
RENAISSANCE UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND SOCIAL SCIENCES (RUJMASS) VOLUME 4, 
NUMBER 1, JULY, 2018. Pp 61-84 
 

1 
 

 
 

The United States’ Africa Command (AFRICOM) and Africa’s Security in the Twenty-

First Century 

By  

Alex Amaechi Ugwuja, Ph.D 

Department of History and International Relations 

Paul University, Awka. 

08063382070; Email: ugwujalexander@gmail.com 

 

Abstract 

Until the beginning of the 21st century, Africa received marginal attention in the international 

security calculus of the United States. However, the September 9, 2001 attacks against the U.S 

recouped U.S’ security permutations on Africa. Again, the geometric expansion of the economies 

of India and China intensified these countries’ thirst for African oil and this does not appear to 

favour the U.S economic interests in Africa. Hence, securing America’s economic interests on the 

African continent became a matter of critical national security for the U.S. This necessitated the 

establishment of the United States’ Africa Command – a combatant military command comprising 

of 1637 personnel (both military and civilian). Nonetheless, whilst AFRICOM is beneficial and 

contributory to the achievement of the economic and security goals of the U.S, scholars of Africa 

are sharply divided on the benefits and implications of AFRICOM for Africa’s security. In the light 

of the above, this study appraises the U.S Africa Command, especially as it affects Africa’s security 

in the post 9/11 global system. The Historical method of research is adopted and information for 

the study came largely through secondary sources and a few primary sources in the form of U.S 

Congressional Reports, Service Chiefs Reports and Personal Diaries. The position of the study is 

that even though the U.S has often carried herself as an exploitative hegemon, the establishment 

of the Africa Command (AFRICOM) has had more positive than negative outcomes for the 

continent. Moreover, it could, if properly harnessed by African states help to mitigate the plethora 

of security challenges confronting Africa in the 21st century. 
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Introduction  

Africa until the early 2000s appears not to have received any significant attention from the 

security establishments of the United States. Many factors have been considered for the rise of 

Africa in the strategic calculus of the United States. Prominent among these factors, apart from the 

9/11 incidence, was the geometric expansion of the economies of India and China which 

intensified their thirst for African oil. One may recall that when America’s domestic oil production 

was declining, African oil supplies, especially from the Gulf of Guinea proceeded to account for 

about 25% of American oil consumption by 20061. The nexus between the economy and security 

cannot be denied and the U.S in order to secure, safeguard and protect its economy vis á vis the 

supplies of oil from Africa established a full combatant command known as Africa Command 

(AFRICOM).  

The question of a full U.S combatant military command for Africa (though not presently 

based in Africa but in Kelly Barracks, Stuttgart, Germany) has raised a lot of dust amongst scholars 

of African Affairs and International Relations. In the extant literature, most of these scholars 

poignantly decry the creation of AFRICOM as a neocolonial gambit which would do Africa no 

good2. In fact, most African states were wary and hyper-sensitive with regard to issues of foreign 

military bases in their territories; African peoples and governments do not want to be seen as 

stooges for neo-colonial encrustations on the continent. For instance, the Anglo-Nigerian defense 

pact of 1961 was to witness such a mass outrage that it had to be quickly rescinded3; these 

sensitivities continue to trail African permutations on foreign military bases. Nonetheless, the 

reality on ground today shows that despite this pretension, Africa is home to several foreign 

military bases. For example, France alone has eleven military bases on the continent: in Burkina 

Faso, Cameroon, Chad, Central African Republic, Mali, Senegal, among others4. Other extra 

African powers that have military bases are: Italy, 3; Britain, 2; India, 1; and the United States 

which has one military base in Camp Lemonnier, Djibouti. Ironically, Pakistan with its seemingly 

intractable crises appears to have a 120 personnel military training facility in Nigeria5. 
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As a matter of fact, Africa and most of the so-called Third World countries have often been 

seen as pawns in the chessboard of the advanced capitalist states of Europe, the U.S and Japan. 

The literature on Africa’s development paradox has an interesting and illuminating history and 

does not require further explanation. What is important to note is that the asymmetric and forceful 

incorporation of the African economy into the Western-controlled capitalist system predisposed 

the African economy to a new mode of production and distribution of wealth which was entirely 

dependent and beholden to the advanced industrial states. The emergence of the United States of 

America as the global hegemon following the collapse of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, was 

to have a significant impact on Africa’s international relations6. For example, the cold war politics 

actuated the United States to a policy of containing Soviet moves in Africa and not for any genuine 

interest in the several security challenges of the continent. The end of the Cold War, therefore, saw 

a tactical withdrawal from Africa by the U.S. However, the 9/11 debacle and the rise of India and 

China as stated above have reconfigured U.S security calculus in Africa and hence, the 

establishment of AFRICOM7. 

