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Map 2.1. Socio-political crises 
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2. Socio-political crises 

•	113 socio-political crises were reported around the world in 2025. Most took place in Africa 
(40) and Asia and the Pacific (30), whilst the rest were distributed between America (18), 
Europe (16) and the Middle East (9). 

•	There were two coups d’état in Africa (in Madagascar and Guinea-Bissau), alongside various 
failed attempts or alleged plots in Burkina Faso, Mali and Benin.

•	Several African countries, including Kenya, Nigeria and especially Tanzania, experienced a 
rise in youth protests that provoked crackdowns, resulting in hundreds of deaths.

•	The relationship between Eritrea and Ethiopia reached its tensest period since the diplomatic 
rapprochement of 2018 due to rhetorical and military escalation and the political crisis in 
Tigray.

•	Insecurity and violence soared in Ecuador, which recorded one of the highest homicide rates 
in the Americas and the world.

•	The US bombed dozens of vessels with alleged links to drug trafficking in the Caribbean and 
the Eastern Pacific and carried out a military operation in Caracas to capture the Venezuelan 
president.

•	China and Japan experienced one of the most significant diplomatic crises in recent years as 
a result of Tokyo’s stance on Taiwan.

•	Youth demonstrations in Nepal in which over 70 people died forced a change of government 
and the calling of elections.

•	Tensions eased between Armenia and Azerbaijan and the two countries achieved a peace 
agreement, thought it was still pending signature and the situation remained fragile.

•	Israel persisted with its offensives in Syria throughout 2025 and continued to pursue policies 
to expand its control and occupation of Syrian territory.

This chapter analyses the socio-political crises that occurred in 2025. It is organised into three sections. The socio-
political crises and their characteristics are defined in the first section. In the second section, we analyse the global 
and regional trends of the socio-political crises in 2025. The third section describes the development and key events 
of the year in the various contexts. A map is included at the start of chapter that indicates the countries affected by 
socio-political crises in 2025. 

2.1. Socio-political crises: definition  

A socio-political crisis is defined as that in which the pursuit of certain objectives or the failure to satisfy certain 
demands made by different actors leads to high levels of political, social or military mobilisation and/or the use 
of violence with a level of intensity that does not reach that of an armed conflict and that may include clashes, 
repression, coups d’état and bombings or attacks of other kinds, and whose escalation may degenerate into an armed 
conflict under certain circumstances. Socio-political crises are normally related to: a) demands for self-determination 
and self-government, or identity issues; b) opposition to the political, economic, social or ideological system of a 
state, or the internal or international policies of a government, which in both cases produces a struggle to take or erode 
power; or c) control of resources or territory. 
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Table 2.1. Summary of socio-political crises in 2025

Case1 Type2 Main parties
Intensity3

Trend4

AFRICA

Algeria
Internal Government, military power, political and social opposition, Hirak 

movement, jihadist armed groups
2

Government, System = 

Benin
Internationalised internal

Government, regional armed actors
2

Government ↑

Burkina Faso
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, army sectors, 

ECOWAS
2

Government ↑

Burkina Faso – Côte 
d’Ivoire

Internationalised internal
Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire 

1

Government ↑

Cameroon
Government, Identity

Government, political and social opposition
3

Internal ↑

Chad

Internationalised internal Transitional Military Council, political and social opposition 
(including the coalition Wakit Tama, which includes the party 
Les Transformateurs), Chadian armed groups (including the main 
ones: FACT, CCMSR, UFDD, UFR), community militias, private 
militias, France, MNJTF

3

Government, Resources, Territory, 
Identity

↑

Chad – Sudan5
International Chad, Sudan (Sudan Armen Forces), Rapid Support Forces (RSF), 

UAE
3

Government, Identity ↑

Côte d’Ivoire
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, regional armed actors 
2

Government, Identity, Resources ↑

Djibouti
Internal Government, political and social opposition, armed group FRUD-

Armé
1

Government = 

DRC
Internal

Government led by the Union Sacrée coalition (led by Félix 
Tshisekedi and made up of different political actors, including 
dissidents from former President Joseph Kabila’s Front Commun 
pour le Congo coalition), political opposition (including Front 
Commun pour le Congo and Lamuka) and social opposition

3

= Government

Equatorial Guinea
Internal

Government, political opposition in exile
1

Government = 

Eritrea 
Internationalised internal Government, political-military opposition coalition EDA (EPDF, 

EFDM, EIPJD, ELF, EPC, DMLEK, RSADO, ENSF, EIC, Nahda), 
other groups

1

Government, Self-government, 
Identity

= 

Eritrea – Ethiopia
International

Eritrea, Ethiopia
3

Territory ↑

Ethiopia6
Internal

Government, political and social opposition, various armed groups
3

Government = 

Ethiopia (Tigray)

Government, Self-government, 
Identity

Government of Ethiopia, Government of Eritrea, Tigray Interim 
Regional Administration (IRA), IRA security forces, TPLF political-
military movement, Tigrai Democratic Solidarity Party (Simret) 
political party,  TDF armed group, TPF armed group (splinter from 
the TPLF and the TDF), other militias

3

↑
International

1.	 This column includes the states in which socio-political crises are taking place, specifying in brackets the region within each state to which 
the crisis is confined or the name of the armed group involved in the conflict. This last option is used in cases involving more than one so-
cio-political crisis in the same state or in the same territory within a state, for the purpose of distinguishing them.

2.	 This report classifies and analyses socio-political crises using two criteria: on the one hand, the causes or clashes of interests and, on the 
other hand, the convergence between the scenario of conflict and the actors involved. The following causes can be distinguished: demands 
for self-determination and self-government (Self-government) or identity aspirations (Identity); opposition to the political, economic, social or 
ideological system of a state (System) or the internal or international policies of a government (Government), which in both cases produces 
a struggle to take or erode power; or struggle for the control of resources (Resources) or territory (Territory). Regarding the second type, the 
sociopolitical crises may be of an internal, internationalised internal or international nature. As such, an internal socio-political crisis involves 
actors from the state itself who operate exclusively within its territory. Secondly, internationalised internal socio-political crises are defined 
as those in which at least one of the main actors is foreign and/or the crisis spills over into the territory of neighbouring countries. Thirdly, 
international socio-political crises are defined as those that involve conflict between state or non-state actors of two or more countries.

3.	 The intensity of a socio-political crisis (high, medium or low) and its trend (escalation, decrease, no changes) is mainly evaluated on the basis 
of the level of violence reported and the degree of socio-political mobilisation.

4.	 This column compares the trend of the events of 2025 with 2024, using the ↑ symbol to indicate that the general situation during 2025 is 
more serious than in the previous one, the ↓ symbol to indicate an improvement in the situation and the = symbol to indicate that no signifi-
cant changes have taken place.

5.	 See the summary on Chad in this chapter and the summary on Sudan in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts). 

6.	 Although the Ethiopian crisis is not explored in this chapter, elements of this crisis are included in the Eritrea-Ethiopia summary and in the 
Ethiopia (Tigray) summary in this chapter, and in the Ethiopia (Oromia) summary and Ethiopia (Amhara) summary in Chapter 1 (Armed conflicts). 
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Case Type Main parties
Intensity

Trend

AFRICA

Ethiopia – Egypt – 
Sudan

International
Ethiopia, Egypt, Sudan

2

Resources = 

Ethiopia – Somalia
International

Ethiopia, Somalia, Somaliland
1

Government, Territory, Resources ↓

Ethiopia – Sudan
International

Ethiopia, Sudan, community militias
1

Resources = 

Guinea
Internal Government, Armed Forces, opposition political parties, trade 

unions
2

Government ↑

Guinea-Bissau
Internationalised internal Transitional government, Armed Forces, political opposition, 

international drug trafficking networks
2

Government ↑

Kenya

Internationalised internal Government, ethnic militias, political and social opposition 
(political parties, civil society organisations), armed group SLDF, 
Mungiki sect, MRC party, Somali armed group al-Shabaab and 
groups sympathetic to al-Shabaab in Kenya, ISIS

3

Government, System, Resources, 
Identity, Self-government

↑

Madagascar
Internal Government, political and social opposition, Generation Z 

Madagascar youth movement, Transition government 
3

Government ↑

Mali
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, ECOWAS 2

Government ↑

Morocco
Internal

Government, political and social opposition,
1

Government ↑

Morocco – Western 
Sahara

International7 Morocco, Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic (SADR), armed 
group POLISARIO Front

2

Self-government, Identity, Territory = 

Mozambique 
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
2

Government, System ↓

Niger8
Internal Government, political and social opposition, ECOWAS 3

Government = 

Nigeria

Internal Government, political opposition, civil society organisations, 
Christian and Muslim communities, ranchers and farmers, 
community militias, criminal groups, IMN, local militias and 
private security forces, Lakurawa, Mahmuda

3

Identity, Resources, Government ↑

Nigeria (Biafra)
Internationalised internal Government, separatist organisations MASSOB, IPOB (which has 

an armed wing, the ESN)
3

Identity, Self-government = 

Nigeria (Niger Delta)

Internal Government, armed groups, MEND, MOSOP, NDPVF, NDV, NDA, 
NDGJM, IWF, REWL, PANDEF, Joint Revolutionary Council, 
militias of the Ijaw, Itsereki, Urhobo and Ogoni communities, 
private security groups

1

Identity, Resources = 

Rwanda
Internationalised internal Government, Rwandan armed group FDLR, political opposition, 

dissident factions of the ruling party (RPF), Rwandan diaspora in 
other countries in Africa and the West

1

Identity, Government = 

Rwanda – Burundi9
International

Government of Rwanda, government of Burundi, armed groups
3

Government ↑

Senegal 
(Casamance)

Internal Government, factions of the armed group Movement of Democratic 
Forces of Casamance (MFDC)

1

Self-government ↓

South Africa
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government = 

Sudan – South 
Sudan

International Government of Sudan, government of South Sudan, community 
militias

2

Resources, Territory = 

Tanzania
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
3

Government ↑

7.	 Although Western Sahara is not an internationally recognised state, the socio-political crisis between Morocco and Western Sahara is con-
sidered “international” and not “internal” since it is a territory that has yet to be decolonised and Morocco’s claims to the territory are not 
recognised by international law or by any United Nations resolution.

8.	 Although the tension in Niger is not explored in this chapter, elements of this crisis are included in the summary of the Western Sahel region 
in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts).

9.	 Although it is not addressed in this chapter, the tension between Rwanda and Burundi is included in the summary on the DRC in chapter 
1 (Armed conflicts). In turn, the situation between the DRC and Rwanda, analysed in previous editions of the Alert! report in this chapter 
(Socio-political crises), is no longer considered a socio-political crisis due to the gravity of the situation and is instead considered part of the 
armed conflict in the DRC (east). It is therefore analysed exclusively within the summary on the DRC (east) in chapter 1.
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Case Type Main parties
Intensity

Trend

AFRICA

Togo
Internationalised internal

Government, regional armed actors
1

Government =

Tunisia
Internal

Government, political and social opposition, jihadist armed groups
2

Government, System =

Uganda
Internal

Government, political and social opposition, ADF
2

Government ↑

Zimbabwe
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government =

AMERICA

Bolivia
Internal

Government, political and social opposition 
2

Government ↓

Brazil
Internationalised internal

Government, organised crime groups
3

Government, Resources ↓

Chile
Internal

Government, Mapuche organisations
2

Government, Self-government, Identity ↓

Colombia
Internal

Government, political and social opposition 
1

Government =

Cuba
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government, System =

Ecuador
Internationalised internal Government, organised criminal groups, FARC and ELN dissident 

factions and other groups of Colombian origin
3

Government, Resources ↑

El Salvador
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government, Resources =

Guatemala
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, organised crime 

groups
2

Government, Resources ↑

Honduras
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, organised crime 

groups
2

Government, Resources ↓

Jamaica
Internal

Government, organised crime groups
1

Government, Resources ↓

Mexico
Internationalised internal Government, organised crime groups, armed opposition groups, 

USA
3

Government, Resources, Identity ↓

Nicaragua
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
2

Government =

Paraguay
Government

Government, organised crime groups, armed opposition groups
1

Internal ↓

Peru
Internal Government, armed opposition (Militarised Communist Party 

of Peru), political and social opposition (farmer and indigenous 
organisations), organised criminal groups

2

Government, Resources ↑

USA
Internal

Government, political and social opposition, citizen militias
1

Government ↑

USA – Venezuela
International

USA, Venezuela
3

Government, Territory, Resources ↑

Venezuela
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, organised criminal 

groups
2

Government ↓

Venezuela – Guyana   
Territory, Resources

Venezuela, Guyana
3

International ↑

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

Afghanistan – 
Pakistan 

International
Afghanistan, Pakistan

3

Government ↑

Bangladesh
Internal Gobierno, partidos políticos (Bangladesh National Party, Awami 

League, Jamaat-e-Islami, National Citizen Party), International 
Crimes Tribunal 

2

Government ↓

China (Tibet)
Internationalised internal Chinese government, Dalai Lama and Tibetan government in exile, 

political and social opposition in Tibet
1

Self-government, Identity, System =

China (Xinjiang) Internationalised internal Government, armed opposition (ETIM, ETLO), political and social 
opposition

1

Self-government, System, Identity =
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Case Type Main parties
Intensity

Trend

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

China – Japan 
International

China, Japan, USA
3

Territory, Resources ↑

China – Taiwan 
International

China, Taiwan, USA
3

Territory, Resources, System ↑

China – USA
International

China, USA
1

System, Government, Territory ↓

China – Philippines
International

China, Philippines, USA
3

Territory, Resources =

China – South Korea
International

China, South Korea
1

Territory, Resources =

India (Manipur)
Internal Government, armed groups (PLA, PREPAK, PREPAK (Pro), KCP, 

KYKL, RPF, UNLF, KNF, KNA)
2

Self-government, Identity ↓

India (Nagaland)
Internal Gobierno, grupos armados NSCN-K, NSCN-IM, NSCN (K-K), 

NSCN-R, NNC, ZUF
1

Self-government, Identity =

India – China
International India, China 1

Territory ↓

Indonesia 
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
2

Government ↑

Japan – Russia 
(Kuril Islands)

International
Japan, Russia

1

Territory, Resources ↑

Kazakhstan
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, regional armed groups
1

System, Government =

Kyrgyzstan
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, regional armed groups
1

System, Government, Identity, 
Resources 

↑

Laos
Internal

Government, organisations of Hmong origin
1

System, Identity ↑

Nepal
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
3

Government ↑

North Korea – USA, 
Japan, South Korea10

International
North Korea, USA, Japan, South Korea, China, Russia

2

Government ↓

North Korea – South 
Korea

International
North Korea, South Korea

3

Sistema, Territorio ↑

North Korea
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government, System =

Pakistan Internal
Government, political and social opposition

2

Government =

Papua New Guinea
Internal

Government, community militias, government of Bougainville
2

Identity, Resources, Territory, Self-
government

↓

Philippines
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government ↑

South China Sea
International China, Philippines, Vietnam, Taiwan, Indonesia, Malaysia, Brunei 

Darussalam
2

Territory, Resources =

South Korea
Government

Government, political and social opposition
1

Internal ↓

Thailand Internal
Government, political and social opposition

1

Government  ↑

Tajikistan (Gorno-
Badakhshan)

Internal Government, Pamiri social opposition to the central government in 
the Gorno-Badakhshan Autonomous Region (GBAO), China

1

Identity, Government =

Uzbekistan
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, regional armed groups
1

Government, System =

Uzbekistan 
(Karakalpakstan)

Internal Government, social opposition in the autonomous region of 
Karakalpakstan

1

Self-government, Identity =

10.	  This international socio-political crisis affects other countries that have not been mentioned, which are involved to varying degrees.  
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Case Type Main parties
Intensity
Trend

EUROPE

Armenia – 
Azerbaijan 11

Internacional
Azerbaiyán, Armenia

2

Territory, Government ↓

Belarus
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, EU, Russia
2

Government =

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Internationalised internal State institutions, institutions of sub-state entities (Republika Srpska 
and the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina), high representative of 
the international community, USA, EU, NATO, Serbia, Russia

2

Self-government, Identity, 
Government

↑

Georgia
Internationalised internal

Georgia, political and social opposition, Russia
2

Government ↑

Georgia (Abkhazia)

Internationalised internal

Georgia, self-proclaimed Republic of Abkhazia, Russia

1

Self-government, Identity, 
Government

=

Georgia (South 
Ossetia)

Internationalised internal
Georgia, self-proclaimed Republic of South Ossetia, Russia

1

Self-government, Identity =

Moldova
Internationalised internal Government, political opposition, Russia, EU, Ukraine, NATO 1

Government ↑

Moldova 
(Transdniestria)

Internationalised internal Moldova, self-proclaimed Republic of Transdniestria, Russia, 
Ukraine

2

Self-government, Identity ↑

Russia
Internationalised internal Government, private security companies and paramilitary actors, 

political and social opposition, armed opposition actors (Freedom of 
Russia Legion, Russian Volunteer Corps, Siberia Battalion), ISIS-K

2

Government ↓

Russia (north 
Caucasus)

Internal Russian federal government, governments of the republics of 
Dagestan, Chechnya, Ingushetia, Kabardino-Balkaria, armed 
opposition groups, ISIS, social opposition in the diaspora

1

System, Identity, Government ↓

Russia – USA, 
NATO, EU12

International Rusia, Belarús, OTAN, USA, UE, países de la OTAN y de la UE, 
Moldova, Ucrania, Russia, Belarus, NATO, USA, EU, NATO and 
EU countries, Moldova Ukraine

3

System, Government ↑

Serbia
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
2

Government ↑

Serbia – Kosovo
International13 Serbia, Kosovo, political and social representatives of the Serbian 

community of Kosovo, UN mission (UNMIK), NATO mission 
(KFOR), EU mission (EULEX)

2

Self-government, Identity, 
Government

↓

Türkiye
Internationalised internal

Government, political and social opposition, ISIS
2

Government, System ↑

Türkiye – Greece, 
Cyprus

International
Türkiye, Greece, Republic of Cyprus, self-proclaimed Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus

1

Territory, Resources, Self-
government, Identity

↓

USA – Denmark 
(Greenland) 

International USA, Denmark, Government of the autonomous region of 
Greenland

1

Government, Resources, Territory ↑

MIDDLE EAST

Bahrein
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
1

Government, Identity =

Egypt
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
2

Government =

Irán
Internal

Government, political and social opposition
3

Government ↑

Iran (northwest)
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, armed groups (PJAK, 

PDKI and Komala), Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), Iraq
2

Self-government, Identity ↑

11.	 In previous editions of this report, this socio-political crisis was referred to as ‘Armenia – Azerbaijan (Nagorno-Karabakh)’. The self-proclaimed 
Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh was dismantled following Azerbaijan’s military conquest of the entire enclave in 2023, which forced the ex-
odus of the Armenian population of Nagorno-Karabakh. The shift in focus of the disputed issues between the two countries towards border 
delimitation, the normalisation of relations and regional connectivity explains the change in the designation of this case.

12.	 The name of this socio-political crisis is not exhaustive. It also encompasses Belarus, NATO and/or EU countries, such as Poland, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Norway and countries that are members of neither organisation, 
such as Moldova.

13.	 The socio-political crisis between Kosovo and Serbia is considered “international” because even though its international legal status remains 
unclear, Kosovo has been recognised as a state by over 100 countries. However, the International Court of Justice issued an advisory opinion 
in 2010 establishing that Kosovo’s unilateral declaration of independence did not violate international law.
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Case Type Main parties
Intensity
Trend

MIDDLE EAST

Iran (Sistan and 
Balochistan)

Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, armed groups 
Jundallah (Soldiers of God / People’s Resistance Movement), 
Harakat Ansar Iran and Jaish al-Adl, Pakistan

2

Self-government, Identity ↑

Israel – Syria
International

Israel, Syria, UNDOF
3

System, Resources, Territory =

Lebanon
Internationalised internal Government, Hezbollah (party and militia), political and social 

opposition
1

Government, System =

Palestine
Internal ANP, Fatah, armed group Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigades, Hamas and 

its armed wing, the Ezzedin al-Qassam Brigades, other Palestinian 
groups

1

Government =

Saudi Arabia
Internationalised internal Government, political and social opposition, armed groups, 

including AQAP and branches of ISIS (Hijaz Province, Najd 
Province)

1

Government, Identity =

1: low intensity; 2: medium intensity; 3: high intensity.
↑: escalation of tension; ↓: decrease of tension; =: no changes.
The socio-political crises in bold are described in the chapter.

2.2. Socio-political crises: 
analysis of trends in 2025

This section examines the general trends observed in 
areas experiencing socio-political crises throughout 
2025, at both the global and regional levels. 

2.2.1. Global trends

In 2025, 113 socio-political crises were identified 
worldwide, three fewer than in 2024, slightly reversing 
the upward trend in the number of socio-political crises 
that had been reported since 2018, when there were 
83. However, in 2025, several of the socio-political 
crises analysed in the previous year escalated into armed 
conflicts or were shifted into the analytical framework 
of armed conflicts due to their specific dynamics. As 
in previous years, Africa and Asia and the Pacific had 
the highest number of crises (40 and 30 respectively), 
followed by the Americas (18), Europe (16) and the 
Middle East (nine). Nine new socio-political crises were 
identified compared to the previous year, whilst twelve 
cases ceased to be considered as such.

New socio-political crises were reported in every region of 
the world, except in the Middle East. In Africa, tensions 
mounted between Burkina Faso and Côte d’Ivoire, due 
to the Burkinabe military junta’s repeated accusations 
that the government of Alassane Ouattara was hatching 
destabilising plots and was serving as a base for foreign 
intelligence operations. Cameroon was considered a new 
crisis because the year 2025 was one of severe political 
and social tension, marked by controversial elections, 
widespread allegations of electoral fraud and a wave 
of post-election demonstrations that were violently 
put down amid persistent human rights violations 

14.	  The name GenZ212 refers to people born between 1997 and 2012 and to Morocco’s telephone code.

and a shrinking civic space. The Ethiopian region of Tigray 
became considered a new source of tension because 
this context went through a period of profound political 
fragility and instability during 2025, marked by the 
internal fracture of the TPLF political-military movement, 
persistent tensions with the Ethiopian Federal Government 
and episodes of localized violence that jeopardized the 
implementation of the 2022 Pretoria Agreement between 
the TPLF and the Ethiopian Federal Government and the 
risk of a breakdown of the ceasefire in force between 
the two since then. Madagascar was also classified as 
a new crisis because the wave of government repression 
against massive youth protests exacerbated the political 
situation and ultimately led to a coup d’état that ousted 
President Andry Rajoelina and ushered in a transition 
under military leadership. Youth protests connected to 
the movement known as  GenZ21214 multiplied across 
Morocco in the last quarter of 2025, but they were 
broken up by the security forces, who arrested dozens. In 
the Americas, the United States conducted many deadly 
attacks in the Caribbean and the Eastern Pacific against 
vessels allegedly linked to drug trafficking and in early 
2026, Washington carried out a legally unsupported 
military intervention in Caracas to capture Venezuelan 
President Nicolás Maduro and transfer him to New York 
to stand trial on charges of drug trafficking and terrorism. 
In Asia, Nepal, Thailand and the Philippines experienced 
some of the largest demonstrations and protests in 
recent times. In Europe, Washington’s rhetoric regarding 
its ambitions to control Greenland caused unease on 
the island and in the Danish government and provoked 
reactions from EU countries with NATO membership.

Some socio-political crises ceased to be considered as 
such in every region in the world. Sometimes this was 
due to positive developments, though at other times 
it was due to intensifying violence that led to their 
reclassification as armed conflicts. In Africa, the April 
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During 2025, 113 
socio-political crises 
were identified: 40 
in Africa, 30 in Asia 

and the Pacific, 18 in 
the Americas, 16 in 

Europe and nine in the 
Middle East

2025 elections in Gabon restored the constitutional order 
following the 2023 coup d’état that had ended the 50-
year rule of the Bongo family dynasty. Senegal regained 
institutional stability thanks to a peaceful democratic 
transition following the victory of Bassirou Diomaye 
Faye in the March 2024 elections, which resolved the 
political crisis and alleviated social discontent. The 
tense situation between the DRC and Rwanda ceased to 
be analysed as a socio-political crisis owing 
to Rwanda’s active participation in the 
Congolese armed conflict and was shifted 
to the analytical framework of the armed 
conflict in eastern DRC. In Latin America, 
Trinidad and Tobago and the Turks and 
Caicos Islands reported plunging homicide 
rates, whilst demonstrations and protests 
subsided in Argentina. In Asia, Kyrgyzstan 
and Tajikistan signed a border demarcation 
treaty and the presidents of both countries 
declared that the border disputes had been resolved. In 
the Middle East, the significant escalation of violence 
in the confrontation between Israel and Iran on the one 
hand and between the Houthis in Yemen and Israel, the 
US and the UK on the other transformed both socio-
political crises into full-blown armed conflicts in 2025. 
Furthermore, the tension linked to the Iranian nuclear 
programme ceased to be analysed as a separate case 
in 2025, given the turn of events and the role of the 
nuclear issue in the armed conflict between Iran, Israel 
and the US.

Forty-one per cent of the socio-political crises were of 
low intensity, 34% were of medium intensity and 25% 
were of high intensity. Compared to the previous year, 
the number of high-intensity cases fell from 32 in 
2024 to 28 in 2025. However, several crises escalated 
into armed conflicts in 2025, such as India-Pakistan, 
Israel – Iran and Yemen (Houthis) – Israel, US, UK, 
or they were shifted into the analytical 
framework of other armed conflicts due 
to their dynamics (like the strain between 
Rwanda and the DRC in the context of the 
armed conflict in eastern DRC and the 
Iranian nuclear programme as part of the 
armed conflict between Iran, Israel and the 
US). Africa was once again the region with the highest 
number of high-intensity crises (13, one third of the 
total). Almost half of the world’s highest-intensity crises 
(12 out of 28) were international, and mainly interstate 
(see Table 2.4). As in previous years, Asia and the 
Pacific was the region with the highest number of high-
intensity international crises (five).

Regarding trends, twenty per cent of the socio-political 
crises (23) enjoyed easing tensions compared to the 
previous year, 38% (42) saw no significant changes 
and 42% (47) worsened since 2024. The number of 
cases that escalated was exactly double the number of 
cases that improved, as has been the case in recent 
years (see Table 2.2). Particularly noteworthy are the 
regions of Africa, where 19 crises, 47,5% of the total, 

deteriorated in 2025, and Europe, where 50% of the 
crises worsened. In Asia and the Pacific, conflict clearly 
intensified in the East Asia subregion, particularly in the 
geographical continuum between the Yellow Sea, the 
East China Sea, the Taiwan Strait and the South China 
Sea. Some countries witnessed some of the largest 
demonstrations and protests in recent years, such as 
Nepal, Thailand, the Philippines and Indonesia. In 

the Middle East, the three crises in Iran 
worsened: the overall situation of internal 
repression and the tensions particularly 
affecting the northwestern region, where 
the Kurdish population is concentrated, as 
well as in the Sistan and Balochistan areas. 
In the opposite direction, nearly half of the 
crises in the Americas improved compared 
to 2024, as had happened the previous 
year. Especially notable is the significant 
decrease in the number of homicides 

reported in some countries historically affected by high 
rates of violence and crime, such as Brazil, Mexico, 
Honduras, El Salvador, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago, 
the Turks and Caicos Islands (a UK overseas territory) 
and Venezuela. In other regions, however, the number 
of socio-political crises where tensions eased was much 
lower, such as in Africa (where only three of the 40 
crises improved) and in the Middle East, where not a 
single crisis de-escalated.

