the blending of unilateral 

counter-terrorism objectives into the ideational and institutional framework of multinational 

internationally-mandated peace operations. 

Multilateralism as legitimation 

After 2001, it is evident that the US developed an awareness of the need to enhance the 

legitimacy of US engagement in Africa. Primarily, in line with the ongoing development of 

peace and security-focused institutions within African regional and sub-regional organisations 

over the preceding decade, support for multilateralism became increasingly evident in US 

regional engagement. As highlighted in the 2002 National Security Strategy, this was 

encapsulated in the “coalitions of the willing” concept, which placed a distinct emphasis on 

promoting states which were viewed as key hubs for regional interaction, as well as 

strengthening sub-regional organisations as a conduit through which to address security (i.e. 

terrorist) threats.76  

Between 2001 and 2006, this culminated in a noticeable shift in US financial and logistical 

support to regional organisations in Africa. For the first time, in 2001 and 2002 the US DoS 

requested USD 997,000 and USD 4 million respectively, for use in building the capacities of 

African sub-regional organisations, including the OAU.77 Some of this support was also 

intended to cover specific OAU activities. For instance, in 2001 the US DoS requested regional 

peacekeeping support funds to buttress an OAU monitoring mission for Ethiopia-Eritrea.78 In 
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the ensuing years, this support grew: in 2007, the DoS requested USD 1 million to assist 

African sub-regional organisations and an additional USD 3 million for the AU alone.79  

When the OAU was replaced by the AU in 2002, the US increasingly focused on the 

organisation as a means of building security partnerships in the region. The 2006 National 

Security Strategy contained an explicit commitment to enhance the “regional capacity” of the 

AU.80 This stood in contrast to the 2002 document, in which the establishment of the AU 

garners a single mention, with the organisation’s establishment flagged as an indication of a 

shift to good governance, rather than a potential partner.81 Perhaps most prominently, in 

December 2006, the US also became the first non-African state to establish a diplomatic 

observer mission to the AU.82  

This increasing focus on multilateralism as an operating principle appeared to stem from the 

growing perception in the US administration that African regional and sub-regional 

organisations were increasingly important actors in their own right, rather than just symbolic 

manifestations of Pan-African ideals. This was evident in the growing capability of these 

organisations to mount multilateral peace operations in complex conflict environments. 

Notably, by 2006 the AU had led three peace operations: in Burundi (2003), Sudan (2004) and 

the Democratic Republic of Congo (2005). In addition, in 2002 the AU committed to 

developing a regional multinational intervention force: the African Standby Force. This 

suggested that the AU platform was not only an increasingly important forum for coordinating 

African responses to crises on the continent, but would act as a conduit for the development 

and directing of African security capabilities.   

The evolution of the AU’s conflict management institutions also played a central role in the 

increased focus on the organisation within US Africa policy. In 2004, the AU established the 

Peace and Security Council (PSC), a 15-member intergovernmental organisation which would 

essentially supplant the Conflict Resolution Mechanism. The PSC was mandated to investigate 

potential crises on the African continent, as well as to authorise interventions into such crises 
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under the AU framework.83 The establishment of the PSC therefore marked the culmination of 

long-running African efforts to create a formal mechanism for enabling and supporting specific 

types of military action by African states – namely, humanitarian interventions.  

As pointed out by Sarjoh Bah and Aning, this function of the PSC was viewed, much as the 

United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was in global cases, as bestowing legitimacy onto 

African interventions.84 A key element of this legitimacy was that the PSC was viewed by the 

organisation’s members as a direct manifestation of the ‘African solutions to African problems’ 

principle, and its founding and employment represented a significant achievement in terms of 

self-determination.85 Consequently, interventions legitimised through this mechanism would 

carry the seal of African ownership. This provided a significant incentive to the US to improve 

cooperation with the AU, including linking US security assistance with international efforts to 

facilitate African-led peace operations. 

The post 9/11 African security assistance framework 

As outlined in the 2002 National Security Strategy, the shift in the US strategic orientation in 

Africa after 2001 was accompanied by a drive to reinvigorate and expand US security 

assistance networks on the continent. This process reflected three goals: improving command 

mechanisms, expanding options for providing support, and integrating US activities with 

international and African regional and sub-regional multilateral structures. 

As mentioned in the introduction, in 2002 the US established a new African sub-command: the 

Combined Joint Task Force – Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA). This new command was 

conceptualised as a regional multinational counter-terrorism task force with a geographic remit 

covering Kenya, Somalia, Ethiopia, Sudan, Eritrea, Djibouti and Yemen.86 Crucially, while 

CJTF-HOA’s initial mandate included the coordination and execution of direct operations 

against terrorist groups in the Horn of Africa, the task force’s primary function quickly shifted 

to emphasise indirect operations, and the bolstering of “regional security capacity” to combat 
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terrorism.87 This was to be achieved through the provision of security assistance to regional 

partners as well as regional development assistance aimed at building popular support for the 

US and its partners.88 With the sub-command’s base located in Djibouti, CJTF-HOA also 

established contingency bases in Ethiopia and Kenya for conducting direct counter-terrorism 

operations in Somalia.89 CJTF-HOA’s establishment therefore set the tone for US security 

engagement on the continent in the coming years, where achieving counter-terrorism aims 

would rely upon the compliance of Washington’s African partners. 

At the same time, the Bush administration also initiated a ‘reboot’ of the aforementioned ACRI 

programme. The new iteration was named the Africa Contingency Operations Training 

Assistance (ACOTA) programme. However, while a counter-terrorism agenda was made 

implicit in CJTF-HOA’s formation, ACOTA, now the primary US security assistance training 

programme for Africa, retained (on paper) the peacekeeping focus of its predecessor. As with 

ACRI, ACOTA training programmes were primarily intended to impart the skills required for 

African states to conduct multilateral peace operations, thereby falling in line with the same 

“African solutions to African problems” concept which had informed US peacekeeping support 

in the previous decade. However, ACOTA’s adherence to this concept extended even further 

than ACRI. Reflecting the increasing US focus on working through regional organisations, 

ACOTA had a considerably greater focus on interoperability between recipient state forces: in 

ACOTA, the US emphasised that working with and assisting African regional and sub-regional 

organisations was a core element of the programme.90  

Crucially, while the ACRI programme focused upon the requirements of peacekeeping 

operations in terms of UN Chapter VI interventions, ACOTA was expanded to enable trainees 

to deploy on Chapter VII interventions, also known as peace enforcement missions.91 Within 

the UN framework, peace enforcement missions are distinguished by two characteristics: 

firstly, they do not require consent from the parties to the conflict to deploy, and secondly, a 
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peace enforcement mandate allows for the use of offensive force by the peacekeepers.92 In 

terms of ACOTA, this meant that the training programme content was expanded to encompass 

light infantry operations and small-unit tactics.93 

ACOTA’s design reflected the changing context of the peacekeeping operations framework 

over the 1990s and early 2000s, after the limits and risks of traditional Chapter VI peacekeeping 

were made clear through the experiences of UN missions in areas such as Somalia and Sierra 

Leone. As such, along with a greater emphasis on peace enforcement tasks, preparing 

peacekeepers for combat environments was prioritised. Nonetheless, in practical terms there is 

little to separate the skillset required for peacekeeping troops to operate in a non-permissive 

environment from those required in the broader spectrum of war-fighting activities, including 

counter-insurgency and counter-terrorism operations. This flags a critical point: that security 

assistance programmes ostensibly designed as training for peace operations were in fact 

malleable to a variety of military applications. 

In 2004, this security assistance framework was connected to a broader Western multilateral 

project. At the G8 Sea Island Summit held in the US in June, support for African peacekeeping 

capabilities was framed as a priority in the furtherance of two goals: conflict prevention and 

providing assistance to Africa.94 The G8 Action Plan which emerged from the summit included 

a commitment by G8 states to facilitate African peacekeeping deployments through training 

and equipment to 75,000 African troops by 2010.95 In line with this objective, in 2005, the US 

launched the Global Peace Operations Initiative (GPOI). Much like ACOTA, the GPOI was a 

security assistance programme aimed to improve the capabilities and capacity of US partners 

to conduct peace operations, but this time with an international rather than African focus. GPOI 

constituted the primary US contribution to the G8 Action Plan, with the programme’s initial 

five-year mandate from 2005 to 2009 aligned with the G8 summit objectives.96 In a 

reorganisation of all peacekeeping-related US security assistance, ACOTA became the African 

pillar of GPOI’s activities.  
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Connecting US peacekeeping-focused security assistance to the G8 mechanism played an 

important role. Through the process of integrating GPOI into a multilateral agenda (the G8 

Action Plan), ACOTA by extension was granted legitimacy, as well as the support of a range 

of international actors – both within the G8, as well as those states connected to the organisation 

through its members. This need for legitimacy emerged as a crucial element in building US 

security partnerships in Africa, as illustrated through efforts to establish a regional military 

command on the continent.  

AFRICOM and African resistance 

In 2007, the organisational structure of US security assistance institutions in the Horn of Africa 

underwent another substantial shift. In February, the US announced the establishment of a new 

unified combatant command: AFRICOM.97 Prior to this point, geographic responsibility for 

Africa was divided between two other unified commands: US Europe Command and US 

Central Command. AFRICOM’s establishment was widely perceived as a fundamental shift in 

US orientation towards Africa: for the first time, the US had a regional military command 

dedicated to the African continent. However, while the establishment of the new command 

further expanded and enhanced the options for US engagement in Africa, it also provoked a 

wave of resistance from African states, illustrating the challenges of Washington’s 

relationships with its African security partners. 

In various public statements by US DoS and DoD officials, AFRICOM’s strategic purpose 

revolved around three objectives: counter-terrorism, limiting Chinese influence in Africa, and 

maintaining access to Africa’s natural resources.98 In pursuing these goals, AFRICOM was tied 

intimately to the African security assistance framework which developed in the preceding 

years. Indeed, the new command’s main operational responsibility was to oversee the 

implementation of all security assistance programmes on the continent, including ACOTA.99  

However, AFRICOM’s establishment precipitated an immediate intensification of enduring 

debates over ownership of US Africa-focused security assistance programmes, as well as 

doubts over the nature of US military activities in Africa. African populations, wary of being 
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exploited through neo-imperial projects, reacted to the announcement of AFRICOM as they 

did with the ACRI programme and the Global War on Terror: with abounding scepticism. The 

widespread impression was that AFRICOM would create a conduit for US unilateral 

intervention in Africa, and that despite the declared humanitarian objectives of the new 

command, it appeared poised to advance US security and economic objectives at the expense 

of African interests.100 For many African states, terrorism did not constitute a national security 

threat, and they viewed the counter-terrorism agenda which formed the core rationale for 

AFRICOM as an external imposition.101  

US officials were reportedly blindsided by the extent of African opposition to the new 

command. The lack of consultation with African leaders was seemingly predicated partly on 

the assumption that the US already had the backing of African allies.102 Nonetheless, there was 

an immediate campaign by US officials to counter negative impressions.103 For instance, in 

addressing fears that AFRICOM would “take control” of security issues in Africa, US officials 

posited the opposite: that AFRICOM’s purpose was to “encourage and support African 

leadership and initiative, not to compete with it or discourage it.”104 In attempting to ‘rescue’ 

AFRICOM’s embattled image, the US intent was thus clearly to portray the command as a 

benevolent partner to African states, much in line with the “African solutions to African 

problems” concept. 

In this sense, the aforementioned peacekeeping framework served a ready purpose in 

circumventing many of these issues, in that its formulation and justification – borrowed from 

the same “African solutions to African problems” rhetoric of the 1990s – positioned it in 

contrast to US overt counter-terrorism support programmes. Indeed, this support framework 

and its justifying narrative would soon come to be critical to the pursuit of US counter-terrorism 

interests in Somalia, as developments on the ground precipitated the need for urgent 

intervention. 
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The case of Somalia 

Alongside the development of this institutional framework, Somalia was steadily increasing in 

prominence amongst US security interests on the continent. In October 2004, a national unity 

government for Somalia, the Transitional Federal Government of Somalia (TFG), was 

established following two years of talks in Nairobi, Kenya, with the support of the 

Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD).105 However, in the ensuing two years, 

the TFG struggled to establish itself amidst a dearth of popular support and internal 

fragmentation. The TFG also remained outside of Somalia for almost a year after its formation; 

the unstable security environment in Mogadishu meant that it had to ‘govern’ from 

neighbouring Kenya.106 Indeed, when the TFG eventually relocated to Baidoa in Somalia’s 

south-western Bay Province in mid-2005, it was only able to do so with the protection of the 

Ethiopian National Defence Force (ENDF).107 

With the security situation in Somalia appearing increasingly fragile, at an IGAD meeting in 

January 2005 the deployment of a multinational peace mission to Somalia to support the TFG 

was proposed by IGAD’s heads of state. The proposal was subsequently forwarded to the AU, 

and in February 2005 the AU PSC authorised the deployment of a peace operation, the IGAD 

Peace Support Mission to Somalia (IGASOM).108 In the initial authorisation, Djibouti, 

Ethiopia, Kenya, Sudan and Uganda were named as potential troop and equipment 

contributors.109  

In March 2005, US officials stated that the US would not finance any IGAD military 

deployment, being strongly in favour of a diplomatic solution in Somalia, and specifically 

expressed strong opposition to the inclusion of Somalia’s neighbouring states – notably 

Ethiopia and Kenya – in any proposed regional peace operation.110 This statement aligned with 

an ongoing strategy of minimal engagement in Somalia. Before 2006, US counter-terrorism 

activities within Somalia consisted largely of providing covert security assistance to various 
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anti-Islamist warlords and their militias in Mogadishu.111 These militias were then tasked with 

combating those entities which the US had identified as threats. As such, the US likely 

perceived the deployment of an IGAD force into the city as potentially disruptive to this 

strategy. Irrespective, by the end of 2005 no progress was made on the deployment of any 

regional peace operation. 

Over the course of 2006, the security environment in Somalia underwent several major shifts. 

In 2003, a broad alliance of Somali Islamic local courts and governance institutions, the Union 

of Islamic Courts (UIC), emerged as a potent political force and major competitor to the 

TFG.112 In March 2006, heavy fighting between the US-backed clan militias and Islamist 

militias aligned with the UIC erupted in Mogadishu. By mid-2006, the Islamist militias claimed 

a complete victory, and the UIC took full political control of the capital, creating a degree of 

stability in Mogadishu for the first time in years.113 In the ensuing months, the UIC expanded 

its area of control to south-central Somalia and accumulated widespread public support.  

