
Introduction

The International Criminal Court (ICC),
dubbed by one leading commentator as
‘arguably the most significant international
organization to be created since the United
Nations’,1 has ushered in a new era in the pro-
tection of human rights. The Rome Statute of
the ICC puts in place individual criminal lia-
bility for those responsible for the most serious
human rights violations, and creates a perma-
nent institution to ensure the punishment of
these individuals. The Court, no doubt, will
serve as a painful reminder of the atrocities of
the past century and the level to which human-
ity can stoop. International criminal law, if

nothing else, is testimony to the fact that we
appear doomed to repeat history. As Judge
Richard Goldstone, former Chief Prosecutor at
the Hague Tribunals has wryly commented, the
hope of “never again” so often becomes the
reality of again and again’.2 It is a sad reality
that Africa is a continent which is home to
many of the international human rights atroci-
ties, both past and continuing, which haunt
humanity in what appears to be repeating
cycles. At the same time the International
Criminal Court, with independent prosecutors
putting tyrants and torturers in the dock before
independent judges, reflects a post-war human
rights aspiration come true, and one which cer-
tainly signals hope for the African region.
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The implications for African states of the recently created International Criminal Court should
be carefully considered. There are far-reaching limitations placed on the ICC’s jurisdictional
scheme, both temporally as well as by the preconditions to the exercise of jurisdiction in the
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The Statute of the International Criminal
Court was adopted on 17 July 1998 by an
overwhelming majority of the states attending
the Rome Conference, a conference specifi-
cally organised to secure agreement on a
treaty for the establishment of a permanent
international criminal tribunal. To date, the
Statute has been signed by 139 States and 92
States have ratified it. It is notable that within
just four years the treaty has achieved the 60
required ratifications, far sooner than was gen-
erally expected. The Statute entered into force
on 1 July 2002, at which time the Court’s
jurisdiction over genocide, war crimes and
crimes against humanity took effect. The 18
judges for the Court were chosen in February
2003 and sworn in on 11 March 2003 at the
inaugural session of the Court in The Hague.
The highly respected Argentine lawyer, Luis
Moreno Ocampo, has also been chosen as the
Court’s Prosecutor

That Africa provides the Court with a num-
ber of ‘situations’ for consideration is no
secret. The Court is expected to hear its first
case soon. It will be an African affair most
probably arising out of the recent and ongo-
ing events in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo. Already prior to this focus on the
DRC, the International Bar Association
requested in March 2003 that the first act of
the ICC’s Prosecutor should be directed at the
alleged atrocities committed by Zimbabwe’s
President and the associated regime.3 The
atrocities committed in Liberia under General
Charles Taylor have moved that country into
the ICC’s spotlight.4 Of course there are other
human rights violations that have taken place
or are taking place in other African states that
might ostensibly trigger the jurisdiction of the
International Criminal Court.5 However, the
DRC, Zimbabwe and Liberia are used as
examples in this essay for the sake of conven-
ience, and because they have in some or other
way already been focused on in international
literature as examples of countries which
deserve the ICC’s attention. 

The ICC and Africa

In order to appreciate the implications of the
International Criminal Court for the African

region it is necessary to understand how the
Court will operate. Two topics are important
in this regard: first, the possibility of prosecu-
tion by the ICC or States Parties of individu-
als involved in the commission of ICC crimes
in Africa, and second, the effect under the
ICC system of amnesties granted by African
countries after transition, and of immunities
attaching to individuals on account of their
official status or rank.

Jurisdictional triggers

The International Criminal Court 

It is important to appreciate that the Rome
Statute strictly defines the jurisdiction of the
Court. The Court can take up only the most
serious crimes of concern to the international
community as a whole (genocide, crimes
against humanity, and war crimes, all of which
are defined in the Statute), that have been
committed on or after 1 July 2002. The obvi-
ous consequence is that the Court’s power to
investigate abuses in trouble spots such as
Liberia, the DRC and Zimbabwe, is limited to
events on or after that date. 

The Statute also defines the mechanisms for
triggering the Court’s jurisdiction. The condi-
tions that have to be met before the Court can
exercise its competence are set out in Article 12
of the Statute.6 The Article provides that the
Court may exercise jurisdiction if: 
• the state where the alleged crime was com-

mitted is a party to the Statute (territoriali-
ty); or, 

• the state of which the accused is a national
is a party to the Statute (nationality). 