From a conflict prevention perspective, another issue 
that merits particular attention is the fact that 18 of the 
28 high-intensity socio-political crises escalated during 
2025 compared to the previous year (see Table 2.3). As 
noted above, in addition to these 18 cases, some crises 
studied in 2024 were reclassified as armed conflicts in 
2025. Furthermore, 11 of the crises that escalated in 
2025 were international, with significant potential for 
military escalation and regional destabilisation.

The socio-political crises continued 
to be driven predominantly by multi-
causal factors. The questioning of the 
political, economic, social or ideological 
system of the state and/or the domestic 
or international policies of the respective 

governments was a factor in 88 of the 113 crises (78%). 
Those mainly motivated, at least in part, by identity 
and/or self-government issues, rose to 34 crises (30%), 
whilst control of territory and/or control of resources was 
a significant causal factor in 34 crises (30%).

In a more detailed analysis of factors, ordered from most 
to least prevalent, opposition to government domestic or 
international policies was once again the most common, 
found in 72% of the 113 socio-political crises, in line 
with previous years. The incidence of this causal factor 
varied significantly across regions, as it was found in 
almost all crises in the Americas and Europe (94% and 
81% respectively), but only in half (47%) of the crises in 
Asia and the Pacific. The second most prevalent factor 
was identity-based demands (27%), which registered a 

Almost 50% of 
the high-intensity 

crises in 2025 were 
international
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Graph 2.1. Number of socio-political crises 2007-2025

Graph 2.3. Intensity of the socio-political crises by 

region in 2025
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Box 2.1. High-intensity socio-political crises in 2025 

AFRICA (14) AMERICA (5) ASIA AND THE PACIFIC (6) EUROPE (1) MIDDLE EAST (2)

Camerun

Chad

Chad – Sudan

Nigeria (Biafra)

Eritrea – Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Ethiopia (Tigray)

Kenya

Madagascar

Niger

Nigeria

DRC

Rwanda – Burundi

Brazil

Ecuador

Mexico

USA – Venezuela

Venezuela – Guyana

Afghanistan – Pakistan

China – Japan

China – Taiwan

China – Philippines

Nepal

North Korea – South Korea

Russia – USA, NATO, EU Iran

Israel – Syria

120

100

80

60

40

20

0

76 83
95

83 8780
95

70

9491
99 9890

83
88

108
116114

2007   2008   2009   2010   2011   2012   2013   2014   2015   2016   2017   2018   2019   2020   2021   2022   2023   2024   2025
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lower percentage than in 2024 (30%) and 2023 (33%). 
This factor was particularly significant in the Middle 
East and Europe (44% in each region). In the Americas, 
however, it was found in only one case. Competition 
for control of resources was practically as common 
as identity issues, making it a factor explaining 26% 
of the crises (30% in 2024). Here again, significant 
variation across regions was observed, as this factor was 
present in 50% of the crises in the Americas, where 
many organised crime groups engage in drug trafficking 
and other illicit economic operations, and in only one 
case in the Middle East. Next, reported in quite similar 
proportions, were issues related to opposition to the 
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Box 2.2. Socio-political crises that worsened in 2025 

Box 2.3. High-intensity crises in which tensions worsened in 2025 
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political, social or ideological system of the state as a 
whole (20%), demands for self-determination and self-
government (19%) and control of territory (18%).

Most of the socio-political crises worldwide were internal 
in nature (42%), ranging from 56% of the crises in Asia 
and the Pacific to 13% in Europe. Furthermore, one third 
of all crises were internationalised internal, including 
those in which one of the main actors is foreign, and/or 
where the crisis extends to the territory of neighbouring 
countries. Finally, international crises accounted for 25% 
of the total. Some of these were among the most serious:  
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Box 2.4. High-intensity international socio-political crises in 2025 
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Eastern Africa15 

West Africa

East Asia16 

South America17 

South Asia

Mashreq

South-east Asia18 

Central America and the 
Caribbean

Central Asia

Southern Europe

Central Africa 

South Caucasus

Maghreb-North Africa

Southern Africa

Eastern Europe

Gulf

Russia

Northern Europe19 

North America

The Pacific 

Chad-Sudan; Eritrea-Ethiopia; Rwanda-Burundi; US-
Venezuela; Venezuela-Guyana; Afghanistan-Pakistan; 
China-Japan; China–Taiwan; China-Philippines; North 
Korea-South Korea;   Russia-US, NATO, EU; and Israel-Syria.
In a more detailed geographical analysis, the subregions 
with the highest number of socio-political crises were, 
in order: East Africa (16 crises); West Africa (12); East 
Asia (11); South America (10); South Asia and Mashreq 
(7); Southeast Asia, Central Asia and Central America 
and the Caribbean (six each); Southern Europe and

15.	 The Rwanda – Burundi socio-political crisis is included in the East Africa region despite the fact that Burundi is part of the Central Africa 
region. The Ethiopia – Egypt – Sudan crisis is included in East Africa because two of the three countries involved in this dispute (Ethiopia and 
Sudan) belong to that region.

16.	 Although it is broader in geographical scope, the China – US crisis has been included in East Asia because much of the confrontation between 
the two countries has taken place in that region.

17.	 The US – Venezuela crisis has been included in South America because, despite including US attacks on boats in the Caribbean and the 
Eastern Pacific, the main factor in the dispute was the US military intervention in Venezuela.

18.	 The international South China Sea crisis is included in the Southeast Asia region because most of the countries involved in the dispute belong 
to that region, although China (which is part of East Asia) claims much of the South China Sea and is the most active actor involved. The 
China – Philippines crisis is located in Southeast Asia because most of the episodes of maritime confrontation have taken place in the West 
Philippine Sea and in the Philippines’ Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ).

19.	 The socio-political crisis pitting Russia against the US, NATO and the EU took place mainly in the three subregions of Western Europe, Eastern 
Europe and Northern Europe in 2025, and involved actors from other subregions, such as the US and Russia.

Central Africa (five each); the Southern Caucasus and 
the Maghreb-North Africa (four each); Southern Africa, 
Eastern Europe and Russia (three each); the Gulf and 
North America (two each); and the Pacific and Northern 
Europe (one each). The countries that suffered the most 
crises on their territory or whose governments were main 
actors in the highest number of foreign disputes were, 
in order: Russia (12 crises); China and the US (11); 
Ethiopia (six); Sudan and South Korea (four); Iran, India, 
Japan, Pakistan, Nigeria, North Korea, Venezuela, the 
United Kingdom, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine (three); 
and Uzbekistan, Rwanda, Türkiye, Chad, Burkina Faso, 

Graph 2.8. Subregions with the highest number of 
socio-political crises in 2025 

Graph 2.9. Countries involved as main actors in the 
greatest number of socio-political crises in 2025
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The East Africa 
subregion was the 

part of the world with 
the highest number of 
socio-political crises 

(16)

Graph 2.10. Intensity of the socio-political crises in 
Africa in 2025

Graph 2.11. Evolution of the socio-political crises in 
Africa in 2025
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Graph 2.12. Factors causing the socio-political crises 
of Africa in 2025 

Graph 2.13. Internal, international and internationalised 
internal socio-political crises in Africa in 2025
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Côte d’Ivoire, Eritrea, Egypt, Serbia, the Philippines and 
Indonesia (two).20 

2.2.2.  Regional trends

As in recent years, Africa was the region with the highest 
number of socio-political crises in 2025 (40, or 35% of 
the total). Three crises ceased to be considered as such 
during the year (Gabon, Senegal and DRC-
Rwanda), whilst five new crises appeared 
(Burkina Faso-Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, 
Madagascar and Morocco). Three of 
these new crises (Cameroon, Ethiopia 
(Tigray) and Madagascar) were of high-
intensity. In addition to being the region 
with the highest number of crises, it was 
also the region with the highest number 
of high-intensity crises (14, more than one third of the 
total): Cameroon, Chad, Chad-Sudan, Eritrea-Ethiopia, 
Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Niger, Nigeria, Nigeria 
(Biafra), the DRC and Rwanda-Burundi. Regarding 
trends, 19 crises (nearly 50%) deteriorated compared to 
2024, a significantly larger proportion than in previous 
years: Benin, Burkina Faso, Burkina Faso–Côte d’Ivoire, 
Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, Chad, Chad-Sudan, Eritrea-
Ethiopia, Ethiopia (Tigray), Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 

20.	 The actors who appear in the table as main actors in the tension are included in the count. A government’s participation as a main actor in a 
dispute in a third country does not usually imply the same degree of involvement or responsibility in that dispute as that of the government 
of the territory where it is taking place.

Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, Morocco, Nigeria, Rwanda-
Burundi, Tanzania and Uganda. As in previous years, 
several countries were shaken by multiple crises, such 
as Ethiopia (six crises), Sudan (four), Nigeria (three) and 
Rwanda, Chad and Burkina Faso (two each).

Opposition to the system or the government was the 
most prevalent cause of the socio-political crises in 
the region (80%), followed by demands linked to self-

government and identity (30%) and control 
of resources or territory (25%). In terms of 
the incidence of each causal factor, 77% 
of crises were motivated by opposition to 
the government, 30% by identity-related 
tensions, 23% by control of resources, 15% 
by demands for self-government, 13% by 
disputes over control of territory and 10% 
by opposition to the system. Finally, 45% 

of all crises were internal. Internationalised internal 
crises accounted for 32,5% of the total and 22,5% were 
international.

In the Americas, 18 socio-political crises were reported 
(16% of the total), two fewer than in 2023. One new crisis 
was identified, US-Venezuela, due to the US military 
intervention in Caracas to capture President Maduro and 
the previous attacks on boats that Washington accused 
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Graph 2.14.  Intensity of the socio-political crises in 
America in 2025

Graph 2.15. Evolution of the socio-political crises in 
America in 2025 
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Graph 2.16. Factors causing the socio-political crises of 
America in 2025

Graph 2.17. Internal, international and 
internationalised internal socio-political crises in 2025
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of drug trafficking in the Caribbean and the Eastern 
Pacific. Three other crises ceased to be considered 
as such, mainly due to decreasing protest levels 
(Argentina) or to plunging homicide rates (the Turks and 
Caicos Islands and Trinidad and Tobago). Half of the 
18 crises were located in South America (10), followed 
by Central America and the Caribbean (six) 
and North America (two). Thirty-three per 
cent of the crises were of low intensity (a 
significant reduction compared to 2024, 
when the proportion was 45%), 39% were 
of medium intensity and 28% were of high 
intensity. The five high-intensity crises were 
in Mexico and Brazil, two of the countries 
with the highest number of murders in the 
world; Ecuador, one of the countries where 
both the territorial control of organised 
crime groups and the homicide rate 
have grown most in the region and even 
globally; the conflict between Venezuela and Guyana, 
which produced political and military tensions in the 
region; and the aforementioned US-Venezuela crisis. 
In comparative terms, the Americas was the region in 
the world with the second-highest proportion of high-
intensity cases (28%), behind only Africa. One third 
of the crises (Ecuador, US, US-Venezuela, Guatemala, 
Peru and Venezuela-Guyana) deteriorated compared 
to the previous year. This proportion is smaller than in 
2024 (35%) and 2023 (75%). Around 22% of the crises 
experienced no significant changes compared to the 
previous year and 45% enjoyed a certain improvement, 

particularly with regard to levels of protest and social 
unrest (Bolivia, Chile, Paraguay and Venezuela) and 
the number of homicides (Brazil, Mexico, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Jamaica and Venezuela). Nevertheless, some 
Caribbean countries and territories, such as the Turks 
and Caicos Islands, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and 

the Grenadines and Trinidad and Tobago, 
continued to have some of the highest 
homicide rates in the region and the world.

Virtually all the crises (17 out of 18) were 
motivated by opposition to the system or 
to government domestic or international 
policies and 50% by disputes over control 
of resources or territory. Only one crisis 
(accounting for 6%) was caused by issues 
related to self-government and identity. 
The most prevalent individual factors 

driving the crises in the Americas were opposition to 
the government (94% of the crises), followed by control 
of resources (50%), opposition to the system (22%, 
due to demands for regime change in the cases of 
Cuba, Nicaragua and Venezuela) and, finally, demands 
linked to self-government and identity (6%, due to the 
demands of the Mapuche people in Chile) and control of 
territory (6%, owing the dispute between Venezuela and 
Guyana over the Essequibo region). Furthermore, 56% 
of the crises in the region were internal, a much larger 
proportion than the global average (43%). Six crises 
(one third of the total) were internationalised internal, 
particularly due to the transnational nature of some 
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Graph 2.18. Intensity of the socio-political crises in 
Asia and the Pacific in 2025

Graph 2.19. Evolution of the socio-political crises in 
Asia and the Pacific in 2025

Graph 2.20. Factors causing the socio-political crises of 
Asia and the Pacific in 2025

Graph 2.21. Internal, international and 
internationalised internal socio-political crises in Asia 
and the Pacific in 2025
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Thirty-seven per cent 
of the socio-political 
crises in Asia and 
the Pacific were 
international, the 
highest proportion 

worldwide

organised crime groups operating in Central America 
and the Caribbean, as well as in Brazil, Mexico and 
Ecuador. The regional dimension taken on by the crisis 
in Venezuela also made it internationalised internal. 
Only the crises of Venezuela – Guyana and US 

Thirty socio-political crises (27% of the 
total) were recorded in Asia and the Pacific, 
one fewer than in 2024 and three fewer than 
in 2023. Compared to last year, three new 
crises were recorded (Nepal, the Philippines 
and Thailand) due to the increase in protests 
in both cases. Three other crises ceased to be 
considered as such (Kyrgyzstan-Tajikistan, 
due to the achievement of an agreement to 
resolve border disputes; Sri Lanka, due to 
improvements in social and political unrest; and India-
Pakistan, which was reclassified as an armed conflict). 
By subregion, 11 of the crises were in East Asia: China 
(Xinjiang); China (Tibet); China-Japan; China-Taiwan; 
China-US; China-South Korea; South Korea; North Korea; 
North Korea-South Korea; North Korea-US, Japan, South 
Korea; and Japan-Russia (Kuril Islands). Seven took 
place in South Asia: Afghanistan-Pakistan, Bangladesh, 
India (Manipur), India (Nagaland), India-China, Pakistan 
and Nepal. Six were in Central Asia: Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Tajikistan (Gorno-Badakhshan), 
Uzbekistan and Uzbekistan (Karakalpakstan). Six took 
place in Southeast Asia: the Philippines, Indonesia, the 
South China Sea, Laos, China-Philippines and Thailand. 
Finally, the only crisis in the Pacific was in Papua New 

Guinea. As in previous years, several countries were the 
scene of multiple crises (or whose governments were 
actors in crises in other countries), such as China (11 
cases), Tajikistan (five), Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, South 
Korea (four) and India, Pakistan, Japan and North Korea 
(three). The US was a major actor involved in five crises, 

particularly in East Asia.

Fifty-seven per cent of the crises in Asia and 
the Pacific were of low intensity, 23% were 
of medium intensity and 20% were of high 
intensity, a significant decrease compared 
to the proportion of high-intensity crises 
in 2024 (25%). The six high-intensity 
cases were Afghanistan-Pakistan, China-
Japan, China-Taiwan, China-Philippines, 

North Korea-South Korea and Nepal. With the exception 
of Nepal, all high-intensity crises in the region were 
international. Along these same lines, nearly a quarter of 
the crises (7 out of 30) improved over 2024. By contrast, 
37% of the crises worsened compared to the previous 
year, whilst the remaining 40% saw no significant 
changes. The 11 crises that escalated compared to 2024 
were Afghanistan-Pakistan, China-Japan, China-Taiwan, 
North Korea-South Korea, the Philippines, Indonesia, 
Japan-Russia (Kuril Islands), Kyrgyzstan, Laos, Nepal 
and Thailand. In addition to the interstate crises in East 
Asia (in which China played a significant role) and the rise 
in political and military tensions between Afghanistan 
and Pakistan, social protests grew and intensified 
in Nepal, Thailand, the Philippines and Indonesia.
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Graph 2.22. Intensity of the socio-political crises in 
Europe in 2025

Graph 2.23.  Evolution of the socio-political crises in 
Europe in 2025
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Graph 2.24. Factors causing the socio-political crises 
of Europe in 2025

Graph 2.25. Internal, international and internationalised 
internal socio-political crises in Europe in 2025
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Opposition to the system or the government was a 
primary underlying cause of 63% of crises in Asia and 
the Pacific, disputes related to self-government and 
identity were behind 30% and control of 
resources and territory motivated 37%. 
The most frequent causal factors were 
opposition to the government (47%), 
followed by opposition to the system and 
control of territory (one third of crises in 
each case), control of resources (27%), 
identity-related issues (23%) and demands 
for self-government (20%). The main particular 
characteristics of the region in comparative terms were 
the low prevalence of opposition to the government as 
cause (47% in Asia and the Pacific compared to 71% 
worldwide) and the greater prominence of disputes 
related to opposition to the system or control of territory 
(one third of the crises in each case). Most crises 
motivated by territorial control were interstate disputes, 
such as those between China and several states (the 
Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, the US and various 
Southeast Asian states with coastlines on the South 
China Sea), India and China, Afghanistan and Pakistan, 
North Korea and South Korea and Japan and Russia 
(over the Kuril Islands). Socio-political crises linked 
to the system (33% of the total in the region, clearly 
a greater proportion than in most regions) occurred in 
authoritarian, one-party states or countries with low 

21.	  International IDEA, Global State of Democracy Indices [viewed on 31 January 2026].  

rankings on democracy indices,21 such as China, Laos, 
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Finally, nearly half of the 
crises were internal in nature (47%), slightly less than 

one fifth (16%) were internationalised 
internal and 37% were international. 
Although Asia and the Pacific was the 
region with the largest proportion of 
international crises, they were significantly 
less prevalent in 2025 (37%) than in 
the previous year (42%). Most of these 
international crises are located in the area 

between the Sea of Okhotsk and the northern Pacific 
Ocean and the South China Sea.

Sixteen socio-political crises were recorded in Europe, 
14% of the total. Compared to the previous year, the 
new case of US-Denmark (Greenland) was added. By 
subregion, Southern Europe had five crises, followed by 
the Southern Caucasus (four), Eastern Europe (three) 
and Northern Europe and Russia (two each). Six crises 
were of low intensity, nine were of medium intensity and 
only one (Russia – US, NATO, EU) was of high intensity. 
Once again, Europe was the part of the world where 
the largest proportion of crises escalated (50%). This 
proportion was 85% in 2023 and 73% in 2024. The crises 
that worsened in 2025 were Bosnia and Herzegovina; 
Georgia; Moldova; Moldova (Transdniestria); Russia – 
US, NATO, EU; Serbia; and Türkiye. Furthermore, 19% 
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Graph 2.26. Intensity of the socio-political crises in 
the Middle East in 2025

Graph 2.27. Evolution of the socio-political crises in 
the Middle East in 2025 
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Graph 2.28. Factors causing the socio-political crises of 
the Middle East in 2025 
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sed internal socio-political crises in the Middle East in 
2025
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of the crises in Europe registered no significant changes 
compared to the previous year, whilst 38% de-escalated 
compared to 2024. Russia played a significant role in 
12 crises, making it the main state actor involved in the 
highest number of socio-political crises worldwide.

Disputes about the government or the system were 
causal factors behind 81% of the crises, self-
government and identity motivated 44% and control 
of resources or territory drove 19%. In a more detailed 
factor-by-factor analysis, disputes around government 
policies were a relevant cause of 81% of the crises, 
followed by demands related to identity (44%) and 
self-government (38%), opposition to the system and 
control of territory (19% in each case) and, finally, 
control of resources (13%). Compared to other regions, 
Europe had the highest proportion of disputes linked 
to self-government (38%, more than double the global 
average). Europe and the Middle East were the two parts 
of the world where identity-related factors were most 
significant accounting for 44% of the crises there. In 
Europe, these factors mainly affected the Caucasus, the 
Balkans and Türkiye. Finally, 56% of the crises were 
internationalised internal, 21% were international and 
13% were internal. Once again, Europe was the region 
with the smallest proportion of internal crises.

Nine socio-political crises were identified in the Middle 
East (8% of the total), three fewer than the previous 
year. Despite this decrease, two of the three crises 

that were reclassified escalated into armed conflicts 
(Israel – Iran on the one hand and Yemen (Houthis) – 
Israel, US, UK on the other), whilst the third, centred 
on the Iranian nuclear programme, was shifted into the 
analytical framework of the armed conflict between Iran, 
Israel and the US. Seven of the nine crises were located 
in the Mashreq and the remaining two were in the Gulf. 
Forty-four per cent of the crises were of low intensity, 
33% were of medium intensity and 22% were of high 
intensity, a lower proportion than in 2024 (42%). Sixty-
seven per cent of the crises saw no significant changes 
compared to the previous year and 33% escalated, with 
no crisis in the region improving since 2024.

As in the rest of the world, the most prevalent combination 
of causes of the socio-political crises in the region was 
opposition to the system or the government, found in 
78%. Next, demands related to self-government or 
identity and disputes linked to control of resources or 
territory were significant factors motivating 30% of the 
crises. Broken down by individual factors, opposition 
to the government was behind 67% crises, followed by 
identity-related crises (44%, the greatest proportion 
worldwide), opposition to the system (22%), demands 
for self-government (22%), control of resources (11%) 
and control of territory (11%). Finally, four of the nine 
crises in the region were internal. Another four crises 
were internationalised internal and one was international 
(the crisis between Israel and Syria).
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2.3. Socio-political crises: annual 
evolution

2.3.1. Africa

Central Africa

Cameroon experienced severe political and social strain 
in 2025, marked by controversial elections, widespread 
allegations of electoral fraud and a wave of post-
electoral demonstrations that were violently repressed, 
against a backdrop of persistent human rights violations 
and a shrinking civic space. Held on 12 October, the 
presidential election was preceded by a climate of 
increasing restrictions on public space. For 43 years, 
the country has been governed by 92-year-old Paul 
Biya. In fragile health and having stayed repeatedly in 

22.	 Al-Jazeera, “Cameroon’s Paul Biya, 92, says he will seek eighth presidential term”, Al-Jazeera, 14 July 2025.

23.	 The main opposition candidates were Akere Muna (an ally of Maurice Kamto), Bello Bouba Maïgari, Issa Tchiroma Bakary, Cabral Libii, and 
Joshua Osih. See Lawal, Shora,“Cameroon presidential election: As Paul Biya set to win, what’s at stake?”, Al-Jazeera, 11 October 2025.

24.	 ACLED, Africa Overview: November 2025, 7 November 2025;  Corey-Boulet, Robbie, Cameroon security forces killed 48 in election protests, 
UN sources say, Reuters, 4 November 2025.

Switzerland, Biya decided to run for an eighth term of 
office. His decision reignited debate about his ability 
to continue governing and once again highlighted the 
democratic shortcomings and serious human rights 
violations that characterise his regime.22

The election was marked by irregularities, restrictions 
on the right to assembly and the partisan use of state 
resources by the ruling party, the Rassemblement 
Démocratique du Peuple Camerounais (RDPC), 
according to allegations made by the opposition 
and various civil society organisations. The electoral 
commission (ELECAM) excluded Biya’s main rival, 
Maurice Kamto, weakening and fragmenting the 
opposition among several rival candidates.23  

On election day, incidents were recorded in several 
regions. In the Anglophone regions of Northwest and 
Southwest, affected by the armed conflict, turnout 
was particularly low owing to threats from armed 
groups and the military deployment. The opposition 
alleged massive fraud and rejected the official results 
announced in late October, which handed victory to Biya 
with 53.7% of the vote against his former minister Issa 
Tchiroma Bakary (ITB), who obtained 35.2%. In the 
following days, protests broke out in the main cities, 
especially in Douala, Yaoundé, Bafoussam and Garoua. 
The protests, which started out as peaceful, demanded 
an independent audit of the electoral process and the 
reform of ELECAM. After proclaiming himself the winner 
with 55% of the vote, ITB left the country and took 
refuge in Nigeria, and subsequently in The Gambia, 
where he called for civil disobedience against Biya.

The state response was forceful. Security forces 
dispersed gatherings using tear gas, water cannons 
and live ammunition. Human rights organisations 
documented mass detentions of protesters, youth 
leaders and journalists covering the protests. In several 
parts of the country, Internet restrictions were imposed 
and public gatherings were prohibited. The most serious 
clashes occurred during the second week after the 
results were announced. In various neighbourhoods of 
Douala, on the outskirts of Yaoundé and in the cities 
of Garoua and Maroua, there were roadblocks, arson 
attacks on ruling party headquarters and clashes 
between protesters and security forces that left hundreds 
wounded and at least 48 dead, according to UN and 
ACLED sources.24 Furthermore, widespread detentions 
(more than 1,900, according to the International 
Crisis Group) and mistreatment during police custody 
were reported. The detention and subsequent death 
in custody of the president of the opposition party 
MANIDEM, Anicet Ekane—a supporter of Tchiroma—
triggered widespread condemnation and a request for 

Cameroon

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government, Identity
Internal

Main parties: Government, political and social 
opposition

Summary:
Cameroon’s political and social instability is the result of 
historical and structural factors that have shaped a highly 
centralised and non-inclusive state. At the core of these 
dynamics is the prolonged authoritarian regime of Paul Biya, 
in power since 1982. His government has consolidated a 
political system based on extreme centralisation, client 
networks and strict control of the state apparatus, weakening 
the separation of powers, transparency and democratic 
alternation. This model has greatly weakened national 
institutions, fuelling public discontent and growing distrust 
towards the authorities. Added to this structural base is the 
poor management of sociocultural diversity. Cameroon is a 
country with extraordinary linguistic, ethnic and religious 
variety, but post-colonial policies promoted homogenisation 
and centralised authority, creating recurrent tensions over 
land. The state’s inability to structure a politically inclusive 
system has fostered perceptions of marginalisation and 
facilitated the emergence of protest movements in various 
regions. In this context, the Anglophone conflict is an 
example of how the lack of dialogue and a militaristic 
response have aggravated identity-based grievances. Its 
persistence reflects the absence of political solutions and 
the failure to address historical demands for autonomy. 
Meanwhile, the crisis in the Extreme North region is part of 
the dynamics of insecurity in the Lake Chad Basin, where 
structural poverty, state weakness and the activity of Boko 
Haram overlap. Finally, systemic corruption, territorial 
inequality, extractive resource management, demographic 
pressure and the impact of regional instability all work 
together to create an environment in which the state 
primarily operates via coercion, thereby deepening a chronic 
instability that affects the country as a whole.