These issues as raised by the creation of AFRICOM, therefore, form the crux of this present 

study. Relying on the theoretical binoculars of the Hegemony Stability Theory, this study appraises 

the U.S Africa Command and its implications for Africa’s security in the 21st century. The study 

is divided into six sections. This introduction is followed immediately by the conceptual and 

theoretical framework. The third section examines the U.S-Africa relations since 1945. The fourth 

section considers the United States Africa Command (AFRICOM) and African security in the post 

9/11 world order. The penultimate section considers the gains and the costs of AFRICOM to 

African security since its establishment in 2007. The study is concluded in the sixth section, this 

last section also contains the recommendations. 

Clearing the Conceptual Cobwebs  

AFRICOM 

Africa Command popularly referred to as AFRICOM was created on February 6, 2007, by 

former President George W. Bush. AFRICOM was to become activated as a full-fledged unified 

combatant command on October 1 2008. L. D Gilbert, U.O Uzodike and C. Isike report that this 

new security organ was structured to have responsibility for all African countries except Egypt, 
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which remained under the supervision of the Central Command (CENTCOM)8. Hitherto, U.S. 

military involvement in Africa was divided among three geographic commands: European 

Command (EUCOM), Central Command (CENTCOM), and Pacific Command (PACOM). Africa 

Command (AFRICOM) was launched with initial operating capability (IOC) as a sub-unified 

command under EUCOM on October 1, 2007, and reached full operating capability (FOC) as a 

stand-alone unified command on October 1, 20089.  African sensitivities to the issue of foreign 

military bases discussed earlier has forestalled the establishment of a command base for 

AFRICOM in Africa. Only Liberia appears favourably disposed to hosting AFRICOM 

headquarters in its territory. Thus, it would seem that the U.S Department of Defense is not keen 

in headquartering the command in Liberia and thus, AFRICOM continues to be headquartered in 

Kelly Barracks, Sttugart, Germany10. The U.S military base in Camp Lemonnier, Djibouti is often 

used by AFRICOM for operational logistics11.  

The mission of AFRICOM is given by the U.S Department of Defense as working in 

concert with interagency and international partners, building defense capabilities, responding to 

crisis, deterring and defeating transnational threats in order to advance U.S interests and promoting 

security, stability and prosperity. Furthermore, AFRICOM is contrived to meet security challenges 

in Africa by training and using African partners12. AFRICOM works closely with African and 

European partners to shape the African security environment, share information and respond to 

crisis. It coordinates U.S Government agencies and U.S Embassies to ensure its activities tallies 

with the U.S interests. Again, since teamwork between security agencies is a sine qua non for 

success, AFRICOM shares intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance assets between African 

states and other U.S combatant commands13. 

 It is to be noted that AFRICOM’s military activities are executed by defense attaché offices 

in the U.S Embassies scattered abroad in Africa, offices of Security Cooperation and six 

subordinate headquarters. Additionally, the European Command (EUCOM), U.S Army-Africa, 

Southern European Task Force, U.S Naval Forces-Europe and Africa, U.S. Marine Forces-Europe 

and Africa, U.S Air Forces-Europe and Africa and the Combined Joint Forces-Horn of Africa 

(CJTF-HOA) all facilitate AFRICOM’s objectives14.  

Again, it requires to be stated that since 2008, AFRICOM has conducted several operations 

in Africa (how these operations help or jeopardize African security in the 21st century forms the 

thrust of this study and would be given premium attention subsequently); but suffice it to state that 
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in 2013 alone, 55 operations, 10 exercises and 481 security cooperation activities were undertaken 

by the command15. 

 African Security 

 Security can be viewed from many perspectives and prisms but no single definition can lay 

claim to universality and perfection. In the recent past, the meaning of security has witnessed a 

metamorphosis; it has transited from being strictly seen within the realist purview to an interest in 

the vast population of the state. It is now generally understood that for security to be meaningful, 

it must be concerned with humans16. Thus, amongst the different taxonomies of security, human 

security is considered very crucial. Robert Mcnamara appears to be nearer to the point when he 

opines that the “security of a nation or entity lies not solely or even primarily on its military 

preparedness but also in developing relatively stable patterns of economic development and 

political growth at home and abroad”17.  

 Furthermore, C.S Enuka maintains that “the objective of security is protection. But 

certainly, the term is more than being protected from military attacks. It encompasses the whole 

domain and gamut of human life and, therefore, should be defined in broad and general terms18”. 

Considering these crucial variables, Alex Ugwuja and K.C Ubaku define security as “the removal 

and protection of citizens from threats both internal and external and other encumbrances that 

impinge and jeopardize their lives”19. 

 Judging from these conceptualisations of security, one can observe that Africa has not had 

it so good in the provision of security for her teeming masses. The continent’s ratings on security 

are so gross such that Okwudiba Nnoli contends that “Africans have often seen the ‘force’ and 

hardly the ‘security’ in their security forces”20. Nonetheless, there appears to have been some 

significant gains in the African security domain in recent times; these gains, manifesting in 

expanding political, economic and social linkages are positive developments as a whole but are 

also contributing to Africa’s increasing role in multiple transnational terrorist networks.  Africa’s 

security environment continues to remain fragile with a wide array of ongoing and emerging 

threats placing great strains on an already overburdened continent. Terrorist organizations harp on 

the plethora of under-governed spaces on the continent and several porous borders to breed new 

and vicious forms of attack against their supposed enemies – and often, it is the common people 
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that suffer the brunt of their activities. These are thus, the security challenges which Africa 

grapples with and part of which the United States created AFRICOM. 