By the end of 2006, both the Ethiopian and US governments openly perceived the UIC as a 

threat due to the influence of extremist elements within the alliance, with the US claiming that 

the UIC was sheltering foreign Al Qaeda members in Somalia.114 This impression was strongly 

reinforced in public statements issued by UIC hardliners, who repeatedly called for jihad 

against Ethiopia and alleged that the TFG was an illegitimate, Ethiopian-backed foreign 

imposition.115  

In the face of these changes, the US reversed its previous position and began publicly calling 

for the deployment of a regional African-led force to Somalia. By November 2006 the US DoS 

was actively campaigning to attract support for IGASOM.116 In early December 2006, the US 

co-sponsored a proposal to the UNSC for the deployment of a regional mission.117 On 6 
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December, UNSC Resolution 1725 authorised the deployment of an African-led mission, 

IGASOM, to Somalia.118   

In line with earlier US concerns, the December 2006 authorisation for IGASOM incorporated 

one major restriction: Somalia’s neighbouring countries were not to deploy troops in the 

peacekeeping mission.119 In an AU fact-finding and reconnaissance mission conducted in April 

2005 in anticipation of an AU/IGAD deployment, several Somali officials in Mogadishu stated 

that Ethiopia, Djibouti and Kenya were perceived as having sided with different factions in the 

country, and therefore the presence of soldiers from these states in any AU peace operation in 

Somalia would be rejected.120 As such, the IGASOM deployment plan outlined that combat 

troops would be provided by Uganda and Sudan, while Ethiopia, Djibouti and Kenya would 

provide logistical support.121 However, while Uganda voiced its willingness to supply troops, 

other contributors and funding for the mission failed to materialise, and no deployment took 

place.    

Ethiopia as US proxy? 

Contemporaneously, Ethiopia came to view the UIC as posing an increasing threat. In addition 

to issuing repeated calls for jihad against Ethiopia, several prominent figures in the UIC had 

stated their intent to forcefully reclaim the Ogaden region of Ethiopia.122 Moreover, Ethiopia 

perceived that the UIC was allied to its regional rival, Eritrea, and by the end of 2006 concluded 

that an intervention against the UIC was imperative.123 On 24 December 2006, the ENDF, after 

months of military build-up, launched an offensive into Somalia.  

The US response to the Ethiopian intervention was complicated. After 2001, a significant 

counter-terrorism partnership between Ethiopia and the US developed, and Ethiopia became a 

major recipient of US security assistance. In 2001, annual US security assistance to Ethiopia 
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totalled USD 14,000.124 However, between 2002 and 2004, accumulated US security assistance 

to Ethiopia increased to over USD 12 million.125 In 2005 alone, the year prior to Ethiopia’s 

intervention in Somalia, Ethiopia received over USD 7 million in US security assistance.126 

This rapid increase in security assistance was accompanied by the initiation of US training and 

advisory missions in Ethiopia: starting in 2003, US forces conducted recurrent counter-

terrorism training programmes for the Ethiopian military.127 These actions suggested that the 

US viewed Ethiopia as a key asset in furthering counter-terrorism objectives in the region.   

By the end of 2006 it was clear that Ethiopian opposition to the UIC aligned with Washington’s 

Somalia policy. However, from the US reaction to the IGAD proposal in 2005, it was also 

evident that the US was opposed to the involvement of neighbouring states in any military 

intervention in Somalia. Lefebvre’s analysis of leaked diplomatic cables supports this 

impression, indicating that in the weeks prior to the ENDF crossing the Somali border, US 

officials cautioned Ethiopia against conducting an invasion.128 Nonetheless, as it became 

evident that the Ethiopians were determined to intervene, the US position shifted to one of 

support. In November 2006, John Bolton, the US Ambassador to the UN, circulated a draft 

resolution which would authorise an Ethiopian military intervention into Somalia in support of 

the TFG.129 As Ethiopian forces entered Somalia in December 2006, US Special Forces were 

reportedly embedded with them, while US aircraft provided air support for the ENDF troops.130  

In the month which followed, the ENDF inflicted heavy casualties on the UIC-aligned militias 

and successfully ousted the UIC from the capital. Consequently, much of the UIC leadership 

fled to neighbouring states, and the remaining UIC-aligned militia forces scattered into the 

southern rural parts of Somalia.131 However, Ethiopia’s initial success was short-lived. Within 

two weeks of the TFG’s arrival in Mogadishu, a complex insurgency began to develop against 

                                                             

124 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Ethiopia 2000-2019,” accessed 10 December 2018, 

https://securityassistance.org/data/program/military/Ethiopia/2000/2019/all/Global//  
125 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Ethiopia 2000-2019.”     
126 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Ethiopia 2000-2019.” 
127 Irin News, “US providing counter-terrorism military training,” July 9, 2003, accessed 12 February 2019, 

http://www.irinnews.org/report/44821/ethiopia-us-providing-counter-terrorism-military-training   
128 Jeffrey A Lefebvre, “Choosing Sides in the Horn of Africa: Wikileaks, the Ethiopia Imperative, and 

American Responses to Post-9/11 Regional Conflicts,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 23, no. 4 (2012), p. 716. 
129 Lyons, “The Ethiopia-Eritrea Conflict,” p. 176. 
130 Pauline Jelenik, “U.S. Special Forces in Somalia,” Washington Post, January 10, 2007, accessed 10 June 

2019, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-

dyn/content/article/2007/01/10/AR2007011000438.html??noredirect=on    
131 Barnes and Hassan, “The Rise and Fall of Mogadishu's Islamic Courts,” p. 157. 

https://securityassistance.org/data/program/military/Ethiopia/2000/2019/all/Global/
http://www.irinnews.org/report/44821/ethiopia-us-providing-counter-terrorism-military-training
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/10/AR2007011000438.html??noredirect=on
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/10/AR2007011000438.html??noredirect=on


37 
 

the ENDF and TFG forces.132 This insurgency reflected the perception held by many Somalis 

that the Ethiopian troops were a hostile foreign occupation force, building on anti-Ethiopian 

sentiment which was already widespread in Somalia prior to the 2006 intervention, as 

Ethiopia’s history of interference in Somalia’s domestic affairs had endured in public memory. 

Irrespective, as the security situation deteriorated, Ethiopia sought a way out. On 24 January 

2007 Ethiopia’s Prime Minister, Miles Zenawi, announced that Ethiopia had attained its 

objectives in Somalia, and would start formulating plans to withdraw troops from the 

country.133  

With an Ethiopian withdrawal threatening to exacerbate Somalia’s security vacuum, the US 

renewed the push for a regional peace operation. Only now, the operation was to provide a 

means for the Ethiopians to exit Somalia, while still providing support for the TFG.134 At the 

start of 2007, Jendayi Frazer, the US Assistant Secretary for African Affairs, declared that one 

of the most urgent priorities for the US in Somalia was the deployment of an “African 

stabilization force.”135 Nonetheless, Frazer repeatedly emphasised that, despite the high degree 

of US support for the mission, it remained an AU-led and AU-coordinated effort.136 In addition, 

the crisis in Somalia was portrayed by the US as principally affecting regional states, rather 

than something which featured at the forefront of US national security interests in Africa. For 

example, Frazer repeatedly framed the terrorist threat as more of a concern to states in the Horn 

of Africa than to the US.137  

Considering that the US primary focus as of 2006 in the Horn of Africa was counter-terrorism 

– as made overt by US support for the Ethiopian intervention – the increasing push for 

establishing a regional peace operation in Somalia with no mandate for offensive operations 

appeared in some ways an odd fit. A counter-terrorism agenda implied the clear identification 

of a belligerent party, with whom negotiation (according to US practice) was anathema, 

therefore leaving offensive military operations as the only remaining option for engagement. 
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However, for the US, in light of the escalating insurgency in Somalia, the impending 

withdrawal of the Ethiopian military, and the failure of the US-backed clan militias to provide 

an effective counter-terrorism solution, the deployment of a regional African-led force 

represented the most realistic and achievable option available.  

The Ethiopian intervention clearly demonstrated the risk in employing proxies to conduct 

unilateral interventions, in that they could seemingly renege at any time on their commitment, 

leaving US strategic objectives adrift. In addition, the unilateral nature of the Ethiopian 

intervention directly eroded the legitimacy of the TFG, which was already compromised by the 

popular perception that the TFG political leadership’s had close relations with Ethiopia.138 

Indeed, US DoS public commentary on the December 2006 UNSC proposal clearly indicated 

that the US envisaged a future intervention in Somalia in a completely different way to the 

Ethiopian invasion, in that its stated purpose was “to help stabilize Somalia by providing 

security in Baidoa, and protection and training for the [Somali government]” and “not to engage 

in offensive actions against the UIC”.139 This suggested that the US saw it as imperative that 

any foreign force in Somalia was able to maintain an unobtrusive and impartial profile, as far 

as was possible. 

As such, supporting a multilateral operation, approved and conducted through an established 

sub-regional interstate mechanism such as IGAD, held several points of appeal. Firstly, as 

emphasised by Henke, building a coalition under a sub-regional organisation would lend some 

degree of legitimacy to the operation – both internally and externally to Somalia – which a 

unilateral intervention might lack.140 Secondly, having multiple contributors to the mission 

would presumably reduce the impact of partners reneging. Where one contributor might 

withdraw, the presence of multiple other contributors provided some assurance that the mission 

could continue.  

From IGASOM to AMISOM  

Almost two months after the start of the Ethiopian intervention, on 19 January 2007 the AU 

PSC adopted the decision to authorise the deployment of an AU peace operation to Somalia. 

The initial mandate was for a period of six months, and included several tasks in line with 
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IGASOM’s formulation, including: to support dialogue and reconciliation in Somalia, to 

protect the TFG, and to support disarmament and demobilisation efforts. The mandate also 

restricted the use of force to self-defence: to protect AMISOM personnel, installations and 

equipment.141 Again, as with IGASOM, AMISOM’s authorisation retained a restriction on the 

participation of neighbouring states.  

To resolve the funding and logistical issues which had constrained IGASOM, responsibility 

for supporting AMISOM was to be distributed more broadly amongst non-African donors. In 

early 2007, the United Kingdom, US and EU together pledged USD 68 million for AMISOM, 

with US officials stating that a train and equip package was included in this support.142 The US 

role in AMISOM was therefore made clear: the US would become a provider of training and 

equipment for AMISOM’s troop contingents. This arrangement was formalised in a February 

2007 budget justification submission, when the first request for funds from the DoS 

Peacekeeping Operations funding account was made for explicit use in Somalia, to support 

“multilateral peacekeeping and regional stability operations” within the country, as well as 

security sector reform.143 These training and equipment requirements were to be delivered 

primarily through the ACOTA programme. 

The initial mission design meant that AMISOM resembled a classic peacekeeping operation, 

much in the mould of a UN Chapter VI intervention. The initial mandate and the TCC 

composition indicated that AMISOM was to retain neutrality; the exclusion of neighbouring 

countries and the constraints placed on the use of force implied that it was a priority that the 

mission was not viewed as a hostile external force, but as a minimally-intrusive guarantor of 

stability. However, despite the AU’s authorisation and the unanimous approval of the UNSC, 

the mission proved divisive amongst African states, and offers to contribute troops were not 

readily forthcoming. In the following months, Frazer reportedly undertook extensive 

diplomatic efforts to generate regional support for the mission, with little result to show.144   
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Several authors have linked this reluctance to contribute to the broad fear of AMISOM itself 

appearing as a proxy in the US global counter-terrorism campaign.145 Following the Ethiopian 

intervention, regional states were well-aware of the US role in supporting military action 

against the UIC, and of the overwhelming emphasis on counter-terrorism which informed US 

involvement in the region. Indeed, it was this very perception that in large part influenced the 

decision of long-term US ally, Uganda, to ultimately become the lead contributor in 

AMISOM.146 As Fisher points out, in correspondence between US officials and the Whitaker 

Group, the US-based lobbyists of Uganda’s President, Yuweri Museveni, Musaveni was 

reported as sharing “President Bush’s particular concern about Somalia and its potential as a 

writhing hotbed of terrorism”.147 Consequently, a month prior to AMISOM’s deployment in 

March 2007, only one state, Uganda, had committed troops to the mission, and other potential 

TCCs, including another long-term US ally, Nigeria, were wavering after initially having 

agreed to participate.148  

Conclusion 

By the time that AMISOM was authorised in February 2007, it was clear that the US identified 

Somalia as the foremost arena for the Global War on Terror on the African continent. However, 

in contrast to US operations in Afghanistan, the primary means of pursuing counter-terrorism 

objectives in the region was to be via the provision of security assistance, reflecting the broader 

US approach to strategic engagement in Africa. In line with this approach, the period from 

2001 to 2007 marked the expansion of existing Africa-focused US security assistance 

programmes and the establishment of several additional programmes and military commands. 

However, despite the counter-terrorism focus of US foreign policy, this framework remained 

aligned with the peacekeeping objectives which overarched the US security assistance 

architecture of the 1990s, and echoed the “African solutions to African problems” concept. This 

concept implied that US security assistance in Africa was aimed at supporting African-led 

initiatives, rather than attempting to recruit African proxies. 

This framework came to form the support structure for AMISOM, thereby aligning US 

assistance to the mission with its character as an impartial peace operation. However, more 

                                                             

145 Williams, Fighting for peace in Somalia, p. 43. 
146 Williams, “Joining AMISOM,” p. 175, 
147 Fisher, “Managing Donor Perceptions,” p. 417. 
148 Williams, Fighting for peace in Somalia, p. 43. 



41 
 

than simply a pragmatic measure, the employment of peace operations-focused security 

assistance structures gave a certain level of legitimacy to US security engagement in Somalia, 

which otherwise had prompted a deep scepticism and distrust amongst African states. This 

framework conferred the idea that AMISOM was African-owned, thereby attempting to limit 

resistance to the widespread perception that US attempts to forge strategic partnerships on the 

continent reflected an imperialist agenda. As such, from its earliest phases the US strategy in 

Somalia involved a clear tension between the pursuit of counter-terrorism objectives, and the 

need to legitimise and provide incentives for African participation in what was ostensibly a 

US-backed initiative. These findings suggest that US peacekeeping assistance to AMISOM 

reflected neither the aims and objectives of the specific programmes involved, nor the declared 

character of AMISOM as a peace operation. Rather, the malleability of this support allowed it 

to be adapted to a variety of purposes, including counter-terrorism and offensive military 

operations, while still retaining the ‘softer’ image associated with peacekeeping support. 