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/7/14/cameroons-paul-biya-92-says-he-will-seek-eighth-presidential-term
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/10/11/cameroon-presidential-election-as-paul-biya-set-to-win-whats-at-stake
https://acleddata.com/update/africa-overview-november-2025
https://www.reuters.com/world/africa/cameroon-security-forces-killed-48-election-protests-un-sources-say-2025-11-04/
https://www.reuters.com/world/africa/cameroon-security-forces-killed-48-election-protests-un-sources-say-2025-11-04/
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since 1966 have been confronted by insurgents seeking to 
gain power. Libya and France have historically been present 
in Chadian internal affairs, supporting insurgents and 
governments, respectively. Idriss Déby came to power after 
a coup d’état in 1990. An amendment to the Constitution 
in 2005 allowed him to become one of the longest-serving 
leaders in Africa, but it also planted the seed of an insurgency 
composed of disaffected people against the regime. After 
his death in 2021, a military junta carried out a coup 
d‘état and installed his son, Mahamat Idriss Déby, as the 
new president. During 2022, Déby reached an agreement 
with part of the insurgency in Doha and held the National, 
Inclusive and Sovereign Dialogue (DNIS) that allowed him to 
extend his mandate beyond the initially promised 18-month 
transition. Meanwhile, other internal sources of instability 
include periodic outbreaks of inter-community violence 
due to cattle theft and land ownership and use, persistent 
insurgent attacks in the north and illegal mining. Regional 
tensions include antagonism between Arab tribes and black 
populations in the border area between Sudan and Chad, 
linked to local grievances, competition for resources and 
an extension of the war in neighbouring Sudan, as well as 
participation in the offensive against Boko Haram in the 
Lake Chad region.

an independent investigation by Canada and the EU. 
Meanwhile, some of Tchiroma’s supporters threatened 
armed resistance against a backdrop of increasing ethnic 
rhetoric. The businessman Ben Modo, aligned with ITB, 
announced the creation of a self-defence group whose 
stated objective was to ‘overthrow’ Biya. His followers 
also accused the government of ethnic discrimination, 
alleging that the authorities had selectively armed 
officials from Biya’s ethnic group to crack down on the 
protests and claiming that most of the victims were 
northerners, western Bamileke or Anglophones.

Overall, 2025 consolidated a trend of political closure 
in Cameroon, where the elections acted as a catalyst 
for accumulated tensions. Allegations of fraud, the 
crackdown on protests and persistent human rights 
violations underscored the fragility of the situation, 
exacerbated by the continuation of structural crises 
and conflicts, such as the violence in the Anglophone 
provinces and the instability in the Lake Chad Basin 
region.25 Meanwhile, in the Adamawa, Centre, Extreme 
North and West regions, intercommunal clashes linked 
to agriculture and herding persisted. Finally, criminal 
violence and kidnappings remained rampant in the 
‘triangle of death’ (the provinces of Mayo-Kebbi Ouest 
and Logone Oriental in Chad, Cameroon’s Extreme North 
region and the Lim-Pendé prefecture in the Central 
African Republic), contributing to an environment of 
widespread insecurity.

25.	 See the summary of Cameroon (Ambazonia-Northwest/Southwest) and the summary of  the Lake Chad Region (Boko Haram) in chapter 1 
(Armed conflicts).

26.	 See the summary of  the Lake Chad Region (Boko Haram) in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts).

27.	 Al-Jazeera, “Chad’s ruling party wins majority in controversial parliamentary election”, Al-Jazeera, 12 January 2025.

The year 2025 was marked by clear consolidation of 
authoritarianism in Chad, significant deterioration in 
the political arena and a steady rise in internal and 
regional tensions, various intercommunal clashes and 
the persistence of the armed conflict in Lake Chad 
Basin,26 which together caused hundreds of deaths. 
Following a heavily contested election in 2024 that 
kept Mahamat Idriss Déby in power, in 2025 the regime 
continued to shrink the civic space, strengthening 
political repression and militarised control of the 
state. During 2025, Déby’s government intensified 
the reduction of public space by arresting journalists 
accused of collaborating with foreign powers (Russia), 
banning peaceful protests and increasing control of 
the digital sphere. The creation of new cybersecurity 
structures under the direct control of the executive 
branch reinforced this trend. At the institutional level, 
constitutional reforms were passed that extended the 
presidential term of office and removed term limits, 
confirming the drift towards an increasingly centralised 
and personalist political model. The National Assembly 
functioned more as an extension of the executive branch 
than as an effective counterweight, as it was almost 
entirely dominated by the ruling party (MPS) following 
the parliamentary elections of 29 December 2024, 
which awarded it 124 out of 188 seats. The opposition 
boycotted the elections.27 MPS’ control of the Senate 
was even more complete, as it held 43 out of 46 seats 
after the elections in late February.

One of the most significant events occurred in May, when 
former prime minister and opposition leader Succès 
Masra was arrested and imprisoned for his alleged 

Chad 

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government, Resources, Territory, 
Identity
Internationalised Internal

Main parties: Transitional Military Council, political 
and social opposition (such as the 
Wakit Tama coalition, which includes 
the party Les Transformateurs), 
Chadian armed groups (mainly FACT, 
CCMSR, UFDD, UFR), community 
militias, private militias, France, 
MNJTF

Summary:
Often classified as one of the world’s most vulnerable 
countries to climate change, Chad has faced a complex 
atmosphere of instability and violence for much of the 
period following independence in 1960. The country’s 
ethnic diversity has cynically been exploited by a tradition 
of factionalism. French colonialism also exacerbated the 
animosity between the predominantly Muslim north and 
the more Christian and animist south, a politically exploited
division at the heart of the conflict. Successive governments

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/1/12/chad-ruling-party-wins-majority-in-controversial-parliamentary-election
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involvement in an outbreak of violence between farmers 
and herders in Mandakao that caused 35 deaths. The 
judiciary rejected his provisional release in June and he 
was sentenced to 20 years in prison in August, in a 
trial perceived as politically motivated.28 His downfall 
symbolised the government’s determination to neutralise 
any opposition leader with the ability to mobilise people. 
His arrest sparked protests and calls for solidarity within 
the Zaghawa group, whilst increasing in polarisation.

Tensions with Sudan mounted considerably at the same 
time, making it one of the main sources of instability 
for N’Djamena. Chad’s involvement in the civil war in 
Sudan, and especially allegations that it had allowed its 
territory to be used to supply the Rapid Support Forces 
(RSF), stoked powerful internal tensions, particularly 
within the Zaghawa elite, which is traditionally linked 
to the Sudanese Army.29 Added to this were serious 
incidents on the border, such as the incursion by 
Sudanese armed groups in February that claimed at 
least 42 lives according to HRW, attacks in the east 
attributed to combatants returning from the Sudanese 
conflict and a drone strike in late December that killed 
several Chadian soldiers near Tiné, all of which raised 
the risk of open escalation between both countries. At 
the same time, various outbreaks of intercommunal 
conflict between farmers and herders caused over 100 
deaths during the year, mainly in the southern part of 
the country.

Meanwhile, Chadian insurgent groups intensified their 
attempts to reorganise. Movements such as FACT, 
CCMSR and MPRD held various meetings to establish 
new alliances and openly declared their intention to 
overthrow the regime, justifying the use of violence 
due to the shrinking democratic space and government 
corruption.30 Together with around 20 political-military 
organisations and movements, these groups met in 
Nantes, France on 26 October to formalise this common 
objective. Internal instability, exacerbated by ethnic 
tensions and the fragmentation of the military elite, 
fuelled the perception of a growing risk of new rebel 
attacks, especially in the north and east of the country.

There were also notable developments in Tibesti, a 
region historically plagued by disputes over control of 
gold resources. Although the government signed a peace 
agreement with the Miski Self-Defence Committee in 
April, the process was surrounded by tension, including 
military manoeuvres, the dismissal of senior officials 
who criticised resource exploitation and the entry of new 
smaller groups into the agreement.31 The proliferation 
of these armed actors fuelled a widespread sense of 
fragmentation, whilst local distrust persisted regarding 

28.	 Al-Jazeera, “Chad opposition leader, ex-PM sentenced to 20 years for inciting violence”, Al-Jazeera , 9 August 2025.

29.	 See the summary of Sudan in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts).

30.	 Ben Mahfoudh, Nadia, “Tchad: deux mouvements rebelles se rapprochent pour combattre un pouvoir accusé de corruption et pillage”, RFI, 
25 October 2025

31.	 Ben Mahfoudh, Nadia, “Tchad: de nouveaux groupes rejoignent l’accord de paix de Miski dans le Tibesti”, RFI, 26 September 2025.

32.	 See the summary of Ethiopia (Tigray) in this chapter.

the presence of security forces and the management of 
mining resources.

Eastern Africa

In 2025, the relationship between Eritrea and Ethiopia 
experienced its tensest period since the diplomatic 
rapprochement of 2018. During the year, rhetorical 
and military escalation was observed around Ethiopia’s 
access to the Red Sea and the political crisis in 
Tigray.32 Though there were no direct armed clashes, 
the accumulation of military deployments, traded 
accusations and nationalist mobilisation created a 
scenario of contained strategic rivalry in which the 
absence of war did not imply a consolidated peace, 

Eritrea – Ethiopia

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Territory
International

Main parties: Eritrea, Ethiopia

Summary:
Eritrea became independent from Ethiopia in 1993, 
although the border between both countries was not clearly 
defined, causing them to face off between 1998 and 2000 
in a war that cost over 100,000 lives. In June 2000 they 
signed a cessation of hostilities agreement, the UN Security 
Council established the UNMEE mission to monitor it and 
they signed the Algiers peace agreement in December. This 
agreement established that both would submit to the ruling 
issued by the Eritrea-Ethiopia Boundary Commission (EEBC), 
which is in charge of delimiting and demarcating the border 
based on the relevant colonial treaties (1900, 1902 and 
1908) and on international law. The EEBC announced its 
opinion in April 2002, assigning the disputed border village 
of Badme (the epicentre of the war, currently administered 
by Ethiopia) to Eritrea, though Ethiopia rejected the 
decision. Frustrated by the lack of progress in implementing 
the EEBC’s ruling due to insufficient pressure on Ethiopia 
to comply, Eritrea decided to restrict UNMEE operations in 
late 2005, forcing its withdrawal in 2008. A year earlier, the 
EEBC had ended its work without being able to implement 
its mandate due to obstructions in Ethiopia. Tensions have 
remained high since then, with thousands of soldiers on the 
common border, sporadic clashes and belligerent rhetoric. 
In 2018, a historic agreement was reached between both 
governments, beginning the re-establishment of diplomatic 
relations, with flights resuming and their borders reopening. 
However, the initial optimism soon faded, and a few months 
later the border was closed again and many issues remained 
unresolved. The war between Ethiopia and the political and 
military authorities of Tigray from 2020 to 2022 brought 
the former enemies together in an alliance to fight the Tigray 
People’s Liberation Front (TPLF), but old grievances and new 
disputes could threaten to renew the conflict between them.

https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/8/9/chad-opposition-leader-ex-pm-sentenced-to-20-years-for-inciting-violence
https://www.rfi.fr/fr/afrique/20251025-tchad-deux-mouvements-rebelles-se-rapprochent-pour-combattre-un-pouvoir-accus%C3%A9-de-corruption-et-pillage
https://www.rfi.fr/fr/afrique/20250926-tchad-de-nouveaux-groupes-rejoignent-l-accord-de-paix-de-miski-dans-le-tibesti
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The relationship 
between Eritrea and 
Ethiopia experienced 

its tensest period 
since the diplomatic 
rapprochement of 
2018 and the year 

was marked by 
rhetorical and military 

escalation 

but rather an uneasy coexistence marked by structural 
distrust. This bilateral distrust grew in an already fragile 
regional context throughout the year, shaped by the war 
in Sudan, instability and armed conflicts 
in Somalia and intensifying geopolitical 
competition in the Red Sea. Although 
both countries had cooperated closely 
against the TPLF during the Tigray War 
(2020-2022), the signing of the Pretoria 
Agreement, from which Eritrea was 
excluded, altered previous balances and 
opened a stage of strategic suspicion.33

Alarms multiplied during the first quarter 
of 2025. Various analysts indicated that 
Eritrea activated a national mobilisation 
and restricted the departure of citizens of 
military service age, which was interpreted as preparation 
for a possible military confrontation.34 Meanwhile, 
Ethiopia strengthened its presence in border areas of 
Afar, near the strategic Eritrean port of Assab. Official 
statements raised the tone: Ethiopian Prime Minister 
Abiy Ahmed reiterated that access to the Red Sea was 
an ‘existential’ issue for his country, though he assured 
that he did not intend to achieve it by military means. 
Authorities in Asmara condemned any insinuation 
regarding Assab, describing designs on it as direct threat 
to Eritrean sovereignty. 

The maritime factor was central to the escalation. Since 
2023, Addis Ababa had stepped up its rhetoric about 
the need to secure sovereign or preferential access to 
the sea. Although Ethiopia signed a memorandum with 
Somaliland in 2024, repeated references to alternatives 
on the Eritrean coast fuelled Asmara’s perception of 
concealed territorial ambitions. Regional coverage 
highlighted how this narrative reinforced unresolved 
historical tensions between the two states.35

Meanwhile, the political crisis in Tigray acted as an 
indirect catalyst for the tension. The internal division 
within the TPLF between factions favourable to and 
critical of implementation of the Pretoria Agreement 
produced volatility in northern Ethiopia. Addis Ababa 
accused Asmara of attempting to influence dynamics 
in Tigray and of maintaining contact with dissident 
factions. ACLED warned that political fragmentation in 
Tigray boosted the risk of cross-border destabilisation 
and unplanned military incidents.36

Tensions remained high between May and August. 
Exchanges of public accusations, reports of troop 
movements and increasingly forceful statements fuelled 
perceptions of a downward spiral of action and reaction. 
In international forums, Ethiopia accused Eritrea 

33.	 International Crisis Group, Ethiopia and Eritrea Slide Closer to War amid Tigray Upheaval, 27 March 2025; Mulatu Teshome Wirtu, “To avoid 
another conflict in the Horn of Africa, now is the time to act,” Al-Jazeera, 17 February 2025.

34.	 Al-Jazeera, “Are Ethiopia and Eritrea hurtling towards war?”, Al-Jazeera, 25 March 2025.

35.	 Sakr, Taha, “Ethiopia Escalates Red Sea Ambitions, Defends Nile Stance as Regional Frictions Deepen”, DNE Africa, 9 August 2025.

36.	 Raleigh, Clionadh, “Ethiopia and Eritrea: What is the possibility of war? - Expert Comment”, ACLED, 26 March 2025.

of occupying border territory, whilst Eritrea charged 
Addis Ababa with ‘adventurism’ and with cynically 
utilising the maritime discourse for internal purposes. 

However, there was also intense diplomatic 
activity alongside the belligerent rhetoric. 
International actors, including the US and 
Gulf countries, promoted discreet contact 
aimed at avoiding escalation. Eritrea 
strengthened its ties with Egypt and other 
Red Sea coastal states, arguing that the 
maritime security architecture should 
remain exclusively in the hands of countries 
on the coast, implicitly excluding Ethiopia.

Political and rhetorical tensions mounted 
in the final quarter, but without devolving 
into direct confrontation. Both governments 

seemed to carefully calibrate the risks of open war. Ethiopia 
was still managing internal conflicts in Amhara and 
Oromia, as well as the post-conflict situation in Tigray, in 
addition to significant economic challenges, whilst Eritrea 
faced structural constraints and diplomatic isolation.

Ethiopia (Tigray)

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government, Self-government, Identity 
International

Main parties: overnment of Ethiopia, Government 
of Eritrea, Tigray Interim Regional 
Administration (IRA), IRA security 
forces, TPLF political-military 
movement, Tigrai Democratic 
Solidarity Party (Simret) political 
party,  TDF armed group, TPF armed 
group (splinter from the TPLF and 
the TDF), other militias y milicias del 
Frente de Liberación Popular de Tigré 
(TPLF), cuerpos de seguridad de las 
regiones de Amhara y de Afar, milicia 
amhárica Fano 

Summary:
The Tigray region (a northern Ethiopian state bordering 
Ethiopia and with a majority Tigrayan population) was 
the scene of an armed conflict between 2020 and 2022. 
The appointment of Abiy Ahmed as Ethiopia’s new prime 
minister in early 2018 brought about important and 
positive changes domestically and regionally in Ethiopia. 
However, since Abiy Ahmed’s rise to power, the Tigrayan 
People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) and the leadership of 
the Tigrayan community, formerly the core of the ruling 
coalition (EPRDF), saw their decision-making power within 
the federal government eroded. Simultaneously, the conflict 
between Eritrea and Ethiopia from 1998 to 2000 stemmed 
from border disputes between the two countries. Tigray, 
as a border state where decisions related to the Eritrean-

https://www.crisisgroup.org/anb/africa/horn-africa/ethiopiaeritrea/ethiopia-and-eritrea-slide-closer-war-amid-tigray-upheaval
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2025/2/17/to-avoid-another-conflict-in-the-horn-of-africa-now-is-the-time-to-act
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2025/2/17/to-avoid-another-conflict-in-the-horn-of-africa-now-is-the-time-to-act
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/3/25/are-ethiopia-and-eritrea-on-the-brink-of-war
https://africa.dailynewsegypt.com/ethiopia-escalates-red-sea-ambitions-defends-nile-stance-as-regional-frictions-deepen/
https://acleddata.com/expert-comment/ethiopia-and-eritrea-what-possibility-war-expert-comment
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Ethiopian agreement, such as border demarcation and 
the status of the Badme area, had to be implemented, 
was marginalized from the peace process between the 
two governments. This was compounded by the TPLF’s 
progressive marginalization from central power, creating a 
climate of growing tension that culminated in the outbreak 
of armed conflict between Ethiopia and the political-
military opposition of Tigray (Tigrayan security forces linked 
to the TPLF and TDF militias). The crisis took on regional 
dimensions due to the involvement of Eritrea, as well as 
militias and security forces from the neighboring Ethiopian 
region of Amhara, in support of Ethiopia, causing serious 
atrocities and thousands of deaths. At the end of 2022, an 
AU-facilitated peace agreement was reached between the 
Ethiopian government and the TPLF, from which Eritrea was 
excluded. The implementation of the Pretoria Agreement 
has had its share of difficulties in a strained atmosphere 
due to fractures within the former rebellion led by the TPLF 
and divisions between the new transitional administration 
led by the TPLF and the federal government, in addition to 
the tense relations between Eritrea and Ethiopia.

Ethiopia’s Tigray region went through a period of deep 
political fragility and instability in 2025, marked by 
internal fractures within the TPLF, persistent tensions 
with the federal government and episodes of localised 
violence that jeopardised the implementation of the 
2022 Pretoria Agreement. These developments risked 
a breakdown of the ceasefire, which could lead to the 
resumption of a conflict that caused between 50,000 
and 600,000 deaths between 2020 and 2022, 
according to various analysts. The year began with 
an intensification of the crisis within the 
Tigray People’s Liberation Front (TPLF). 
The division between the faction led by 
Debretsion Gebremichael and the one 
headed by Getachew Reda, the interim 
chief administrator at the time, shaped 
the entire regional political trajectory. In 
January, around 200 senior commanders 
of the Tigray security forces expressed 
their support for Debretsion, altering the 
institutional balance of the Interim Regional 
Administration of Tigray (IRA) created after 
the peace agreement. This positioning 
sparked protests in Mekele and elsewhere, 
reflecting growing social polarisation. 
In February and March, forces allied with Debretsion 
forcibly occupied various local administration offices in 
the Central and Southeastern zones, removing authorities 
linked to Getachew’s faction and confiscating official 
documentation. Clashes with civilians who attempted to 
prevent these actions left dozens wounded. Getachew 
condemned an attempted ‘internal coup’ and accused 
certain commanders of maintaining contact with Eritrea 
against a backdrop of parallel deterioration in relations 
between Addis Ababa and Asmara. The fracture partially 
paralysed the regional administration and exacerbated 
uncertainty over the disarmament, demobilisation and 

37.	  Tunbridge, Gisa, “Ethiopia: In Tigray, a new armed group emerges”, The Africa Report, 13 June 2025.

38.	  Tunbridge, Gisa, “Ethiopia: In Tigray, a new armed group emerges”, The Africa Report, 13 June 2025.

reintegration (DDR) process, which had already been 
progressing slowly since 2023. 

The federal government intervened to break the 
institutional deadlock. In March, Prime Minister Abiy 
Ahmed replaced Getachew Reda with Lieutenant General 
Tadesse Werede as the new interim chief administrator 
of Tigray, with a mandate to stabilise the region until 
elections scheduled for 2026. The change was seen as 
a mechanism for the federal government to control the 
new administration, prompting Tadesse to attempt to 
engage with the TPLF by bringing in officers who had 
been suspended by Getachew Reda; he also appointed 
TPLF Deputy Chairman Amanuel Assefa as his new 
deputy chief administrator of the IRA. Meanwhile, the 
TPLF purged groups aligned with Getachew within the 
Tigray security forces.37

Protests picked up steam during the second quarter. 
In May and June, thousands of internally displaced 
people organised mass demonstrations in Mekele 
and other cities to demand their return to disputed 
territories, particularly in western Tigray, and to 
criticise the slow implementation of the provisions of 
the Pretoria Agreement relating to safe and voluntary 
return. Meanwhile, in a significant development after 
the 2020-2022 war, signs emerged of contact between 
the TPLF leadership and Eritrea. This prompted Addis 
Ababa to warn of possible tactical alliances between 
TPLF factions and Asmara. Eritrea accused Ethiopia 

of mobilising non-state armed actors near 
Tigray’s borders and Ethiopia claimed 
that Eritrea was strengthening its security 
forces, raising concern about a possible 
reversal of the situation and a resumption 
of the armed conflict.

Summer was once again a time of 
volatility in the southern part of the region. 
Decisions to reorganise the administrations 
in places such as Mehoni and Maychew 
sparked new protests and clashes with the 
local population, leading to at least one 
death caused by the Tigray security forces. 
Meanwhile, the political fragmentation 

became official with the announcement of the Tigrai 
Democratic Solidarity Party (Simret). Created by figures 
who had split from the TPLF, such as former interim 
Chief Administrator Getachew Reda, the new party 
aimed to break the political monopoly that the TPLF had 
maintained for decades. The fragility of the ceasefire 
became clear in the last quarter. In November, clashes 
occurred between forces linked to the TPLF and the 
Tigray Peace Force (a TPLF splinter group accused of 
receiving support from the federal government)38 on 
the border between Tigray and Afar, claiming around 
a dozen lives. On 7 November, the Ethiopian Federal 

The volatility 
of the situation 

highlighted the risk 
of a breakdown of the 

ceasefire in Tigray 
that could cause a 

resumption of large-
scale fighting between 
the Ethiopian Federal 
Army and the TPLF 

security forces

https://www.theafricareport.com/386098/tigray-peace-forces-the-latest-armed-group-to-emerge-in-northern-ethiopia-reflects-new-faultlines-in-the-horn/
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Army launched a drone attack against a position of 
the regional administration’s regular forces near the 
border following allegations of Tigrayan incursions into 
Afar territory. Causing casualties and displacement, it 
was the first such attack since the peace agreement 
was signed and the TPLF described it as a ceasefire 
violation. The volatility of the situation highlighted the 
risk of a breakdown of the ceasefire that could reopen 
large-scale fighting between the Ethiopian Federal Army 
and the TPLF security forces.

39.	 Al-Jazeera, “Kenya’s Ruto on protests, power, and the state of democracy”, 9 November 2025.

40.	 Gathara, Patrick, “Kenya’s protests are not a symptom of failed democracy. They are democracy”, Al-Jazeera, 28 July 2025.

41.	 Wandera, Akisa and Rukanga, Basillioh, “Protest hits Kenya after shock death of man held by police”, BBC, 9 June 2025.

42.	 Elias, Meron,”A Year After Protests Rocked Kenya, Kenyan Youth Return to the Streets”, International Crisis Group, 26 June 2025.

43.	 Human Rights Watch, Kenya: Hold Authorities Accountable for Protesters’ Deaths, 26 June 2025; Amnesty International, Lest We Forget, 28 
February 2025, and Lest We Forget II, 9 February 2026. 

The year 2025 was marked by deep political and 
social turbulence in Kenya, with mass protests led by 
Generation Z against taxes and corruption, the death of 
former Prime Minister Raila Odinga, a growing femicide 
crisis, an atmosphere of insecurity related to the attacks 
of the al-Shabaab jihadist insurgency in the northeast 
and climate disasters, all against a backdrop of early 
manoeuvring towards the 2027 elections that tested the 
leadership of President William Ruto.39

The year began with persistent tension stemming from 
the anti-government protests of 2024. In January, there 
were continual allegation of kidnappings and enforced 
disappearances linked to the demonstrations, fuelling 
distrust towards the government and the security forces. 
In February and March, Ruto formalised a political 
cooperation agreement with Odinga, a long-time 
opposition leader and central figure in Kenyan politics 
for decades. Although the memorandum between the 
United Democratic Alliance (UDA) and the Orange 
Democratic Movement (ODM) sought to stabilise the 
country and move forward on electoral and economic 
reforms, many young people saw it as an elite pact 
disconnected from citizens’ demands, according to 
various analysts.40

From June onwards, the country entered a new phase 
of unrest. The death in police custody of blogger 
Albert Ojwang triggered mass protests in Nairobi and 
other cities.41 Driven largely by Generation Z, the 
demonstrations condemned police brutality, the high 
cost of living, tax hikes and structural corruption. 
The crackdown was severe: dozens of people were 
killed and hundreds were wounded in June and July, 
especially during the protests on 7 July (Saba Saba), 
which commemorated the pro-democracy struggle of 
1990.42 Human rights organisations, including the 
Kenya National Commission on Human Rights, Amnesty 
International and Human Rights Watch, criticised the 
excessive use of force, extrajudicial executions, enforced 
disappearances and involvement of paramilitary-style 
police units during the demonstrations in 2024 and 
2025.43 The official narrative oscillated between formal 
recognition of the right to protest and criminalisation of 
the demonstrators.