  For the purposes of a theoretical framework, this study adopts the Hegemony Stability 

Theory (HST) which is a hybrid theory that draws on the realist, liberal and historical- structuralist 

perspectives. The centrality of its thesis is that a relatively open and stable international system is 

most guaranteed when there is a single dominant or hegemonic state that:  has a sufficient share of 

resources and is able to provide leadership; and is willing to pursue policies necessary to create and 

maintain a liberal world economic order23. The Hegemony Stability Theory (HST) is rooted in 

research from the fields of political science, economics and history. The proponents of this theory 

include A.F.K, Organski, Robert Gilpin, Robert Keohane, George Modelski and Immanuel 

Wallenstein. However Charles P. Kindleberger is one of the scholars closely associated with HST, 

and is even regarded by some as the father of HST24. 

  Furthermore, Austin U. Igwe and Alex A. Ugwuja posit that even though there appears to 

be different shades and variants of the HST, for example, Organski’s Power Transition Theory, 

George Modelski’s Long Cycle Theory and Immanuel Wallenstein World Systems Theory, “there 

seems to be a general concurrence that the stability of the international system, in terms of politics, 

economy, international law, and so on, relies on the hegemon to develop and enforce the rules of the 

system”25. The proponents of this theory are thus, inclined to believe that hegemony (which is the 

holding by one state a  preponderance of power in the international system so that they can single 

handedly dominate the rules and arrangements by which international relations are conducted) is 

indispensable for the stability of the international system. They argue that just as domestic or 

municipal societies cannot function effectively without leadership, so can the international system 

fare poorly without some hegemonic leadership26. 

  Advocates of the Hegemony Stability Theory agree that the hegemon must exercise 

leadership via its relatively large market which must be a source of considerable power and must be 

used to create an economic sphere. They also posit that the hegemon’s economy must be flexible 

and mobile, whilst its national currency must be central and crucial to the international economy. 

Again, the hegemon must have military forces dispersed abroad for maintaining stability and the 

peace of the international system27.  
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  The Hegemony Stability Theory has, however, received myriads of criticisms from many 

scholars, especially those opposed to real politik.  Critics argue that just like political realism, HST 

regards power as the sole and most decisive variable in international relations, such that the weaker 

states now fall easy prey to the dominant hegemonic state28. Critics of the HST contend that the 

theory is historically conflict inductive. These critics, therefore, aver that the HST whilst aiming at 

establishing collective security in the international system nonetheless creates balance of terror, 

instead of collective security. 

  Contemporary advocates of the Hegemony Stability Theory have, however, added another 

dimension to the HST (in response to these criticisms). These later proponents posit that there are 

many types of hegemons. They maintain that international stability is sustained or ruined by the type 

of hegemon that enforces the rules of the system. They posit that there are “benevolent hegemons”, 

who are interested in promoting generalized benefits and rely on rewards rather than coercion to 

ensure compliance by other states. There are also “mixed- motives and strategic hegemons” who 

have an interest in general as well as personal benefits and rely on coercive methods when necessary 

to achieve their objectives. Again, there are “exploitative hegemons” who are only interested in their 

own self-interests and use coercion to enforce compliance29. That the United States stands tall as the 

global hegemony in today’s world is not at all, disputatious. The South African Institute for Security 

Studies writes:  

The US remains today, the single global superpower and will retain that position 

for at least a decade to come, despite the many challenges that it will confront. In 

military terms, US dominance is set to last much longer than the investment in 

fighting technology that it has made over the years. In 2010, it spent less than 5 per 

cent of GDP on defence equivalent to roughly nine times that of China, and the 

total military spending of the rest of the G20 countries30.  

   Although, one cannot categorically classify the United States into any one of the above 

three types of hegemons; as the U.S manifests aspects of each of the three taxonomies. What is 

important for African states vis a vis their security in the post 9/11 world order is to ensure that 

through the deployment of crucial elements, especially, soft power, the United States is made to 

relate with Africa on a ‘benevolent hegemonic’ basis. 

  The salience of the Hegemonic Stability Theory in underscoring the United States’ Africa 

Command and African security in the contemporary global order logically inheres from the fact that 
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it enables Africa to appraise the United States security concerns on the continent not from an entirely 

negative prism but within the realities of the functionalities of a global hegemon. That is to say, that 

whatever happens in Africa affects the interests of the United States and thus, besides altruistic 

reasons, the United States would still have to shoulder some security responsibilities in Africa.   