In terms of Article 14 of the Statute any State
Party may refer to the Court a situation in
which one or more crimes within its jurisdic-
tion appear to have been committed, as long as
preconditions to the Court’s exercise of juris-
diction have been met, namely, that the alleged
perpetrators of the crimes are nationals of a
State Party or the crimes are committed on the
territory of a State Party.7 Because countries
like Zimbabwe and Liberia are not currently
State Parties to the Rome Statute,8 the fact that
Zimbabwean or Liberian nationals may have
committed ICC crimes within Zimbabwe or
Liberia means that it is not open to another
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potential jurisdiction in respect of core crimes
committed in the DRC after that date. 

While individuals in states such as
Zimbabwe and Liberia, that are not parties to
the Statute, appear to have escaped the jurisdic-
tional clutches of the ICC for now, the last
jurisdictional trigger mechanism under the ICC
Statute offers a solution. The last trigger con-
cerns the power of the UN Security Council to
refer to the Court ‘situations’ in which crimes
within the jurisdiction of the Court appear to
have been committed. This trigger is more
problematic for these states’ criminals, since it
allows the Court jurisdiction over an offender,
regardless of where the offence took place, by
whom it was committed, and regardless of
whether the state concerned has ratified the
Statute or accepted the Court’s jurisdiction.12

The Security Council has not yet made any
referral to the Court, but its power to do so in
relation to the events in human rights’ hotspots
is clear, at least in respect of events that took
place after 1 July 2001 and the entering into
force of the Rome Statute. The Statute provides
that the Council may only make such a referral
by acting under Chapter VII of the United
Nations Charter, which is to say it must regard
the events in a particular country as a threat to
the peace, a breach of the peace, or an act of
aggression. There is a possibility that this could
happen because the Security Council, in deter-
mining whether a ‘threat to the peace’, exists,
will be guided by the gravity of the crimes
committed; the impunity enjoyed by the
crimes’ perpetrators; and the effectiveness or
otherwise of the national jurisdiction in the
prosecution of such crimes.13 The International
Bar Association’s urging that the ICC’s
Prosecutor direct his energy at the alleged atroc-
ities committed by Zimbabwe’s President and
his regime14 is a good example of how the inter-
national community is beginning to demand a
response to events in Africa through the mech-
anism of international criminal law. A Security
Council referral to the ICC is one way in which
that response might be achieved.

Prosecution by states parties

International criminal law developments in
national legal systems15 may also have conse-
quences for people responsible for serious

State Party to refer such ‘situations’ to the
Court for investigation.9 The same is not true
in respect of events in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo. The DRC became a
party to the Rome Statute by delivery of its
instrument of ratification on 11 April 2002,
and accordingly the ICC will have jurisdiction
in respect of war crimes and crimes against
humanity committed in the DRC after that
date. 

The Prosecutor is also authorised by Article
15 of the Rome Statute to initiate independent
investigations on the basis of information
received from any reliable source. The granting
to the Prosecutor of a proprio motu power to ini-
tiate investigations was one of the most debated
issues during the negotiations of the Rome
Statute. In the end, the drafters of the Statute
determined that in order for the Prosecutor to
exercise this power, the alleged crimes must
have been committed by nationals of a State
Party or have taken place in the territory of a
State Party; the preconditions set out in terms of
Article 12.10 The implications of this jurisdic-
tional limitation are clear for African states.
Notwithstanding the fact that Liberian and
Zimbabwean nationals have allegedly commit-
ted serious human rights violations in their
respective countries, because those countries are
not State Parties to the Statute, the Prosecutor
has no power, of his own accord, to initiate an
investigation of the crimes concerned. 