Nonetheless, Washington’s choice of AMISOM did not emerge as a first option. Rather, the 

US initially attempted to work through independent proxies in Somalia – first Somali clan 

militias, and then Ethiopia. However, by 2007 these efforts had clearly not succeeded, and 

Washington turned to supporting a proposal for the deployment of an African-led regional 

peace operation. US support for AMISOM therefore reflected not only the need to legitimise 

US involvement in Somalia, but also the need for an immediate solution, as well as the desire 

to avoid the mistakes of previous engagements in Somalia. Notably, a multilateral peace 

operation offered several benefits to the US, including the legitimisation of US support for the 

mission, as well as some insurance against individual US allies reneging on their commitments. 

This clearly illustrates the role of conditions on the ground in shaping US policy, and 

correspondingly, the pattern of security assistance. 
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Chapter 2: Buying Support (2007-2012) 

Introduction 

At the start of 2007, the US conducted its first known direct combat operation in Somalia, 

underscoring the country’s centrality to US counter-terrorism interests in Africa. At the same 

time, AMISOM’s first Ugandan troops arrived in Mogadishu. However, initially formulated as 

a classical peacekeeping operation, AMISOM soon found itself overwhelmed in a complex and 

hostile environment in which there was no peace to keep.  

During this time period, Washington steadily increased the amount of support to the mission 

and the TCCs, and by 2012 AMISOM became the most significant recipient of security 

assistance on the African continent. In large part, this security assistance was employed to 

secure commitments from African states to deploy to AMISOM, to sustain their willingness to 

remain deployed, and to enhance the military capabilities of their troop contingents. However, 

increasingly after 2008, US support to the mission also came to reflect Washington’s growing 

reliance on AMISOM to secure US objectives in Somalia. US support to the Somali 

Transitional Federal Government (TFG) had proved at best ineffective and at worst counter-

productive, with the TFG’s military forces regarded as unreliable and corrupt.  

This left little alternative to supporting AMISOM. However, with the impending withdrawal 

of the Ethiopian troops, and faced with an escalating insurgency, AMISOM struggled to attract 

support from the wider community of African states, and until 2012 the troop contributions of 

Uganda and Burundi alone sustained the mission. This situation afforded potential contributors 

a significant degree of leverage, which was keenly illustrated through Washington’s attempts 

to elicit a deployment from Nigeria between 2007 and 2009. Ultimately, Nigeria reneged on 

its initial commitment after first attracting a significant share of security assistance. 

At the same time, US rhetoric on AMISOM alternated between describing it as counter-

terrorism and as a ‘peace’ operation.149 The lines between peacekeeping support and counter-

terrorism support became further blurred as the US employed several new programmes to 

provide support to AMISOM TCCs, this time with an explicit counter-terrorism rationale. 
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These tensions were to become reflected in AMISOM itself. Notably, when AMISOM shifted 

from defending the secure zone around Mogadishu International Airport to conducting direct 

offensive operations against Al Shabaab in 2011, the counter-terrorism aspects of the mission 

were thrown into stark contrast with AMISOM’s image as supposedly ‘neutral’ peacekeepers. 

Ultimately, due to Washington’s reliance on its African partners, the need to maintain an image 

of impartiality in line with the mission’s character as a multilateral ‘peace’ operation began to 

recede in the face of US counter-terrorism objectives and the imperative of maintaining good 

relations with regional allies. This was reflected most acutely in the Kenyan and Ethiopian 

interventions into western and south-western Somalia in late 2011, where both Kenya and 

Ethiopia leveraged their positions as key US allies to pursue their own unilateral objectives, 

while simultaneously emphasising the role of their efforts in Somalia as part of the US Global 

War on Terror.   

AMISOM and US Counter-terrorism objectives 

In January 2007, as AMISOM was being authorised, and two months before the first 1,605 

Ugandan soldiers deployed to Somalia as part of the mission, the US conducted its first known 

direct combat operation in the country since 9/11. On 7 January, A US AC-130 gunship 

targeted a suspected Al Qaeda vehicle convoy in a night-time strike, killing eight people.150 

The individuals targeted in the strike were believed to have orchestrated the 1998 bombing of 

the US embassy in Nairobi. Two days later, US warplanes struck four towns in the Ras 

Kamboni area of southern Somalia – again targeting suspected Al Qaeda members.151 These 

incidents marked a shift in US operations in Somalia. From the sole employment of proxy 

actors – albeit with US advisors and air assets as support – the US was now actively conducting 

unilateral direct counter-terrorism operations in Somalia. This change was in large part linked 

to the emergence of a stronger Islamist militant element in Somalia, which built its foundation 

on the popular resistance to the Ethiopian intervention in 2006.  

Within the broad-based insurgency which developed in the wake of the Ethiopian intervention, 

one Islamist militant group, Al Shabaab, was to emerge as a leading actor. Prior to the arrival 
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of the Ethiopians, in 2004 and 2005 Al Shabaab conducted a series of political assassinations 

in Mogadishu, targeting those political figures in the city suspected of collaborating with the 

TFG, Ethiopia, or the US. 152 However, until late 2006 the group was still counted as a relatively 

minor actor amongst a multitude of clan and Islamist militias.  

As the ENDF troops marched into Mogadishu in December 2006, Al Shabaab followed the 

example of many of the other UIC-aligned militias and retreated into the southern countryside. 

However, with growing popular opposition to the ENDF and the development of an urban 

insurgency in 2007, Al Shabaab adapted quickly and leveraged the situation to its advantage. 

Positioning itself at the forefront of resistance to the Ethiopian and foreign presence, Al 

Shabaab blended nationalist rhetoric with a jihadist narrative, appealing to wide-spread anti-

Ethiopian and anti-US sentiment.153 The effect was considerable; Al Shabaab’s public relations 

campaign generated extensive support, both within and outside of Somalia. For instance, 

between 2007 and 2009, Kenyan nationals also joined Al Shabaab to fight against the Ethiopian 

forces.154  

As pointed out in the previous chapter, under these conditions, and with the Ethiopians set to 

withdraw by 2009, the US urgently required a stop-gap measure to ensure that Al Shabaab 

would not seize control of the state, and therefore made considerable efforts to ensure the 

successful deployment of AMISOM. These efforts involved a significant and sustained 

increase in the provision of US security assistance resources in Africa, in an attempt to convince 

African states to contribute troops to the mission. 

The buying power of security assistance: Uganda and Burundi 

As explained in the last chapter, the provision of US security assistance to AMISOM was 

mandated and legitimised through both the AU and the UNSC. Working within this framework, 

the US used three main mechanisms to deliver support to the AMISOM TCC’s. Firstly, 

bilateral security assistance for Somalia was directed towards the TCC contingents. This alone 

represented a significant stream of funding; while in 2006 no US security assistance funds were 

allocated to Somalia, in FY2007 peacekeeping operations support for the country totalled USD 

49.6 million of exclusive support for AMISOM, which was divided exclusively between the 
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mission’s first contributors: Uganda and Burundi.155 This included support for logistical 

requirements and the provision of equipment and training.156 By FY2009, total bilateral US 

security assistance to Somalia climbed to USD 246.6 million – all of which was exclusively 

derived from the DoS Peacekeeping Operations account.157 Between 2007 and 2011, USD 478 

million in bilateral security assistance was allocated to Somalia, making the country the 

foremost recipient of peacekeeping-focused security assistance on the African continent.158 

Secondly, after 2006, funds were derived from the  US regional security assistance programme 

for Africa, ACOTA, to support the training and equipment requirements of the TCCs.159 The 

publicly released budget for GPOI does not specify the extent of funds allocated to ACOTA 

during this time period, but according to Williams, a rough figure of two thirds of GPOI’s 

annual budget was dedicated to activities in Africa between 2005 and 2014 (the total budget 

for GPOI over this time period was in excess of USD 1 billion).160 This largely corresponds to 

pre-2009 data: in FY2007 ACOTA had a budget of USD 40.3 million against a total GPOI 

budget of USD 81 million.161 In FY2008, ACOTA’s budget increased to USD 44 million, 

against a total GPOI budget of USD 96.4 million.162 Lastly, direct bilateral security assistance 

to the TCCs was also provided in connection with AMISOM – the amount and form of which 

will be explored in detail below.  

It was therefore evident that African states willing to contribute troops to AMISOM had a 

significant opportunity to access US funds and resources through multiple channels, to support 

the development of their domestic security forces. For instance, in addition to the USD 6 

million in bilateral security aid to Uganda and Burundi disbursed in 2007, US funds allocated 

to the ACOTA programme and as bilateral support to Somalia totalled USD 89 million.163 
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In 2006, the first state to sign up for AMISOM, Uganda, was already a significant recipient of 

US security assistance and an established counter-terrorism partner.164 Nonetheless, it remains 

clear that Uganda’s decision to spearhead AMISOM was accompanied by a surge in security 

assistance, both related to the mission and distinct from it. In addition to ACOTA funds 

allocated to preparing Uganda’s AMISOM contingent, between FY2006 and FY2007 bilateral 

US security assistance to Uganda increased from USD 1.59 million to USD 5.35 million.165 

Notably, USD 4.8 million of this support was exclusively derived from the Peacekeeping 

Operations account to support Uganda’s internal security operations against the Lord’s 

Resistance Army (LRA), a transnational rebel militia with a presence in northern Uganda.166 

By 2010, total US security assistance to Uganda climbed to over USD 20 million, which 

included USD 17.1 million from the DoS Peacekeeping Operations account to assist Uganda 

in operations against the LRA.167  

While in large part the distribution of these funds reflected the US interest in countering the 

LRA, they were also a product of the compounded effect of Uganda’s Somalia deployment as 

part of ongoing efforts to build a security partnership with the US. From a national security 

perspective, US interests in defeating Al Shabaab in Somalia arguably outweighed those in 

fighting the LRA; the latter had never targeted nor stated that it intended to target American 

interests, neither was there evidence of any links between the LRA and radical Islamist 

extremism.168 Nonetheless, as pointed out by Fisher, Uganda deliberately framed its internal 

fight against the LRA as a counter-terrorism operation, and used the opportunity to demonstrate 

its merits as a counter-terrorism partner.169 The enthusiasm with which Uganda offered to 

deploy to Somalia was clearly part of this same strategy. In this sense, the provision of US 

security assistance to Uganda to fight the LRA is inseparable from Uganda’s presence in 

Somalia. Moreover, given the timing of this support, it appears likely that at least some of the 

security assistance intended to counter the LRA was intended as compensation for Uganda’s 

deployment to AMISOM. 
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In the subsequent months, a second state made a firm commitment to supply troops to 

AMISOM: Burundi. However, unlike Uganda, Burundi was not a long-established US ally. 

Rather, between 1993 and 2005 Burundi was engaged in a civil war, and was consequently 

blacklisted from receiving security assistance from the US.170 Nonetheless, Burundi’s decision 

to join AMISOM was similarly preceded by an increase in US security assistance, albeit in 

more modest fashion than in Uganda’s case. In FY2006 the US provided Burundi with USD 

330,000 in aircraft spares and medical equipment through the DoS Foreign Military Financing 

(FMF) account.171 In FY2007, alongside another USD 100,000 in aircraft spares from the FMF 

account, Burundi received USD 281,000 through the Non-proliferation, Antiterrorism, 

Demining and Related Programs account.172 In 2006, the first Burundian army officers joined 

the US International Military Education and Training Programme, a global officer development 

initiative, at a cost of USD 100,000.173 These figures represent a slight, but not insignificant, 

shift in the US-Burundi relationship, as total US security assistance to Burundi jumped from 

USD 107,685 in 2005 to USD 509,801 in 2006.174  

Official US justification for this assistance largely revolved around the need to conduct security 

sector reform in Burundi after the end of the Burundian civil war in 2005.175 Nonetheless, 

following this influx of security assistance, in June 2007 Burundi became the second state to 

pledge troop support to AMISOM. US security assistance to Burundi continued thereafter to 

increase steadily. Notably, despite Burundi not being an ACOTA partner, GPOI-allocated 

funds were used to support pre-deployment training for the Burundian troop contingent.176 By 

FY2009, the annual bilateral US security assistance total for the country climbed to USD 1.5 

million, including peacekeeping support.177 Moreover, in addition to this bilateral support, 

between FY2007 and FY2011, Burundi received approximately USD 20.3 million in funds via 
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the ACOTA programme.178 In 2009, the US also began the construction of a National 

Peacekeeping Training Centre at Mudubugu, in north-western Burundi.179 This suggests that, 

while Burundi’s decision to join the mission may well have been based on factors beyond 

financial or institutional motivations linked to security assistance, the US intent in disbursing 

this support was aimed at motivating and subsequently rewarding Burundi’s participation in 

AMISOM. 

From examining the flow of US security assistance to Uganda and Burundi, two key points 

emerge. Firstly, it is clear that the support provided to both TCCs extended beyond the 

immediate requirements of an AMISOM deployment. This suggests that joining AMISOM was 

a clear route to securing access to a broader stream of security assistance funds from the US, 

which could then be employed for other military purposes. Hesse, for instance, points out that 

in the aftermath of the civil war, Burundi’s military was oversized, drastically under-resourced 

and in need of professionalization, and that US security assistance linked to AMISOM directly 

addressed these issues.180 

Secondly, in terms of the selection of Uganda and Burundi, as well as the overall form of the 

support provided by the US, there was a demonstrable effort to work within the peacekeeping 

framework established during the preceding years. Specifically, the use of the ACOTA 

programme as the core delivery mechanism for the TCC’s training requirements tied US 

security assistance to the peacekeeping image of the mission. It is also especially notable that, 

at the time of their commitment to the mission, neither of AMISOM’s TCCs had any direct 

security interests related to Somalia. Neither Uganda nor Burundi shared a border with 

Somalia, had substantial Somali refugee populations, or were previously targeted by Al 

Shabaab or Al Qaeda. This would presumably allow for AMISOM to retain its prescribed need 

for impartiality. Nonetheless, within Somalia, AMISOM’s reception indicated that maintaining 

this impartiality was to become a challenge. 