Kenya

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government, System, Resources, 
Identity, Self-Government
Internationalised internal

Main parties: Government, ethnic militias, political 
and social opposition (political parties, 
civil society organisations), SLDF 
armed group, Mungiki sect, MRC 
party, Somali armed group al-Shabaab 
and al-Shabaab sympathizers in 
Kenya, ISIS

Summary:
Kenya’s politics and economy have been dominated since 
its independence in 1963 by the KANU party, controlled 
by the largest community in the country, the Kikuyu, to the 
detriment of the remaining ethnic groups. The father of 
independence and founder of KANU, Jomo Kenyatta, ruled 
the country from 1964 until his death in 1978 and was 
succeeded by the autocratic Daniel Arap Moi. In 1991, Moi 
began a transition towards the end of single-party rule and in 
1992 the first multi-party elections were held, which KANU 
also won. Starting in 2002, the client process to succeed 
the autocratic Daniel Arap Moi (in power for 24 years) was 
interrupted by the victory of Mwai Kibaki, which together 
with KANU dissidents and others  created the National 
Alliance of Rainbow Coalition (NARC) and defeated Uhuru 
Kenyatta, the son of the independence leader and official 
KANU candidate. Since then, different ethno-political 
conflicts have emerged in the country, which has produced 
a climate of political violence instrumentalized during the 
different electoral cycles. The electoral fraud that took 
place in 2007 sparked an outbreak of violence in which 
1,300 people died and some 300,000 were displaced. 
After this election, a fragile national unity government was 
formed between Mwai Kibabi and Raila Odinga (the son of 
historical opposition leader Oginga Odinga). Uhuru Kenyatta 
was elected president in 2013 and William Ruto became 
vice president, though the results were challenged by the 
opposition led by Raila Odinga, just like in 2017, when 
Kenyatta won re-election. Ruto and Odinga faced off in the 
2022 election, also affected by irregularities in a climate 
of political violence, as in previous elections. In the end, 
Ruto was declared the winner. In parallel, several areas of 
the country were affected by inter-community disputes over

land ownership and cattle theft, also instigated politically 
during the electoral period. In addition, Kenya’s military 
intervention in Somalia triggered attacks by the Somali armed 
group al-Shabaab in Kenya, subsequent animosity towards 
the Somali population in Kenya and tensions between 
Kenya and Somalia over their different political agendas, 
posing added challenges to the stability of the country.

https://www.aljazeera.com/video/talk-to-al-jazeera/2025/11/9/kenyas-ruto-on-protests-power-and-the-state-of-democracy
https://www.aljazeera.com/opinions/2025/7/28/kenyas-protests-are-not-a-symptom-of-failed-democracy-they-are-democracy
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwy3eqpqqnzo
https://www.crisisgroup.org/alr/africa/kenya/year-after-protests-rocked-kenya-kenyan-youth-return-streets
https://www.hrw.org/news/2025/06/26/kenya-hold-authorities-accountable-for-protesters-deaths
https://www.amnestykenya.org/lest-we-forget/
https://www.amnestykenya.org/lest-we-forget-chapter-ii/


111Socio-political crises 

The year was marked by a growing crisis of femicide and 
violence against women, which sparked public outrage 
in the absence of a clear government plan. Added to 
this were severe and prolonged droughts and floods 
that affected vulnerable communities and strengthened 
perceptions of a state incapable of protecting its 
population against structural crises. 

In October, Raila Odinga died in India, where he was 
receiving medical treatment. The funeral ceremonies 
were marked by deadly incidents, including 
demonstrations and police crackdowns. Odinga’s 
death left a significant political vacuum and opened 
internal struggles within the ODM, complicating the 
alliance landscape ahead of 2027. As Ruto had relied 
on Odinga’s cooperation to expand his political base, 
he lost a key ally at a time when his popularity was 
waning. Meanwhile, the scheduled elections began to 
dominate the agenda. A new Electoral Commission was 
constituted after months of litigation, whilst the local 
elections in November served as a political barometer, 
with episodes of localised violence and judicial disputes. 
Former Vice President Rigathi Gachagua launched 
a new political party, intensifying fragmentation and 
seeking to capitalise on discontent in key regions such 
as Mount Kenya. In December, Ruto intensified efforts 
to seal a pre-electoral alliance with groups within the 
ODM, though the party’s internal rifts widened following 
Odinga’s death. Ruto’s government ended the year 
attempting to rebuild alliances and project stability, 
but with eroded legitimacy and an uncertain electoral 
horizon.

The Somali-origin armed group al-Shabaab maintained 
constant pressure in the northeastern counties 
(Mandera, Garissa, Lamu), carrying out attacks on 
police posts, convoys and civilians, including attacks 
during the Christmas season that caused dozens of 
deaths during the year. Employing improvised explosive 
devices (IEDs), these attacks primarily targeted security 
personnel. There were also attacks on infrastructure, 
kidnappings, home invasions and cattle rustling. Cuts in 
international humanitarian assistance to the 430,000 
Somali refugees in the Dadaab and Kakuma camps left 
the situation on the brink of collapse.44 In addition, the 
Kenyan police mission in Haiti suffered casualties and 
faced logistical criticism, generating internal discussion 
about security priorities.

44.	  The New Humanitarian, Dadaab refugees decry divisive and unfair food aid cuts, 22 October 2025.

45.	  OHCHR, Madagascar: UN Human Rights Chief shocked by violent response to electricity and water protests, 29 September 2025.

In just a few weeks in 2025, Madagascar witnessed youth 
protests over failures in the supply of basic services, 
followed by a military coup that overthrew President 
Andry Rajoelina and opened a transition under military 
leadership. The crisis erupted on 25 September in 
Antananarivo, when thousands of young people organised 
under the Generation Z Madagascar movement took to 
the streets to protest peacefully against repeated water 
and electricity cuts, which in some neighbourhoods 
exceeded 12 hours a day. The demonstrations 
spread to cities such as Toamasina and Antsiranana. 
Within days the protesters broadened their agenda to 
condemn corruption, poor government management 
and the lack of opportunities for young people.

The state’s response was forceful. The police and the 
Malagasy Army used tear gas, rubber bullets and, 
according to the UN, live ammunition. The death toll 
rose to at least 22 and more than 100 people were 
wounded, in addition to detentions and a night-time 
curfew in several cities.45 International organisations 
condemned the disproportionate use of force and called 
for independent investigations. In an attempt to contain 
the crisis, Rajoelina first dismissed the energy minister. 

Madagascar

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑ 

Type: Government
Internal

Main parties: Government, political and social 
opposition, Generation Z Madagascar 
youth movement, transitional 
government 

Summary:
The crisis that Madagascar experienced in 2025 is rooted 
in persistent structural problems. Madagascar is among 
the poorest countries in the world, with around 75% of the 
population living below the poverty line. This precariousness 
is reflected in deteriorated infrastructure, chronic water and 
electricity cuts, limited access to higher education and 
insufficient basic services. Territorial and social inequality 
runs deep, with large urban and rural populations trapped in 
informal economies with few opportunities for social mobility. 
Added to this is a widespread perception of corruption and 
impunity among political elites, as well as institutional 
erosion stemming from a history marked by recurrent crises 
and abrupt changes of power, including Andry Rajoelina’s 
initial accession to power following the 2009 crisis and 
disputed elections in 2023. Youth unemployment, inflation 
and the lack of prospects for a generation highly connected 
through social Medium fuelled frustration over unfulfilled 
promises. In this context, in 2025, electricity cuts and 
water shortages served as the imMediumte trigger to release 
pent-up frustration accumulated over years and encouraged 
popular protests. State crackdowns amplified the indignation 
and transformed the social demonstrations into a broad 
political movement that questioned the legitimacy of the 
government and opened the door to military intervention.

https://www.thenewhumanitarian.org/news-feature/2025/10/22/dadaab-refugees-decry-divisive-and-unfair-food-aid-cuts
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2025/09/madagascar-un-human-rights-chief-shocked-violent-response-electricity-and
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On 29 September, he dissolved the entire government. 
However, the protests did not cease and began to openly 
demand his resignation, with slogans such as ‘Miala 
Rajoelina’ (‘Rajoelina, go’).46

Faced with growing pressure, the president appointed 
General Ruphin Fortunant Zafisambo as prime minister 
and promised a national dialogue in early October. The 
protesters perceived these changes as insufficient. The 
turning point came on 11 October, when the Malagasy 
Army’s elite unit CAPSAT broke ranks and joined 
the protests, urging other soldiers not to fire on the 
population. The following day, Rajoelina criticised an 
attempt to seize power illegally and fled the country.

On 14 October, Colonel Michael Randrianirina 
announced that the military was assuming 
control, suspending most government 
bodies and establishing a transitional 
committee for a maximum period of two 
years before calling elections. The National 
Assembly—one of the few institutions not 
dissolved—formally removed Rajoelina 
from office that same day. Randrianirina 
was sworn in as president on 17 October and 
he appointed businessman Herintsalama 
Rajaonarivelo as prime minister on 20 
October. The international community reacted firmly. 
The AU suspended Madagascar’s membership and 
demanded a swift return to constitutional order; the UN 
also condemned the events. Despite external pressure, 
the new military leadership defended the transition as 
a response to social demands and promised to address 
the structural causes of the unrest, particularly the 
crisis in public services and widespread poverty.

46.	  Jeune Afrique, “À Madagascar, Andry Rajoelina ne parvient pas à calmer la colère des manifestants”, Jeune Afrique, 30 September 2025. 

In 2025, the creeping atmosphere of authoritarianism 
and the continuous shrinking of civic space in 
Tanzania reached a serious turning point as a result of 

repression on and after election day, with 
demonstrations that left hundreds dead 
against a backdrop of police crackdowns 
and the unprecedentedly excessive use of 
force by the security forces. Amid constant 
electoral campaigning throughout the year, 
the government gradually restricted civic 
space, with bans on opposition events 
and the preventive detention of activists, 
as well as attacks and kidnappings of 
opposition figures by unidentified groups. 

Many people critical of the government were arrested. 
Tensions even emerged within the opposition around the 
Chadema party’s ‘No Reform, No Election’ campaign, 
which led to calls to boycott the elections unless the 
election system and the electoral commission were 
reformed, in addition to other issues. On 29 October, 
Tanzanian citizens went to the polls in elections in 
which President Samia Suluhu Hassan was expected 
to tighten her grip on the country amid a crackdown 
that had been swiftly intensifying following the dashed 
hopes that accompanied her rise to power in 2021 and 
the gradual exclusion of key opposition figures from 
the presidential race in previous months. In April, for 
example, Chadema’s chairman, Tundu Lissu, had been 
arrested and charged with treason and cybercrimes. 
Chadema was subsequently blocked from participating 
in the elections. And in September, Luhaga Mpina, the 
leader of another opposition party, ACT-Wazalendo, had 
also been disqualified, meaning that Hassan would face 
only lesser-known opponents from minor parties.

The protests erupted on election day, 29 October, 
destroying property and businesses linked to the ruling 
party. Hundreds of people died during the first three days 
of election day and post-election protests in Tanzania. 
Whereas the government admitted a few dozen deaths, 
the opposition and many in the international community 
claimed a death toll of between 700 and 1,000. The 
crackdown continued in the following weeks, to the 
extent that the number of deaths rose to thousands, 
according to opposition sources and even research 

The situation in 
Kenya revealed a 

young and mobilized 
society demanding 

accountability 
and a structural 

transformation of the 
political system

Tanzania

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑ 

Type: Government
Internal

Main parties: Government, political and social 
opposition

Summary:
After gaining independence from Britain in 1961, 
Tanganyika—subsequently the United Republic of Tanzania 
following its union with Zanzibar in 1964—was considered 
one of the leading countries of African colonial liberation 
under the leadership of Julius Nyerere. Its socialist policy, 
Ujamaa (‘familyhood’ in Swahili), emphasised equality 
and national cohesion. Long praised for its post-colonial 
stability, Tanzania based its unity on the dominance of a 
single party, the Chama Cha Mapinduzi (CCM, the ‘Party 
of the Revolution’). Since 1977, the CCM has governed 
uninterruptedly under a succession of leaders characterised 
by gradual control of the state and sporadic outbreaks of 
electoral violence, mainly in Zanzibar. The government of John

Magulufi (2015-2021) was marked by an intense climate of 
repression and a rollback of freedoms, as well as persecution 
of the opposition. When Magufuli died suddenly in 2021, he 
was succeeded by Vice President Samia Suluhu Hassan, a 
Zanzibari and the first woman to govern Tanzania. Hassan 
promised to work towards national reconciliation, including 
by reopening Medium outlets banned under Magufuli and 
engaging in dialogue with opposition leaders. However, the 
situation has deteriorated since then. Hassan’s government 
has been characterised by growing authoritarianism, which 
became clearer during the 2025 elections, when she sought 
re-election, as the authorities cracked down heavily on the 
protests that broke out on election day.

https://www.jeuneafrique.com/1726313/politique/a-madagascar-andry-rajoelina-ne-parvient-pas-a-calmer-la-colere-des-manifestants/
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centres such as the International Crisis Group. The 
demonstrations, which demanded the resignation of 
the government and the calling of new elections, were 
initially concentrated in the port city of Dar es Salaam, 
but subsequently spread across the country. As they 
intensified, so did the response of the security forces. 
In peripheral neighbourhoods of Dar es Salaam and 
in Arusha, prolonged clashes were reported following 
the use of tear gas and live ammunition to disperse 
protesters.

The number of arrests was particularly high. Police 
arrested more than 1,000 people in various cities, 
including protesters, youth leaders and members 
of opposition parties, although some of them were 
released after brief periods of detention. However, 
dozens of activists and Chadema leaders remained 
in pre-trial detention. In Zanzibar, the tension spilled 
over into violence, which has historically been liked to 
elections. However, the riots and demonstrations that 
swept through the largest city and former capital, Dar es 
Salaam, and other urban areas, had largely subsided by 
early November. 

The international community was unanimous in 
its condemnation. OHCHR warned that hundreds 
of protesters and other people had died and an 
undetermined number had been wounded or detained 
following the protests.47 OHCHR also reported that 
security forces had removed bodies from the streets and 
hospitals and had taken them to undisclosed locations 
in an apparent attempt to conceal evidence. The US 
announced a review of its relations with the country 
and around a dozen diplomatic delegations, including 
that of the EU, issued a joint statement on 5 December 
calling on the government to uphold its ‘international 
commitments to protecting fundamental freedoms’, 
citing credible reports showing evidence of ‘extrajudicial 
killings, disappearances, arbitrary arrests and 
concealment of dead bodies’. In response, Tanzania’s 
foreign ministry urged international partners to await 
the findings of the national investigation commission 
set up by the government. On 9 December, Tanzanian 
independence day, calls were made for peaceful 
protests, which ultimately did not take place due to 
the heavy presence of security forces. The government 
defended its overall actions by arguing that they were 
necessary to restore public order amid the riots and acts 
of vandalism, claimed that the opposition had inflated 
the death toll and described the demonstrations as an 
attempted coup d’état with foreign support.

47.	  UN News, “Tanzania: Reports of hundreds killed and detained following deadly election violence”, UN News, 11 November 2025. 

Southern Africa

Following the turbulent general elections of October 
2024, the country entered a new cycle in 2025 marked 
by an institutional attempt to channel discontent through 
a constitutional reform called the Inclusive National 
Dialogue and the emergence of a renewed opposition 
leadership. The year began with Daniel Chapo assuming 
the presidency of the republic in January, putting an 
end to the turbulent electoral period that had taken a 
tragic toll of hundreds of people dead and thousands 
detained by late 2024, as well as a new breakdown of 
trust between citizens and state institutions. Chapo 
presented himself with a message of renewal, committed 
to launching reforms to stabilise the country. According 
to local analysts, his greatest challenge from day one was 
navigating between civil society’s demands for openness 
and the pressures of the hardline factions within his 
own party, FRELIMO, which have been reluctant to cede 
power or allow genuine accountability for the violence 
carried out during the protests.

The most significant milestone in the first half of the 
year was the creation of a legal framework to resolve the 
crisis. On 2 April 2025, the Assembly of the Republic 
unanimously approved the Political Commitment for 

Mozambique

Intensity: 2

Trend: ↓

Type: Government, System
Internal

Main parties: Government, political and social 
opposition

Summary:
The coup d’état against the Portuguese dictatorship in 1974 
and the guerrilla warfare carried out by the Mozambique 
Liberation Front (FRELIMO) Marxist-Leninist insurgence 
took Mozambique to Independence in 1975. Since then, 
the country has been affected by a civil war between the 
FRELIMO Government and the RENAMO armed group, 
supported by the white minorities that governed in the 
former Rhodesia (today Zimbabwe) and South Africa 
during the apartheid, in the context of the Cold War. In 
addition, the country suffered the consequences of severe 
famine and poor economic management. In 1992 the 
parties reached a peace agreement that was considered 
an example of reconciliation. This was Mediumted by the 
Community of Sant’Egidio and ended a 16-year long war 
that caused one million fatalities and five million displaced 
persons, and gave way to a period of political stability and 
economic development, albeit high levels of inequality. 
Since then, growing accusations of fraud and irregularities 
in the electoral processes that followed, some of which were 
confirmed by international observers, have gone hand-in-
hand with a growing authoritarianism and repression of the 
opposition, and FRELIMO taking over the State (and the 
communication Medium and economy). The 2025 elections 
provoked a deep political crisis and public protests in the 
country, which were harshly broken up.

https://news.un.org/en/story/2025/11/1166334
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The Inclusive 
National Dialogue 
was launched in 
Mozambique in 

September

Guinea 

Intensity: 2

Trend: ↑ 

Type: Government
Internal

Main parties: Government, Guinean Armed Forces, 
opposition political parties, unions

Summary:
The army took advantage of the death of President Lansana 
Conté in December 2008, after more than two decades in 
power, to carry out a new coup d’état and form a military 
junta. The holding of elections in 2010, won by the 
opposition leader Alpha Condé, paved the way for a return to 
the democratic system. However, the elections were marred 
by violence and by the coming to the fore of identity-related 
tensions between the country’s main ethnic communities. 
The country remains unstable due to the lack of a strategy 
for national reconciliation and obstacles to the reform of the 
security sector, with an army that is omnipresent in Guinean 
political activity, kept the country in a state of instability. 
In 2020, Alpha Condé was re-elected president to what 
would be his third term of office. The opposition blasted the 
unconstitutionality of his re-election and political tensions 
in the country escalated again. As a result, on 5 September 
2021, members of the Guinean Army led by Colonel Mamay 
Doumbouya staged a new coup d’état that ousted Condé’s 
government. In response, the Economic Community of West 
African States (ECOWAS) imposed sanctions on the country 
and demanded a return to constitutional order. However, the 
new military junta decreed a three-year transition period.

an Inclusive National Dialogue, a law developed from 
the agreement reached with opposition leaders in 
March focusing on state reform, justice and electoral 
systems.48 This legal instrument seeks to establish a 
roadmap for social peace based on three fundamental 
pillars: (a) the creation of an Inclusive National 
Dialogue and Reform Commission, (b) a review of the 
Mozambican Constitution to adapt the political system 
to new realities and demands for decentralisation and 
transparency and (c) transparency and accountability 
measures aimed at investigating the abuses committed 
and providing a response to the victims.

The Commission will supervise the work of 10 thematic 
subgroups, formed by political parties and members 
of different state institutions, which are focused on 
various issues, including constitutional reform, fiscal 
reform, political system reform and reconciliation. The 
decisions of the thematic subgroups will be reviewed 
by the Commission and subsequently presented to the 
Assembly of the Republic and the country’s executive 
branch. Despite the progress made, the format of 
the Commission quickly became the main focus 
of controversy. The law stipulated that it would be 
composed of 21 members: 18 representing political 
parties with parliamentary or municipal representation 
(two per party) and three representing civil society. 
However, the composition was harshly criticised due to 
the lack of transparency in the selection of civil society 
representatives and because of the exclusion of Venâncio 
Mondlane, the country’s central opposition figure. 
Mondlane had led the main political force (PODEMOS) 
behind the public protests and subsequently left the 
party, meaning he had no parliamentary representation 
when the Commission was formed.

The Inclusive National Dialogue formally 
began in the country on 10 September and 
was scheduled to run until November 2026. 
Mondlane was not present at the start. 
However, his absence from the Technical 
Commission guiding the Inclusive National 
Dialogue could be compensated, since 
the Ministry of Justice authorised him to 
register his new party, Anamola (National Alliance for 
a Free and Autonomous Mozambique) in September. 
Mondlane’s registration of his party may allow it and 
him to participate in the reform proposals. Before the 
end of the year, Anamola submitted proposals to the 
Technical Commission, including the revision of the 
Mozambican Constitution and the electoral body and its 
formal inclusion in the process.

48.	  Ley de Compromiso Político para un Diálogo Nacional Inclusivo, 2 April 2025. Published in the Boletim da República, 11 April 2025. 

West Africa

In 2025, Guinea definitively transitioned from a 
military junta led by General Mamadi Doumbouya 
following the 2021 coup d’état to a new government 
with Doumbouya as president-elect for a seven-year 

term, following elections marked by the 
erosion of civil liberties and the systematic 
elimination of political competition. During 
the first half of the year, the military junta 
led by the self-styled National Committee 
for Reconciliation and Development 
(CNRD) regarded a return to constitutional 
order with ambiguity. Despite previous 

commitments made to ECOWAS to end the transition 
in 2025, the government led by Prime Minister Bah 
Oury, a civilian used to legitimise the transition, 
argued that the lack of a digitised voter register and 
insufficient funds for logistics prevented it from setting 
specific dates for elections. The opposition viewed this 
administrative paralysis as a manoeuvre to run down the 
clock and force an extension of Doumbouya’s hold on 
power. Tensions erupted in August, when the military 
junta suspended the main opposition parties, including 
Cellou Dalein Diallo’s Union of Democratic Forces of 
Guinea (UFDG) and the RPG of former president Alpha 
Condé, on the pretext of ‘ensuring public peace’ ahead 
of the constitutional referendum. This eliminated any 

https://www.inm.gov.mz/pt-br/content/assembleia-da-rep%C3%BAblica-suplemento-n%C2%BA-1-de-110425-pag-442-1-4-br-n%C2%BA-69-boletim-da-rep%C3%BAblica?utm
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possibility of organised demonstrations before the 
constitutional milestone, leaving the streets without 
clear leadership. The constitutional referendum was 
held on 21 September, transforming the country’s legal 
framework. The new Guinean Constitution was approved 
with nearly 90% of the vote in a process boycotted by 
the opposition. It introduced fundamental changes, 
including extending the presidential term of office from 
five to seven years and lifting restrictions on junta leaders 
from running for elected office, thereby legitimising 
Doumbouya’s candidacy and contradicting his initial 
pledges of 2021. The new Guinean Constitution also 
established a bicameral system by creating an upper 
house of Parliament, thereby granting the executive 
branch more power to appoint office holders and gain 
more legislative control by weakening the National 
Assembly and ensuring a favourable counterbalance for 
itself in the event of parliamentary dissent.49

Following the referendum, the military junta focused 
on securing international and domestic legitimacy for 
Doumbouya. On 3 November, he officially announced his 
candidacy for the presidency, presenting himself as the 
sole guarantor of national stability against the ‘chaos’ of 
the traditional political class. Finally, on 28 December, 
the election was held with official turnout of 80.95%. 
However, Doumbouya’s rival candidates were eight 
minor national political figures, as the main opposition 
leaders remained in exile or were disqualified. On 31 
December, the General Directorate of Elections awarded 
victory to Doumbouya with 86.72% of the vote. Although 
the ECOWAS observation mission described the election 
as ‘conducted in an acceptable manner’, analysts 
interpreted its finding as the regional bloc’s attempt to 
prevent Guinea from aligning with the Alliance of Sahel 
States (AES) of Mali, Burkina Faso and 
Niger, preferring a ‘stable dictator’ to a new 
regional rupture.

Fundamental rights also encountered some 
serious setbacks in 2025. For example, a 
state campaign of enforced disappearance 
to neutralise critics was reported throughout 
the year. In November, the country was 
shocked by the alleged kidnapping of the 
children of singer and activist Elie Kamano, serving as 
a harsh warning to the political and social opposition in 
the country. Political activist Moussa Douago Guilavogui 
disappeared50 in December, adding his name to a long 
list of missing opposition figures whom the state has been 
unable to locate, further establishing an atmosphere 
of impunity. Internet access was restricted at critical 
moments throughout the year and several radio stations 
were closed down on charges of ‘undermining national 
security’.

49.	 Swissinfo, “El Tribunal Supremo de Guinea-Conakri avala los resultados del referéndum constitucional”, EFE, 27 September 2025. 

50.	 Lerevelateur224.com, “Présidentielle en Guinée: le Bloc Libéral dénonce l’enlèvement de son Directeur adjoint de campagne et alerte sur les 
libertés fondamentales”, Lerevelateur224.com, 4 December 2025.

In Guinea Bissau, the year 2025 began with an 
entrenched institutional paralysis that gave way to an 
unconstitutional change of government towards the end 
of the year. The country moved from a regime in which 
power was concentrated under President Umaro Sissoco 
Embaló to a new military government formed after a 
coup d’état that has placed the nation in a new cycle 
of uncertainty and international isolation. Since Embaló 
dissolved the National People’s Assembly in December 

2023, after condemning an attempted coup 
d’état, Guinea-Bissau entered a period of 
legal exceptionalism. During 2024 and 
much of 2025, the president governed by 
presidential decrees, appointing cabinets 
without legislative backing and weakening 
the balance of powers. In March 2025, 
Embaló broke his promise not to stand for 
re-election, closing the door to any regional 
Mediumtion by ECOWAS and unifying the 

opposition into a bloc rejecting his every move. Finally, 
general elections were held on 23 November in an 
atmosphere of suspicion and extreme polarisation. The 
lack of an electoral court perceived as independent and 
allegations of manipulation of the voter register marked 
the day. Conflict erupted barely 48 hours after the polls 
closed, when both Embaló and his rival, Fernando Dias 
da Costa, claimed victory based on parallel counts. 
The confusion set of riots in the capital, Bissau, and 
in cities in the interior, leaving the country in a three-
day limbo in which the electoral institutions proved 
incapable of issuing a verdict accepted by both parties. 

Guinea- Bissau

Intensity: 2

Trend: ↑ 

Type: Internationalised internal
Government

Main parties: Transitional government, Armed 
Forces, political opposition, 
international drug trafficking networks

Summary:
Since gaining its independence from Portugal in 1974, 
the history of Guinea-Bissau has included a succession of 
conflicts and different coups d‘état that have prevented the 
country from achieving political stability and have thwarted 
any attempt at democratic functioning. The military’s 
significant influence over the country’s political situation 
and the confrontations between parties representing 
different ethnic groups pose a major obstacle to peace. The 
breakdown of the stability pact signed in 2007 between the 
main political parties was one more missed opportunity to 
end the violent dynamic that dominates political life. The 
growing impact of international drug trafficking networks in 
West Africa has become an additional factor in the crisis. 
The assassination of President João Bernardo Vieira in March 
2009 marked the beginning of a new period of instability. In 
November 2025, the country suffered its ninth coup d’état 
since independence.

The military regime 
was institutionalised 
in Guinea under a 
transition designed 

to eliminate the 
opposition and erode 

civil liberties

https://www.swissinfo.ch/spa/el-tribunal-supremo-de-guinea-conakri-avala-los-resultados-del-refer%C3%A9ndum-constitucional/90076792
https://www.lerevelateur224.com/2025/12/04/presidentielle-en-guinee-le-bloc-liberal-denonce-lenlevement-de-son-directeur-adjoint-de-campagne-et-alerte-sur-les-libertes-fondamentales/
https://www.lerevelateur224.com/2025/12/04/presidentielle-en-guinee-le-bloc-liberal-denonce-lenlevement-de-son-directeur-adjoint-de-campagne-et-alerte-sur-les-libertes-fondamentales/
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Nigeria

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Identity, Resources, Government
Internal

Main parties: Government, political opposition, 
livestock and farming communities, 
community militias, criminal gangs, 
IMN, private local militias and security 
forces, Lakurawa, Mahmuda

Summary:
After gaining its independence in 1960, the inability of 
the country’s successive governments to address issues 
associated with citizenship, ethnicity, religion and resource 
distribution has aggravated perceptions of grievances and 
discontent, leading to the rise of separatist demands in 
various regions. Moreover, since 1999, when political 
power was returned to civilian hands after a succession of 
dictatorships and coups, the government has not managed 
to establish a stable democratic system in the country. Huge 
economic and social differences remain between the states 
that make up Nigeria, due to the lack of real decentralisation, 
and between the various social strata, which fosters 
instability and outbreaks of violence. Moreover, strong inter-
religious, inter-ethnic and political differences continue to 
fuel violence throughout the country. Political corruption 
and the lack of transparency are the other main stumbling 
blocks to democracy in Nigeria. Mafia-like practices and 
the use of political assassination as an electoral strategy 
have prevented the free exercise of the population’s right 
to vote, leading to increasing discontent and fraudulent 
practices. At the same time, the actions of criminal groups 
in the northwestern part of the country, caused by different 
factors, have multiplied since 2018.