A further point must be made in relation to
the two trigger mechanisms just discussed. If,
under their current government or through the
efforts of a new government, African states like
Zimbabwe or Liberia (that are not yet parties)
chose in future to become party to the Rome
Statute, the Statute provides that, for those
States that become parties to the Statute after 1
July 2001, the ICC has jurisdiction only over
crimes committed after the entry into force of
the Statute with respect to that State.11 The
obvious consequence for international crimi-
nals in Zimbabwe or Liberia for the time being
is that any serious crimes committed in those
countries after 1 July 2001 are effectively
removed from the ICC’s scope of inquiry. In
respect of the DRC, however, the ICC Statute
came into effect on 11 April 2002, and, as sug-
gested above, the ICC will therefore have
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crimes in African states. The Rome Statute
operates on the basis of what is known as the
‘complementarity principle’ in terms of which
national judicial systems of States Parties will
have the ‘first bite at the cherry’ in respect of
any investigation that affects their territory or
their nationals. States Parties to the Court
therefore retain their right and responsibility
to investigate offences committed on their ter-
ritory, or where their nationals stand accused
of committing ICC crimes anywhere else in
the world. The ICC will be able to step in
only where a national judicial system is
unwilling or unable genuinely to investigate.16

The principle of complementarity ensures
that the ICC operates as a system of interna-
tional criminal justice that buttresses the
national justice systems of states parties.17

In order to give effect to its complementar-
ity obligations under the Rome Statute, South
Africa, as an example, has recently incorporat-
ed the Rome Statute into its domestic law by
means of national legislation.18 Under the
Act, a structure is created for national prose-
cution of crimes in the Rome Statute. In terms
of the Act, the jurisdiction of a South African
court will be triggered when a person commits
an ICC crime within South Africa, and also
when a person commits a core crime outside
the territory of the Republic where that per-
son, after the commission of the crime, is
present in the territory of the Republic; or
that person has committed the said crime
against a South African citizen or against a
person who is ordinarily resident in the
Republic.19 When a person commits a core
crime outside the territory of the Republic in
these circumstances, the Act deems that crime
to have been committed in the territory of the
Republic.20

With apparent reliance on this extension of
extra-territorial jurisdiction under the ICC
Act, the Act was invoked against President
Mugabe by a South African citizen (who has
significant property interests in Zimbabwe) in
September 2002 while Mugabe was attending
the World Summit on Sustainable Develop-
ment in Johannesburg.21 However, President
Mugabe had left South Africa by the time the
call for his arrest was made, and no action was
therefore taken against him. 

It should be pointed out, however, that the
prospects of successfully invoking the South
African Act against President Mugabe, or an
official from any other State that has not rati-
fied the Rome Statute (Liberia, for instance)
seem doubtful. It will be recalled that under
the Rome Statute the jurisdictional precondi-
tions for the Statute’s operation are that “the
alleged perpetrators of the crimes are nation-
als of a State Party or the crimes are commit-
ted on the territory of a State Party”.22 While
South Africa’s ICC Act provides that a South
African court may exercise jurisdiction over
someone who extra-territorially commits a
core crime against a South African citizen or
against a person who is ordinarily resident in
the Republic, or who after the commission of
the crime is present in the territory of the
Republic, the exercise of that jurisdiction is to
be performed within the parameters of the
objects of the ICC Act. Those objects include
the creation of “a framework to ensure that
the Statute is effectively implemented in the
Republic” and the ensuring “that anything
done in terms of this Act conforms with the
obligations of the Republic in terms of the
Statute”.23 Given that the Rome Statute—the
Statute which the ICC Act is aimed at imple-
menting—itself provides that jurisdiction
under the ICC scheme is limited to offences
committed on the territory of States Parties
and in respect of offences committed by
nationals of States Parties, it will be open to
an official from a non-State Party (such as
Zimbabwe or Liberia) who has committed the
alleged offence outside of South African terri-
tory to argue that the South African court’s
jurisdiction is similarly constrained under the
ICC Act. 

Amnesties and immunities
Amnesty

For centuries, successor regimes have sought
to secure peace through the pardoning of
their enemies, and modern history is replete
with examples where a regime has granted
amnesty to officials of the previous regime
who were guilty of torture and crimes against
humanity, rather than prosecute them (such as
Uruguay, Argentina and El Salvador). So too,
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going or ingoing government as a political act
of reprieve), the question to be confronted is:
how are such trumps to prosecution going to
be dealt with by the International Criminal
Court? Imagine, for example, that the ICC
were to initiate an investigation into the ‘situ-
ation’ in Zimbabwe or Liberia following a
Security Council referral (see above),26 or that
one of these states in future becomes a party
to the Rome Statute, and accepts the Court’s
jurisdiction over specific crimes for the period
that it was not a party to the Statute.27 If dur-
ing its transition Zimbabwe or Liberia had cre-
ated a truth commission, and that truth
commission had granted amnesties to individ-
uals who were guilty of committing serious
human rights abuses (such as crimes against
humanity), then the question might arise
whether such national amnesties would con-
stitute a bar to prosecution before the Inter-
national Criminal Court. So too, what is the
ICC to do when faced with an official pardon
granted to an alleged international criminal by
an African state in the manner and form of
the pardons accorded to the generals in Chile,
and which is currently being negotiated in
respect of General Charles Taylor?