The U.S-Africa Relations before 2007, An Historical Exegesis  

  Until 1945, the United States’ relations with Africa have been at the very bottom of its 

foreign policy priorities. Alan Dobson and David Marsh contend that “US African policy was largely 

one of benign neglect except for South Africa which had raised political difficulties” 31. Even though 

it had participated albeit, as a passive conferee at the Berlin West African Conference in 1885 and 

did allow her nationals to do business in Southern Africa, coupled with a handful of American 

missionary activism on the continent. In the main, the U.S until the end of World War II, not only 

saw Africa as a special sphere of Western European interest but proceeded to see Africa often from 

the jaundiced perspectives of the Europeans.  

  The tide of World War II was to change America’s passivism for Africa and African affairs. 

Recall that in order to elicit the support of a vast number of people still under colonial rule in the 

war against the Axis powers during World War II, the United States’ president; Franklin D. 

Roosevelt had marshalled the Western European states into signing the Atlantic Charter which was 

to have a significant bearing in the post war policy of the United States. Festus Ugboaja Ohaegbulam 

writes:  

The period immediately after World War II was a crucial one for African countries. 

It was a time of rapid change and transition, fraught with difficulties, for the 

continent and the United States as well. The United State had emerged from the 

world war, politically, militarily, and economically, as the world’s foremost power, 

with both global interests and responsibilities. Thereafter, a fundamental change 

occurred in its attitude towards the Old World and so in its international 

behaviour32. 

  Thus, the United States, as a global hegemon began to see Africa from its own prism and 

not necessarily from the opinions of Europeans. Additionally, the emergence of independent African 

states upon the world stage in the 1960s provided a crucial and panoramic opportunity for the United 

States and the emergent African states to cultivate beneficial relations and mutual interests that could 

not have been possible in the long years of colonial rule in Africa. John P. Glennon opines that with 
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the independence of a plethora of states on the African continent, the United States and these 

emergent African states had a major need and opportunity to know and understand each other better 

and to promote their interests33. 

  Historically, Africa’s relationship with the United States is anchored on many factors but 

the most crucial of these factors, is their mutual need for each other. The United States needs Africa’s 

critical natural resources for its industrial output, as well as the continent’s partnership in world 

affairs and in such developments that transcend national geographies such as contemporary 

international criminality and especially, terrorism. Indeed, Africa’s enormous quantity and 

assortment of natural resources are as substantial as they are widely dispersed: countries such as 

Nigeria, Angola, Sudan, Algeria, Libya, Gabon and Equatorial Guinea together produce a sizeable 

portion of the world’s crude oil. In fact, the US imports more crude oil from West Africa than from 

Saudi Arabia and Kuwait combined; South Africa alone holds 89 per cent of the world’s known 

reserves of platinum-group metals, 23 per cent of reserves of vanadium, 14 per cent of reserves of 

gold, and 12 per cent of diamond reserves34. In 2005, it was the world’s leading producer of 

andalusite, chromite, ferrochrome, gold, platinum-group metals, vanadium and vermiculite, and the 

world’s fifth ranked producer of industrial diamonds35. It is perhaps noteworthy to remark that the 

United States technologists and scientists are hell-bent in creating industrial alternatives to Africa’s 

primary and natural resources, however, this is fraught with a plethora of difficulties and altogether 

so challenging that in the foreseeable future, the status quo will likely remained unchanged. 

Furthermore, Africa as a whole, in contradistinction to its direct role as a source of a motley of 

natural resources to the American economy, provides important support to the economy of 

America’s European allies. Thus, following the realist political dictum of “a friend of my friend is 

my friend”, the U.S engagements in Africa transcend self – motivated realities to encompass those 

of her friends in Europe. It cannot be argued that in the present globalizing and interdependent world, 

the United States political, economic and security interests can be affected by developments 

occurring in any region of the world. The burdens of global hegemony indubitably make every 

region of the world important to the United States. 

  Africa on the other hand, needs the United States in a number of critical ways: being the 

least developed of the world’s continents, and given that America somewhat disliked traditional 

colonialism; African states could not but have warm regards for the United States when they emerged 
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as independent states on the international stage. This fondness for the U.S by African states was 

further stoked when President John F. Kennedy in his inaugural speech in 1961 eloquently elucidated 

on what he called the ‘American Promise’. The American president was quoted as proclaiming: 

To those new states whom we welcome to the ranks of the free, we pledge our word 

that one form of colonial control shall not have passed away merely to be replaced 

by a far more iron tyranny. We shall not always expect them to be supporting our 

view. But we shall always hope to find them supporting their freedom. To those 

people in the huts and villages of half the globe struggling to break the bonds of 

mass misery, we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever 

period is required…36  

  The above proclamation was not only a metaphoric commitment of the United States to 

assisting Africa but also a clear indication that the ‘American Promise’ as the president puts it, was 

surely something to bank on. Festus Ohaegbulam notes that Kennedy followed up the address with 

the establishment of the Peace Corps, “a massive American foreign aid program dedicated to 

promoting the ideals and the promises he had articulated”37. Nonetheless, it should be noted that a 

larger part of the speech was propaganda directed by the U.S against the seemingly progressive 

communist infiltrations in Africa. What is perhaps more important is the fact that the United States 

had by the second half of the 20th century become the world’s largest economy and an unmistakable 

leader in science and technological development. Therefore, the U.S was (and is even now more) 

crucial to Africa in several economic realms. Consider that the African continent is exposed to a 

high level of vulnerabilities occasioned by numerous human security challenges such as poverty, 

child mortality, maternal mortality, HIV/AIDS, monumental unemployment, and environmental 

degradation. Not surprisingly, Africa is the poorest region in the world; it has an average life 

expectancy of 47 years and is home to thirty-four of the fifty Least Developed Countries (LDCs) in 

the world as at 200638. Extreme poverty is rife, especially in sub-Saharan Africa where 

approximately one in two people live on less than one dollar per day39 According to the Millennium 