On 26 November, before the results were officially 
announced, a group of Guinea-Bissau Army officers 
under the command of General Horta N’Tam arrested 
Embaló and several members of his inner circle. Embaló 
subsequently fled to Senegal.51 The military justified 
the coup as a ‘measure of national salvation’ to avoid 
imminent civil war. The military formed the High Military 
Command for the Restoration of National Security and 
appointed General Horta N’Tam as transitional president 
for a period of one year. They suspended the Guinea-
Bissau Constitution, dissolved the Superior Council 
of the Judiciary and established a one-year roadmap 
for a return to civilian order, though without providing 
specific dates for holding new elections. The military 
junta also imposed a strict curfew and suspended the 
right to assembly and strike. The detention of leaders 
such as former Prime Minister Domingos Simões Pereira 
sparked protests in December that were harshly put 
down. ECOWAS and the African Union condemned the 
coup and suspended Guinea-Bissau’s membership in 
their respective regional bodies.

51.	  DW, “Ejército da golpe de Estado en Guinea-Bissau”, News DW, 26 November 2025.

52.	  See the summary on the Lake Chad region in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts). 

53.	  Ikoku, Obiora, “A year later, Africa’s Gen Z uprising is only more emboldened”, Waging Nonviolence,  5 September 2025.

54.	  Nwonwu, Chiagozie, “The kidnap gangs, jihadists and separatists wreaking havoc in Nigeria”, BBC, 28 November 2025. 

55.	  ACLED, ACLED Explorer [consulted on 10 January 2026].

56.	  International Crisis Group, “CrisisWatch Nigeria”, November 2025.

Nigeria experienced a severe political crisis, massive 
youth protests and a serious deterioration of internal 
security in 2025, especially in the northeastern,52 
northwestern and central parts of the country, which 
forced the government to declare a national emergency 
and reshaped the political landscape ahead of the 2027 
elections. The Nigerian Generation Z consolidated as a 
social and political force in 2025, leading protests driven 
by the rising cost of living, the lack of opportunities and 
frustration with poor government management. Highly 
organised through social Medium, these young people 
sustained decentralised, digitally-driven demonstrations 
that proved resilient even in the face of state threats 
and intimidation, achieving a key role in the national 
political scene. Inspired by similar dynamics observed 
in other African countries such as Kenya, these protests 
revealed a deep distrust of institutions that aimed to 
have a direct impact on the political reconfiguration 
ahead of the 2027 elections, according to analysts.53 

Meanwhile,   the deterioration of security accelerated 
in the northwest. The region was plagued by criminal 
gangs, hybrid groups and expanding armed factions. 
Particularly notable were the groups Lakurawa 
and Mahmuda,54 whose activity combined mass 
kidnappings, extortion, massacres and partial territorial 
control. Previously perceived as a self-defence group, 
Lakurawa became embedded in criminal dynamics and, 
according to various sources, established links with 
jihadist networks in the Sahel. Mahmuda, active around 
Kainji National Park, was described by the Nigerian 
Army as a splinter faction of Boko Haram, although its 
operational practice in 2025 focused mainly on targeted 
attacks, incursions and criminal violence. The increase 
in Mahmuda’s activity raised the number of deaths in 
the northwest to levels comparable to those caused 
by insurgent groups in the northeast (around 4,000 
deaths in 2025, according to ACLED),55 even though 
its motivations are more economic than theological. In 
June, a joint operation between security forces and self-
defence militias claimed the lives of seven commanders 
and 182 members of criminal groups in the Shinkafi 
area of Zamfara state, in the northwest. Added to this 
was a wave of mass kidnappings: in November alone, 
more than 500 people were abducted in various states, 
including 303 students and 12 teachers kidnapped in 
Niger state, provoking national outrage and symbolising 
the government’s growing fragility in the face of 
organised crime.56 

In response to this situation, President Bola Tinubu 
declared a ‘national security emergency’ on 26 
November. This included the recruitment of 20,000 new 
police officers, the deployment of forest rangers against 

https://www.dw.com/es/ej%C3%A9rcito-da-golpe-de-estado-en-guinea-bissau/a-74911185
https://wagingnonviolence.org/2025/09/africa-gen-z-uprising-year-later/
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c4g4jlgdyjdo
https://acleddata.com/platform/explorer
https://www.crisisgroup.org/africa/west-africa/nigeria
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armed groups hiding in forests and national parks and a 
call to the Nigerian Parliament to allow states to create 
their own police forces. The decision was influenced by 
US diplomatic pressure: Washington had designated 
Nigeria as a Country of Particular Concern (CPC) on 31 
October over alleged violations of religious freedom and 
warned of the possibility of military intervention if the 
government did not curb what it considered ‘massacres’ 
against Christians.57 Tinubu rejected this narrative but 
strengthened his dialogue with the US administration 
amid growing tensions.

These tensions intensified on 25 December when the 
US launched airstrikes against alleged positions of the 
Lakurawa group in Sokoto state. President Trump claimed 
that the bombings were directed against affiliates of 
ISIS, though independent analysts questioned whether 
IS or ISWAP are even operational in the region and noted 
the lack of clear evidence regarding the nature of the 
targets destroyed.58 The Nigerian government asserted 
that the attacks were carried out with its consent and 
used shared intelligence, but several analysts argued 
that the airstrikes could distort the real causes of the 
violence, which were centred more on criminality and 
the collapse of rural order than on organised jihadist 
insurgency.59 

The central region of the country experienced a sharp 
resurgence of violence between farmers and herders. In 
Benue, attacks such as those in Yelewata in June left 
more than 100 dead and displaced more than 500,000 
people.60 Night-time incursions, indiscriminate killings 
and the destruction of villages caused a large-scale 
humanitarian crisis, which called into question the state’s 
capacity to protect its citizens, according to analysts.

All this generated a turbulent political climate in 
which parties and political actors began to reposition 
themselves ahead of the 2027 elections. Youth 
pressure, institutional distrust and the perception of the 
state’s inability to curb violence foreshadowed a tenser 
electoral season, with internal security as the main 
factor driving the concerns.

57.	  Salako, Pelumi, “Cooperation not threats: Nigeria wants US alliance to curb violent attacks”, Al-Jazeera, 19 November 2025.

58.	  Al-Jazeera, “Do Donald Trump’s strikes in Nigeria serve any purpose?”, 27 December 2025.

59.	  Lawal, Shola, “US bombs target ISIL in Nigeria: What’s really going on?”, Al-Jazeera, 26 December 2025.

60.	  Amnesty International, Nigeria: Violence and widespread displacement leave benue facing a humanitarian disaster, 10 July 2025.

Southeastern Nigeria witnessed rising political tension, 
strengthening secessionist sentiment and persistent 
violence associated with armed movements linked 
to the pro-independence Biafra cause in 2025. 
Historically shaped by the legacy of its attempt to 
secede from Nigeria between 1967 and 1970, the 
region of Biafra continued to experience a resurgence 
of pro-independence activism, accompanied by intense 
state responses and episodes of violence affecting 
communities, authorities and security forces.

The Indigenous People of Biafra (IPOB), led by Nnamdi 
Kanu, remained the symbolic and political heart of the 
secessionist movement. Following contradictory court 
rulings in 2024, judicial proceedings continued against 
Kanu, who is charged with terrorism and treason. 
Kanu continued to polarise the population: for some, 
he was seen as a defender of the Igbo people against 
decades of grievance, whilst the government considered 
him a direct challenge to the constitutional order. The 
authorities intensified their pressure on IPOB’s networks 
through police and military operations, arrests and 
intensive surveillance, creating a climate of widespread 
tension in states such as Abia, Imo, Anambra and 
Enugu. In this context, the IPOB’s armed wing, the 
Eastern Security Network (ESN), remained operationally 
active. Its cells operated mainly in rural and forested 
areas, from where they launched attacks against security 
forces, carried out ambushes on roads and acted against 
government targets, claiming dozens of lives during the 

Nigeria (Biafra)  

Intensity: 3

Trend: =

Type: Identity, Self-government
Internationalised internal

Main parties: Government, separatist organisations 
MASSOB and IPOB (which has an 
armed wing, the ESN)

Summary:
After winning its independence in 1960, Nigeria has faced 
the challenge of bringing together the different ethnic 
nationalities. The most paradigmatic example was the civil war 
between the government and the self-proclaimed Republic of 
Biafra (1967-1970), in which between one and three million 
people died. After three decades of military rule, the advent 
of democracy in 1999 gave rise to new expectations that 
the various identities could be accommodated and demands 
for political restructuring that have not come true, fuelling 
separatist grievances. In this context, demands for self-
determination have resurfaced in the southeastern part of the 
country—known as Biafra by separatist movements—through 
nonviolent organisations, mainly with the Movement for the 
Actualisation of the Sovereign State of Biafra (MASSOB), 
created in 1999, then by other secessionist movements, 
including the Indigenous People of Biafra (IPOB), created in 
2012. The rise to power of Muhammadu Buhari in 2015, 
perceived as a threat in the southern regions, has contributed 
to a rise in tension. The imprisonment in 2015 of IPOB 
leader Nnamdi Kanu caused an increase in demonstrations 
that were harshly repressed by the Nigerian security forces, 
which have since launched a campaign of violence and 
extrajudicial executions. This situation worsened with the 
banning of the IPOB in 2017 and the increase in violence 
in the second half of 2020, especially in light of the IPOB 
ban and the emergence of IPOB’s armed wing, the ESN.

https://www.aljazeera.com/features/2025/11/19/cooperation-not-threats-nigeria-wants-us-alliance-to-curb-violent-attacks
https://www.aljazeera.com/video/inside-story/2025/12/27/do-donald-trumps-strikes-in-nigeria-serve-any-purpose
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2025/12/26/us-bombs-target-isil-in-nigeria-whats-really-going-on
https://www.amnesty.org.ng/2025/07/10/nigeria-violence-and-widespread-displacement-leave-benue-facing-a-humanitarian-disaster/
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year. The ESN was also held responsible for setting fire 
to public buildings and exercising territorial control 
in certain areas. The Nigerian government responded 
with intensive operations involving clashes, arrests and 
the destruction of clandestine camps. Despite official 
efforts, however, the ESN retained a decentralised 
structure with the ability to reorganise after each 
counter-insurgency operation.

The situation was further complicated by the 
fragmentation of the secessionist movement. A dissident 
faction led by Simon Ekpa, the leader of the Biafra 
Republic Government in Exile, operated from abroad, 
coordinating actions and promoting radicalised rhetoric. 
Ekpa’s conviction in Finland on terrorism-related 
charges partially weakened his influence, but it did not 
eliminate the impact of his calls for shutdowns, protests 
and armed attacks, which continued to create instability 
in the region. The proliferation of small armed groups 
and autonomous cells created a fragmented ecosystem, 
characterised by different political demands and local 
dynamics of violence.

At the same time, the region experienced a 
combination of targeted attacks and state responses 
that occasionally gave rise to accusations of excessive 
force by the authorities. Ambushes of security convoys, 
targeted killings and reprisals drove a spiral of mutual 
distrust. The periodic imposition of ‘sit-at-home orders’ 
(shutdowns enforced by groups sympathetic to the 
Biafran cause) continued to harm economic activity, 
though compliance was weaker than in previous years 
due to public fatigue and coercive pressure from armed 
actors and the Nigerian authorities.

North Africa – Maghreb

Morocco – Western Sahara

Intensity: 2

Trend: =

Type: Self-government, Identity, Territory
International61

Type: Morocco, Sahrawi Arab Democratic 
Republic (SADR), armed group 
POLISARIO Front

Summary:
The roots of the conflict can be traced to the end of Spanish 
colonial rule in Western Sahara in the mid-1970s. The 
splitting of the territory between Morocco and Mauritania 
without taking into account the right to self-determination of 
the Sahrawi people or the commitment to a referendum on 
independence in the area led to a large part of the territory

61.	 Although Western Sahara is not an internationally recognised state, the tensions between Morocco and Western Sahara are classified as 
“international” and not internal as this is a territory which is awaiting decolonisation and which is not recognised as belonging to Morocco 
either under international law or in any United Nations resolution.

62.	 Episodes of violence recorded in the monthly Crisis Watch reports issued by the International Crisis Group (ICG) between January and 
December 2025.

63.	 Human Rights Watch, “Morocco and Western Sahara”, World Report 2026, February 2026.

being annexed by Rabat, forcing the displacement of 
thousands of Sahrawi citizens, who sought refuge in Algeria. 
In 1976, the Sahrawi political and military POLISARIO 
Front, a nationalist movement, declared a government in 
exile (the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic - SADR) and 
launched an armed campaign against Morocco. Both parties 
accepted a peace plan in 1988 and in 1991 a UN mission 
was established for the Sahara, MINURSO, charged with 
supervising the ceasefire and managing the organization of 
a referendum for self-determination in the territory. In 2007 
Morocco presented the UN with a plan for the autonomy 
of Western Sahara but the POLISARIO Front demands a 
referendum that includes the option of independence. In late 
2020, following incidents with Morocco in the Guerguerat 
area, the POLISARIO Front declared the ceasefire agreement 
terminated. Since then, continuous hostilities between the 
parties have been reported.

The dispute over Western Sahara continued to be 
characterised by low-intensity hostilities between 
Morocco and the POLISARIO Front, in line with the 
situation observed in recent years. Various violent 
incidents were reported throughout 2025, including 
drone attacks by Moroccan forces in Western Saharan 
territory controlled by the POLISARIO Front and the 
firing of projectiles in the area occupied by Rabat. In a 
report published in October, the UN mission for Western 
Sahara, MINURSO, estimated that 21 people had lost 
their lives between October 2024 and September 2025. 
Some of the projectiles, fired by both Morocco and the 
POLISARIO Front, landed near MINURSO sites but no 
damage or casualties were reported. According to the 
International Crisis Group (ICG), the hostilities caused 
at least 19 fatalities in 2025.62 The Moroccan attacks 
occurred near Bir Lahlou, al-Haouza and Mahbès, 
killing several POLISARIO Front fighters. According 
to Moroccan Medium reports, in one of the year’s 
deadliest episodes, six POLISARIO Front members 
died when they were intercepted whilst attempting to 
launch an attack in September. No information emerged 
regarding deaths or injuries resulting from attacks by 
the Sahrawi armed group. The UN Office for Human 
Rights announced that it has been unable to access 
Western Sahara for 10 years to verify the situation on 
the ground, as Morocco has not permitted it entry since 
2015. However, it did continue to receive complaints 
of intimidation and harassment of Sahrawi activists 
advocating for the right to self-determination. Nineteen 
Sahrawis, known as the Gdeim Izik group, remained 
in prison after being sentenced in trials criticised by 
human rights organisations, which have reported 
that they involved torture and forced confessions.63 

Meanwhile, the UN special envoy for Western Sahara, 
Staffan de Mistura, continued his efforts to attempt to 
restore the ceasefire and revive negotiations for a political 

https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2026/country-chapters/morocco-and-western-sahara
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solution.64 Throughout the year, however, the talks 
remained stalled and international support for Morocco’s 
position became clearer. During 2025, more countries 
publicly expressed their support for the autonomy plan 
presented by Morocco in 2007 as the framework for 
reaching a solution to the conflict, including the United 
Kingdom, Kenya, Portugal and Guatemala. Ghana and 
Panama suspended their relations with the Sahrawi 
Arab Democratic Republic (SADR). The United States 
intensified its diplomatic activities around the Western 
Sahara issue, reiterating its support for Rabat, increasing 
pressure on Algeria to persuade the POLISARIO Front to 
accept the Moroccan plan and insisting that the MINURSO 
contingent and mandate must be scaled back. Hardline 
factions in the US and Morocco called for the complete 
dismantling of the mission and for the POLISARIO Front 
to be designated a terrorist group. In this context, a key 
milestone occurred in October, when the UN Security 
Council endorsed Morocco’s autonomy plan as the basis 
for a solution for Western Sahara. The US drafted the 
text of the resolution, which passed with 11 votes in 
favour, none against, Russia and China abstaining and 
Algeria absent when the votes were cast. It expressly 
urges that negotiations be based on the Moroccan plan 
and indicates that genuine autonomy could be the most 
feasible outcome. The adoption of UNSC Resolution 
2797, which came days before the 50th anniversary of 
the Green March, prompted Morocco to announce an 
update and development of its autonomy plan. According 
to reports, Rabat was seeking various autonomy models 
as references, including the Spanish one.65 The text 
of the resolution makes no reference to an expanded 
proposal presented by the POLISARIO Front in October, 
which included an option similar to the Moroccan one in 
a referendum that would also include independence as 
an alternative.66 At the end of the year, De Mistura said 
that the Moroccan plan was only a framework and did not 
pre-empt the outcome of the negotiations.

During the year, reports emerged about debates and 
internal divisions within the POLISARIO Front regarding 
the strategy to follow in the new context. In November, 
factions opposed to continuing the negotiations gathered 
in Tindouf and demanded a change in leadership. Some 
analysts also warned of growing frustration among some 
Sahrawi refugee youth, who have called for intensifying 
the armed struggle.67 Faced with the POLISARIO Front’s 
growing isolation and weakness, Morocco strengthened 
its engagement with the United States diplomatically 
and militarily. During 2025, Rabat signed contracts for 
arms purchases from the US worth over €7.2 billion, 
thereby becoming the largest customer for US military 
equipment in all of Africa.68

64.	 See the summary on Morocco and Western Sahara in Escola de Cultura de Pau, Peace Talks in Focus 2025. Report on Trends and Scenarios, 
Barcelona: Icaria, 2026. 

65.	 Sanz, Juan Carlos, “Marruecos busca inspiración en el modelo autonómico español ante el reto de ofrecer un autogobierno creíble para el 
Sáhara”, El País, 6 December 2025. 

66.	 Security Council Report, “Western Sahara: Vote on a Draft Resolution Renewing MINURSO’s Mandate”, What’s in Blue, 31 October de 2025. 

67.	 International Crisis Group, A Window for Diplomacy in Western Sahara, Briefing no.96, Middle East & North Africa, 20 October 2026.

68.	 Sanz, Juan Carlos, “EE UU impone la ley del silencio en la reunión entre Marruecos y el Polisario en Madrid”, El País, 8 February 2026. 

2.3.2. America

North America

The year 2025 witnessed a significant drop in the 
number of homicides, but Mexico remained one of 
the countries in the world with the highest number of 
murders and cartel activity continued to be the main 
national security problem. This stoked tensions between 
Mexico and the US, whose president warned on several 
occasions about possible ground operations against 
the cartels. According to the government, 23,374 
intentional homicides were reported in 2025, 30% 
fewer than in 2024 and 40% fewer when comparing 
data between late 2025 and October 2024, when 
Claudia Sheinbaum was sworn in as president. Along the 
same lines, the homicide rate in 2025 (17.5) was the 
lowest since 2015. However, according to INEGI, which 
reports actual deaths based on medical certificates and 
usually cites higher figures than those published by the 
government, 14,488 homicides were reported in the 
first six months of the year alone, with projections of 
close to 30,000 homicides by the end of 2025. More 
than 50% of the homicides were concentrated in seven 

Mexico

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↓

Type: Government
Internationalized Internal

Main parties: Government, organised crime groups, 
armed opposition groups, USA

Summary:
Since 2006, when President Felipe Calderón launched 
the so-called “war on drugs,” both the levels of violence 
and human rights violations throughout the country have 
increased substantially, making it one of the countries with the 
highest number of homicides and enforced disappearances 
in the world. Since then, organized crime organizations 
have multiplied, increasing their military capacity, territorial 
presence, and transnational ties, and diversifying their 
illicit activities beyond drug trafficking. Although most acts 
of violence are linked to clashes between organized crime 
groups for control of activities, territories, and routes, clashes 
between state security forces and cartels, or between the 
latter and community self-defense groups, are also frequent. 
Numerous analyses have also pointed to the existence of 
high levels of violence and human rights violations against 
the civilian population, especially by organized crime 
groups. Furthermore, in recent decades there have been 
some insurgent movements in states such as Guerrero and 
Oaxaca – EPR, ERPI or FAR-LP – or Chiapas, where certain 
levels of tension have remained in some communities 
after the brief armed uprising of the EZLN in 1994.

https://escolapau.uab.cat/en/publications/peace-talks-in-focus-report-on-trends-and-scenarios/
https://elpais.com/internacional/2025-12-06/marruecos-busca-inspiracion-en-el-modelo-autonomico-espanol-ante-el-reto-de-ofrecer-un-autogobierno-creible-para-el-sahara.html
https://elpais.com/internacional/2025-12-06/marruecos-busca-inspiracion-en-el-modelo-autonomico-espanol-ante-el-reto-de-ofrecer-un-autogobierno-creible-para-el-sahara.html
https://www.securitycouncilreport.org/whatsinblue/2025/10/western-sahara-vote-on-a-draft-resolution-renewing-minursos-mandate-3.php
https://www.crisisgroup.org/brf/middle-east-north-africa/western-sahara/b96-window-diplomacy-western-sahara
https://elpais.com/espana/2026-02-08/ee-uu-impone-la-ley-del-silencio-en-la-reunion-entre-marruecos-y-el-polisario-en-madrid.html
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states: Guanajuato (10.9%), Chihuahua (7.7%), Low 
California (7.3%), Sinaloa (7.1%), Estado de México 
(6.5%), Guerrero (5.6%) and Michoacán (5.4%).69 
Homicide rates fell across the country except in six 
states: Sinaloa, Campeche, Veracruz, Low California Sur, 
Hidalgo and Nayarit. The government also noted that a 
clear decrease had been reported in 10 of the eleven 
crimes considered most serious, including femicide 
(15.2%), injuries by firearm (11.3%), kidnapping for 
ransom (11.3%) and robbery with violence (14.7%).

Despite these figures, the research centre ACLED 
ranked Mexico fourth in its Conflict Index, behind only 
Palestine, Myanmar and Syria, making it the second 
most dangerous country in the world and the third in 
terms of fragmentation of violent actors.70 
According to ACLED, over 17,000 violent 
events claimed more than 8,000 lives in 
2025. Along the same lines, according to a 
report by the organisation Causa en Común, 
4,783 crimes of extreme violence were 
committed in the country in 2025, resulting 
in 6,707 deaths. Among the most common 
type of crime and atrocity documented in 
the report was murder with torture (1,255 
cases), followed by murder of women with 
extreme cruelty (608 cases) and mutilation 
(456). Causa en Común also documented 386 
massacres (the murder of three or more people in a single 
incident) and the discovery of 301 clandestine graves.71

According to various analysts, organised crime activity 
remains the primary driver of extreme levels of violence 
in Mexico. According to the Global Peace Index 2025, 
the annual number of homicides estimated to be linked 
to criminal organisations has more than sextupled since 
2007, soaring from around 3,000 deaths per year to 
approximately 18,000.72 In contrast, homicides not 
linked to organised crime have shown relatively little 
change over the same period. According to a report 
released by the DEA,73 the Jalisco New Generation 
Cartel (CJNG) and the Sinaloa Cartel are operational 
across the entire country (the former in all 32 states 
of Mexico and the latter in 31), in addition to being 
active in at least 40 countries worldwide. Five other 
cartels (the Gulf Cartel, the Northeast Cartel, La Familia 
Michoacana, La Nueva Familia Michoacana and United 
Cartels) have a broad territorial presence, with over 
150 organised crime groups (and perhaps even more, 
according to some sources) exercising some form of 
control over routes and land or participating in illegal 
economies such as drug trafficking and extortion. The 
same DEA report notes that although fighting between 
the main organised crime groups claims thousands of 

69.	  Fabián Flores, “Siete estados sumaron la mitad del total de homicidios en 2025”, El Informador, 11 January 2026.

70.	  ACLED, Conflict Index, January 2026.

71.	  Arturo Rojas, “Documentan hallazgo de 301 fosas clandestinas”, El Economista, 28 January 2026.

72.	  Institute for Economics and Peace, “Mexico Peace Index 2025: Identifying and Measuring the Factors That Drive Peace”, May 2025.

73.	  Drug Enforcement Administration, “National Drug Threat Assessment 2025”, May 2025.

lives each year, they also establish strategic alliances 
and temporary pacts with one another. Recent examples 
include the partnership between the two main factions 
of the Sinaloa Cartel (‘Los Chapitos’ and ‘Los Mayos’, 
or ‘La Mayiza’) with the CJNG and the Northeast Cartel, 
respectively; between the CJNG and the Gulf Cartel; 
and between the Gulf Cartel and La Nueva Familia 
Michoacana. Various analysts indicated that the main 
factor explaining the reorganisation of relations between 
cartels and the dynamics of violence during the year 
was the further fragmentation of the Sinaloa Cartel 
since late 2024, following the arrest and extradition of 
two of its main leaders, Vicente ‘El Mayo’ Zambada and 
Joaquín Guzmán, the son of ‘El Chapo’ Guzmán. The 
Sinaloa Cartel had been the dominant organisation in 

recent decades until the emergence of the 
CJNG. The rupture between the two Sinaloa 
factions not only led to a drastic increase 
in violence in the group’s stronghold in 
Sinaloa (up by 67% in 2025 compared 
to the previous year), but it also inspired 
other cartels to try to take advantage of the 
group’s fragmentation and weaken it further 
by expanding into its territory.

Finally, political and diplomatic tensions 
rose between Mexico and the United 

States following US President Trump’s repeated threats 
to launch ground military operations against Mexican 
armed groups. In February 2025, citing national 
security reasons, Washington formally designated six 
Mexican cartels as Foreign Terrorist Organisations—
the Sinaloa Cartel, the Jalisco New Generation Cartel 
(CJNG), the Gulf Cartel, the Northeast Cartel, La 
Familia Michoacana and United Cartels. In August, 
Trump signed a directive authorising the Pentagon to 
use military force against the aforementioned foreign 
terrorist organisations on foreign soil. Some analysts 
claimed that this empowered the Pentagon to plan and 
execute direct military operations in Mexico, such as 
tactical incursions, drone strikes and interdiction and 
coercion operations at sea, likening the strategy against 
the cartels to military campaigns previously launched 
against groups such as al-Qaeda and Islamic State. The 
Mexican government flatly rejected any possibility of 
invasion or armed intervention by the US. Instead, it 
called for cooperation with Washington and intensified 
its struggle against organised crime groups, increasing 
the deployment of forces and high-profile arrests and 
extraditions.