The Rome Statute is silent on amnesty, and
commentators argue that this is because the
Rome Statute was never drafted with the
intention of allowing amnesty to be raised as
a defence.28 Assuming therefore that the rele-
vant jurisdictional requirements for an ICC
prosecution are met, national amnesties grant-
ed by a truth commission or by governmental
sleight of hand would not per se prevent action
by the ICC. And where a criminal prosecu-
tion is instituted by a State under its domestic
legislation (such as South Africa’s Implemen-
tation of the Rome Statute of the Inter-
national Criminal Court Act of 2002),
amnesty does not have an extraterritorial
effect and the prosecuting state is not required
to recognise the amnesty granted to human
rights offenders by another state.29

While amnesties do not in principle bar the
ICC or a State Party from exercising criminal
jurisdiction over an individual who has been
granted amnesty, the political reality is that in
some instances it might be expedient or a
requirement of justice not to push ahead with

are there examples of outgoing regimes which
use their last days of political power to ensure
that their members are granted an official ‘par-
don’ from prosecution before the new regime
takes office (such as Chile).

With the advent of truth commissions it
has become possible to channel the granting
of amnesty through a commission. So far,
however, only the South African Truth and
Reconciliation Commission and the recent
truth commission in East Timor have been
accorded the power to grant amnesty.24

Commissions generally investigate and then
issue a report. They focus on the truth about
human rights abuses of a particular historical
period and the specific policies and practices
that contributed to those violations.
Individual cases are described only if indica-
tive of a general pattern or to highlight impor-
tant events. That said, there might be good
reason for African states emerging from a his-
tory rife with serious human rights abuses to
follow the South African example, particular-
ly if a commission is seen as a more effective
means of reaching the truth than prosecution.
As the South African experience demon-
strates, the prospect of amnesty in exchange
for truth is a good incentive to the guilty to
provide detailed accounts of the acts they
have committed.25 In any event, the political
reality for many transitional governments is
that giving a truth commission the power of
amnesty rather than criminally prosecuting
past offenders is the only realistic and peace-
ful way in which an existing regime will be
persuaded to relinquish power. Certainly that
appears to be the motivation behind the
arrangements being made for an amnesty for
Charles Taylor, the former President of
Liberia, and an amnesty that has been facili-
tated by Nigeria’s offer of asylum for the
beleaguered general. And in Zimbabwe, for
example, it is not inconceivable that in respect
of that country’s troubled past, the Mugabe-
led ZANU-PF government will insist on strik-
ing an amnesty deal, allowing the many
ZANU-PF officials, policemen and soldiers
who have committed serious human rights
abuses to avoid prosecution.

Whatever the form of amnesty (whether
granted by a truth commission or by the out-
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the prosecution of such a person. Article
53(2)(c) of the Rome Statute therefore provides
the Prosecutor with the discretion to refuse
prosecution at the instance of a state or the
Security Council where, after investigation, he
concludes that “a prosecution is not in the
interests of justice, taking into account all cir-
cumstances”. Of course, the type of amnesty at
issue will play an important role in the
Prosecutor’s decision. No clear rules can be
enunciated to distinguish between permissible
and impermissible amnesties under interna-
tional law, but one of the leading experts in
this field suggests that ‘international recogni-
tion might be accorded where amnesty has
been granted as part of a truth and reconcilia-
tion inquiry and each person granted amnesty
has been obliged to make full disclosure of his
or her criminal acts as a precondition of
amnesty and the acts were politically motivat-
ed’.30 As such, the blanket amnesty in Chile
passed by the Pinochet regime would not meet
the required standard (in the Pinochet case31