Development Goals Report 2007, 41.1% of Africans live on less than one dollar a day and this 

translates to about 323.8 million people, the Gross National Income (GNI) per capita in Sub- Saharan 

Africa is $746; the percentage of malnourished children under five years stands at 29; maternal 

mortality is scandalously high at 1 in 16 unlike 1 in 3,800 in the developed countries; barely 42% 

have access to clean water in rural areas while as much as 63% of people lack access to basic 

sanitation facilities, and 2.3 million are refugees. Of the estimated 33.2 million people living with 

HIV/AIDS worldwide, 22.5 million – more than two thirds (68%) are in sub-Saharan Africa.40 
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  Apart from being a source for bilateral aid as well as a crucial contributor to multilateral 

aid for African social and economic development, the U.S is also an important source of 

humanitarian assistance to Africa. African states are given to viewing the United States as a partner 

in addressing their many economic and social problems as they rely on American humanitarian 

philanthropy. “The United States accordingly responded by being the world’s largest provider of 

emergency humanitarian assistance to Africa.41 Besides the Rwandan debacle, the United States may 

stand tall on the issue of humanitarian assistance to Africa since 1950. It has provided more than 

$50 billion in official bilateral assistance to sub – Saharan Africa to help relieve poverty, provide 

humanitarian assistance and spur development42. Although, the U.S Congress has been cutting down 

on the financial contributions of the U.S to international multilateral institutions such as the United 

Nations, the U.S still remains a major contributor to funds for peace – keeping, peace – maintenance 

and peace – building in Africa.43 

  The above expositions should not be misconstrued to suggest that the United States has 

been in a honey moon with Africa since 1945; nothing is further from the truth than such a 

misconception. Essentially, America’ relations with Africa have been conditioned in the main, by 

the personalities and ideologies of the individual presidents as well as those of their leading advisers. 

Indeed, their policies reflected the pressures exerted on them by a variety of forces, including their 

perception of global realities and U.S vital interests. A one by one assessment of the different US 

regimes relations with Africa from Harry Truman to Barrack Obama (1945-2016) is considered 

unwieldy and even outside the scope of this present study, however, it suffices to observe that from 

the Truman’s administration in 1945 to that of George H.W. Bush in 1989, the U.S foreign policy 

and hence, relations with Africa was conditioned primarily by the Cold War. Thus, the various U.S 

presidents within this period sought to prevent the spread of communism and Soviet influence to 

Africa. Alan Dobson and David Marsh contend: 

American commitment to Africa was a blinkered Cold War focus on African 

priorities. Its racial issues were generally subjugated to Cold War concerns, 

especially by Republican administrations. Eisenhower largely ignored white 

supremacy in South Africa; Nixon, in December 1969 National Security Study 

Memorandum 39, famously accepted it as a fact of life unlikely to change; and 

Reagan dealt extensively with the Pretorian regime, regardless of domestic and 

international criticism. The US also refused to reconceptualise Africa’s problems 

as constitutive of a North – South rather than East – West division. This was 

reflected in its rejection of the Group of 77 demands for a NIEO…45. 
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  This researcher contends that African leaders would have manipulated the cold war 

environment to suit their needs more than they did vis á vis their relations with the United States. 

From all indications, the increments in U.S assistance to Africa in the heat of the cold war came 

primarily from internal pressures and not necessarily from a consciously cultivated policy by African 

leaders. They appeared to have been too committed to the so-called Non-Aligned Movement. For 

example, the increment in U.S economic assistance to African countries from $120.3 million (for 

the years, 1963 – 1967); to $211 million in 1970 came largely from several internally induced 

recommendations in the United States.47 

  The end of the cold war marked a watershed in the history of Africa. The collapse of the 

Soviet Union saw a rapid decline of American involvement in African affairs. As the U.S retreated 

in Africa, a Pandora box was opened and a serious security vacuum was consequently created in 

Africa. This is because in order to support their allies in Africa, the U.S and also the Soviet Union – 

the Cold Warriors massively exported arms to Africa. These arms outlived the cold war and since 

capabilities create intentions, they became readily utilised in the many civil and inter – state wars 

that ravaged Africa in the immediate post-cold war era.48 The security vacuum worsened Africa’s 

under-governed spaces which were to be exploited by several Islamic radical groups (most of these 

organizations used Africa as their bases – notably the Al-Qaida). Faced with the grim realities and 

the recrudescence of terrorism vis á vis its interests in Africa, the United States established 

AFRICOM.  