Political tension rose 
between Mexico and 
the US following US 
President Trump’s 
repeated threats 
to launch ground 

military operations 
against Mexican 

cartels

https://www.informador.mx/mexico/siete-estados-sumaron-la-mitad-del-total-de-homicidios-dolosos-en-mexico-del-2025-20260108-0123.html
https://acleddata.com/series/acled-conflict-index
https://www.eleconomista.com.mx/politica/documentan-hallazgo-301-fosas-clandestinas-20260128-797309.html
https://www.dea.gov/sites/default/files/2025-07/2025NationalDrugThreatAssessment.pdf
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South America

Despite experiencing a notable decrease in the number 
of homicides, Brazil once again had one the highest 
number of murders. The country also witnessed some 
of the most serious clashes between security forces and 
armed groups in recent decades and several reports 
warned of the consolidation and territorial expansion of 
several armed gangs operating in the country. According 

74.	 Joana Versailles, “Brasil tem redução histórica de homicídios, mas feminicídios batem recordes em 2025”, Diário do Estado, 22 January 
2026.

75.	  ACLED, Conflict Index, January 2026.

76.	 Tulio Kruse, “Facciones y paramilitares ya actúan en áreas donde viven 28,5 millones de brasileños, según Datafolha”, Folha de Sao Paulo, 
16 October 2025.

77.	 Daniel Cerqueira and Samira Bueno (coord.), Atlas de la Violencia 2025, Instituto de Investigación Económica Aplicada (Ipea) and Foro 
Brasileño de Seguridad Pública, 2026.

to official figures, 34,084 homicides were reported in 
2025, though this figure does not include data from 
the states of São Paulo and Paraíba for December. Still, 
it means 11% fewer homicides than in 2024, in line 
with the falling incidence of homicides experienced 
over the past five years.74 The homicide rate was 16.1, 
the lowest in the last decade. Most homicides occurred 
in the Northeast region, which reported 18,412 (a 
10% drop from the previous year). Some states in this 
region continue to have the highest homicide rates in 
the country and are among the most affected by armed 
gang violence, such as Ceará (32.6, the highest in the 
country), Pernambuco (31.6), Alagoas (29.4) and Bahia 
(27.2, which has the highest number of murders in the 
country, at around 3,900). There were states where 
murders increased in 2025, such as Tocantins (up 
17%), Rio Grande do Norte (14%) and Roraima (9%). 
Similarly, the number of femicides in 2025 (1,470) was 
the highest in the last 10 years.

Despite the decrease in the number and rate of 
homicides, Brazil remained the country with the 
highest number of homicides in Latin America in 2025 
and one of the countries with the highest number of 
homicides in the world. The research centre ACLED, 
which placed Brazil seventh in its Conflict Index, 
ranked the country as the fourth most dangerous in the 
world and also fourth in terms of the fragmentation of 
armed actors.75 Some analysts indicated that in 2025, 
the territorial scope of activity of some criminal gangs 
increased to the point that they now operate in areas 
where 28.5 million people live , or 19% of the Brazilian 
population, a 5% rise compared to the previous year.76 
The armed gangs’ territorial expansion was especially 
pronounced in the Amazon, where they were active in 
45% of municipalities (compared to 32% in 2024). 
In addition to boosting drug trafficking, this also led 
to a rise in extortion and environmental crimes such 
as illegal logging and mining. Along the same lines, 
the  Atlas of Violence 2025  report warned that the 
growing consolidation of armed groups in medium-sized 
and small cities is driving the spread of violence and 
territorial disputes between organised crime groups 
into the Brazilian interior, particularly in the northern 
and northeastern states of the country.77 According to 
the report, there has been a significant decrease in 
violence in state capitals and large cities, including a 
60% reduction in the homicide rate since 2013, but 
a clear rise in violence in smaller municipalities. The 
report indicates that armed groups such as Comando 
Vermelho (CV) and Primeiro Comando da Capital (PCC) 
are found in every state in the country, though with 
varying degrees of activity and consolidation.

Brazil

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↓

Type: Government, Territory
Internationalised internal  

Main parties: Government, organised crime groups

Summary:
Brazil has historically had one of the highest number 
of homicides in the world. The homicide rate grew 
exponentially in the 1980s, reached its historical peak 
in 2017 (with over 64,000 homicides) and has gradually 
declined ever since. Although figures vary, over 80 organised 
crime groups are estimated to operate in Brazil, where they 
are involved in drug trafficking and other illicit economies, 
in addition to controlling or wielding significant influence 
over a substantial amount of Brazilian territory. Some of the 
factors traditionally associated with high levels of violence 
and the expansion and consolidation of armed groups are 
the country’s high levels of inequality (one of the highest in 
the Americas), the legacy of the military dictatorship (1964-
85), the accelerated urban development of neighbourhoods 
without public services or state presence in many cities 
across the country and the large-scale emergence of drug 
trafficking in Brazil in the 1980s as a transit and export 
hub. Moreover, a consumer drug market emerged, triggering 
fighting among organised crime groups over control of routes 
and territory. Historically, the most important groups with 
the greatest operational scope in almost every state in 
the country, in addition to being active in third countries, 
have been the Primeiro Comando da Capital, created in 
São Paulo in the early 1990s, and the Comando Vermelho, 
which emerged in Rio de Janeiro in the 1970s. In addition 
to these groups, which have been involved in many clashes 
with each other, with other groups and with state security 
forces in recent decades, other actors are also involved in 
the dynamics of violence, such as paramilitary groups known 
as militias, made up primarily of former police officers and 
military personnel, armed groups linked to illegal mining 
(called garimpeiros), dissident factions of the FARC and ELN 
guerrilla groups and rural militias (especially in the Amazon) 
linked to landowners or agricultural or mining companies, 
which are highly active in land conflicts and those of an 
environmental or indigenous nature. Furthermore, police 
operations in the fight against crime or in containing 
environmental conflicts and socio-political protests account 
for a significant proportion of the total amount of violent 
deaths in the country (around 20% in the 2010s).

https://diariodoestadogo.com.br/brasil-tem-reducao-historica-de-homicidios-mas-feminicidios-batem-recordes-em-2025-600167/
https://www.ipea.gov.br/atlasviolencia/publicacoes
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Major incidents of violence took place in Brazil in 2025. 
For example, 132 people died during the most lethal 
police operation in a decade. It was launched in late 
October in two densely populated neighbourhoods of 
Rio de Janeiro, Penha and Alemão, a stronghold of the 
armed group Comando Vermelho, with a population of 
around 300,000. In the days that followed, several 
human rights organisations criticised the operation and 
accused the police of extrajudicial killings, whilst the 
UN Office for Human Rights requested an independent 
investigation and urged security forces to comply with 
international standards on the use of force.

The situation of violence and insecurity increased 
drastically in Ecuador, which reported one of the highest 
homicide rates in Latin America and the world. According 
to government figures, 9,216 murders occurred in 

78.	  Ana María Cañizares, “El año más violento en Ecuador: el país cerró el 2025 con más de 9.000 homicidios, la mayor cifra de su historia”,CNN 
en Español, 21 January 2026.

79.	  ACLED, Aumenta la presión sobre el Gobierno de Ecuador para que controle la violencia del crimen organizado, 11 December 2025.

80.	  Ecuador Comunicación, Ranking de las 50 ciudades más violentas del mundo por tasa de homicidios, Ecuador tiene al menos 4 en el TOP, 
14 February 2026.

2025, over 30% more than the previous year and the 
highest figure ever recorded.78 According to figures from 
the Attorney General’s Office, 10,630 died violently in 
2025. The number of homicides has multiplied more 
than tenfold over the past decade (961 homicides in 
2016). The government attributed 94% of these deaths 
to criminal violence linked to drug trafficking and gang 
disputes, but other sources suggest considerably lower 
percentages. According to ACLED, for example, violence 
by criminal groups caused the deaths of over 3,600 
people in Ecuador between January and November, 
42% more than in the previous year. Since President 
Noboa’s declaration of an ‘internal armed conflict’ in 
January 2024, more than 16,000 homicides have 
been reported in the country, though that figure would 
be considerably higher if the Attorney General’s Office 
data were considered. Over 40% of the homicides were 
concentrated in the province of Guayas (4,106), followed 
by Los Ríos (1,276) and Manabí (1,271). The city of 
Guayaquil accounts for a quarter of the violent incidents 
perpetrated by armed groups. Although almost 80% of 
the violence is concentrated in the coastal provinces, 
due to their importance in drug trafficking, gangs have 
gradually expanded to more than 150 of the country’s 
222 municipalities and even to other countries, such as 
Peru, Chile and Colombia. According to ACLED, 71% 
of the Ecuadorian population was exposed to organised 
criminal violence in 2025, 6% more than in 2024, 
making it the highest such rate in Latin America.79 In 
addition to mortality indicators, Ecuador experienced a 
notable increase in serious crimes, such as kidnapping 
(more than 2,000 cases) and extortion (over 7,000 
cases). According to police data, 71,364 people were 
detained in 2025, although only a small percentage of 
them entered prison. According to UNHCR estimates 
in mid-2025, around 315,000 people had been 
internally displaced over the previous two years, half of 
them for reasons related to violence. According to the 
Norwegian Refugee Council, around 101,000 people 
were internally displaced in Ecuador due to conflict 
and violence in 2024, making it the third most affected 
country in Latin America by this phenomenon (behind 
Haiti and Colombia). According to other sources, around 
400,000 people have left the country since 2021. 
According to ACLED, Ecuador climbed 36 places in the 
Conflict Index to rank sixth in 2025, ahead of countries 
such as Haiti, Sudan and Pakistan. According to a 
report by the organisation Consejo Ciudadano para la 
Seguridad Pública y la Justicia Penal, which analyses 
the incidence of crime in cities with more than 300,000 
inhabitants, six Ecuadorian cities rank among the 10 
most violent in the world.80

Although the government designated 22 organised 
crime groups as terrorist organisations and belligerent 

Ecuador

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government, Resources
Internationalised internal

Main parties: Government, organised criminal groups, 
FARC and ELN dissident factions and 
other groups of Colombian origin  

Summary:
In recent years, Ecuador has experienced one of the sharpest 
rises in violence in all of Latin America. In 2022, the 
government reported that the homicide rate had multiplied 
by almost five since 2017 and that over 80% of the murders 
in the country are linked to drug trafficking. Although 
Ecuador has historically been a transit point for illicit drugs, 
some analysts indicate that the country is steadily playing 
a more prominent role in the international drug supply 
chain, especially for cocaine, including more participation 
in the storage, processing, production and international 
distribution of narcotics, mainly through Pacific routes (a 
significant percentage of the homicides takes place in the 
coastal city of Guayaquil) and the Amazon, thanks to its 
border with Brazil. The situation has led to a substantial 
increase in clashes for the control of strategic places 
and routes between local organised crime groups (such 
as Los Lobos, Los Choneros and Los Lagartos), Mexican 
cartels (especially the Sinaloa Cartel and the Jalisco New 
Generation Cartel), dissident factions of the FARC (such as 
the Oliver Sinisterra Front and the Urías Rondón column) 
and international criminal organisations. In response to this 
situation, in January 2024 President Daniel Noboa declared 
that there was an internal armed conflict in Ecuador and 
designated 22 armed groups as terrorist organisations 
and as belligerent non-state actors. He later ratified this 
decision on various occasions. Since then, the government 
has declared a state of emergency many times and has 
involved the Ecuadoran Armed Forces in the fight against 
these groups-   

https://cnnespanol.cnn.com/2026/01/21/latinoamerica/ecuador-2025-anio-mas-violento-homicidios-orix
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According to 
Ecuadorian 

government figures, 
9,216 murders 

occurred in 2025, 
over 30% more than 
the previous year and 
the highest figure ever 

recorded

non-state actors in an internal armed conflict in January 
2024, since then the number of groups has increased 
and fragmented significantly, leading to a clear increase 
in competition—and violence—among organised crime 
groups. In 2025, the government designated other 
groups as terrorist organisations, including Tren de 
Aragua, Los Soles Cartel and other international actors 
possibly active with criminal links in the region, such 
as Hamas, Hezbollah, the Muslim Brotherhood and 
Iran’s Revolutionary Guard. It is currently estimated 
that more than 50 groups operate in the 
country. In March, President Noboa stated 
that armed groups had between 14,000 
and 15,000 members, but some sources 
consider this figure to be much higher and 
possibly reach up to 60,000 people.81 In 
September, the US government formally 
designated the country’s two largest armed 
gangs as foreign terrorist organisations: Los 
Lobos and Los Choneros.

The Ecuadorian Organised Crime 
Observatory (EOCO) noted that the government’s 
declaration of an internal armed conflict in January 
2024 has not prevented criminal groups from atomising 
and reorganising since then, nor has it curbed their 
geographical fragmentation or the diversification of 
their illicit activities.82 Although drug trafficking clearly 
remained the main source of income for these groups, 
illegal mining and extortion experienced notable growth 
in 2025. ACLED noted that one of the main factors 
driving the increase in violence was the escalating 
competition between the criminal groups Los Lobos 
and Los Choneros. Los Lobos took advantage of the 
weakening of Los Choneros caused by the extradition 
of their leader to the US in July 2025 by seizing routes 
and territories they had previously controlled, primarily 
in the provinces of Los Ríos and Manabí. Los Lobos 
then became embroiled in an internal struggle with 
a splinter faction, Sao Box, over control of illicit gold 
mining activities in El Oro and surrounding provinces. 
In November, a clash at Machala prison between Los 
Lobos and another splinter faction, Los Lobos Box, 
left 32 people dead and a similar number wounded. 
Another riot at the same prison in September had left 
14 people dead. According to government figures, 760 
prisoners died between January and September alone, 
whilst the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights 
estimated that the year ended with at least 72 violent 
deaths in prison facilities, pushing the number of such 
deaths above 800 since 2001. A report by the Reuters 
news agency stated that around 1,200 prisoners died 
in state custody from violent or natural causes in 2025, 
four times more than in 2024.

81.	  ACLED, Ecuador’s Noboa declared war on 22 gangs. In his new term, he faces many more, 3 June 2025.

82.	  Observatorio Ecuatoriano del Crimen Organizado, Informe de Caracterización de Crimen Organizado en Ecuador 2025, January 2026.

In 2025, there were also many clashes in regions 
bordering Colombia between the Ecuadoran Armed 
Forces and various groups of Colombian origin formally 
designated as terrorist organisations as part of the 
internal armed conflict. The Ecuadoran government 
considers these groups to be involved in illicit economies, 
such as drug trafficking, extortion and illegal mining, 
and to maintain contact and alliances with Ecuadorian 
organised crime groups. Notable examples of these 
groups include various FARC dissident factions, such 

as Segunda Marquetalia and Estado Mayor 
Central, primarily through Oliver Sinisterra 
Front and Iván Ríos Front, as well as 
ELN factions like Comuneros del Sur and 
Comandos de la Frontera, an alliance 
between FARC dissidents and paramilitary 
and organised crime groups. The most 
significant violent incident occurred in 
the Alto Punino region on 9 May, when 
11 soldiers conducting an operation 
against illegal mining activities died in a 
bomb attack ambush that the government 

blamed on Comandos de la Frontera, but which the 
group denied. In response to the growing insecurity in 
the borderlands between Ecuador and Colombia, Quito 
increased its military deployment there by 30%.

Given the deteriorating security situation, in late 
December President Noboa declared a state of 
emergency in nine provinces and three municipalities 
and launched Operation Total Offensive, including the 
deployment of an additional 10,000 military personnel 
in areas with the highest crime rates, such as Guayas, 
Los Ríos and Manabí. Some considered this operation 
a transition from a reactive to an offensive strategy, 
marking the beginning of an open war against armed 
gangs.

In other developments, three people died, nearly 500 
were injured and more than 200 were arrested during the 
protests, national strike and roadblocks that took place 
in September and October in many provinces across the 
country, in opposition to the government’s decision to 
eliminate fuel subsidies and other government health, 
employment and security policies. Quito declared and 
renewed a state of emergency in the seven provinces 
most affected by the protests. The Confederation of 
Indigenous Nationalities of Ecuador (CONAIE), the 
main driver behind the protests, accused the security 
forces of having used excessive force, as did some 
human rights organisations.

https://oeco.padf.org/informe-de-caracterizacion-de-crimen-organizado-en-ecuador-2025/
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By the end of 2025, 
the United States 
had carried out 

around 35 attacks 
against vessels 

allegedly linked to 
drug trafficking in the 
Eastern Pacific Ocean 

and the Caribbean 
Sea, which may have 
caused the deaths of 
at least 115 people

The drastic increase in US political and military pressure 
on Venezuela throughout the year included around 35 
lethal attacks in the Caribbean and the Pacific against 
vessels allegedly linked to drug trafficking, 
crowned by a military operation in Caracas 
in the first few days of January 2026 to 
capture Venezuelan President Nicolás 
Maduro and later transfer him to the 
United States to stand trial on various 
charges, including of drug trafficking and 
terrorism. Nearly 200 people were killed 
in the military operation and the attacks 
against the aforementioned vessels, 
although figures vary regarding the 
civilians who died in the US operation in 
Caracas. US government political pressure 
against the Venezuelan regime gradually 
increased throughout the year. In January, 
the Biden administration increased the 
reward for information leading to Nicolás Maduro’s 
arrest to 25 million USD, citing his assumption of the 
presidency, which it described as fraudulent, and the 
violent crackdown on the protests that broke out after 
the election. The Trump administration accused Maduro 
of being one of the world’s biggest drug traffickers and 
of leading a narco-terrorist state, raising the reward to 
50 million USD, the highest amount ever offered in the 

history of the Narcotics Rewards Program, and seizing 
over 700 million USD in assets linked to Maduro. Also 
in August, Washington began a massive deployment 
in the Caribbean and the Eastern Pacific Ocean, one 
of the largest in the history of the region. The military 
deployment, which from November onwards was 
renamed Operation Southern Spear and used the island 
of Puerto Rico as its main operating base, mobilised 
around 15,000 military personnel and dozens of 
warships, submarines and fighter aircraft, in addition to 
the world’s largest aircraft carrier, the USS Gerald Ford. 
Shortly after the operation began, in early September 
Washington launched a campaign of lethal attacks 
against vessels allegedly linked to drug trafficking. By 
the end of 2025, around 35 attacks had been recorded 
(24 in the Eastern Pacific and 11 in the Caribbean) that 
may have caused the deaths of at least 115 people. 
Although most of the kinetic attacks took place in 
international waters, the governments of Colombia and 
Venezuela reported that some of these attacks occurred 
in their territorial waters and that the US had therefore 
violated their sovereignty. At the same time, both the 
United Nations and many experts on international law 
considered that such attacks amounted to extrajudicial 
killings and noted that international law does not 
permit the unilateral use of lethal force against civilian 
vessels in international waters without an imminent 
threat to life. In response to this criticism, in February 
Washington argued that it had designated groups such 
as the Sinaloa Cartel, the CJNG, the Gulf Cartel and 
Tren de Aragua, a group that it links to the Venezuelan 
government, as Foreign Terrorist Organisations, and that 
it had done the same to Los Soles Cartel in November, 
an organisation that it claims has close ties to Maduro. 
Furthermore, in October the US Department of Justice 
issued a memorandum stating that the massive influx 
of drugs into the US posed a threat to national security 

and that the government was engaged in 
a ‘non-international armed conflict’ against 
certain cartels and organised crime groups, 
whose members it defined as ‘unlawful 
combatants’. Such considerations, of which 
the US Congress was formally notified in 
October, were used to justify attacks on 
vessels in international waters as acts of 
self-defence without the need for prior 
judicial proceedings.

Alongside the increase in military pressure 
and Trump’s statements that he would not 
rule out attacks on targets on Venezuelan 
soil or the deployment of troops, in late 
November the US declared Venezuela’s 

airspace closed and in mid-December it ordered a 
complete naval blockade to intercept and seize tankers 
transporting Venezuelan crude oil sanctioned by the US. 
In December and the opening days of January 2026, 
around 10 vessels were intercepted, one of which was 
flying the Russian flag, leading to a diplomatic conflict 
with Russia. On 29 December, the US announced a 
direct attack, which according to some sources was 

US – Venezuela  
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Summary:
Tensions between the US and Venezuelan governments date 
back to the rise to power of Hugo Chávez in 1999, whose 
foreign policy alliances, decisions on energy policy and 
promotion of the Bolivarian revolution generated suspicion 
and animosity in certain circles in Washington. Relations 
between the two countries deteriorated seriously after 
Chávez accused the US government of orchestrating the 
failed coup attempt against him in 2002, then worsened 
further after Caracas took greater control of the state oil 
company, expelled several US companies and intensified 
its rhetoric about the possibility of US military intervention. 
The conflict between the two countries intensified further 
after Chávez’s death in 2013 and the proclamation of 
Nicolás Maduro as president, whom Washington accused of 
conducting electoral fraud on several occasions, supporting 
systematic human rights violations during crackdowns on 
mass protests, leading the country into an unprecedented 
economic, humanitarian and migratory crisis and turning 
Venezuela into an authoritarian regime. The US stepped up 
pressure against Venezuela in response, first by imposing 
sanctions under the Obama administration and later, under 
the first Trump administration, by exerting greater military 
pressure and recognising Juan Guaidó as Venezuela’s 
interim president in January 2019. In addition to the 
US government’s criticism of the country’s democratic 
backsliding, since 2020 it has also accused Maduro of 
narco-terrorism, filing formal charges against him and 
offering a reward for information leading to his capture.
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carried out by the CIA using drones, on a dock on 
Venezuelan territory that was allegedly being used for 
drug trafficking, although neither government provided 
any details about the operation.

From the start of the US military deployment in the 
Caribbean in August and the increase in rhetoric against 
Maduro, the Venezuelan government intensified calls 
for popular and military mobilisation against potential 
US aggression. In mid-August, Maduro announced 
that he would mobilise around 4.5 million militia 
members, although some sources estimated that the 
real figure did not exceed 300,000, and ordered the 
intensification of border controls, the deployment of 
drones and ships along the coast and the start of military 
exercises on La Orchila island in mid-September. Also 
in September, Interior Minister Diosdado Cabello urged 
the transition from a ‘peaceful revolution to an armed 
revolution’ and at the end of the month Maduro signed 
a decree imposing a state of emergency designed to be 
automatically activated in the event of ‘foreign military 
aggression’. Amid rumours about possible Russian 
military assistance to Venezuela as a consequence of 
potential US military aggression, Moscow stated that 
Venezuela had not requested any form of assistance in 
mid-November.

In this context, in the early hours of 3 January 2026, 
in a complex military operation involving around 150 
aircraft taking off from approximately 20 different 
locations, some from mainland bases and others from 
aircraft carriers at sea, the US Armed Forces bombed 
several military installations in Caracas and captured 
Maduro and his wife, Cilia Flores, who were transferred 
to New York to stand trial on various charges. According 
to official sources, 47 Venezuelan military personnel and 
32 Cuban security agents died during the operation, but 
no precise information emerged regarding the number 
of civilians killed.83 Shortly after the military operation, 
Trump announced that the US would ‘rule’ Venezuela 
until a political transition could be carried out.84 

83.	 According to some sources, three civilians were confirmed as killed, but Interior Minister Diosdado Cabello claimed that the total death toll 
amounted to 100, though he did not specify the types of victims. Other sources stated that the final civilian figures were difficult to calculate 
due to damage to residential infrastructure in Caracas.

84.	 Venezuela’s Supreme Court of Justice determined that the president’s ‘forced absence’ was temporary, so acting Vice President Delcy Rodrí-
guez was designated the ‘acting president’. According to the Venezuelan Constitution, she could only hold this office for up to six months 
before being required to call elections.

Tensions remained high between both countries 
throughout the year, including several cross-border armed 
incidents, Guyana’s protests over Venezuela’s holding of 
regional elections in what it calls ‘Guayana Esequiba’, a 
significant military deployment by Venezuela in border 
regions and the strengthening of military cooperation 
between Guyana and the United States. In mid-February, 
six Guyanese soldiers were wounded in an ambush on a 
Guyanese military patrol on the Cuyuní River by armed 
men coming from the Venezuelan bank. Guyanese 
President Irfaan Ali condemned the ambush as an act 
of aggression, ordered the imMediumte deployment of 
elite units of the Guyana Defence Force (GDF) to the 
Cuyuní-Mazaruni region, placed all border posts on 
maximum alert and filed a formal complaint with the 
UN Security Council, requesting an urgent session to 
discuss the violation of the Argyle peace agreement. 
Venezuelan Defence Minister Vladimir Padrino denied 
the involvement of regular troops in the incident, blamed 
it on criminal groups involved in illegal mining and even 
accused Guyana of orchestrating a false flag attack to 
justify the entry of foreign troops in the disputed territory. 
A few weeks after the ambush, the US Navy and the 
Guyana Defence Force conducted exercises in waters 
within Guyana’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). Later, 
in mid-May, Guyana reported three separate attacks on 
its troops on the river border within less than 24 hours. 
Although there were no casualties, the Guyanese forces 
returned fire. Furthermore, in late August a police and 
military patrol escorting officials from Guyana’s Electoral 
Commission through a border river area was shot at 
from the Venezuelan bank. Although nobody was killed, 
Guyana’s security forces returned fire. Irfaan Ali, who 
was re-elected in the elections, described the incident 
as a direct act of aggression aimed at sabotaging the 
democratic process and blasted Venezuela’s harassment 
before the international community. Venezuela denied 

and administered by Guyana, dates back to the lack of 
agreement in the late 19th century on defining the border 
between Venezuela and the British Empire. While Guyana, 
a former British colony, maintains that an arbitral award 
issued in Paris in 1899 gave the disputed territory to the 
British Empire, Venezuela protested the ruling and bases 
its position on the 1966 Geneva Agreement between 
Venezuela and the United Kingdom (in consultation with 
the government of Guyana, which won independence 
from the United Kingdom that same year), by which the 
parties undertook to resolve the dispute through friendly 
negotiations. Tension increased significantly after the 
International Court of Justice declared itself competent to 
resolve and issue a ruling on the matter in 2020, though 
Venezuela rejected the ICJ’s jurisdiction. Adding to the 
strain in relations, Guyana granted several companies the 
right to explore for hydrocarbon deposits in waters disputed 
with Venezuela and Caracas planned to hold a referendum 
on the sovereignty of Essequibo in December 2023.

Venezuela – Guyana  
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Summary:
The tension between Venezuela and Guyana over 
Essequibo, a territory covering almost 160,000 km2 that 
is rich in minerals and other natural resources, controlled
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the involvement of its forces in the incident and again 
accused Guyana of inciting an armed conflict and 
justifying the intervention of foreign powers.