before the House of Lords it was not even
argued by Pinochet’s lawyers that his amnesty
in Chile could constitute a bar to his extradi-
tion from Britain to Spain)32, while the South
African amnesties granted by a quasi-judicial
amnesty committee functioning as part of a
TRC process established by a democratically
elected government, may well do so.33 It is also
important to note that the nature of certain
offences precludes the grant of amnesty to
their perpetrators.34 It is still open to states to
grant amnesty for international crimes without
violating a rule of international law, but inter-
national lawyers are largely in agreement that
states are not permitted to grant amnesty for
the crimes of genocide, torture, and ‘grave
breaches’ under the Geneva Convention.35 The
preamble of the Statute of the International
Criminal Court, while binding only in respect
of parties to it, confirms this trend when it
declares that ‘it is the duty of every State to
exercise criminal jurisdiction over those
responsible for international crimes’. It is note-
worthy that this trend has been reflected in the
mandate of East Timor’s recently created truth
commission.36 While the mandate is clearly
supportive of individualised amnesty in
exchange for truth, the commission may grant

‘no immunity’ to persons who have committed
a ‘serious criminal offence’, which includes the
international crimes of genocide, crimes
against humanity, war crimes, torture as well as
the domestic crimes of murder and sexual
offences, as defined by the Indonesian
Criminal Code.37

As a result, whatever form of amnesty the
Prosecutor is forced to consider, it is clear that
he will be more disposed towards those
amnesties that have been limited in terms of
the nature of the offence (at the very least it
appears that amnesty afforded for the interna-
tional crimes of torture and genocide will be
disregarded), and which have been granted as
part of a truth and reconciliation inquiry, in
which amnesty recipients have been obliged
to make full disclosure of their criminal acts as
a precondition of amnesty and to prove that
their acts were politically motivated. 

Immunity

One of the more interesting and difficult
questions faced by international lawyers in
recent times has been the question of immu-
nities from jurisdiction. The most heated
debate has been around the extent to which
serving heads of state and other senior gov-
ernment officials can justifiably claim immu-
nity, on account of their official status, from
proceedings brought against them for com-
mitting serious crimes. 

The Rome Statute attempts to bring clarity
to the position and, in Article 27, provides
that ‘official capacity as a Head of State or
Government, a member of a Government or
parliament, an elected representative or a gov-
ernment official shall in no case exempt a per-
son from criminal responsibility under this
Statute’.38 An individual charged before the
International Criminal Court is therefore
stripped of immunity, the official status of
that person no longer being allowed to lead to
impunity in respect of crimes with which she
or he has been charged. 

The position before national courts, how-
ever, is not as clear. This lack of clarity is par-
ticularly problematic in light of the fact that
national courts of States Parties to the Rome
Statute are, it will be recalled, expected to act
in a ‘complementary’ arrangement with the
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account of their official status), irrespective of
the nature of the crime alleged, unless waived
by the sending state. The House of Lords
denied immunity to Pinochet in his capacity
as a former head of state. However, it was
made clear that if he had still been an acting
head of state, this immunity in international
law would have continued to subsist. For
instance, Lord Nicholls in the first Pinochet
case held that ‘...there can be no doubt that if
Senator Pinochet had still been the head of
the Chilean state, he would have been entitled
to immunity’.40 Lord Millett in the third
Pinochet case said that ‘Senator Pinochet is
not a serving head of state. If he were, he
could not be extradited. It would be an intol-
erable affront to the Republic of Chile to
arrest him or detain him’.41 In its recent deci-
sion of Democratic Republic of Congo v Belgium42

the International Court of Justice appears to
have reaffirmed this point. With regard to the
provisions precluding immunity found in the
constitutive instruments of a myriad of inter-
national criminal tribunals (the most recent
being the Rome Statute of the ICC), the
Court expressly held that this exception to
customary international law was not applica-
ble to national courts.43 This case law suggests
that the diplomatic or head of state immunity
of an accused prevents national courts, regard-
less of what their domestic legislation might
insist, from dealing with allegations of inter-
national crimes unless that immunity has
been waived.44

That is not to say, of course, that the indi-
vidual must be set free. Under the complemen-
tarity scheme it will be expected of a State Party
to the Rome Statute that finds itself unable to
exercise jurisdiction (because, for instance, such
prosecution would be an affront to the dignity
of a foreign state) to send the accused to the
International Criminal Court for prosecution.
While similar political considerations might
make it difficult for the requested state to com-
ply with even this obligation under the Rome
Statute (particularly where the accused is a high-
ranking official of a friendly foreign state), it will
at least have rid itself of the problem of dealing
with the difficult immunity questions which its
national courts would have had to face in
attempting to prosecute the criminal concerned. 