A lack of alternatives: AMISOM becomes essential 

While Burundi and Uganda alone propped up the mission, it was quite clear that Al Shabaab 

did not consider AMISOM to be impartial, despite the overwhelming effort by the UN and AU 
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to emphasise this point. From the moment the Ugandan troops established a headquarters at 

the Mogadishu International Airport in 2007, they were targeted in non-stop attacks by Islamist 

militants in the city. With a mandate completely unsuited to the hostile environment that 

AMISOM found itself entering, as well as being under-resourced and under-manned, the 

mission was incapable of conducting operations outside the immediate proximity of the 

headquarters. As such, in parallel to building support for AMISOM, the US increasingly 

focused on providing political and military support to the fledgling TFG.  

As pointed out in the previous chapter, the TFG struggled from its first incarnation in 2004 to 

gain legitimacy from within Mogadishu. Viewed by many Somalis as an Ethiopian proxy, by 

2008 the TFG was able to operate only with the protection of Ethiopian and AMISOM troops, 

and had no political or military reach outside of Mogadishu.181 This lack of legitimacy meant 

that the TFG was unable to establish alliances with larger clan militias, and its support base 

remained limited to a handful of smaller Mogadishu-based militias. Amongst these militias, 

defections to Al Shabaab were frequent, further threatening to undermine the TFG’s fragile 

position in the city.182 In addition, the TFG military forces and associated militias stood accused 

of widespread human rights violations against the population in Mogadishu. In late 2008, 

Human Rights Watch provided evidence of a wide range of abuses committed by the TFG 

forces since the start of 2007, many of which were perpetrated during joint TFG-ENDF 

operations.183 

Unwilling to deploy US forces, and with little other alternative, the US continued to attempt to 

build up the TFG and its military allies. However, by the start of 2009 it was evident that much 

of the support given to the TFG and associated militias was counter-productive. In a December 

2008 report, the UN Monitoring Group on Somalia stated that approximately 14,000 of the 

TFG’s collective military strength of 17,000 personnel appeared to have deserted, taking their 

weapons and uniforms with them.184 In addition, the diversion of armaments supplied to the 

TFG was contributing to the destabilisation of the security environment. In mid-2009, having 

obtained authorisation for an exception from the UN arms embargo on Somalia, the US shipped 
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some 92 tons of ammunition, small arms and light weapons to the TFG.185 The US also 

provided funds to the TFG to purchase armaments. As highlighted by Bruton, in 2010 the price 

of 7.62mm ammunition on Somalia’s black market dropped considerably, suggesting that some 

of these armaments had entered Somalia’s illicit arms trade.186  

In the meantime, over the course of 2008, the TFG was being steadily dismantled by an 

escalating campaign of targeted killings of both TFG officials and suspected TFG collaborators 

in Mogadishu.187 Given the impending withdrawal of the ENDF from Somalia and the growing 

strength of the insurgency, the TFG’s vulnerability was abundantly clear. 

In January 2009, the last of the ENDF troops withdrew from Somalia, leaving AMISOM’s 

besieged troops to face the Al Shabaab insurgency virtually alone. By this point, Al Shabaab 

was the most well-armed and financed militant group in Somalia, and controlled a significant 

area of territory in the south.188 With the ENDF withdrawal creating a gap in security, Al 

Shabaab now exclusively targeted AMISOM and the TFG in an intensified campaign. On 22 

February 2009, Al Shabaab carried out its most significant single attack yet on AMISOM, 

killing 11 Burundian soldiers and wounding another 28 in a suicide vehicle bomb attack on the 

AMISOM headquarters in Mogadishu.189 In mid-2009, AMISOM still had just under 4,300 

troops – half of the mission’s authorised strength of 8,000.190 This meant that despite the 

intensification of the insurgency, AMISOM could barely protect the sites it occupied in the 

city, not to mention the TFG. For the US, where counter-terrorism aims were linked to the 

survival of the TFG, sustaining and enhancing AMISOM became a critical imperative. This 

meant that the US became reliant on the willingness of African states to participate in the 

mission, and they in turn aware of the leverage which this reliance afforded them.  

Recipient Leverage: Negotiating with Nigeria  

While reluctance to join AMISOM still remained widespread amongst most African states in 

late 2006, by early 2007 Nigeria and Ghana together pledged to supply 1,200 troops to 
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AMISOM.191 However, unlike Burundi and Uganda, Nigeria’s and Ghana`s pledges ultimately 

went unfulfilled. Nonetheless, the process of negotiating and attempting to secure these 

additional deployments was to become a complex and costly endeavour for the US, 

emphasising the high degree of US reliance on AMISOM. 

The pattern of interaction between Nigerian and US officials between 2007 and 2009 illustrates 

the leverage that African states were able to obtain over the US, and the corresponding degree 

to which the US was reliant on the success of AMISOM. Much like Uganda, after 2001 Nigeria 

emerged as one of the foremost US counter-terrorism partners on the continent, and between 

2001 and 2003, was the most significant recipient of US security assistance in Africa.192 

Similarly, as with Uganda, Nigeria had no evident security interests in Somalia. These elements 

seemingly made Nigeria a prime candidate for deployment to AMISOM. 

Consequently, since Nigeria made the commitment to deploy troops to AMISOM in 2007, US 

security assistance to the country over the subsequent two years increased to almost double. In 

FY2007, total bilateral security assistance to Nigeria was USD 5.6 million, while in FY2008 

and FY2009 it was USD 8.3 million and USD 8.5 million, respectively.193 This increase stood 

against the regional trend for total US security assistance to Africa, which had dropped to USD 

1.64 billion in FY2008 from USD 1.88 billion the previous year.194 However, by January 2009, 

there were still no signs that a Nigerian deployment was forthcoming. According to a Wikileaks 

cable dated January 22, 2009, Nigeria’s Chief of Defence, Paul Dike, stated to US embassy 

representatives that the delivery of a promised USD 3 million of equipment would not 

guarantee that Nigeria would field a deployment to AMISOM.195 Instead, Dike clarified that 

the deployment depended on receiving a more extensive list of equipment, which was still 

awaiting approval. Nonetheless, the commentary included in the cable by US embassy 

personnel indicates that the US interpreted the Nigerians’ sudden interest in tactical and 

strategic aspects of the mission as a signal that they were committed to the deployment.  

                                                             

191 Cecilia Hull and Emma Svensson, African union mission in Somalia (AMISOM): exemplifying African Union 

peacekeeping challenges (Stockholm: Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI), 2008), p. 8. 
192 Cochran, "Security assistance, surrogate armies, and the pursuit of US interests in Sub-Saharan Africa," p. 
121. 
193 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Nigeria 2000-2019,” accessed 10 December 2018, 

http://securityassistance.org/data/program/military/Nigeria/2000/2019/all/Global//   
194 Security Assistance Monitor, “Data on US security aid to Africa 2000-2019.”  
195 US Embassy Abuja Nigeria, “Nigeria: Chief of Defense Staff Dike on AMISOM, Other Issues,” Wikileaks 

Cable: 09ABUJA135_a, January 22, 2009, accessed 16 April 2019, 

https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09ABUJA135_a.html   

http://securityassistance.org/data/program/military/Nigeria/2000/2019/all/Global/
https://wikileaks.org/plusd/cables/09ABUJA135_a.html


52 
 

By February 2009, the US was asking for a firm deadline for the arrival of the Nigerian 

contingent. According to leaked diplomatic cables detailing a 19 February meeting between 

the US Ambassador to Nigeria, Robin Sanders, and the Nigerian Foreign Minister, Ojo 

Maduekwe, the Nigerians were still unable to commit to a deployment date. Maduekwe stated 

that he was the “sole supporter” of the AMISOM deployment within the government of 

Nigeria, and that changes in the threat in Somalia meant that the Nigerian military was now 

opposed to the idea.196 In response, Sanders explicitly stated that the US stood ready to provide 

somewhere between USD 3 to 6 million of assistance, but that without a firm commitment to 

deploy from Nigeria, these resources would have to be allocated elsewhere.197 Despite this, in 

the coming year the Nigerian battalions destined for AMISOM continued to receive 

peacekeeping support via the ACOTA programme. In FY2009 Nigeria reportedly received 

USD 11 million of training and equipment via ACOTA in addition to other security 

assistance.198  

Nigeria’s reasons for not deploying to AMISOM have been variously discussed in the literature 

on AMISOM. For instance, as highlighted by Cochran, the perception of risk in the Nigerian 

military played a significant part in the eventual decision not to contribute troops. The Nigerian 

military assessed that units deployed to AMISOM had a high likelihood of sustaining 

significant casualties, which was likely to prompt a negative response by the domestic political 

opposition.199 At the same time, Nigeria evidently had recognised the difficulty that the US 

was having in filling AMISOM’s troop allowance, and consequently leveraged its status as a 

potential TCC to secure funding. From the US perspective, Nigeria’s position as a US ally, as 

well as the fact that Nigeria had led the US-backed intervention in Liberia in 2003 by the 

Economic Community of West African States, all likely contributed towards the impression of 

Nigeria’s reliability. Thus, it appears that the support by the US was extended in good faith that 

a Nigerian deployment to Somalia was forthcoming. 

The US-Nigeria dynamic, as it related to AMISOM, provides a glimpse into the assumptions 

which informed US efforts to attract contributors. From the US perspective, the promise of 
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security assistance appeared as a concrete way of securing support for AMISOM. However, in 

the case of Nigeria, domestic politics and the character of Nigeria’s civil-military relations 

ultimately undermined the prospect of becoming a TCC. As suggested by Cochran, this then 

demonstrated that neither the amount of security assistance, nor previous relations between the 

US and the recipients of security assistance, were sufficient factors to convince states to 

undertake a deployment. Instead, the interaction between the US and Nigeria indicates that 

Washington’s dependency on AMISOM had allowed African partners to acquire leverage over 

the US, which was subsequently exploited. 

Sustaining support: Burundi under fire 

As AMISOM struggled to make headway and attract more troop contributors, the US 

meanwhile continued to conduct covert operations against Al Shabaab. On 14 September 2009, 

according to various reports, US Special Forces conducted a raid on a reported Al Shabaab 

compound in Barawe, southern Somalia, targeting Kenyan national and senior Al Qaeda figure, 

Saleh Ali Saleh Nabhan.200 Nabhan was killed during the operation, along with several other 

suspected militants. On 17 September 2009, militants carried out twin suicide vehicle-bomb 

attacks on the AMISOM headquarters in Mogadishu, killing 21 people, including 12 Burundian 

and 5 Ugandan soldiers.201 The Burundian force commander and AMISOM’s second-in-

command, Major General Juvenal Niyonguruza, was amongst those killed. Al Shabaab claimed 

responsibility for the attack, stating it was in retaliation to the killing of Nabhan.202 In addition 

to highlighting AMISOM’s weakness, this incident underlined a fundamental point: to Al 

Shabaab, there was no difference between the US and AMISOM.  

In the aftermath of the attack, the Burundian public and political opposition reacted with calls 

for Burundi to withdraw from Somalia.203 In the ensuing months, the security situation in 

Somalia continued to deteriorate, with the UN reporting an intensification of attacks on 
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AMISOM.204 By January 2010, the Burundian contingent had suffered further casualties and 

was reportedly significantly demoralised. In addition, both the Burundian and Ugandan troops 

in AMISOM were owed six months of salary by the AU due to administrational and accounting 

issues, further contributing to troop dissatisfaction.205 Within the broader Burundian military, 

the conditions in Somalia and knowledge of the difference in pay between the AMISOM troops 

and those participating in the UN mission in Darfur resulted in a public display of discontent, 

as several Burundian soldiers approached the press to complain.206  

At the start of 2010, the Burundians approached the US with these concerns to request more 

support. In a leaked US government diplomatic cable detailing a 10 January 2010 meeting 

between the US Ambassador to Burundi and Burundian government and defence officials, the 

Burundians explicitly requested the provision of armoured vehicles by the US to enhance force 

protection, so as to counter the low morale of the AMISOM contingent.207 In turn, US 

diplomats assured the Burundians that the US was on track to provide mine-protected armoured 

personnel carriers for Burundi’s troop contingent in April 2010, alongside training and other 

assistance to be delivered from January 2010 onwards.208    

Following these discussions, in FY2011 the US allocated USD 15.4 million of security 

assistance to Burundi via the DoD’s Section 1206 Train and Equip programme – a counter-

terrorism security assistance mechanism established in 2005.209 This support was described as 

counter-terrorism training for troops participating in AMISOM, with an emphasis on urban 

warfare, as well as related equipment, including personal body armour, night-vision imaging 

devices, and both static and mobile surveillance equipment.210 The allocation of this support 

marked a jump in overall security assistance to Burundi from USD 973,337 in FY2010, to a 

total of USD 16.7 million in FY2011.211  
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It is clear that in large part this support was aimed at sustaining the willingness of the 

Burundians to contribute to AMISOM. From the US perspective, sustaining the morale and 

commitment of the Burundian military to AMISOM was of critical importance. In the worst 

case scenario, the US likely envisaged that the Burundians could withdraw over domestic 

pressure, much as had affected the proposed Nigerian deployment. Moreover, if the Burundians 

withdrew, Uganda might well follow. As such, facing a situation which threatened to 

undermine the overall mission, the US had little recourse other than to agree to the Burundian 

requests for additional security assistance.  

Turning point: AMISOM goes on the offensive 

In the interim, Al Shabaab continued to pressure AMISOM, and in mid-2010 conducted its 

first operation external to Somalia. On 11 July 2010, two suicide bomb attacks took place 

against different sites in Kampala, Uganda, killing 74 people and wounding over 70. Al 

Shabaab claimed the attack as a response to Uganda’s ongoing support for AMISOM.212 

Following this attack, in August 2010 Al Shabaab launched a major offensive against 

AMISOM forces in Mogadishu. In a series of coordinated assaults, Al Shabaab fighters 

targeted AMISOM positions in the city’s Hawalwadag, Hodan, Bondehere, and Whardigley 

districts.213 However, after suffering numerous casualties and failing to draw AMISOM forces 

out, by September elders from Somalia’s Hawiye clan, the dominant clan in Mogadishu, were 

declaring that Al Shabaab had lost the offensive.214 

By late 2010, AMISOM’s force size had reached 7,200 troops, drawn from three battalions 

from Burundi and five from Uganda.215 This marked a substantial improvement of the 

manpower problem, but still highlighted a key issue: AMISOM’s entire force strength was 

drawn from only two countries. In October 2010, in an effort to rectify this, the AU formulated 

a renewed Concept of Operations for AMISOM which included an increase in the mandated 

size of the troop component from 8,000 to 20,000.216 This, however, was rejected by the UNSC. 
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Instead, in December 2010, the UNSC authorised an increase of 4,000 troops, bringing 

AMISOM’s mandated strength to 12,000.217  

However, this did little to address the shortage of willing TCCs, and by 2010 only one 

additional state had expressed interest in deploying a contingent: Djibouti. Djibouti was already 

an established long-term security partner of the US, illustrated by the country’s hosting of 

CJTF-HOA. Between FY2001 and FY2009, US security assistance to Djibouti had fluctuated, 

with a high point of USD 14.2 million in 2003, the year after Djibouti agreed to host CJTF-

HOA.218 This agreement appeared to net Djibouti USD 13 million in military equipment.219 In 

July 2010, Djibouti officially pledged to send a deployment of troops to AMISOM, despite that 

Djibouti was a so-called “front line state” – a neighbour to Somalia – and thereby restricted by 

AMISOM’s UNSC mandate.220 The acceptance of this pledge marked the first overt instance 

where counter-terrorism interests took precedence over maintaining the peacekeeping image 

of US support to the mission. 