The United States Africa Command (AFRICOM) and African Security in the Twenty-First 

Century: Contending Paradigms 

  Since AFRICOM was established in 2007, there have been differing opinions and 

contending arguments on the implications of the Command both for the United States and Africa. 

Freedom C. Onuoha and Gerald E. Ezirim, for example, write that “familiarity with the extant 

literature on the subject suggests the existence of three main schools of thought on AFRICOM, 

namely: proponents, moderates, and critics”49.  Accordingly, they note that,  

Proponents of AFRICOM are mpainly top US government officials in the 

Department of Defense, security/military experts within strategic US organisations, 

influential lobby groups, and some non-governmental think-tanks. They had for long 

advocated for the creation of a separate combatant command for Africa50. 
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   Long before the creation of AFRICOM some of these proponents of a unified African 

Command had held opinions which argued that “a dedicated command could also more efficiently 

oversee U.S. anti-terrorism efforts in Africa and provide American political leaders with more 

thoughtful, informed military advice based on an in-depth knowledge of the region and continuous 

planning and intelligence assessments”51. Proponents of AFRICOM, therefore, conclude that 

AFRICOM as a unified separate command for Africa would give the US military an instrument with 

which to engage effectively in the continent and reduce the potential threats to American interests 

in Africa.  

  Moderates, on the other hand, contend that Africa is beset with several political, 

humanitarian and security challenges that undermine the prospects of peace and development in the 

continent. They argue that the establishment of AFRICOM officially reflects an evolution in US 

policymakers’ perceptions of American growing strategic interests in Africa in the past decade, 

shaped principally by five factors: HIV/AIDS, oil, global trade, armed conflict and terror. According 

to Bakut tswah Bakut, 

While AFRICOM has been linked to the US strategy of countering global 

transnational crimes and efforts to protect democracies and human rights in 

Africa, it cannot however, be separated from the need to secure US oil supplies 

from Africa… (but) unlike, China and India, the U.S foreign policy and 

international relations is inclusive of Africa’s security and protection of its 

sovereignties…53 

 

As middle-ground paradigm, the moderates acknowledge that the establishment of a full 

military command for Africa by the United States may have some negative implications. These 

people’s viewpoints are solidified by their belief that the new command would bring with it some 

positive elements for Africa that may far outweigh its negative attributes. President Ellen Johnson 

Sirleaf of Liberia shares this view when she notes that: 

AFRICOM should be seen as the end-product of a significant strategic 

realignment a long time in the making—one where engagement with African 

nations is more than just a humanitarian cause... AFRICOM is undeniably 

about the projection of American interests—but this does not mean that it is to 

the exclusion of African ones54  

 

The moderates envisage that the establishment of AFRICOM would ‘provide the context 

and guidance for solving Africa’s political and military crises early enough for them to be 



RENAISSANCE UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND SOCIAL SCIENCES (RUJMASS) VOLUME 4, 
NUMBER 1, JULY, 2018. Pp 61-84 
 

14 
 

meaningful, or at least for damping down unwelcome developments and reversing external 

disruptions in Africa’. The above perhaps explain why J. Ogbonna cautioned the Nigerian 

Government against rejecting the idea of partnering with AFRICOM based on political sentiments. 

He argues that AFRICOM can equally serve Nigeria’s military and industrial interests. He submits 

thus: 

The advantage of the military dimension far outweighs its disadvantage to 

Nigeria. The Nigerian Government should insist that USA should provide the 

necessary equipment needed by Nigerian Armed Forces to play a major role in 

AFRICOM.... On the political dimension...It will be regrettable if Nigeria 

allows smaller African Sates to host AFRICOM. We should not lose the 

opportunity because of sentiment and fear of re-colonization which does not 

arise 56 

 

Diametrically opposed to both the proponents and the moderates are the arguments of the 

critics. The fundamental argument of critics of AFRICOM writes F. Onuoha and G.E. Ezirim is 

that the establishment of the command bodes evil for Africa.59 L.D Gilbert, U.O. Uzodike and C. 

Isike aver: 

AFRICOM was unilaterally created for the furtherance and consolidation of US 

strategic state-centric security interests but packaged in human security 

paraphernalia for the twin purposes of credibility and acceptability by African 

statesmen. AFRICOM is the pragmatic instrumentality through which America 

seeks to maximize its three-fold foreign policy objectives in Africa: fighting 

terrorism, securing alternative sources of oil especially from the Gulf of Guinea, 

and checkmating the rising profile of China in the continent. A situation where the 

world's economically and militarily powerful states struggle for resources and 

‘spheres of influence’ in contemporary Africa portends evil and should not be 

encouraged. By their words and actions with respect to AFRICOM, it is clear that 

Africa is not prepared for a new scramble for the continent in the 21st century.60 

 

 These critics contend that the command demonstrates a self-serving American policy 

focused on securing Africa’s huge oil reserves for American energy needs, countering the dramatic 

expansion and improvement in Sino-African relations, and combating international terrorism. In 

other words, the establishment of AFRICOM is oriented towards oil, China, and terrorism, albeit 

indirectly. Despite official claims that AFRICOM’s objective is to enhance security, peace and 

development in Africa, a staunch critic warns that AFRICOM’s impact on Africa will in fact be 

deeply damaging:  

AFRICOM will not benefit Africans, enhance African security or prevent war. 