International Criminal Court, prosecuting
individuals for ICC crimes and deferring to
the ICC only where the national state is
unwilling or unable to perform its prosecutor-
ial role. The problem for a domestic court is
this: where a head of state, for instance, of a
foreign country is put on trial in a domestic
court for his or her alleged commission of an
ICC offence, the domestic court’s state is dis-
respecting the sovereignty of the foreign state;
a sovereignty which is embodied in the very
person of the head of state being tried before
the court, and which is protected under cus-
tomary international law through the grant of
immunity from prosecution. 

South Africa, for one, has tried to cut its
way past this controversy by proclaiming
boldly in its ICC Act that notwithstanding
‘any other law to the contrary, including cus-
tomary and conventional international law,
the fact that a person…is or was a head of
state or government, a member of a govern-
ment or parliament, an elected representative
or a government official…is neither – (i) a
defence to a crime; nor (ii) a ground for any
possible reduction of sentence once a person
has been convicted of a crime’.39 In terms of
the Act, South African courts, acting under
the complementarity scheme, are accorded
the same power to ‘trump’ the immunities
that usually attach to officials of government
as the International Criminal Court is by
virtue of Article 27 of the Rome Statute. This
is a significant aspect of the ICC Act and one
which is to be welcomed insofar as it signals
South Africa’s intention of acting hand-in-
hand with the International Criminal Court
to bring government officials, whatever their
standing, to justice. 

However, whether the boldness of the Act
matches the state of international law is
another question, the openness of which will
undoubtedly be seized upon by any high-level
foreign government official who finds him or
herself the subject of prosecution before a
South African court for alleged commission
of an ICC offence. Even in the groundbreak-
ing Pinochet cases, the House of Lords accept-
ed that serving international functionaries
(such as current heads of state) retain absolute
immunities rationae personae (immunity on
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Conclusion

The demonstration of international criminal
justice exemplified by the ICC is of undoubt-
ed importance for the states of Africa. There
are already severe limitations placed on the
ICC’s jurisdictional scheme, both temporally
(in that the Court is given competence only
from 1 July 2002) as well by the preconditions
to the exercise of jurisdiction in the form of
territoriality and nationality (the Court’s juris-
diction being limited to offences that occur
on a State Party’s territory or which are com-
mitted by a State Party’s national). So too, the
Court’s powers may ultimately be constrained
out of deference to the grant of an interna-
tionally acceptable amnesty or pardon, and
while the Court may in terms of its own
Statute ignore the official status of a criminal
who might otherwise have been afforded
immunity under customary international law
for the crimes he or she has committed, that
immunity arguably remains in place where the
prosecution is attempted before a national
court under the complementarity scheme of
the Rome Statute. 

These limitations (many of them, if not
palatable, are at least explicable in a world of
sovereign states) should not detract from the
achievement that the International Criminal
Court heralds for Africa. The International
Criminal Court takes seriously the words of
Justice Robert Jackson, Chief Prosecutor at
Nuremberg, who famously said that letting
major war criminals live undisturbed to write
their ‘memoirs’ in peace ‘would mock the dead
and make cynics of the living’.45 Through a
commitment to the International Criminal
Court, African states may proclaim that certain
conduct is unacceptable to the African region.
War crimes are committed every day and whole
races have been defined by their experience of
genocide or crimes against humanity. Yet inter-
national laws designed to punish these acts
have, for a variety of political reasons, only
been put into practice at Nuremberg and Tokyo
after the Second World War, and in the 1990’s
by the creation of The Hague Tribunals. This
very limited outpouring of indignation has for
too long sent out an insidious message at the
international level that, to a large degree, war

crimes and crimes against humanity are fol-
lowed by impunity. The International Criminal
Court is the mechanism to cure this defect in
the international legal system by providing a
public demonstration of justice. The act of pun-
ishing particular individuals—whether the lead-
ers, or generals, or foot soldiers of Africa—
becomes an instrument through which individ-
ual accountability for massive human rights
violations is increasingly internalised as part of
the fabric of the African continent, and indeed
the international society. At the same time, it is
a method by which African citizens put a stop
to the culture of impunity that has taken hold
at the international level, and which has made a
mockery of justice within Africa for far too
long.
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