In FY2010, US bilateral security assistance to Djibouti totalled USD 15.1 million.221 In 

addition, in the same year 6.3 million was invested in Djibouti through the ACOTA programme 

in preparation for the expected deployment.222 The US also reportedly funded the construction 

of a training facility for peacekeepers in Ali Oune, eastern Djibouti. From September 2010 

onwards, the US conducted pre-deployment training for Djiboutian troops through the ACOTA 

programme.223 Despite this, by the end of 2010, no agreement was in place for Djibouti to 

deploy. 

Facing a continued lack of willing TCCs, at the start of 2011, with a substantial boost in troop 

numbers, AMISOM went on the offensive in Mogadishu. In February, July and October of that 

year, AMISOM launched major offensive operations in different districts of the city, inflicting 

significant losses on Al Shabaab and forcing the group to withdraw en masse.224 By the end of 
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the year, an estimated 98 percent of the capital was under the control of the TFG and AMISOM 

forces.225 These successes were attributed in large part to the enhanced training that the 

AMISOM contingents had received over the previous two years.226 Specifically, the 

contribution of a private security firm, Bancroft Global Development, was credited with 

enhancing the effectiveness of AMISOM’s sniper teams, which both reduced the threat from 

Al Shabaab snipers and reduced civilian casualties incurred during AMISOM operations.227 

AMISOM’s operations in 2011 thereby demonstrated a clear connection between the provision 

of US security assistance and the increased tactical prowess of the TCC contingents. In this 

sense, US security assistance to Uganda and Burundi did not function purely as an enticement 

to encourage deployment to AMISOM, but was indeed also intended to improve the ability of 

their respective AMISOM contingents to carry out operations in Somalia. The extensive 

support provided by US security assistance has been widely regarded as crucial to these 

successes, where the transformation of these two militaries from their bush-warfare focus to 

urban-warfare capabilities meant that AMISOM possessed a more sophisticated set of tactical 

tools, and could better protect both itself and the TFG.  

However, from another perspective, this type of support also aligns with the overall purpose of 

security assistance as a behavioural modifier. In improving the military capabilities of the TCC 

contingents, this would enhance force survivability and the likelihood of operational success, 

thereby limiting casualties and boosting troop morale. This in turn can be perceived as feeding 

into the willingness of the TCC’s to contribute troops; a mission with lower casualties would 

be more sustainable from the perspective of domestic politics. This reflects the overall 

complexity of US security assistance to AMISOM, where multiple tactical and strategic 

objectives are being addressed simultaneously. 

The Front Line States: Kenya and Ethiopia intervene 

With AMISOM on the offensive, in October 2011 the Kenyan Defence Force (KDF) launched 

a unilateral invasion of southern Somalia. Dubbed Operation ‘Linda Nchi’, the official 

justification for the invasion was the threat posed by Al Shabaab.228 A series of kidnappings of 
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tourists and foreign aid workers in northern Kenya was linked to Al Shabaab by the Kenyan 

government, which claimed that the group was attempting to destabilise northern Kenya.229 

Despite a lack of evidence for these claims, on 16 October 2011 two battalions of the KDF 

crossed the border into Somalia’s Juba Valley.230 By the end of October 2011, the KDF and 

their militia allies were successful in ousting Al Shabaab from parts of Gedo, Bay, Middle 

Juba, and the Lower Juba regions.231 

Apart from direct military action by the KDF, in a move reminiscent of pre-2006 US 

engagement with Somali clan militias, Kenya simultaneously allied with a range of regional 

militias to support KDF operations.  Between 2010 and 2012, Kenya provided training and 

equipment to the so-called Isiolo militia, which consisted of locally-recruited Somalis. In 

addition, the Kenyans established an alliance with six militias in the Ogaden region, including 

the Ras Kamboni militia and the forces of Azania.232 Notably, since 2009 Kenya had embarked 

on an effort to build up a regional government for Jubaland under a Kenyan-conceived plan 

called the ‘Jubaland Initiative’.233  

One month after the KDF crossed into southern Somalia, in November 2011 eyewitnesses on 

the Ethiopian border in Somalia’s Galgudud and Beledweyne areas reported the presence of 

large numbers of ENDF troops.234 Ethiopia, like Kenya, had steadily built relationships with 

local clan militias in the Ethiopia-Somali border area in the preceding years. In particular, 

Ethiopia had established support to Ahlu Sunna Wal Jama (ASWJ), a Sufi Islamist militia based 

in Galgudud province.235 As early as August 2009, Ethiopia had reportedly conducted military 
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incursions targeting Al Shabaab in Galgudud and Hiran provinces in combined operations with 

ASWJ fighters.236  

The shape of the Kenyan and Ethiopian military interventions, which placed particular 

emphasis on support to local Somali political and military actors, indicated that both states 

were pursuing a strategy of containment with regard to the threat emanating from Somalia. By 

constraining operations to the border regions of Somalia and focusing on building up regional 

governmental authorities, Ethiopia and Kenya indicated that their aim was not to defeat Al 

Shabaab, but to establish buffer zones along border areas which would insulate them from 

conflict spill-over.  

The US response to the interventions was complex, but suggested the aforementioned reliance 

of the US on its regional allies. Kenya had explicitly presented its invasion as part of the Global 

War on Terror, intimating that the KDF operations in Somalia were aligned with US regional 

counter-terrorism efforts.237 These statements were reinforced by visible signs of deepening 

US-Kenya counter-terrorism cooperation in the preceding years, including Kenya’s 

participation in the Partnership for Regional East Africa Counterterrorism, a US capacity and 

cooperation building programme established in 2009. In addition, CJTF-HOA, the US Horn of 

Africa-focused counter-terrorism sub-command, was revealed in 2010 to be operating a drone 

base at Manda Bay on Kenya’s north-eastern coast.238  

It was however clear that the US did not enthusiastically support the idea of a unilateral 

intervention. While Williams and Bruton point out that the US eventually lent support to KDF 

operations, there is little evidence that this support was given readily or in any meaningful 

quantity.239 In fact, since FY2009, overall US security assistance to Kenya, including counter-

terrorism aid, had gradually declined up until and through FY2012.240 After Kenya signalled 

an interest in intervening in Somalia in early 2011, US officials had discouraged this, stating 
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that more time should be given to AMISOM and the TFG.241 With US efforts to stabilise 

Somalia focused on building up the TFG as a strong central authority, Kenyan support to the 

Jubaland government was perceived both by the US and some elements within the TFG as 

contributing to the fragmentation of political power.242 When the Kenyans finally decided to 

go ahead in October 2011, neither the US nor the UK received advance notice of the 

operation.243  

Nonetheless, as with the Ethiopian intervention in 2006, there were some indications that the 

US provided limited covert support to Kenyan operations in Somalia, including intelligence 

sharing and logistical support. Firstly, it was documented since 2009 that the US had provided 

training to those Kenyan units which would eventually take part in the 2011 invasion.244 

Moreover, on 23 October 2011, six days after the KDF advanced into southern Somalia, 

unidentified aircraft reportedly carried out strikes on Al Shabaab positions in Kismayo.245 

According to a Kenyan military spokesman interviewed by the New York Times, the strikes 

were conducted by the US, which in turn denied involvement.246 Still, any US support for the 

intervention remained largely concealed from the public eye, with official US government 

statements continuing to create distance between the US and KDF activities in Somalia.  

That the US gave limited support to the Kenyan intervention illustrated one key aspect of the 

shape of US involvement in Somalia: by early 2011 the US recognised that the situation in 

Somalia could not be stabilised without the increased involvement of regional actors. As a 

result, despite US reservations about the Kenyan intervention, alienating Kenya as an ally 

would also threaten to derail overarching US efforts in the region. At the same time, the 

Kenyans appeared well aware of this situation and placed themselves to take advantage of it. 

As with the Ethiopian invasion in 2006, knowing that the US had little choice but to support 

whatever counter-terrorism efforts regional partners were willing to take on, Kenya pressed 

ahead with the intervention. In light of Kenya’s role as a US counter-terrorism partner, 
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Nairobi’s justification of the intervention using a counter-terrorism narrative appeared as a way 

to imply that KDF operations were implicitly sanctioned by Washington, even if the US did 

not admit it. 

Conclusion 

Between 2007 and early 2012, the US relied chiefly on AMISOM to sustain the fragile position 

occupied by the TFG and to keep Al Shabaab under pressure. As a result, the US increasingly 

pursued a dedicated strategy to build and sustain support for the mission via the promise and 

distribution of security assistance to potential TCCs. However, as has been illustrated in this 

chapter, this strategy did not produce consistent results. Rather, the set of interactions between 

the TCCs and the US suggest that the provision of security assistance by a donor with the aim 

of securing cooperative behaviour was a complicated process. Previous interactions, domestic 

political and civil-military relations in the recipient states, as well as external security interests 

and the specific framing of both the offered support and its purposes all came to play a role in 

whether the promise of security assistance could elicit cooperative action.  

This meant that security assistance had to address multiple needs of the recipients, both related 

to the mission requirements and beyond. In the case of US security assistance to AMISOM, it 

is clear that extending support to Burundi and Uganda served to sustain both states commitment 

to the mission. However, it is also evident that the nature of the training demonstrated a clear 

intent to enhance the capability of the TCC troop contingents. In line with the overall purpose 

of US security assistance to the mission, this was as much about improving AMISOM’s 

capabilities as it was about preventing excessive casualties, thereby sustaining troop morale as 

well as public support for the mission in the TCCs themselves. 

The fragility of the situation in Somalia and the US struggle to build support for AMISOM 

meant that by the end of 2011 the US became largely dependent on regional states to address 

the situation in Somalia. In other words, the US had increasingly little choice but to support 

whatever willing partners there were to support its counter-terrorism concerns in the region – 

even if their actions were in some ways undesirable. In the case of Kenya and Ethiopia, the 

increasing US prioritisation of counter-terrorism aims in Somalia and the challenges facing 

AMISOM and the TFG therefore opened the door for unilateral action. With both states 

framing their interventions in line with US counter-terrorism aims, they were able to attract a 

modicum of support, or at the very least avoid condemnation, while simultaneously advancing 
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their own regional interests. This is a significant illustration of provider-recipient dynamics 

suggested in the broader security assistance literature, but has not yet been explored in the 

specific case of AMISOM.  
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Chapter 3: Making compromises (2012-2016) 

Introduction 

Between 2012 and 2016, Somalia became the highest recipient of US peacekeeping-focused 

security assistance globally, with over USD 1 billion in total allocated to the country during 

this time period.247 The next highest state recipient over this time period was South Sudan, 

receiving USD 169 million, illustrating Somalia’s prioritisation across the continent. As such, 

US support to AMISOM reflected its essential nature as a “line of effort” in the US counter-

terrorism strategy for Somalia. During these years, the character of the AMISOM and the 

nature of US support to the mission underwent several major changes. Notably, Kenyan and 

Ethiopian forces which remained in the country after their 2011 interventions were 

incorporated into the mission, resulting in a dramatic spike in US security assistance to 

AMISOM.  

The inclusion of additional troops bolstered the mission, which still faced a lack of willing 

contributors. However, while the flow of US security assistance to AMISOM and the TCCs 

during this period largely reflected the increased size of the mission, it also indicated a shift in 

US priorities with regard to AMISOM’s profile and composition. With little other means to 

constrain Kenyan and Ethiopian actions in the region, in 2012 the US appeared to reach a 

compromise, where it would support the integration of both partners into AMISOM and reward 

them for doing so via the provision of security assistance. Getting all these actors under the 

AMISOM umbrella reflected in large part an attempt to enforce their compliance with US 

strategic aims, as well as to grant some degree of legitimacy to their presence in the country.  

However, the absence of a functional central command mechanism in AMISOM gave both 

Kenya and Ethiopia the opportunity to simultaneously pursue their own objectives in Somalia, 

all the while drawing upon political, financial, and operational support from the US, UN and 

European Union. Contrary to the initial intent behind the use of AMISOM as a legitimation 

hub, Kenya and Ethiopia’s presence instead eroded the mission’s legitimacy in Somalia as well 

as undermining its overarching political objectives. This in turn highlighted how the 

legitimation function of AMISOM became supplanted by Washington’s dependency on 

regional partners to achieve its counter-terrorism objectives.  
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In 2012, with a new mandate to conduct operations outside Mogadishu, and with a greatly 

bolstered troop component, AMISOM went on the offensive, pushing Al Shabaab out of its 

urban strongholds and creating space for a political transition to take place. However, as the 

pace of operations slowed in 2014, the limits of AMISOM’s ability to achieve US counter-

terrorism aims became clear. After almost a decade, the mission had failed to achieve the task 

of restoring stability to Somalia. While AMISOM was able to clear major urban centres during 

offensive operations, the mission lacked sufficient troops and support to prevent Al Shabaab 

from retaking lost territory. In addition, a lack of adequate intelligence-gathering mechanisms 

and air support left AMISOM’s remote forward operating bases increasingly vulnerable to 

attack. US support for AMISOM during this period therefore indicated a clear lack of 

alternatives, rather than an ideal strategy: for the US, supporting AMISOM became an 

unavoidable obligation.  