Instead, it will benefit the US military, US defence contractors, US oil 
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companies, African governments interested in repressing indigenous, minority, 

activist, environmentalist and resistance groups, and terrorists, who will win 

new adherents to their causes amongst those targeted by US rhetoric and 

provoked by the presence of US troops on their soil 61  

 

Suffice it to anchor this present study within the precincts of the moderates; for indeed, 

African security and that of the United States as a global hegemon seem not naturally opposed to 

each other.  

 

 

AFRICOM and African Security: An Appraisal of the Costs and Gains since 2007 

The major apprehension about establishing AFRICOM has come from the fear that it would 

lead to the militarization of Africa by the United States; while this has not wholesomely been the 

case, it is not altogether implausible that a militaristic culture is being created within AFRICOM’s 

areas of major operation. In this connection, Melaura Homan-Smith observes that in Sierra Leone, 

the activities of AFRICOM personnel in the country has led to growing militaristic culture, 

especially, among the youths which could have dire implications in the future.63 

 

The above notwithstanding, it should be noted that the premises for countering the 

goodness of AFRICOM on the basis of militarizing African culture appear not to hold much water 

since there appears to have been in these countries a high level of militaristic culture – owing to 

prolonged years of civil wars and armed brigandage. Thus, such requisitions against AFRICOM 

on the basis of the above argument seem incongruent with historical realities. It is not the United 

States that directly instigated the wars in which Africans have had to maim fellow Africans; it is 

not the United States that made African leaders who control the military to often use it to serve 

their personal and group political and administrative purposes which leaves them utterly incapable 

of protecting their borders thereby creating ungoverned and under-governed spaces which in turn 

affects America’s interests as an unmistakable global hegemon. 

 

Furthermore, among several anticipated costs of AFRICOM is the issue of AFRICOM 

being merely an apparatus for pursuing U.S interests on the continent. The specifics of AFRICOM 

involvement in the ouster of Ghadafi and the subsequent debacle created in Libya is an indubitable 

pointer to the critical security implications which AFRICOM could have for Africa. While the 
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above facts are admissible, the logical question to answer is whether U.S interests on the African 

continent are mutually opposed to those of African states. We shall return to this point later. 

In East Africa, the creation of AFRICOM has yielded some positive efforts in countering 

violent extremism in East Africa65. AFRICOM has been able to extend the needed assistance to 

the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) which hitherto had been challenged in 

regaining momentum against al Shabab. AFRICOM helps to train AMISOM troops in 

peacekeeping and counter – terrorism. This inter alia has led to a steep decline in piracy and armed 

robbery at sea in the Western Indian Ocean and Gulf of Aden66. In a statement to the U.S Senate 

Armed Services Committee, AFRICOM Commander, General David M. Rodriguez reported that 

“in 2013, zero ships were hijacked in nine attempted attacks in the region (East Africa) compared 

to 27 hijackings in 166 reported attempts in 2011”67. Additionally, in many places in Africa, 

AFRICOM assistance is having positive effects on strengthening the counter – terrorism and 

border security capacities of African partners and maintaining pressure on terrorist organizations68. 

Since inception, AFRICOM has partnered with Gulf of Guinea countries to build capacity 

and has conducted many combined operations with African states through initiatives such as 

African Partnership Station (APS), the African Law Enforcement Partnership (ALEP), and 

Counter Narcotics (CNP). AFRICOM’s maritime security exercises facilitate regional maritime 

cooperation and interoperability on Africa69. It is on record that three Gulf of Guinea countries – 

Nigeria, Gabon and Guinea solicited U.S assistance in maritime security and as expected, the U.S 

requested AFRICOM to handle the training of these countries Navies. In line with this, Bakut 

tswah Bakut explains: 

As part of its capacity building activities for the Naval Forces in the Gulf of Guinea, 

the USS Nashvile, an amphibious ship, with Naval staff drawn from 10 African 

countries, 7 European and South American countries, which had been in the Gulf 

of Guinea, left the Nigerian shore on March 27, 2009 to return in April, 2009 and 

remain there until June 2009 training the Nigerian Navies on AIS (Automatic 

Identification System) and RMAC (Regional Maritime Awareness Capability) 

usage70. 