The strain between both countries escalated seriously 
in early March after the Guyanese government reported 
that a Venezuelan Navy corvette had entered disputed 
waters and approached the ExxonMobil platform. 
Guyanese President Irfaan Ali stated that several 
aircraft and vessels had been deployed to support the 
large number of drilling ships operating in the region. 
In a televised address, the Guyanese leader described 
the incursion into Guyana’s Exclusive Economic Zone 
as a serious violation of its maritime borders, recalled 
Venezuela’s ambassador to lodge a formal protest and 
said that Guyana had notified all its international allies 
of the incident, including the United States. According 
to some analysts, this is the closest incident to the border 
between both countries reported in the last decade. 
Venezuela denied any violation of Guyana’s waters, 
arguing that the delimitation of the location where the 
incident occurred is pending and therefore not part of 
Guyanese territory, then asserted that resource extraction 
concessions in those areas, particularly by ExxonMobil, 
are illegal. Following the incident, the Venezuelan Navy 
released videos of live-fire military exercises in the 
area, which Georgetown condemned as an act of direct 
intimidation. In late March, during a visit to Guyana, US 
Secretary of State Marco Rubio warned Venezuela that 
a military attack or aggressive actions against Guyana 
or ExxonMobil would have serious consequences for 
Caracas and reaffirmed his commitment to Guyana’s 
sovereignty and territorial integrity. New defence and 
security cooperation agreements were signed during his 
visit, particularly concerning offshore oil facilities, and 
joint military exercises were conducted by the navies of 
both countries in international waters and in Guyana’s 
Exclusive Economic Zone. The Venezuelan Armed 
Forces, which had mobilised military vehicles near 
border regions in recent months, warned that they would 
respond firmly and decisively to any provocation or 
action that threatened the country’s territorial integrity.

Finally, diplomatic relations between Venezuela and 
Guyana deteriorated due to Venezuela’s plans for the 
parliamentary and regional elections on 25 May to 
include the governor of Essequibo and eight deputies to 
the National Assembly representing the region. Guyana 
said that anyone participating in such elections would 
be tried for treason, whilst the regional organisation 
CARICOM criticised Venezuela’s plans on the grounds 
that they could destabilise the region and provoke a 
conflict between both countries. In response to an urgent 
request from Guyana, on 1 May the International Court 
of Justice ordered Venezuela to refrain from holding the 
elections in the territory administered by Georgetown to 
avoid changing the status quo.

2.3.3. Asia and the Pacific

2.3.3.1 Asia

East Asia 

Tensions between the two countries increased 
significantly in 2025 due to China’s increased military 
pressure on the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands and the most 
serious diplomatic crisis in recent years that erupted 
in late 2025 as a result of Japan’s position regarding 
Taiwan. As has been the case in recent years, Japan 
reported a notable increase in the presence of Chinese 
vessels in the contiguous zone (12 to 24 nautical miles 
from the coast) around the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. 
According to the Japan Coast Guard (JCG), Chinese 
vessels entered the contiguous zone of the islands on a 
total of 357 days in 2025 (practically the entire year), 
the highest figure ever recorded. Furthermore, a total 
of 1,380 Chinese government vessels, also a record 
high, maintained an uninterrupted presence in the area 
for 335 consecutive days in 2025, a drastic increase 
from the previous record of 215 days. The Japanese 
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China and Japan’s dispute over the sovereignty and 
administration of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands (in Japanese 
and Chinese, respectively) in the East China Sea dates back 
to the early 1970s, when the US, which had administered 
the islands since 1945, relinquished control of them to 
Japan. The dispute over the islands, which have a high 
geostrategic value and are estimated to contain enormous 
hydrocarbon reserves, is part of China and Japan’s conflictive 
historical relations since the first third of the 20th century 
as a result of the Japanese invasion of China in the 1930s 
and the Second World War. The territorial dispute had been 
managed peacefully since the early 1970s, but tension 
between the two increased significantly in 2012, when 
the Japanese government purchased three of the disputed 
islands from a private owner. In 2013, China unilaterally 
declared a new Air Defence Identification Zone (ADIZ) 
that includes the airspace of the islands. In the following 
years, incursions by Chinese Coast Guard patrol vessels 
and Chinese vessels into the contiguous and territorial 
waters (12 nautical miles from the coast) of the Senkaku/
Diaoyu islands increased significantly, as did the number 
of fighters deployed by Japan to control and supervise its 
airspace. Japan adopted an increasingly assertive national 
security strategy in the region, notably increased its military 
spending and consolidated defence alliances with other 
countries in the region such as the US, which has repeatedly 
expressed its military commitment to Japan’s sovereignty 
and territorial integrity under the bilateral security treaty of 
1951. Taiwan also considers the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands 
an integral part of its territory, but its involvement in the 
dispute has drawn less international attention and caused 
less frictions with Japan.
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Tensions between 
China and Japan 

increased significantly 
due to China’s 

increased military 
pressure on the 
Senkaku/Diaoyu 

Islands and the most 
serious diplomatic 

crisis in recent years 
that erupted in late 
2025 as a result 

of Japan’s position 
regarding Taiwan

government was also alarmed that Chinese Coast Guard 
vessels invaded Japan’s territorial waters (12 nautical 
miles from the coast) on 32 days, with some remaining 
there for almost four days. There were two 
significant aerial developments in 2025 
compared to previous years. The first was 
the massive use of unmanned aerial vehicle 
(drone) flights and Chinese helicopters 
flying near or in the airspace of the 
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. The second major 
development was that China operated all 
three of its aircraft carriers (Liaoning, 
Shandong and the new Fujian) near waters 
administered by Japan. In the first half 
of 2025 alone, over 1,300 take-off and 
landing operations of J-15 fighter jets and 
helicopters were observed from the Chinese 
aircraft carriers Liaoning and Shandong in 
the vicinity of Japanese territory in the East 
China Sea and the Pacific. This allowed 
China to project air power from the Pacific, 
forcing Japan to monitor the eastern flank of the islands. 
In response, Japan conducted 304 emergency fighter 
jet scrambles to intercept Chinese aircraft between April 
and December 2025.

Furthermore, Japan and China experienced one of 
the most significant political and diplomatic crises in 
recent years in late 2025. In early November, during a 
parliamentary session on a possible Chinese blockade 
of Taiwan, Japanese Prime Minister Sanae Takaichi said 
that China’s use of force against Taiwan could constitute 
an ‘existential crisis’ for Japan. Under Japan’s peace 
and security legislation approved in 2015, such a 
designation could allow the Self-Defence Forces to 
intervene militarily under the framework of collective 
self-defence. The legislation passed in 2015 when 
Shinzo Abe was in power made it possible for Japan to 
engage in collective self-defence in specific cases, such 
as an attack on an allied country like the United States. 
Elected prime minister of Japan in October 2025 and 
regarded by some as pro-Taiwan and confrontational 
towards China, Sanae Takaichi had visited Taiwan 
in April, met with Taiwanese President Lai Ching-te, 
and stated that an emergency in Taiwan would be an 
emergency for Japan. Some analysts said that Takaichi is 
the first sitting Japanese leader to explicitly link a Taiwan 
crisis to Japan’s direct security interests. As a result, 
her statement was seen as signalling a shift away from 
Tokyo’s traditional strategic ambiguity regarding Taiwan.

Although the Japanese government stated that Takaichi’s 
remarks did not change its official ‘One China’ policy 
or the 1972 Joint Communiqué, which established 
diplomatic relations between Japan and the People’s 
Republic of China, recognised the People’s Republic 
of China as the sole government of China and ended 
official ties between Japan and the Republic of China 
(Taiwan), Beijing reacted angrily. It imposed restrictions 
on flights and tourism, banned imports of Japanese 

seafood, cancelled cultural exchanges and significantly 
boosted maritime activity around the Senkaku/
Diaoyu Islands. In this context, in early December 

the Japanese government reported that 
two Chinese patrol vessels had entered 
Japanese territorial waters and approached 
a Japanese fishing boat. The Japan Coast 
Guard intercepted the Chinese ships and 
demanded their imMediumte withdrawal. 
Beijing claimed that the Japanese fishing 
vessel had illegally entered its territorial 
waters and that its ships had merely taken 
‘necessary control measures’ to expel it. 
Days later, military alert levels in the region 
rose further after the Japanese government 
reported that J-15 fighter jets from the 
Chinese aircraft carrier Liaoning had locked 
their fire-control radar onto Japanese 
fighter aircraft near the Miyako Strait. 
Tokyo lodged a formal protest with China, 
describing the incident as hostile and a step 

short of actual live fire. In response, both the president 
of the United States and the US ambassador to Japan 
expressed firm opposition to any action undermining 
Japan’s control and administration of the Senkaku/
Diaoyu Islands, repeating Washington’s commitment to 
Japan’s defence, including the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands.

China – Philippines
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Summary:
As part of the broader conflict between several states over 
maritime and territorial claims in the South China Sea, 
one of the disputes with the greatest military, political, 
and diplomatic implications in recent years has been the 
sovereignty dispute between China and the Philippines in 
the West Philippine Sea —referring to those parts of the 
South China Sea that lie within the Philippines’ exclusive 
economic zone. Specifically, most collisions and incidents 
have occurred around two land features: Scarborough 
Shoal—occupied by China since 2012 following a naval 
incident between the two countries—and the Second Thomas 
Shoal (Ayungin in Tagalog and Renai in Chinese), where the 
Philippines maintains troops permanently aboard a stranded 
ship to ensure its control. Faced with increasing Chinese 
intimidation, the Philippines referred the dispute to the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 
arbitration tribunal. In 2016, the tribunal ruled that there 
was no legal basis for China to assert historical rights within 
the “ten-dash line”—which covers approximately 90% of 
the South China Sea—and noted that China had violated 
the Philippines’ sovereign rights with respect to its exclusive 
economic zone. However, China does not recognize the 
ruling’s validity. Moreover, the United States has repeatedly 
warned China about its military obligations toward the 
Philippines under the 1951 bilateral mutual defense treaty.
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Political and military tensions rose between China 
and the Philippines in 2025, with a notable number 
of maritime incidents, a significant increase in China’s 
coercive and aggressive activities in the West Philippine 
Sea, a drastic increase in the Philippines’ military 
budget and enhanced defence and security cooperation 
between Manila and several countries. In early January 
2026, the Philippine Navy reported an increase in ‘grey 
zone’ tactics and in China’s illegal, coercive, aggressive 
and deceptive (ICAD) actions in the West Philippine 
Sea and the South China Sea to consolidate its control 
over the region, posing a challenge to the Philippines’ 
territorial integrity, its sovereign rights and the safety 
of Filipino fishermen and government vessels. In 2025, 
a total of 447 Chinese vessels (161 law enforcement 
and 286 military) were reported operating in the 
disputed area, significantly more than the 278 Chinese 
vessels in 2024.85 In addition to the greater presence 
of Chinese vessels in the region, the Philippine 
Armed Forces warned that the maritime activity of the 
Chinese Navy, the Chinese Coast Guard and what is 
called the maritime militia (civilian vessels operating 
under Chinese government guidelines) became more 
aggressive, more deterrent in nature and geographically 
closer to disputed areas in 2025. Beijing asserted that 
its maritime activity complies with international law and 
is defensive in nature, aimed solely at safeguarding its 
national security and sovereignty.

A significant number of maritime incidents and 
diplomatic tensions were reported between the two 
countries in 2025, particularly in the West Philippine 
Sea. In January, Manila lodged a diplomatic protest 
after China positioned its largest vessel, weighing 
around 12,000 tonnes, near Scarborough Shoal (also 
known as Bajo de Masinloc) to establish a constant 
presence and surveillance over the reef. At the same 
shoal, two Chinese vessels (one belonging to the 
Chinese Coast Guard and the other to the Chinese Navy) 
collided with each other whilst attempting to intercept 
a Philippine patrol vessel in mid-August. In May, two 
Philippine vessels collecting sand samples for research 
in a disputed area were rammed and attacked with water 
cannons by the Chinese Coast Guard. Later, in mid-
October, the Philippines reported that a Chinese ship 
deliberately rammed a Philippine official vessel (BRP 
Datu Pagbuaya) and used water cannons in a disputed 
area of the Spratly Islands. In December, at Sabina 
Shoal (also known as Escoda), the Chinese Coast Guard 
fired water cannons at Filipino fishermen, injuring three 
and causing serious material damage to two vessels.

In response to this situation, Manila strengthened the 
Comprehensive Archipelagic Defence Concept, the new 
strategic doctrine formally adopted in 2024 to protect 
its sovereignty in the West Philippine Sea and its fishing 
and energy resources within its Exclusive Economic Zone 
(EEZ). In 2025, it reinforced its constant presence in 

85.	  Giselle Ombay, “PH Navy says China increased ‘coercive actions’ in SCS; embassy denies”, GMA, 6 January 2026.

areas perceived as critical, such as Scarborough Shoal 
and Escoda Shoal, boosted its defence budget by more 
than 50% compared to the previous year (particularly 
for the purchase of military equipment) and enhanced 
its defence cooperation with several countries, 
especially through joint military exercises and patrols. 
Between 2024 and 2025, the Philippines conducted 
13 multilateral and 16 bilateral exercise programmes 
with its allies and partners, including the US, Japan, 
Australia, Canada and France. Some of the most 
notable defence cooperation developments in 2025 
included the implementation of the Reciprocal Access 
Agreement with Japan, signed in 2024, which allows 
the deployment of Japanese troops on Philippine soil for 
joint exercises; the first-ever joint Coast Guard exercises 
with Vietnam, another country with territorial disputes 
with China; and Australia’s participation in large-scale 
military manoeuvres (Alon 2025), jointly with the US 
and Japan. According to various analysts, the maritime 
cooperation activities of the Philippines and its allies 
in 2025 were more systematic and sustained than in 
previous years, as well as more deterrent in nature, 
with greater tactical integration among the countries 
conducting them, meaning that several surveillance 
or resupply missions in disputed areas were no longer 
carried out unilaterally but in a multilateral format. 
The US reaffirmed its commitment to the 1951 Mutual 
Defence Treaty. On several occasions during the year, the 
US Secretary of State and the US Secretary of Defence 
criticised China’s actions in the South China Sea and 
said that the defence alliance with the Philippines 
and protecting the country’s national sovereignty were 
priorities of US foreign policy.
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Summary:
The conflict between the People’s Republic of China (China) 
and Taiwan (officially the Republic of China) dates back to 
1949, after the Communist Party of China won the Chinese 
Civil War (1927-36 and 1945-49) against the government 
of the Republic of China (created in 1912 and led by 
the Kuomintang party). This victory led to Mao Zedong’s 
proclamation of the People’s Republic of China and the 
flight of Kuomintang leader Chiang Kai Chek and hundreds 
of thousands of people to the island of Formosa (Taiwan), 
where the Kuomintang established authoritarian one-party 
rule and martial law until the country’s democratisation in 
the late 1980s. Since its creation in 1949, the People’s 
Republic of China has considered Taiwan a rebellious 
province, refusing to establish diplomatic relations with 
it and asserting that no country that wants to maintain 
diplomatic relations with Beijing can recognise Taiwan. On

https://www.gmanetwork.com/news/topstories/nation/971887/ph-navy-china-increased-coercive-actions-in-scs/story/
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Xi Jinping Jinping 
asserted that the 
reunification of 

China and Taiwan is 
inevitable, stressed 

that China will 
never allow Taiwan’s 
independence and 
did not rule out the 
use of force, despite 

prioritising a peaceful 
path to reunification

various occasions, different Chinese leaders have expressed 
their desire to achieve reunification under the principle of 
“one country, two systems”, but they have not ruled out the 
use of force to do so. The Republic of China, which exercises 
effective control over Taiwan, Penghu, Kinmen, Matsu and 
smaller islands, maintained that it was the sole legitimate 
representative of China and its territory until 1991, when 
it stopped considering the Communist Party a rebel group 
and recognised its jurisdiction over mainland China. 
Until 1971, the Republic of China (Taiwan) represented 
China in the United Nations, occupying a permanent seat 
on the Security Council. That year, the United Nations 
recognised Beijing as the sole legitimate representative of 
China. Washington did the same in 1979 as part of the 
normalisation of its diplomatic relations. Alongside the 
political tensions associated with the political status of 
Taiwan, there have been three significant military episodes. 
In 1954-55, Beijing bombed the islands of Kinmen, Matsu 
and Tachen and took effective control of the Yijiangshan 
Islands, prompting the signing of the Sino-American 
Mutual Defence Treaty in 1954. In 1958, Beijing bombed 
the Kinmen and Matsu again and there was a naval clash 
between both countries around Dongding Island. In 1995 
and 1996, Beijing launched several missiles coinciding 
with the 1996 presidential election, the first direct election 
to end authoritarian rule.

Tensions between the China and Taiwan increased 
markedly in 2025 due to Beijing’s growing military 
pressure on Taiwan and rising assertiveness regarding 
its intentions to invade the island, and Taipei’s higher 
defence spending and strengthening of 
its security partnerships with several 
countries, particularly the United 
States and Japan. According to data 
from the Taiwanese government, 3,764 
Chinese aircraft entered its Air Defence 
Identification Zone (ADIZ) in 2025, a 
22.4% increase over the previous year, 
which had already marked a historical 
peak in such activity.86 In addition, in 
January, 30 high-altitude balloons entered 
Taiwan’s ADIZ, at least 12 of which flew 
directly over the island’s territory. The 
monthly average number of Chinese naval 
vessels operating around the island was 
221, along with an additional 24 China 
Coast Guard ships per month. China also began 
conducting regular patrols in ‘restricted waters’ around 
some of Taiwan’s outlying islands, such as Kinmen 
and Pratas, in an effort to erode Taiwan’s maritime 
control over them. Despite the high number of aerial 
and maritime incursions reported in 2025, these 
figures reflect continuity with the trend that began in 
May 2024, following the inauguration of Taiwanese 

86.	 Bonny Lin, Brian Hart, Leon Li, Truly Tinsley, “Tracking China’s Increased Military Activities in the Indo-Pacific in 2025”, China Power, 5 
February 2026.

87.	 For example, from May 2024 to December 2025, China conducted 319 aerial incursions on average per month, an increase of 129% 
compared to the monthly average from January 2022 to April 2024, whilst the monthly average of warships reported around Taiwan from May 
2024 onward represented a 42% increase compared to the monthly average between August 2022 and April 2024.

88.	 Swissinfo, “Taiwán sufrió promedio diario de 2,6 millones de ciberataques chinos en 2025, según Taipéi”, 5 January de 2026.

89.	 Miquel Ferrer, “China califica de “imparable” la “reunificación” nacional tras los ejercicios militares en Taiwán”, La Vanguardia, 31 December 2025.

90.	 Xinhua, “China ratifica Día Conmemorativo de la Recuperación de Taiwan”, Xinhua, 24 October 2025.

President Lai Ching-te.87 Separately, Taiwan reported 
having suffered an average of 2.63 million cyberattacks 
per day, concentrated on critical infrastructure such as 
hospitals and power grids in anticipation of a potential 
siege. This was 113% more than in 2023.88 

The periods of greatest maritime and aerial activity during 
the year coincided with the two large-scale Chinese 
military exercises around Taiwan (Strait Thunder-2025A 
in April and Justice Mission 2025 in December). The first 
exercises focused on controlling access to Taiwan and its 
critical infrastructure, the complete maritime blockade 
of vessels entering or leaving Taiwan, simulations of 
maritime and land attacks and the denial of external 
assistance to Taiwan. During the manoeuvres, Beijing 
released a video game simulation depicting a missile 
attack on the Presidential Palace in Taipei. The Justice 
Mission 2025 exercises were the largest ever conducted 
by Beijing, as well as the closest to Taiwan. The military 
manoeuvres completely encircled the island, simulated 
the total blockade of Taiwan’s key ports, affected more 
than 850 international flights, caused the suspension 
of flights from Taiwan to the islands of Kinmen and 
Matsu and involved the live firing of rockets in Taiwan’s 
contiguous zone (24 nautical miles from Taiwan’s 
territorial baseline).

On several occasions in 2025, President Xi Jinping 
asserted that the reunification of China 
and Taiwan is inevitable, stressed 
that China will never allow Taiwan’s 
independence and did not rule out 
the use of force, despite prioritising a 
peaceful path to reunification.89 For the 
first time, the Chinese government also 
established a new Taiwan Retrocession 
Day90 (25 October) to commemorate the 
end of Japanese colonial rule in 1945. In 
this context, some analysts suggested that 
Beijing continues to aim to achieve full-
scale invasion capability against Taiwan 
by 2027. Towards the end of 2025, a 
report released by the US Department 
of Defense warned that the People’s 

Liberation Army is steadily advancing toward its 
2027 objectives, including the ability to achieve a 
‘decisive strategic victory’ over Taiwan and to establish 
a ‘strategic counterweight’ against the United States 
in the nuclear domain and other strategic areas. The 
report concludes that China expects to be able to fight 
and win a war against Taiwan by the end of 2027, so it 
is refining multiple military options to force unification 

https://www.swissinfo.ch/spa/taiw%C3%A1n-sufri%C3%B3-promedio-diario-de-2%2C6-millones-de-ciberataques-chinos-en-2025%2C-seg%C3%BAn-taip%C3%A9i/90725497
https://www.lavanguardia.com/internacional/20251231/11404777/china-califica-imparable-reunificacion-nacional-ejercicios-militares-taiwan.html
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with Taiwan to this end, including an amphibious 
invasion, high-intensity firepower strikes and a possible 
maritime blockade.91

In response to this situation, throughout the year 
the Taiwanese government strengthened its national 
security strategy and contingency planning in the face 
of a possible Chinese invasion, whilst also consolidating 
and expanding its defence cooperation with several 
countries, such as the United States and Japan. Taipei 
increased its defence budget by approximately 6%. 
In November, it announced a special supplementary 
budget of around 40 billion USD to be implemented 
between 2026 and 2033, aimed primarily at enhancing 
its asymmetric defence capabilities to deter a 
Chinese invasion. The funds would be used mainly to 
manufacture weapons domestically in Taiwan or to buy 
them from the United States. On several occasions, 
US President Donald Trump has suggested that Taiwan 
allocate 10% of its GDP to defence spending. Although 
Taipei has repeatedly said that this would be unfeasible, 
in 2025 it announced its intention to gradually increase 
defence spending to reach 5% of GDP by 2030. In 
2025, the Taiwanese government also took action in 
areas such as energy resilience, cybersecurity, food 
security, compulsory military service and the rapid 
mobilisation and training of reservists, with a particular 
focus on defending the island’s most vulnerable points. 
Moreover, during large-scale Chinese military exercises, 
Taipei deployed aircraft, naval vessels and missile 
systems to monitor the island’s encirclement and kept 
its military at a high level of operational readiness to 
respond quickly to any sudden attack. 

The strengthening of defence cooperation between 
Taiwan and other countries also raised tensions between 
Beijing and Taipei. This included a drastic upsurge in 
tension between China and Japan following statements 
made by the Japanese prime minister regarding 
Taiwan92 and Washington’s approval in December 2025 
of a weapons sales package to Taiwan worth 11.1 billion 
USD, the largest military transaction to date. Beijing 
described the sale as a violation of its sovereignty and 
an insurmountable ‘red line’. Days later, it imposed 
sanctions on 20 US defence companies. Separately, a 
Taiwanese mechanised infantry battalion participated in 
joint exercises in Michigan, marking the first time a unit 
of this level had conducted exercises under coordinated 
command in the United States.

91.	 Martin Chomsky, U.S. Department of War report outlines Chinese military growth and security risks to the United States and Taiwan, Defense 
Industry Europe, 29 December 2025.

92.	 Tensions between China and Japan escalated in November after Prime Minister Sanae Takaichi said in the National Diet that a Chinese mil-
itary attack against Taiwan could constitute an ‘existential threat’ to Japan. Under current legislation, such a designation would allow Japan 
to exercise the right of collective self-defence, thereby opening the legal door to military intervention in support of allied countries. Beijing 
described the remarks as a blatant interference and a violation of the principles governing bilateral relations, demanded an imMediumte 
retraction, imposed restrictions on imports from Japan, cancelled commercial flights and postponed the release of Japanese films, in addition 
to other forms of economic pressure.

93.	 As a result of the political and constitutional crisis triggered in December 2024 by then-President Yoon Suk Yeol’s failed attempt to impose 
martial law, he was removed from office and imprisoned in early 2025 on charges of rebellion and insurrection, which could carry a sentence 
of life imprisonment or the death penalty. Following an interim period led first by Prime Minister Han Duck-soo, who was also dismissed by 
the National Assembly, and subsequently by Lee Ju-ho, Democratic Party (DPK) leader Lee Jae Myung won the snap elections held on 3 June.

94.	 Colin Zwirko, “North Korea has refortified 74% of border in DMZ, satellite imagery shows”, NKPRO, 26 November 2025.

Alongside the serious political crisis in South Korea93 and 
North Korea’s refusal to resume any form of dialogue with 
its southern neighbour, political and military tensions 
between both countries increased in 2025, primarily 
due to the escalation of incidents along their shared 
land and maritime border. According to various analysts, 
compared to previous years, a substantial increase was 
reported in the number of ground incursions or crossings 
of the Military Demarcation Line (MDL, the de facto 
border between both countries), warning shots by the 
South Korean Armed Forces, mine explosions, detected 
drone flights and civilian and military defections from 
North Korea in 2025, in some cases reaching an all-
time high. According to some analysts, this situation 
is closely linked to Pyongyang’s decision in 2024 to 
formally designate South Korea as its ‘primary foe and 
invariable principal enemy’ and to abandon the goal of 
peaceful reunification for good. Following the explosive 
destruction of sections of the railway lines and roads 
that still connected the two countries in October 2024, 
particularly in Gyeongui (west) and Donghae (east), 
Pyongyang fortified the land border by installing tens 
of thousands of mines, anti-tank barriers and fences 
to prevent any crossing in 2025. According to some 
Medium reports, by November North Korea had fortified 
74% of the border within the Demilitarised Zone (DMZ).94 
During 2025, at least 16 ground incursions by North 
Korean troops across the Military Demarcation Line 

North Korea – South Korea

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: System, Territory
International

Main parties: North Korea, South Korea

Summary:
After the end of the Second World War and the occupation of 
the Korean peninsula by Soviet troops (north) and US troops 
(south), it was split into two countries. The Korean War 
(1950-53) ended with the signing of an armistice (under 
the terms of which the two countries remain technically at 
war) and the establishment of a de facto border at the 38th 
parallel. Despite the fact that in the 1970s talks began on 
reunification, the two countries have threatened on several 
occasions to take military action. As such, in recent decades 
numerous armed incidents have been recorded, both on the 
common border between the two countries (one of the most 
militarised zones in the world) and along the sea border in 
the Yellow Sea (or West Sea). 

https://defence-industry.eu/u-s-department-of-war-report-outlines-chinese-military-growth-and-security-risks-to-the-united-states-and-taiwan/


131Socio-political crises 

(MDL) on the inter-Korean border were reported, many 
of which may have been related to the aforementioned 
border fortification efforts.95 In some of these cases, 
groups of 20 or 30 North Korean soldiers crossed 
the MDL, prompting the South Korean 
Army to fire repeated warning shots on 
several occasions throughout the year. 
Ten incursions by North Korean military 
personnel were recorded in November alone. 
Furthermore, during 2025, the number 
of defections by North Korean civilians 
or military personnel also increased. In 
2025, Seoul’s Joint Chiefs of Staff stated 
that several North Korean soldiers had 
been killed or injured by accidental mine 
detonations during fortification work. In 
mid-November, a South Korean soldier 
was injured by an explosion whilst conducting routine 
operations in the DMZ.