AMISOM’s new Concept of Operations 

AMISOM’s military successes over the course of 2011, complemented by the gains made by 

Kenyan and Ethiopian forces operating independently, secured some space for Somalia’s 

political transition to advance. With the consolidation of security in Mogadishu, in September 

2011 a UN-backed meeting on the state of Somalia’s political transition ended with delegates 

from Somalia’s Transitional Federal Institutions, the Transitional Federal Government (TFG), 

Puntland and Galmudug states, as well as the Ethiopia-backed Ahlu Sunna Wal Jama group 

agreeing on a “roadmap” to guide the transition process.248 This plan called for the TFG to lead 

the political transition to a new government before 20 August 2012, when Parliamentary, 

Presidential and Administrative elections were to be held.249   

With the political transition process underway, in February 2012, the UNSC passed Resolution 

2036 calling on AMISOM to expand its operations outside Mogadishu and authorised an 

increase in the total mission strength from 12,000 to 17,731 troops.250 The Resolution also 

called for AMISOM to take “all necessary measures as appropriate” to “reduce the threat posed 
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by Al Shabaab.”251 This was effectively an authorisation for AMISOM to conduct offensive 

operations targeting Al Shabaab, thereby for the first time aligning the mission mandate with 

actual conditions on the ground. UNSC Resolution 2036 also endorsed a new Concept of 

Operations for AMISOM to guide operations outside of Mogadishu. The new Concept of 

Operations would see Somalia geographically divided up into four command sectors: Sector 1 

was to focus on Mogadishu, Sector 2 on south-west Somalia, Sector 3 on the town of Baidoa, 

and Sector 4 on Beledweyne to the north-east of Mogadishu. Revealingly, in Sector 3 and 4, 

AMISOM troops from Uganda, Burundi, alongside an anticipated Djiboutian contingent, 

would work together with ENDF troops – despite Ethiopia not yet being part of AMISOM.252  

While the AMISOM force commander based in Mogadishu was granted control over the 

overall distribution of troops, each of the Sector Commanders from the various TCCs was 

assigned primary authority over a single sector to which their troops were deployed.253 These 

arrangements were intended to solve conflicts over the distribution of command responsibility 

between the AMISOM TCCs and the mission’s central command. However, under these 

arrangements, the role of AMISOM headquarters became described by AMISOM command 

staff as “symbolic” in that it framed the presence of the various TCCs within a UN-approved 

peace operations framework, but had very little leverage over their actual activities.254  

Meeting a need: Kenya joins AMISOM 

In order to fulfil the newly authorised troop increase, in November 2011, with Kenya’s assent, 

a decision was reached at an AU high-level meeting that all Kenyan troops in Somalia were to 

be brought under the authority of AMISOM.255 After several months of negotiation over 

specifics, in June 2012 an agreement was signed between Kenya and the AU to formally 

incorporate all Kenyan Defence Force (KDF) troops in Somalia into the mission.256 In line with 

the new AMISOM Concept of Operations, KDF troops already operating in south-western 

Somalia would fall under AMISOM’s Sector 2 command, comprising Lower and Middle Juba.  
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This reflected a core issue with AMISOM: the continued attempt to portray AMISOM as an 

impartial peace operation, and thereby excluding the participation of those actors with direct 

security interests in Somalia, limited the degree to which the US could attract support for the 

mission. As such, despite the successes of AMISOM’s 2011 and 2012 offensives, with no 

further pledges of support forthcoming, AMISOM forces remained overstretched, and the 

tactical situation facing the mission at the start of 2012 was tenuous. While Al Shabaab’s 

presence in major urban centres was drastically reduced, the group retained the capability to 

operate freely in the countryside. In this context, as AMISOM troops spread further into rural 

areas in 2012 in line with the new mission mandate, Al Shabaab increasingly targeted the 

mission’s supply lines extending from Mogadishu in hit-and-run style attacks.257 The 

acceptance by the US, the AU and the UNSC of Kenya’s inclusion into AMISOM indicated 

the urgency of this situation. 

Kenya’s decision to join AMISOM was immediately followed with a significant and sustained 

increase in US security assistance, underlining Washington’s support of these arrangements. 

In 2012, US total bilateral security assistance to Kenya stood at USD 15.2 million.258 In 2013, 

this figure rose to USD 76.3 million – an increase of over USD 60 million in a single year.259 

Notably, a large proportion of this increased aid consisted of counter-terrorism support: through 

the US Section 1206 programme, the Kenyan military was provided with USD 22.7 million in 

2013 was to enhance the KDF special operations unit’s counter-terrorism capabilities, as well 

as for aircraft and to enhance Kenya’s intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance 

capabilities.260 This made clearer that the US viewed AMISOM as a counter-terrorism 

coalition, despite consistently continuing to refer to the mission as a peacekeeping operation.261  

According to the Security Assistance Monitor, in FY2013, US counter-terrorism security 

assistance to Kenya reached USD 34.6 million; an increase of over USD 10 million from the 

previous year’s budget of USD 20.8 million.262 By 2015, US counter-terrorism support to 
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Kenya from the US DoD exceeded USD 100 million a year.263 In addition, counter-terrorism 

now featured as a primary justification for the delivery of support to Kenya’s AMISOM 

contingent.264 Specifically, funds delivered via the Counterterrorism Partnership Fund, a DoD 

counter-terrorism security assistance programme established in 2015, accounted for at least 

USD 31.4 million of this support.265 An additional USD 48.2 million in support included the 

provision of unmanned aerial vehicles, counter-explosives training, and training for the KDF’s 

elite Ranger Regiment.266  

In addition, a significant amount of the DoD counter-terrorism support to Kenya was provided 

outside of the bilateral aid channel. Notably, in 2015 USD 110 million was allocated to the 

East Africa regional account via the Counterterrorism Partnership Fund, followed by USD 165 

million in 2016.267 According to the US DoD, these funds were to be used exclusively to 

support the development of AMISOM’s TCC’s counter-terrorism capabilities.268 Kenya clearly 

drew substantial benefit not only from joining AMISOM, but also from remaining committed 

to the mission. For the US, the allocation of security assistance appeared aimed at maintaining 

a counter-terrorism partnership with Kenya while simultaneously providing motivation to bring 

KDF operations in Somalia in line with those of AMISOM. 

However, the KDF joining AMISOM did not fully resolve the issue of Kenya’s pursuing its 

own interests in Somalia. While drawing on invigorated US support, as well as UN and EU 

resources allocated to AMISOM, Kenya continued to advance its own plan to strengthen the 

regional government of Jubaland.269 Kenyan troops were also especially problematic in terms 

of the command and control issues in AMISOM highlighted above, where Kenyan 

commanders were more likely to refer to their own superiors in the KDF rather than engage 

with AMISOM’s centralised command structure.270 
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Over the following years, Kenyan military operations continued to fall outside of AMISOM’s 

mandate. According to a 2013 report by the UN Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea, 

Kenya’s joining AMISOM was characterised as more “theoretical than practical.”271 For 

instance, UN personnel present in Kismayo during late 2012 noted that KDF troops were not 

wearing AMISOM insignia.272 Kenyan activities in Somalia after June 2012 also evidenced an 

operational approach which contradicted AMISOM. Principally, Kenya continued to use its 

own air force in Somalia, despite AMISOM only having a mandate for a limited air component 

from the UNSC.  

The use of Kenyan Air Force strike aircraft to provide close air support during KDF operations 

was considered a violation of the UN arms embargo on Somalia, and contravened AMISOM’s 

restriction on the use of indirect fire. The UN Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea had 

reported this to the UN, pointing out that Kenya conducted air strikes on a village some 30km 

from the town of Baardheere in southern Somalia on 7 July 2012, one month after joining 

AMISOM.273 Kenya also continued to employ other military assets to support operations in 

Somalia. For instance, on 11 August 2012, Kenyan naval vessels fired shells towards Al 

Shabaab positions in Kismayo during KDF operations in the town.274 These operations made 

it clear that for Kenya, contributing to AMISOM presented a means to remain engaged in 

Somalia at a subsidised cost, while still being able to pursue independent goals. 

Breathing room: AMISOM operations 2012 

In April and May 2012, while still cracking down on residual Al Shabaab cells in Mogadishu, 

AMISOM launched major offensive operations around Baidoa and in Lower Shabelle 

province. These operations resulted in the withdrawal of Al Shabaab from broad swathes of 

territory and allowed for humanitarian aid to reach previously inaccessible areas.275 In the 

interim, KDF forces not yet part of AMISOM continued to conduct operations against Al 

Shabaab in south-western Somalia, capturing the town of Afmadow in early May 2012.276 In 
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September 2012, after Kenyan forces officially joined AMISOM, the KDF in coordination with 

the Somali National Army (SNA) launched a major operation to retake the port city of 

Kismayo, which had been held by Al Shabaab since 2008.277 On 28 September, KDF forces 

conducted an amphibious landing north of Kismayo, while aircraft and naval artillery struck 

Al Shabaab positions in and around the city.278 Al Shabaab fighters appeared reluctant to 

engage the advancing joint AMISOM-SNA force, and by the end of 29 September the group 

had reportedly withdrawn from the city, offering little resistance.279  

In ousting Al Shabaab from Mogadishu and Kismayo, some of Al Shabaab’s major revenue 

streams were disrupted. In a July 2011 report, the UN Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea 

estimated that Al Shabaab was generating an income of between USD 70 million and USD 100 

million per year from sources within Somalia.280 Al Shabaab’s taxation of business owners in 

Mogadishu’s Bakara and Suuq Baad markets alone reportedly accounted for approximately 

USD 30 million to USD 60 million per year of this sum.281 As such, with AMISOM’s capture 

of Mogadishu in late 2011, one of Al Shabaab’s primary sources of revenue was removed. 

Moreover, after AMISOM’s successful assault on Kismayo and Al Shabaab’s withdrawal from 

the city, the group’s control over the lucrative charcoal smuggling trade from the port was 

disrupted. By the end of 2014, the UN assessed that Al Shabaab’s revenues from the charcoal 

industry were significantly reduced due to the loss of control over major export sites.282  

With Al Shabaab firmly on the backfoot, the process of establishing a new government was 

able to get underway, and in September 2012 the TFG handed over power to the Federal 

Government of Somalia (FGS), in line with the UN-backed “roadmap”. The FGS, under 

Somalia’s new President, Hassan Sheikh Mohamud, constituted the first internationally-

recognised central government in Somalia since 1991. However, despite surface indications of 

political progress and the apparent improvement of the security situation, the FGS’s political 
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position in Somalia remained as fragile and temporary as its predecessor, the TFG. As Bryden 

points out, while the “transitional” qualifier of the government’s title had dropped away with 

the 2012 election, in the absence of a functioning legal system, the newly established FGS drew 

its legal authority from a provisional constitution.283 Even more pertinent was that with the 

persistent unreliability and lack of capability of the SNA, the task of sustaining the FGS 

remained contingent on the protection provided by AMISOM.284 This meant that the FGS was 

perceived largely as a foreign imposition, propped up only by external military force. 

AMISOM therefore became essential to sustaining governmental stability. 

However, it was clear that AMISOM, even with addition of Kenyan troops and air support, 

could not sustain offensive operations. The mission’s shortcomings in terms of a lack of troops, 

equipment, and support capabilities meant that while AMISOM repeatedly demonstrated the 

ability to gain substantial ground on Al Shabaab, holding cleared areas proved more 

challenging. As a result, after seizing Kismayo in late 2012, AMISOM adopted a defensive 

posture across all sectors, and in April 2013 AMISOM’s Military Operations Coordination 

Committee recommended that no further operations to seize control of territory be 

undertaken.285 It therefore remained imperative that AMISOM receive additional support.  

Sierra Leone joins AMISOM 

In the interim, as AMISOM’s military progress stalled, the mission’s backers continued to 

appeal to the broader African community to contribute troops. In April 2013, these appeals led 

to the deployment of a battalion from Sierra Leone. Sierra Leone volunteered to contribute 

troops to AMISOM as early as May 2009, and in the same year became a partner in the US 

ACOTA programme.286 Between 2008 and 2010, US bilateral security assistance to Sierra 

Leone increased from USD 485,210 to USD 5.45 million.287 However, while the 2010 sum 

included USD 1.5 million of personal equipment and uniforms for Sierra Leonean troops, no 

heavy equipment or vehicles were forthcoming until Sierra Leone had signed a memorandum 

of understanding with AMISOM. Even then, Sierra Leone’s vehicles for AMISOM were 
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provided on loan from the US. According to Williams, this reflected Washington’s reluctance 

to provide support without formal commitments after the experience with Nigeria.288 

As with Uganda and Burundi, Sierra Leone had no direct security interests in Somalia, making 

Sierra Leonean troops ideal to project an image of impartiality onto AMISOM’s activities. 

Indeed, the decision to deploy the Sierra Leonean contingent to AMISOM’s Sector 2, which 

was run by the KDF, was in large part based on accusations that the Kenyans were sabotaging 

Somalia’s central government’s efforts to expand its authority into the southern region.289  

With no national interests in the Horn of Africa, Sierra Leone’s motivation to join the mission 

was firmly linked to the provision of security assistance. Participation in AMISOM brought a 

significant amount of US-supplied training for the impending deployment of Sierra Leonean 

troops to AMISOM, delivered through the ACOTA programme. In 2011, USD 1.18 million in 

training was provided to Sierra Leonean troops.290 The following year, Sierra Leone received 

another USD 1.1 million in training.291 Similarly, in 2013 Sierra Leone received USD 600,000 

in training specifically for troops deploying to AMISOM.292 In addition to training provided 

by the UK, this offered Sierra Leone an opportunity to professionalise its armed forces and to 

give them a renewed purpose: peacekeeping operations.293 

Nonetheless, Sierra Leone’s participation in AMISOM was short-lived. In May 2014 an Ebola 

virus outbreak in West Africa reached Sierra Leone, prompting the Sierra Leonean government 

to halt troop rotations to Somalia to prevent the spread of the contagion. In December 2014, 

with the virus continuing to spread across West Africa, all 850 Sierra Leonean troops in 

AMISOM were withdrawn from Somalia.294  
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Sierra Leone’s inclusion in the mission during this time period clearly illustrates the difficulties 

in maintaining the peacekeeping image of the mission, while also meeting counter-terrorism 

objectives. The former demanded that contributors have little to no previous history of 

engagement in Somalia, which meant that incentives to participate in the mission needed to be 

ample in order to compensate for a lack of direct security interests. This meant that contributing 

to AMISOM would seldom be seen as a critical project for most contributors, leading the 

mission’s backers to increasingly turn to those states which had overwhelming interests in 

Somalia, such as Ethiopia. 