 

Within the period of the USS Nashvile exercises in the Gulf of Guinea, AFRICOM brought 

USS Lagare, a Coast Guard Ship and another amphibious ship, USS Gunston Hall of which 

patrolled the Gulf of Guinea until late 2009. The impact of these AFRICOM coordinated exercises 

and patrols in the Gulf of Guinea has been considered crucial for the maritime security of the area 

since 200971. 
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Additionally, AFRICOM has helped to professionalize militaries and reinforce the 

democratic value of elected civilian authority in Africa though funding from the DoS-led Interna-

tional Military Education Training programs and an enhanced version of this program came in 

2008 known as E-IMET72. We are informed that these programs are the most widely used military 

assistance programs in AFRICOM’s area of responsibility and have contributed to stronger 

bilateral military relationships between the United States and partner African countries73. Again, 

regional seminars with the U.S. Defense Institute for International Legal Studies military education 

teams funded by AFRICOM have helped many African nations implement security sector and 

judicial sector reforms.74  

Apart from military and military related assistance, AFRICOM is also contributing 

significantly in other spheres on the African continent. For example, AFRICOM’s HIV/AIDS in 

the Military program reaches 40 African countries and is aimed at mitigating the impacts of the 

disease on African military readiness and assisting in the development and implementation of 

culturally focused, military-specific HIV prevention, care, and treatment programs75. AFRICOM 

implements this program on behalf of the U.S department of Defense HIV/AIDS Prevention 

Program Office and the State Department Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator in support 

of the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief. Additionally, AFRICOM’s Humanitarian 

Assistance team is reported to have completed an $84,000 construction project for a special-needs 

school in Kano, Northern Nigeria.  Anthony Holmes, AFRICOM’s deputy to the commander for 

civil-military activities, remarked at the school’s dedication that, “Education is not a primary 

function of a U.S. military command or indeed any military, but in our approach to providing 

security in Africa we have adopted a broad spectrum that includes development and diplomacy.”76 

It is, therefore, clear that more than seven years of operation of AFRICOM has returned an 

impressive record and suggests the trajectory and implications of that establishment for African 

security.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

  This study has assessed the United States Africa Command in the light of its impact on 

African security in the post 9/11 world order and contends that apart from a deep-seated mistrust 

by African states on the implications of AFRICOM for the continent, the carriage and workings 

of AFRICOM since inception appear to have had more positive outcomes than negatives. Much 

of the initial resistance AFRICOM has encountered domestically and internationally stems from 



RENAISSANCE UNIVERSITY JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT AND SOCIAL SCIENCES (RUJMASS) VOLUME 4, 
NUMBER 1, JULY, 2018. Pp 61-84 
 

18 
 

the perception that it will “militarize” U.S. relations with Africa. Whilst this has not been the case 

as the study pointed out, Africa should be rather focused on the question of what AFRICOM 

actually does and can do in the future.  

 The study posited that America’s relations with Africa clearly have better prospects than 

U.S’ rivals such as china and India. China is at present relocating her citizens into Africa while 

arming African military forces with no regard for issues of human rights and good governance. 

India on the other hand, appears only benignly interested in African economies. However, in the 

long run, its development will come colliding with those of African states. As they say, a devil 

known is better than an angel yet to be known.  Nonetheless, it is not yet ‘uhuru’ for African states. 

Indeed, constant efforts should always be put in place to ensure that the United States should not 

veer off into becoming a malevolent or exploitative hegemon. To ensure that AFRICOM is made 

better and African security – orientated, the following recommendations are adduced by this study: 

  

First and most importantly, African states within the regional organizational framework – 

the African Union and the plethora of sub – regional organizations should create an institution or 

agency that should serve as a think- tank on the kind of issues that the creation of AFRICOM has 

generated for the continent. Again, the African Union appears to have no organ devoted to 

workings of international relations especially, as it affects the continent; this explains the 

disharmonious responses of the various African states to the AFRICOM question, some saw it as 

a welcomed development whilst others claimed it is a recrudescence of imperialism. Thus, the 

creation of an organ for Africa’s international relations within the African Union would serve the 

purpose of correlating African states pulses on any issue of African interest and thus make for a 

better response to such issues.  

  On its own part, the United States should ensure that AFRICOM’s core mission is 

cooperation with African partner states in traditional areas of security assistance—and that 

AFRICOM’s greatest comparative advantage is to bring that cooperation to scale by doing it in a 

more coherent, more effective, better resourced, and more sustainable fashion than ever before.  

Again, the United States should single out maritime security cooperation as a special 

AFRICOM priority. Many African states have shown enthusiasm because AFRICOM programs 

helped them to improve their maritime surveillance and enforcement capabilities. This is the 

pressing concerns of most countries of the Gulf of Guinea which is also of strategic interest to the 

United States. 
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Finally, it would serve to correct the lingering misconceptions about AFRICOM for the 

U.S to tie AFRICOM’s priorities somewhat to UN peacekeeping in Africa. In the past decade, UN 

peacekeeping in Africa has rebounded from an abject nadir point in 1998 to a historic high today, 

accounting for 70 percent or more of the over 120,000 blue helmets authorized by the UN Security 

Council worldwide77. This dramatic turnaround, American governments have consistently 

supported through its votes in the UN Security Council and its 20 percent share of peacekeeping 

costs, has been—and remains—absolutely critical to restoring security on the continent and enjoys 

broad political support among Africa’s elected leadership, military officers, and general public. If 

AFRICOM is to achieve legitimacy and standing in Africa, it has to link itself systematically to 

this reality.  
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