Ethiopia’s integration into AMISOM 

As AMISOM’s progress stalled at the end of 2012, over the following two years the mission 

underwent two joint UN-AU reviews. These reviews were intended to assess the strategic 

situation in Somalia, to determine how best to integrate AMISOM with the newly established 

FGS, as well as how to overcome the mission’s resource constraints.295 The outcome of this 

review process was the recognition that AMISOM could no longer afford to maintain its 

defensive posture, but needed a greater capability to conduct offensive operations against Al 

Shabaab.296 In line with this assessment, on 12 November 2013, in Resolution 2124, the UNSC 

authorised an increase in AMISOM’s allotted force strength from 17,731 to 22,126.297  

The authorisation of an increase appears to have been a direct consequence of the review 

process, specifically designed to integrate Ethiopian forces into the mission. On 22 January 

2014, 4,000 Ethiopian troops already in Somalia formally joined AMISOM.298 According to 

the new AMISOM Concept of Operations, Ethiopia would take over command of Sector 3, and 

assist the Djiboutian forces in Sector 4.299 This development solved two immediate problems: 

firstly, AMISOM’s troop shortfall was somewhat alleviated by the addition of the Ethiopian 

contingent. Secondly, like Kenya before, Ethiopia’s military presence in Somalia was provided 

some degree of international legitimacy.  
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As with Kenya, a substantial increase in bilateral US security assistance to Ethiopia followed 

the decision to join the mission. Since Ethiopian troops started their withdrawal from Somalia 

in 2009, US bilateral security assistance to the country had gradually dropped. From a high of 

USD 17.3 million in 2008, security assistance to Ethiopia fell to USD 764,893 by 2011.300 The 

three years following Ethiopia’s re-entry to Somalia showed a slight increase in these numbers, 

with USD 5.6 million recorded in 2012 and USD 5.3 million in 2014.301 Some of this support 

can be explained by Ethiopia’s decision in 2011 to deploy forces as part of a UN peacekeeping 

mission on the Sudan/South Sudan border. For instance, in FY2012 part of a USD 4 million 

package to Ethiopia was allocated for individual equipment requirements for troops deploying 

to Sudan.302 In addition, in 2013, the US agreed to provide Ethiopia with a C-130 transport 

plane to support the country’s contribution to regional peacekeeping operations, at an initial 

cost of USD 3.6 million.303 The provision of the aircraft was intended to replace an Ethiopian 

C-130 which had crash-landed in Somalia in August 2013.304 

The increase in 2014 was also related to Ethiopia’s inclusion in a new US peacekeeping support 

mechanism, launched in August 2014 by the Obama administration: the African Rapid 

Response Peacekeeping Partnership. The initial programme was aimed involved partnering 

with six African countries: Senegal, Ghana, Rwanda, Tanzania, Uganda, and Ethiopia.305 

Ethiopia was to immediately receive a support package through this programme, which 

included the refurbishment and maintenance for the aforementioned C-130, as well as training 

for the aircraft’s flight and maintenance crews.306  

However, it was in the immediate wake of Ethiopia’s decision to re-hat its forces under 

AMISOM that the amount of US security assistance to the country underwent a dramatic and 

sudden increase. In FY2015, US security assistance to Ethiopia reached USD 28.5 million, and 
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topped out at USD 29 million the following year.307 Ethiopia also received the long-awaited C-

130 in early 2015, although the US did not overtly link this process to Ethiopia’s participation 

in AMISOM. In a statement by US officials from the US Embassy in Addis Ababa, it was 

clarified that the C-130’s “…primary use is for tactical airlift of troops and equipment to 

support Ethiopian participation in AU and UN peacekeeping operations” – thereby framing 

Ethiopia as a regional participant in peacekeeping operations, rather than a counter-terrorism 

partner in Somalia.308 

With Ethiopia joining AMISOM, US support to the mission also increased substantially. In 

FY2014, US security assistance to Somalia totalled USD 192.7 million.309 In FY2015, the year 

after the re-hatting of the ENDF troops, this amount jumped to USD 303.9 million.310 Notably, 

USD 250 million of this support was derived from the Peacekeeping Operations account.311 

The increase in support was likely in large part related to the fact that AMISOM’s size had 

now increased by over 4,000 troops. Moreover, since the establishment of the FGS the US had 

increased the amount of support to Somalia to build the capabilities of the SNA, which 

accounted for about 25 percent of the increased support, according to US sources.312 

Irrespective, as a part of AMISOM, Ethiopia now had direct access to this growing stream of 

support.  

The recorded increase in US security assistance to Ethiopia following the decision to re-hat the 

ENDF troops suggests that from the US perspective, the provision of security assistance was 

intended as a tool both to provide motivation and to reward compliance. Nonetheless, despite 

this, there were no explicit indications that Ethiopia’s participation in AMISOM was prompted 

in any large way by the prospect of receiving US support. Indeed, Williams argues that 

institutional motivations, i.e. an anticipated inflow of security assistance, did not play a 

significant role in Ethiopia’s decision to join the mission.313 Given that Ethiopia’s security 
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interests in Somalia were sufficient to prompt two unilateral interventions in the space of half 

a decade, it is likely that the prospect of receiving security assistance was not a primary 

consideration. Rather, as with Kenya, the appeal of cutting the costs of the ENDF deployment 

by joining AMISOM, while still being largely free to pursue independent strategic goals, is a 

far more compelling explanation for Ethiopia’s decision to join the mission.  

AMISOM as a hub for legitimation  

US support for the inclusion of Kenya and Ethiopia into AMISOM was in large part linked to 

conditions on the ground: AMISOM lacked troops, and Kenya and Ethiopia could provide 

them. However, the re-hatting of Kenya and Ethiopia and the subsequent increase in US 

security assistance to these two states also indicated that the US had a clear preference that all 

actors intervening in the Somali conflict were aligned with AMISOM. As mentioned in the 

previous two chapters, AMISOM’s multinational peace operation framework afforded some 

degree of legitimacy for those states operating under it. As such, the inclusion of Ethiopia and 

Kenya into the mission allowed their presence in Somalia to be overtly supported by the US. 

Critically, it also opened a conduit for the US to support them with peacekeeping-focused 

security assistance, as has been described above. 

At the same time, the inclusion of Ethiopia and Kenya into AMISOM was clearly never 

intended by the US prior to late 2011. As discussed in Chapter 1 and 2, AMISOM’s formation 

included a specific restriction on the participation of neighbouring states, which the US did not 

challenge. This restriction revolved around the need to project the image of impartiality onto 

the mission, given that the neighbouring countries had significant political and security 

interests in Somalia. However, both states understood the critical nature of US counter-

terrorism interests in the Horn of Africa, and that they were essential US partners in this regard. 

For instance, prior to Ethiopia’s integration into AMISOM, between 2009 and 2013 the US 

had allocated USD 967 million to support counter-terrorism objectives in East Africa.314 

Notably, Ethiopia and Kenya were also the primary beneficiaries of funds through the US 

Partnership for Regional East Africa Counterterrorism programme; during this period, Ethiopia 

received USD 19.8 million through the programme, while Kenya received USD 20.1 million.315  
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Nonetheless, Ethiopia and Kenya’s invasions – conducted without direct support or overt 

endorsement from the US – demonstrated that the US lacked the ability to control its East 

African partners. As such, the US was faced with a choice: isolate Kenya and Ethiopia and 

condemn their respective interventions, risking the loss of any remaining influence over these 

counter-terrorism partners, or abandon the principle of impartiality and encourage their 

inclusion into AMISOM.  

Given AMISOM’s troop shortage, and Washington’s critical need to sustain its regional 

counter-terrorism partnerships in the face of few options, the latter alternative was pursued. 

Irrespective, while AMISOM was greatly bolstered by the addition of these troops, this process 

did not entirely bring Kenyan and Ethiopian operations in line with US objectives. With the 

inability of AMISOM’s central command to exert meaningful control over the TCC 

contingents; both Kenya and Ethiopia retained full operational command over their troops in 

Somalia after the re-hatting process, in essence allowing them to continue to conduct 

independent operations. This had problematic implications for the overall US strategic intent 

in Somalia, which was oriented around building up the authority of the Somali central 

government.  

Considering the nature of Ethiopia’s and Kenya’s previous operations in Somalia, their 

inclusion into AMISOM was of particular concern to the TFG. With both states in leadership 

roles in the East African regional organisation, IGAD, the TFG suspected that AMISOM may 

come to be used to advance a foreign political agenda at the expense of Somalia’s central 

government. In July 2012, at an IGAD-backed conference, Somalia’s transitional government 

and four other regional Somali military and political actors – including the Ethiopia-backed 

ASWJ and the Ras Kamboni militia – reached an agreement to create a federal state of 

Jubaland.316 However, in December 2012, the newly-established FGS withdrew its approval 

after an IGAD draft agreement was circulated proposing that Kenya and Ethiopia were to have 

primary authority over determining the political structure of the Jubaland administration.317 

The IGAD-led creation of a federal state in Jubaland was clearly perceived as undermining the 

FGS’s authority in the south-western region.318  

                                                             

316 Claire Mc Evoy, Shifting priorities: Kenya’s changing approach to peacebuilding and peacemaking (Oslo: 

The Norwegian Peacebuilding Resource Centre, 2013), p. 5. 
317 Ibid. 
318 Williams, Fighting for Peace in Somalia, p. 169. 



77 
 

Reportedly, many Somalis believed Kenya and Ethiopia were exploiting their presence in the 

country.319 This impression was reinforced by evidence of criminal activity on the part of 

Kenyan troops, who were accused of illegally selling charcoal from Kismayo following the 

KDF’s occupation of the city, despite a UN embargo.320 Moreover, the arming and training of 

local proxies as part of KDF and ENDF operations to counter Al Shabaab was undertaken 

regardless of the existent threat of conflict between the peripheral administrations and 

Somalia’s central government. Within the FGS, this created the impression that Kenya and 

Ethiopia were working against the central government and the international state-building 

project. These fears were further entrenched in June 2013, when a brief episode of fighting 

broke out between Kenyan-backed Ras Kamboni fighters and FGS-aligned militias in 

Kismayo.321 Similarly, in February 2015 at least 16 people were killed and 14 wounded during 

an armed confrontation between fighters from the Ethiopian-trained ASWJ militia and SNA 

troops in Guricel, 400km north of Mogadishu.322 ASWJ had reportedly rejected a Mogadishu-

led process on the formation of a regional administration in the south-west. 

From the US perspective, it therefore appears that the integration of Kenya and Ethiopia into 

AMISOM and the subsequent disbursing of security assistance to support this was more a 

compromise than a considered solution to AMISOM’s difficulties. Apart from AMISOM, the 

only other possible security partner was the SNA, itself riddled with corruption and internal 

conflict. By the end of 2011, AMISOM estimated that while the SNA had about 11,300 troops 

and another 10,000 counted in various SNA-aligned militias, these were incapable of 

conducting sustained independent operations and the units which comprised them showed 

stronger clan loyalty than commitment to the Somali state.323 In a sense, Washington’s 

compromise was therefore more reflective of the lack of alternatives and the high degree to 

which the US was dependent on its regional partners in pursuing counter-terrorism interests, 

rather than any of Kenya’s and Ethiopia’s particular merits as security partners.  
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Limitations: AMISOM operations 2012 to 2016 

The mission’s record of military operations during this time period makes it apparent that 

AMISOM had considerable limitations as a partner for the US, as well as having undesirable 

effects on the security environment in Somalia. With the inclusion of the Ethiopian contingent 

bringing AMISOM’s troop numbers to their highest point, and with more resources now at the 

mission’s disposal, between the start of 2014 and mid-2015, AMISOM launched three major 

offensive operations against Al Shabaab.324 Despite AMISOM’s overarching issues with 

central command and control and coordination, these operations met with considerable success 

in pushing Al Shabaab out of major urban centres across the Bay, Bakool, Gedo, Hiraan, Lower 

and Middle Shabelle, and Lower Juba regions.325 However, during these clearing operations, 

Al Shabaab largely withdrew ahead of AMISOM’s advances, putting up little resistance.  

The gains made during this period were unsustainable. While AMISOM’s tactical superiority 

meant that it was effective in clearing urban centres held by Al Shabaab, AMISOM’s limited 

resources did not allow for holding these areas afterwards.326 Upon the withdrawal of 

AMISOM troops from a newly secured town or village, Al Shabaab would simply return to the 

area and re-establish control. According to a February 2017 AU report, over the latter half of 

2016 Al Shabaab reportedly retook the towns of Moqokori, Halgan and Ceel Cali in the 

Hirshabelle region, as well as Tiyeeglow in the Bakool region.327 This indicated that Al 

Shabaab retained both much of its strength, as well as a significant degree of freedom to operate 

in the Somali countryside, which AMISOM lacked the means to monitor or prevent.  

This not only meant that AMISOM failed to make significant headway against Al Shabaab, but 

also contributed to AMISOM’s already unpopular public image in Somalia. In areas where Al 

Shabaab retook control after AMISOM troops had left, local residents reported that the group 

carried out retributory actions against the population for perceived cooperation with 

AMISOM.328 Local Somalis blamed this outcome on AMISOM, accusing the mission’s 

commanders of having no strategy in place for keeping control of newly cleared territory.329 In 
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addition to widely-reported misdemeanours by AMISOM troops, this fed into the broad 

perception that AMISOM had little interest in securing the well-being of the Somali people. 

At the same time, Al Shabaab began to launch major attacks on AMISOM bases. In June and 

September 2015, two AMISOM forward operating bases run by Burundi and Uganda 

respectively were reportedly attacked and overrun by Al Shabaab.330 On 26 June 2015, Al 

Shabaab attacked an AMISOM base at Leego, on the road connecting Mogadishu with Baidoa. 

AMISOM troops reportedly withdrew from the base during the assault before returning with 

reinforcements on 28 June. Al Shabaab claimed it killed over 50 AMISOM troops, but the total 

casualty count remains unclear, due to AMISOM’s policy on not releasing casualty figures.331 

Somali officials claimed that at least 70 Burundian soldiers were killed in the attack.332 In 

another Al Shabaab attack on 1 September against an AMISOM base at Janaale, in Lower 

Shabelle province, the group similarly claimed that its forces overran the facility and killed at 

least 50 AMISOM soldiers.333 AMISOM officials contested claims that the base was overrun, 

stating that AMISOM troops had carried out a “tactical withdrawal” and later regained 

possession of the facility.334  

Both attacks followed a similar pattern. Al Shabaab employed a suicide vehicle-borne 

improvised explosive device against the base entrance as the precursor to an infantry assault 

by Al Shabaab fighters armed with machine guns, rocket-propelled grenades, and assault rifles. 

In both cases, AMISOM forces appeared to be taken by surprise, were ill-prepared to respond, 

and were quickly overwhelmed. The assaults demonstrated significant weaknesses in 

AMISOM’s force posture and intelligence-gathering mechanisms. Notably, AMISOM’s 

inability to maintain a presence in the countryside meant that Al Shabaab would retain the 

initiative in assaults on AMISOM fixed positions. 

This indicated that, despite the extent of US support to the mission and its primacy in the US 

regional counter-terrorism strategy, there were substantial shortcomings in terms of 
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AMISOM’s ability to achieve US objectives. Nonetheless, US security assistance to the 

mission continued unabated: in FY2016, total US security assistance to Somalia reached a peak 

of USD 323 million.335 This only served to reinforce the points outlined above: that while the 

choice of the peacekeeping security assistance framework and AMISOM initially reflected a 

need to legitimise, coordinate and make cost-effective the operations of US counter-terrorism 

partners in Somalia, a lack of alternatives meant that Washington’s dependency on the mission 

became exploitable by its supposed allies. 

Conclusion 

Developments between 2012 and 2016 emphasised the limits of US security assistance to the 

mission. While US security assistance played a role in building regional support for AMISOM 

and could help to prepare AMISOM troops to conduct effective offensive operations, a lack of 

resources meant that AMISOM was unable to hold newly seized areas or protect its remote 

bases from Al Shabaab assaults.   

The US therefore widened the focus of its support, principally to include two neighbouring 

states into AMISOM: Ethiopia and Kenya. However, US security assistance, aimed at 

encouraging Kenya and Ethiopia to join AMISOM after their respective military interventions 

and to legitimise their presence in Somalia, was insufficient to prevent the two states from 

continuing to pursue their own independent objectives. Rather, both Kenya and Ethiopia were 

able to exploit the dependency of the US on its African partners. In pursuing US counter-

terrorism objectives via AMISOM, Ethiopia and Kenya received US support, which was 

thereafter used to subsidise the pursuit of their own regional agendas. These agendas, including 

the creation of border buffer-zones by supporting regional political and armed groups, in large 

part stood at odds with the US strategy in Somalia, which centred on building up the central 

government.  

This illustrated a key issue with US engagement in Somalia: US counter-terrorism goals in 

Somalia relied on the co-operation of African partners, therefore the US had to not only 

maintain good relations with those partners, but was not in a position to refuse their support 

despite any divergence between their agendas. This ties in to the broader conclusions made in 

the security assistance literature by Sullivan et al. and Byman regarding the pitfalls involved in 
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using security assistance to elicit compliance with US security objectives.336 In line with 

Byman’s assertions, the dependence of the US on Kenya and Ethiopia indeed created 

significant incentives for them to employ US security assistance for their own purposes. 

As such, while the US continued to use security assistance to attract support for AMISOM 

during the 2012 to 2016 period, the allocation of this support no longer reflected the initial 

formulation of the mission: as a neutral force with no political or security interests in Somalia. 

Rather, this assistance indicated that Washington had little room left to negotiate: the mission’s 

tenuous position and the lack of alternatives demanded that supporting it became an absolute 

necessity, even at the cost of the original principles of impartiality which were so carefully 

enshrined in the mission’s initial formulation. 
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Final Conclusion 

Security assistance as a behavioural modifier 

According to Thomas A. Dempsey, a professor of security sector reform, Cold War and post-

1990 US security assistance programmes were essentially similar in nature but had different 

motivations. Support via Cold War-period programmes was offered as a diplomatic “carrot” – 

intended to create compliance with US foreign policy aims on the part of recipients – while 

post-Cold War programmes have become defined by their focus on building actual military 

capacity, furthering professionalization in the armed forces, and contributing to the 

dissemination of democratic values and norms.337  

US security assistance provided to AMISOM from 2007 to 2016 does not conform to such a 

distinction. The pattern of US security assistance to the mission’s TCCs, as well as to potential 

contributors, demonstrated the intent by the US to use such assistance to influence decision-

making processes in those states: to persuade African governments to provide troops to 

AMISOM. As pointed out by both Williams and Hesse, the willingness of many African states 

to join AMISOM was contingent on their receiving adequate compensation for what they 

viewed as a high-risk endeavour.338 The findings in this thesis support this line of argument: 

allocations of US security assistance to AMISOM followed a clear pattern, where the amount 

of security assistance provided to the TCCs connected to their decisions to participation in the 

mission. Moreover, this assistance extended beyond the immediate needs of the troops 

operating in AMISOM, including support for the TCC’s domestic security operations and the 

construction of training centres in recipient states.  

At the same time, US security assistance also clearly aimed to enhance the capability of 

AMISOM’s troop contingents. US-provided pre-deployment training for the TCCs was 

carefully tailored to reflect the operating environment in Somalia and to overcome shortfalls in 

the capabilities of AMISOM troops. This implied a definite effort to solve specific tactical 

problems facing AMISOM through the provision of training and equipment. However, while 

tactical successes were crucial in conducting counter-insurgency operations, they were also 

important from another perspective: troop survivability and military progress were critical 
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components in maintaining the willingness of the TCCs to continue to contribute to AMISOM. 

In this sense, US security assistance to AMISOM had to address a range of varied objectives 

simultaneously in order to meet the needs of the TCCs. 

Thus, US security assistance to AMISOM was employed as a behavioural modifier. In 

AMISOM’s initial formation, US support was employed to tie states with no immediate 

security interests in Somalia – Burundi and Uganda – to a regional military intervention, 

thereby convincing them to undertake a high risk course of action which they otherwise would 

have fewer incentives to. After 2011, US security assistance also facilitated the integration of 

regional state actors into AMISOM which were pursuing unilateral agendas in Somalia – 

namely Kenya and Ethiopia. The intent in allocating this support indicated the adoption of a 

specific strategic approach by the US: rather than a direct US intervention, AMISOM was to 

form a central part of US efforts to address the Al Shabaab insurgency. However, the key 

question remains: why did providing support to AMISOM – a multinational peace operation – 

emerge as such a prominent “line of effort” for the US counter-terrorism strategy in Somalia? 

AMISOM as proxy vs. AMISOM as proxy mechanism 

As in much of the literature on US foreign policy and African security assistance after 2001, 

the AMISOM-US dynamic is characterised as a proxy relationship. In the theoretical 

terminology employed by Biddle et al. a ‘typical’ proxy relationship is described as between 

one actor – or principal – and the proxy – or agent. The agent is in this case subcontracted to 

perform a task that is in the interests of the principal. Indeed, since the mid-1990s, US security 

policy across Africa has been pursued through such relationships, determined by one consistent 

principle: the deployment of US troops on the continent should be avoided wherever possible. 

US support for AMISOM largely reflects this policy position; as the US was unwilling to 

deploy its own troops in an intervention in Somalia, it required regional partners to undertake 

this effort.  

In line with this, several analyses of AMISOM, such as that undertaken by Olsen, posit that the 

mission is a proxy, carrying out a counter-terrorism campaign in Somalia on behalf of the 

US.339 However, the findings in this thesis suggest that the AMISOM-US relationship is more 

nuanced than this. The form of US security assistance linked to AMISOM indicates that the 
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US did not perceive of AMISOM itself as a proxy, but rather as a mechanism for coordinating 

and legitimising the efforts of the actual US proxies in Somalia: the TCCs. This finding 

supports the analysis of authors such as Henke, who asserts that states such as the US use 

security assistance to purchase support for coalitions, which in turn grant legitimacy upon US-

backed operations. 

However, this thesis also deepens this line of analysis, illustrating how this process of 

purchasing support for coalitions is bound up intimately with contextual factors, including 

systems of values and the previous experiences of those states providing security assistance. 

Through the AU-UN framework, AMISOM came to take on the status of both an 

internationally-mandated peace operation, and a manifestation of the ‘African solutions to 

African problems’ narrative. From the US perspective, working through this framework offered 

a solution to many of the challenges which arose during experiences with previous proxies in 

Somalia, such as Ethiopia. Notably, the mission’s multilateral structure both provided a way to 

legitimise AMISOM’s counter-terrorism activities in Somalia, as well as to reduce the impact 

of the possible reneging of US partners. In addition, AMISOM’s funding structure, split 

between the UN, the EU and individual donors, such as the UK, removed some of the financial 

burden from the US. Alongside these factors, AMISOM’s tactical successes in 2011 and the 

corresponding establishment of the FGS may also have been viewed as signs of progress; 

encouraging the US to increase support to the mission in the ensuing years.340  

This thesis also illustrates how conditions on the ground have a critical effect on the inter-state 

dynamics within such coalitions, and correspondingly, on the ways in which security assistance 

is utilised. AMISOM faced a range of problems, including a sustained manpower shortage and 

command and control issues. In this context, the development of the US-AMISOM relationship 

reflects much of what authors such as Emerson refer to as the “two-edged sword” of relying on 

security partners for security objectives.341 For instance, even after joining AMISOM, US 

counter-terrorism partners Kenya and Ethiopia continued to pursue their own interests in 

Somalia, contrary to the strategic intent of the US. This indicated a tension between US needs 

and the legitimation function of AMISOM, where Washington’s dependency on AMISOM was 

exploitable by its African partners.  
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As such, it appears likely that US support for AMISOM increasingly reflected less of a 

conscious choice of the best available option, but rather emerged through circumstance as the 

only feasible option. The unreliability and fragmentation of the Somali government and 

national security forces as a partner, coupled with the limits of US special forces operations 

and drone strikes, meant that the US had few other avenues open but to prop up AMISOM in 

order to sustain its counter-terrorism efforts in Somalia.  

Implications and further research 

The findings of this thesis have relevance for how US security assistance programmes are 

analysed. Specifically, it challenges the assumptions contained in much of the broader literature 

on security assistance which makes a clear distinction between US peacekeeping and counter-

terrorism support. For instance, Pham, in outlining the range of multilateral programmes aimed 

at counter-terrorism in East Africa and the Horn of Africa, names CJTF-HOA, the East Africa 

Counterterrorism Initiative, the Pan-Sahel Initiative, and the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism 

Initiative as the most prominent.342 The ACOTA programme, most likely due to its proclaimed 

peacekeeping focus, is absent from this list. However, as illustrated in this thesis, by the end of 

2007 Somalia emerged not only as the predominant focus of US counter-terrorism efforts on 

the continent, but as the highest recipient of peacekeeping-focused security assistance in 

Africa. The vast majority of this assistance was allocated to AMISOM – including pre-

deployment training through the ACOTA programme. 

In this sense, the US-AMISOM relationship reveals the complexity of US security assistance, 

where purely ‘technical’ support may be couched in an overarching political project, in which 

outcomes may reflect an interplay between US policy objectives and regional/international 

dynamics more than they do the proclaimed programme aims. This emphasises that the 

provision of US security assistance must be examined as intimately bound with contextual 

factors. The nature of the environment (political, social, tactical, or cultural) in which security 

assistance programmes operate is central to understanding the shape, scope, and effects – both 

intended and unintended – of such assistance. 

These findings challenge the assumptions of social scientists such as Emmanuel, who assess 

the role of US peacekeeping support programmes in terms of providing encouragement for 
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recipient states to become more engaged in peacekeeping operations in general.343 Rather, the 

pattern of US support to AMISOM suggests that this framing of peacekeeping support may 

constitute an anachronism post-2001. Instead, US peacekeeping-focused security assistance 

appears aimed at encouraging and supporting the participation of recipients in very specific 

multinational ‘peace’ operations: those with distinct counter-terrorism objectives which align 

with US security interests.  

As such, further research on foreign peacekeeping-focused security assistance ought to take 

into account not only the declared aims of these programmes, but also the broader policy 

objectives which over-arch them. For instance, much of the US peacekeeping support 

framework operational between 2001 and 2016 has existed in a similar form since the 1990s, 

employing much of the same terminology, declared programme aims, training curricula, and 

funding mechanisms across almost three decades. However, the adaptation of this framework 

to meet revised security needs post-2001 marked a significant shift in their application, which 

is not captured by the declared programme goals alone.  

Given the AU’s burgeoning role in leading multinational peace operations, this finding has 

particular implications for understanding the impact of US policy objectives on African-led 

missions which receive US peacekeeping support. In AMISOM, the counter-terrorism lens 

through which the US viewed Somalia’s political and security dynamics, and supplied security 

assistance, shaped the mission in specific ways. Shortly after its establishment, AMISOM 

rapidly transformed to become a counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency operation focused 

on the violent elimination of a single Islamist militant organisation: Al Shabaab. The mission’s 

character therefore mirrored the US strategy in the Horn of Africa, which evidenced a specific 

conceptual approach to counter-terrorism favouring centralised state building, direct military 

action and targeted killings.  

This insight further implies that the concept of ownership, and the ways in which African actors 

perceive their own participation in AU peace operations, needs to be understood in a more 

complex and nuanced fashion. The outcomes which arise from the desire to participate in 

peacekeeping operations for the sake of prestige or regional/national stability may well contrast 

with the motivation to do so to attract US funding, or to be perceived as a useful and loyal US 

ally. In these latter motivations, if TCCs perceive of the mission as a US-directed counter-
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terrorism operation, their participation is likely to reinforce those operational elements which 

fit most closely with this perception. Moreover, African actors may shape their own identities 

through participation in such missions, thereby influencing the nature of their domestic security 

practices and involvement in other regional interventions. 

In regard to AMISOM, more historical research needs to be done in examining African 

responses to, and perceptions of, US security assistance. While in this thesis I have argued that 

the US enmeshed the provision of security assistance to AMISOM within the framework of 

supporting a multinational peace operation, it is not clear precisely how African actors 

interpreted this effort. As illustrated in the cases of Uganda, Kenya, Ethiopia, and Djibouti, 

some of the TCCs understood that through their role in AMISOM they were supporting US 

counter-terrorism efforts. As such, the findings in this thesis indicate that the TCCs may have 

been well-aware of the contradictions between the overarching US intent in supporting 

AMISOM’s operations as part of a counter-terrorism strategy, and of the mission’s portrayal 

as a legitimate multinational peace operation. Further recipient-focused research which can 

uncover the ways in which AU personnel, government and defence officials and security forces 

personnel from the TCCs and other regional states perceive the mission and its accompanying 

support is crucial to illustrating how the aforementioned issues of legitimacy and ownership 

have been perceived and negotiated.  
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