The total number of sightings of drones or balloons 
crossing or approaching the border also increased 
notably in 2025, with estimates of around 50 sightings. 
In September, North Korea reported an incursion into its 
airspace by South Korean drones conducting surveillance 
and espionage missions over sensitive sites. Following 
the incidents, Pyongyang ordered its artillery units on 
the border to be ready to fire in response to any further 
sightings of South Korean drones. On 4 January 2026, 
North Korea detected and shot down a South Korean 
drone that allegedly entered its airspace and flew over 
strategic military installations. Although the South 
Korean government initially denied any involvement in 
the incident, a joint investigation by the South Korean 
police and military revealed that between late 2024 
and 2025, intelligence agents under Yoon Suk Yeol’s 
administration coordinated over 10 drone flights into 
North Korea. In response to the deteriorating security 
situation on the shared border, in November 2025 
Seoul proposed military talks to prevent accidental 
incidents, but Pyongyang rejected the offer, dismissing 
it as deceptive. Furthermore, in 2025 North Korea 
achieved the final dissolution of the Korea Asia-Pacific 
Peace Committee (KAPPC), one of the last remaining 
active inter-Korean bodies.

Tension also mounted on the maritime border in 2025, 
both due to incidents that occurred and to Kim Jong-
un’s questioning of the de facto sea boundary between 
the two countries that has been in place since 1953. 
The incidents included the incursion of a North 
Korean merchant vessel into South Korean waters 
in September, which prompted warning shots by the 
South Korean navy, and North Korea’s launch of several 
missiles into the Yellow Sea in response to joint military 
manoeuvres by Seoul and Washington in March. On 
several occasions during the year, Kim Jong-un used the 
term ‘interMediumte line waters’ to refer to the maritime 

95.	  Jooheon Kim,”ROK has adjusted criteria for identifying North Korean border incursions: JCS”, NKNews, 22 December 2025.

border between North and South Korea, which was 
interpreted as an attempt to challenge and invalidate 
the Northern Limit Line (NLL), which is the de facto 
maritime border in the Yellow Sea drawn by the United 

Nations Command in 1953 following the 
armistice that halted the Korean War. North 
Korea rejects this demarcation, considering 
it a unilateral imposition, and the lack of 
clarity regarding the boundary has led 
to many incidents in recent decades. In 
April, Pyongyang flatly rejected Seoul’s 
attempt to have the Five West Sea Islands 
(Baengnyeongdo, Daecheongdo and 
Socheongdo) near the NLL designated as 
a UNESCO Global Geopark to protect their 
environmental heritage, arguing that it 
was a political provocation that implicitly 

asserted South Korean sovereignty over the disputed 
waters. Kim Jong-un warned that any international 
activity in ‘interMediumte line waters’ would be 
considered a violation of his country’s territorial integrity.

South Asia

Political and military 
tensions mounted 

between North Korea 
and South Korea in 
2025, primarily due 
to the escalation of 
incidents along their 

shared land and 
maritime border

Afghanistan - Pakistan

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government
International                                     

Main parties: Afghanistan, Pakistan

Summary:
Relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan have historically 
been characterised by complexity and disputes over the 
borderline established during the British colonisation of 
Pakistan known as the Durand Line, which divided the 
Pashtun population. In 1996, the Islamic Emirate was 
established in Afghanistan. It was governed by the Taliban, 
a religious and military movement formed in 1994 by 
men who had trained in religious schools in Pakistan and 
promoted by the Pakistani secret services. Pakistan was one 
of the few countries to recognise the Taliban government of 
Afghanistan. Following the US invasion of Afghanistan in 
2001 and the fall of the Taliban regime, Pakistan sided with 
the US government, though the Taliban continued to receive 
Pakistani support and established important operational 
bases in Pakistan. Although Pakistan always officially 
denied having helped the Taliban, parts of the government, 
the secret services and the Pakistani Armed Forces provided 
them with logistical, military and political support during 
the two decades of armed conflict and foreign military 
presence in Afghanistan. With the return of the Taliban to 
power in Afghanistan in 2021, the government of Pakistan 
pressured the new Afghan authorities to exercise control 
over the Pakistani Taliban insurgency, the armed group 
TTP. The Afghan Taliban government tried to Mediumte 
between the Pakistani government and the TTP, but after 
the negotiations failed, tension between Afghanistan and 
Pakistan increased.
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Tensions between 
Afghanistan and 

Pakistan escalated 
notably, including 

episodes of violence 
and the closure of the 
border between both 

countries

Tensions between Afghanistan and Pakistan intensified 
significantly throughout 2025, marked by a sharp 
upswing in violence and a growing deterioration 
of diplomatic relations. Several violent incidents 
were reported on the border during the 
year, along with the constant trading of 
accusations between both governments. 
This atmosphere was set against the 
backdrop of the Taliban’s return to power in 
Afghanistan and Pakistan’s claims that the 
Afghan government directly supports the 
Pakistani Taliban insurgency (TTP). Since 
2021, the TTP has boosted its operational 
capacity and expanded its presence in 
Pakistani territory, carrying out attacks 
that allegedly originate from its bases 
in Afghanistan. A pattern of violence characterised 
by TTP attacks and Pakistani accusations against the 
Afghan Taliban government for its alleged support for 
the insurgency became entrenched throughout the year. 
Kabul’s inaction prompted Pakistani military responses 
on Afghan soil, further aggravating the violence.

Violence escalated again in February when clashes 
broke out around the Torkham border crossing, the most 
important between the two countries. The crossing had 
been closed that same month due to a dispute over 
the construction of military posts on both sides of the 
border. The closure had a severe economic impact and 
left thousands of truck drivers stranded in the area. 
Torkham is a crucial point for the transit of goods and 
people. The clashes were triggered by tensions around 
the crossing, compounded by Pakistani accusations 
of Afghan permissiveness towards the insurgency, and 
forcibly displaced 15,000 people in the following hours. 
On 19 March, after being closed for nearly a month, the 
crossing was reopened following an agreement reached 
through a jirga of elders and merchants. The deal 
established a ceasefire until 15 April and suspended 
the construction works that had sparked the armed 
clashes. Even so, fighting continued between Pakistani 
forces and TTP insurgents operating from their bases in 
Afghanistan.

In October 2025, a new escalation occurred when 
Pakistan launched airstrikes in the Afghan province of 
Paktika, which also affected Kabul, provoking an Afghan 
response. Pakistan claimed that the strikes targeted 
TTP infrastructure in Afghanistan and specifically the 
leader of the armed group, Noor Wali Mehsud. Dozens 
of soldiers were killed and clashes recurred in the 
following days. UNAMA reported at least 37 civilians 
killed and 425 wounded, though military casualties 
would need to be added to this figure. The Pakistani 
airstrike also coincided with diplomatic rapprochement 
between India and Afghanistan and the announcement 
of the possible opening of an Indian embassy in Kabul. 
This led to the closure of the border, which remained 
blocked from that point on. Although the interruption of 
transit temporarily lowered the intensity of the violence, 
it had serious consequences for bilateral trade and the 

population’s mobility. Following the clashes, delegations 
from both governments met in Doha and agreed to an 
imMediumte ceasefire. They later held another meeting 
in Türkiye, but the lack of progress towards a durable 

agreement led to the resumption of attacks 
in November, with new bombings and more 
civilian casualties. In December, a meeting 
in Saudi Arabia succeeded in restoring 
the ceasefire, though the fragility of the 
agreement and the lack of substantive 
dialogue suggested that violence could 
resume in 2026.

This all points to the consolidation of a 
recurrent cycle of clashes, with serious 
repercussions for regional security and a 

worsening humanitarian situation, particularly for Afghan 
refugees. New violent incidents in December increased 
instability. This was compounded by Pakistani accusations 
that Afghanistan also provides support to the Baloch 
armed group BLA and to the regional affiliate of ISIS, 
ISIS-KP, even though ISIS-KP repeatedly fought with the 
Afghan Taliban, especially before their return to power.

Nepal experienced a deep political and social crisis 
during the year that reportedly left 76 people dead 
(mostly young protesters, according to Medium 
sources) and led to a change of government and the 
calling of elections. The protests were triggered by 
the government’s ban on 26 social Medium platforms 
in early September as part of legislation aimed at 
strengthening state control over content spread on the 
Internet. The major platforms Facebook, Instagram, 
WhatsApp, YouTube and X did not comply with the 
requirement to register with the authorities within a 
seven-day deadline, so the government blocked access 
to them nationwide. Simultaneously, a campaign 

Nepal

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government
Internal                                     

Main parties: Government, political and social 
oposition

Summary:
Since a peace agreement was signed in 2006 that ended a 
10-year internal armed conflict that claimed 13,000 lives 
and displaced 200,000 people, Nepal has undergone a 
political transition to a democratic republic but continues 
to face serious social problems resulting from the poverty 
and inequalities affecting large parts of the population. 
The Constituent Assembly that emerged from the peace 
agreement promoted a new Nepalese Constitution, approved 
in 2015, which established a federal, democratic and 
secular republic divided into seven provinces and definitively 
left behind the monarchical system that had been one of the 
causes of the internal armed conflict. However, social and 
territorial tensions have periodically led to episodes of protest 
and social unrest, mainly in the southern part of the country.
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circulated on social Medium exposing the luxurious 
lifestyles and ostentatious behaviour of politicians’ 
children, which worsened the discontent of a young 
population affected by unemployment, precariousness 
and a lack of prospects. This campaign against what 
were called the ‘nepokids’, combined with the shutdown 
of digital platforms, perceived as an attempt to silence 
dissent, were the catalyst for the mass demonstrations. 
The security forces reacted with extreme violence: on the 
first day, their use of live ammunition caused 19 deaths, 
mostly young people under 30, including teenagers, and 
wounded around 400. Social tension quickly escalated. 
On the second day, violence intensified and protesters 
set fire to the Parliament building, the Supreme Court, 
the Office of the Presidency and the headquarters of 
Kantipur Medium Group, the main one in the country. 
Politicians’ homes were also attacked. Support from 
actors, artists and public figures amplified the movement, 
which spread to cities outside Kathmandu. The final 
death toll rose to 76 and more than 1,000 people were 
injured, forcing the resignation of the minister of the 
interior and culminating in the resignation of Prime 
Minister Khadga Prasad Sharma Oli.

After the crisis, Presidente Ramchandra Paudel began 
negotiations with the head of the Nepalese Army, 
Ashok Raj Sigdel, and with representatives of the 
demonstrators. These talks produced an agreement 
that led to the appointment of Sushila Karki, a former 
chief justice of the Supreme Court, as the new prime 
minister, making her the first woman to hold the 
position and the candidate preferred by the youth 
movement. Karki’s name emerged through discussions 
on Discord, a messaging application widely used in 
the gaming world, in which tens of thousands of young 
Nepalis participated, joining the server ‘Youths Against 
Corruption’, which eventually involved 100,000 people. 
The deal also included the dissolution of Parliament. 
Karki was respected for her independence and her role in 
the pro-democracy demonstrations in the 1990s against 
the Panchayat system, based on absolute monarchy and 
the prohibition of political parties. She had also been 
imprisoned for her political activities. Since 2008, 
Nepal has experienced deep political instability, with 
13 governments led by three recurring leaders: K.P. 
Sharma Oli of the Communist Party of Nepal-Unified 
Marxist-Leninist (CPN-UML), Pushpa Kamal Dahal of 
the CPN-Maoist Centre (CPN-MC) and Sher Bahadur 
Deuba of the Nepali Congress (NC). The lack of progress 
on the reforms promised after the end of the monarchy 
frustrated citizens and particularly young people, who 
saw their situation worsen as a result of crackdowns on 
previous protests. The new prime minister formed an 
interim government, dissolved Parliament and called 
elections for 5 March, appealing to national unity and 
the need to address young people’s demands for an end 

96.	 In previous editions of this report, this socio-political crisis was referred to as ‘Armenia – Azerbaijan (Nagorno-Karabakh)’. The self-proclaimed 
Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh was dismantled following Azerbaijan’s military conquest of the entire enclave in 2023, which forced the ex-
odus of the Armenian population of Nagorno-Karabakh. The shift in focus of the disputed issues between the two countries towards border 
delimitation, the normalisation of relations and regional connectivity explains the change in the designation of this case.

to corruption, good governance and economic equality. 
The demonstrations in Nepal were part of a regional cycle 
similar to that seen in Sri Lanka and Bangladesh, which 
also led to the fall of those countries’ governments.

2.3.4. Europe

South Caucasus

Armenia – Azerbaijan96 

Intensity: 2

Trend: ↓

Type: Territory, Government
International

Main parties: Azerbaijan, Armenia

Summary:
Armenia and Azerbaijan faced various dimensions of 
interstate tension. On one hand, they have had a dispute over 
the sovereignty of Nagorno-Karabakh, a territory historically 
inhabited by a predominantly local Armenian population and 
that was integrated by the USSR in 1923 as an autonomous 
region within Azerbaijan. In the late 1980s, the Armenian 
population of Nagorno-Karabakh and their local authorities 
began a campaign to join Armenia. Preceded by incidents 
and civil violence since 1988, amidst the decomposition 
of the USSR and the independence of Armenia and 
Azerbaijan, the tension around Nagorno-Karabakh escalated 
into an armed conflict between Azerbaijan and the local 
forces of the enclave, that were supported by Armenia. 
It ended with a ceasefire in 1994. In that war, Nagorno-
Karabakh’s forces took control of the enclave and the 
seven surrounding districts, which belonged to Azerbaijan 
and whose Azerbaijani population was expelled. More than 
24,000 people (over 30,000, by some estimates) died and 
more than a million people were displaced from Nagorno-
Karabakh, Armenia and Azerbaijan. A peace process 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan in the years that followed 
failed to resolve the conflict. Since the 1994 ceasefire, 
there have been several escalations of violence, such as in 
2016, which claimed several hundred lives. The conflict 
resumed in 2020 with an Azerbaijani military offensive and 
a 44-day war, in which Baku recaptured the districts around 
Nagorno-Karabakh and a third of the enclave. Several 
thousand people were killed and tens of thousands were 
displaced. A cessation of hostilities agreement was reached, 
which authorised the deployment of Russian peacekeeping 
troops, but left the political status of the disputed territory 
unresolved. Azerbaijan launched a new one-day military 
offensive against Nagorno-Karabakh in 2023, which led to 
the exodus of its Armenian population and by which Baku 
forced the reintegration of the enclave into Azerbaijan. 
Meanwhile, Baku and Yerevan continue to disagree on the 
delimitation of their border, normalisation of relations and 
the opening of transport routes.. The political dispute has 
been punctuated by cross-border incidents of violence.

The conflict between Armenia and Azerbaijan continued 
to de-escalate as a result of the achievement of a 
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peace agreement, though it was still pending signature 
and subject to unresolved demands from Azerbaijan. 
Nevertheless, the context remained fragile. Overall, 
the possibility of normalising relations between the 
two states opened up after more than 30 years of 
confrontation and several phases of war and violence 
(1991-1994, 2016, 2020 and 2023). Consequently, 
the prospect of rapprochement between Armenia and 
Türkiye also emerged. However, issues such as the 
precarious situation of the refugee population that had 
fled Nagorno-Karabakh, ceasefire violations in the first 
half of the year, Azerbaijan’s official rhetoric, which 
swung between rapprochement and confrontation, and 
uncertainty over the remaining steps to take to sign 
the agreement, all indicated a scenario still marked by 
tension.

Two years have passed since Azerbaijan’s military 
offensive, which resulted in its military 
conquest of the entire Nagorno-Karabakh 
enclave and the forced exodus of 
practically its entire Armenian population 
of around 100,000 people. This massive 
displacement has been described as ethnic 
cleansing by the European Parliament. Now 
living in Armenia, the former Armenian 
population of Nagorno-Karabakh continued 
to be affected by socioeconomic difficulties 
and had no prospects to return.97 In 2025, 
there were cuts in aid from the Armenian 
government, various protests organised by 
the Council for the Protection of the Rights 
of the People of Artsakh and a rise in negative rhetoric 
towards the refugee population. Within the framework 
of an asymmetrical negotiating process in which 
Azerbaijan held a hegemonic position, the Armenian 
government once again avoided the issue of return in 
2025, prioritising a solution of permanent integration of 
the refugee population into Armenia and the adoption of 
Armenian citizenship as a way to prevent the derailment 
of the negotiating process and the risk of new cycles 
of violence that could threaten Armenia’s sovereignty. 
Azerbaijan maintains that the Armenian population can 
return if they adopt Azerbaijani citizenship and submit 
to Azerbaijani law,98 whilst at the same time continuing 
to engage in hostile and belligerent rhetoric and in 
practices that destroy and endanger Armenian cultural 
heritage in Nagorno-Karabakh.99 Analysts indicated that 
the Armenian refugee population feared returning to 
the region under Azerbaijani control and also distrusted 
applying for Armenian nationality.100

97.	 International Crisis Group, As Armenia Strives for Peace, Karabakh Refugees in Danger of Getting Left Behind, ICG Commentary, 22 December 
2025.

98.	 International Crisis Group, As Armenia Strives for Peace, Karabakh Refugees in Danger of Getting Left Behind, ICG Commentary, 22 December 
2025.

99.	 See Ghulyan, Husik et al., Caucasus Heritage Watch – Monitoring Report #8, July 2025; Caucasus Heritage Watch, Between the Wars. A 
Satellite Investigation of the Treatment of Azerbaijani Cultural Heritage in the Unrecognized Republic of Nagorno-Karabakh, 1994-2020, 
Caucasus Heritage Watch, 1 June 2024.  

100.	 International Crisis Group, As Armenia Strives for Peace, Karabakh Refugees in Danger of Getting Left Behind, ICG Commentary, 22 December 
2025.

101.	 International Crisis Group, Armenia and Azerbaijan: The Hard Road to a Lasting Peace, ICG, Briefing Nº 89, 5 September 2025.

Armenia and Azerbaijan accused each other of ceasefire 
violations on several occasions during the first half of 
the year, whilst denying the other side’s allegations. 
According to ACLED, in 2025 there were 136 political 
violence events in Armenia, including 129 ‘battles’, 
most of them (85) in the southern Syunik region, located 
between Azerbaijan and its exclave of the Nakhchivan 
Autonomous Republic. This was a slight increase over 
the previous year, which witnessed 102 events of 
political violence between both countries, including 71 
battles, 29 remote explosive events and two incidents of 
violence against civilians. In March, the EU monitoring 
mission (EUMA) increased the number of night patrols 
to boost security and reduce ‘possible tensions’. The EU 
renewed the mandate of this civilian mission in January 
until February 2027, but its future was uncertain as 
the peace agreement, which is still pending signature, 
rules out the deployment of third-party forces along 

the shared border, a clause imposed by 
Azerbaijan. As in previous years, Armenia 
proposed establishing a joint border 
incident investigation mechanism with 
Azerbaijan, though Baku declined.

Furthermore, both countries continued 
to engage in arms races. Another source 
of tension in 2025 was confrontational 
rhetoric, including regarding border 
incidents in the first half of the year. 
According to the International Crisis 
Group (ICG), many political and social 
actors in Armenia interpreted Azerbaijan’s 

accusatory rhetoric as part of a campaign seeking to 
build a pretext to attack the country.101 The subsequent 
momentum of the negotiating process lowered tensions, 
but analysts pointed to a ‘tense calm’ in the region 
and noted that without diplomatic progress, the two 
countries could easily return to fighting.

The outline peace agreement of March and its adoption 
in August with US Mediumtion eased tensions, though 
its signature was still pending. The parties agreed to 
connect Azerbaijan and the Azerbaijani exclave of 
Nakhchivan through Armenia via a land route project 
named the ‘Trump Route for International Peace and 
Prosperity’ (TRIPP), which will be developed by the 
US and Armenia and is of geostrategic importance for 
east-west trade without passing through Iran or Russia. 
The issue of the connection between Azerbaijan and 
Nakhchivan has been a significant source of tension 
between both parties, as it passes through Armenian 

The conflict between 
Armenia and 

Azerbaijan continued 
to de-escalate 

as a result of the 
achievement of a 
peace agreement, 
though it was still 
pending signature 
and the context 
remained fragile

https://www.crisisgroup.org/cmt/europe-central-asia/armenian-azerbaijani-conflict-armenia/armenia-strives-peace-karabakh-refugees-danger-getting-left-behind
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territory that nationalist Azerbaijani groups, supported 
by the government, claim as ‘Western Azerbaijan’. 
On several occasions in recent years, the Azerbaijani 
government has issued military threats regarding its 
control. Furthermore, it is a region of origin for many 
Azerbaijani refugees from Armenia who fled from there 
and took refuge in Azerbaijan during the 1991-1994 
war. As such, the Azerbaijani government has raised 
the issue of their return. The August agreement did not 
include details about the route, so the development of 
negotiations on this land connection will be subjected 
to the trend of rising or easing bilateral tensions. At the 
same time, Azerbaijan continued to demand that Armenia 
amend its Constitution, arguing that it contains territorial 
aspirations regarding Azerbaijan. Analysts102 cited the 
internal difficulties that the Armenian government may 
face in a potential constitutional referendum, which 
could take place in 2027 and could be perceived as 
capitulation to Azerbaijan. Furthermore, in 2025 the 
Armenian government presented a new concept for 
the country, ‘Real Armenia’, in contrast to ‘Historical 
Armenia’, which seeks to redefine national identity 
based on the country’s current borders and geopolitical 
situation. The concept was criticised by opposition and 
diaspora groups. The Armenian parliamentary elections 
in June 2026 and a possible constitutional referendum 
in 2027 will influence the trend of bilateral tensions.

Western, Eastern and Northern Europe

Russia – USA, NATO, EU103

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: System, Government
International

Main parties: Russia, Belarus, NATO, USA, EU, 
NATO and EU countries, Moldova 
Ukraine

Summary:
Tensions between Russia, on the one hand, and the United 
States, NATO, the EU and various European governments, on 
the other, are rooted in the reconfiguration of the European 
and international order following the collapse of the USSR. 
Attempts to construct a shared security architecture on 
the continent (the Helsinki Final Act, the Paris Charter, 
the OSCE, arms control mechanisms and others) were 
overtaken by dynamics of rivalry, confrontation and mutual 
perceptions of threat. NATO’s eastward enlargement and 
the militarisation of its eastern flank, together with Russia’s 
efforts to maintain its sphere of influence in its former 
Soviet neighbourhood, including through military and hybrid

102.	 Caprile, Anna and Przetacznik, Jakub, Armenia and Azerbaijan: Lasting peace in sight?, European Parliamentary Research Service, October 
2025; Khorrami, Nima, “How the Peace Deal Between Azerbaijan and Armenia Could Die in the Cradle”, War on the Rocks, 3 September.

103.	 The name of this socio-political crisis is not exhaustive. It also encompasses Belarus, NATO and/or EU countries, such as Poland, Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Norway and countries that are members of neither organisation, 
such as Moldova.

104.	 Erästö, Tytti and Wan, Wilfred, Risk reduction is urgently needed amid rising tensions in Northern Europe, SIPRI, 16 December 2025. 

interventions in Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine, have stoked 
tensions at various stages. Russia and the EU have clashed 
over visions of regional and international order and have 
promoted different political and economic projects (the 
Eurasian Economic Union on Russia’s side, and partnership 
and integration on the EU’s side, among others), which have 
only added to their mutual mistrust. Their confrontation 
escalated following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022 
and the ensuing war between both countries. NATO, the EU 
and various European countries on the one hand, and Russia 
on the other, each consider the other side as a threat to their 
own security. During Trump’s second term as president, the 
US became open to a certain degree of rapprochement with 
Russia and ceased to consider it a ‘direct threat’, straining 
the vision of Euro-Atlantic security. Overall, tensions 
between the US/NATO/EU and Russia are expressed in 
aerial incursions over the Baltic and northern and eastern 
Europe, the deployment of missions and larger military 
exercises, an arms race, drone overflights of unknown origin, 
disputes over sanctions, accusations of ‘hybrid warfare’ and 
militaristic rhetoric. 

Tensions escalated between Russia on the one hand, 
and NATO, the EU and governments of European 
countries such as Poland, Estonia, Belgium, Germany, 
Denmark and some non-member states like Moldova 
on the other. In contrast, the Trump administration 
pursued a certain degree of rapprochement with Russia 
during the year. The tension remained interrelated with 
the Russia-Ukraine war and took various forms, both 
overt and hybrid, including an increase in Russian 
violations of European countries’ airspace and drone 
overflights of military and civilian infrastructure, military 
exercises mutually considered provocative, new NATO 
deployments and missions, confrontational mutual 
rhetoric and acts of sabotage that were difficult to trace 
back to the perpetrating actor. In response to the rise 
in tensions between European countries and NATO, 
which were particularly evident in northern Europe, 
SIPRI analysts voiced the urgent need for risk reduction 
measures and communication between the parties.104

There was an increase in violations of European 
countries’ airspace by Russian drones and military 
aircraft in 2025, which prompted political and military 
responses. The incidents included the entry of 19 
Russian drones into Polish airspace during a massive 
Russian attack on Ukraine in September. The incursion 
into Poland triggered a NATO Quick Action Alert and 
four of the Russian drones were shot down by F-16 
fighter jets from Poland and F-35s from the Netherlands 
deployed to Poland at the beginning of the month under 
NATO. At the same time, Germany placed its Patriot 
missile systems in Poland on alert. The Polish Ministry 
of Defence described the Russian incursion as a large-
scale provocation. Russia denied the accusations and 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2025/779170/EPRS_BRI(2025)779170_EN.pdf
https://warontherocks.com/2025/09/how-the-peace-deal-between-azerbaijan-and-armenia-could-die-in-the-cradle/
https://www.sipri.org/commentary/essay/2025/risk-reduction-urgently-needed-amid-rising-tensions-northern-europe
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contextualised the events as part of an attack on 
Ukraine, claiming there was no intention to target 
objectives in Poland. It was the first time that Russian 
aircraft had been shot down by NATO since the start of 
the Russian invasion. Poland invoked Article 4 of the 
NATO treaty, which involves consultations among allied 
countries. In response, NATO agreed to deploy a new 
military operation called Eastern Sentry, 
aimed at boosting the alliance’s capacity 
to respond to Russian military threats, 
specifically including airspace violations. 
NATO also opened an investigation to 
determine whether the incursion had been 
accidental or intentional, though no public 
information regarding its completion or 
findings was available by the end of the 
year. The EU condemned the incursion, 
describing it as intentional and as a serious 
escalation that endangered regional 
security.

Days after the incursion and shootdown in Poland, three 
Russian fighter jets (MiG-31s) entered Estonian airspace 
over the Gulf of Finland and were intercepted by Italian 
F-35s from NATO’s Baltic Air Policing (BAP) mission, 
with Swedish and Finnish aircraft also participating. 
Russia claimed that they had been flying over neutral 
waters. In response to the incident, Estonia activated 
Article 4 of the NATO treaty and requested an emergency 
session of the UN Security Council, which was supported 
by the five European members of the body (Denmark, 
France, Greece, Slovenia and the United Kingdom). In 
its letter to the Security Council, Estonia argued that 
the incursion was a ‘dangerous escalation’, as the MiG-
31s had penetrated 10 kilometres into its airspace and 
within minutes of its capital. According to the Estonian 
government, Russia had entered its airspace four times 
so far that year. On the same day as the incursion over 
Estonian airspace, two other Russian fighter jets entered 
Poland’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) in the Baltic 
Sea. In September, Romania also reported that Russian 
drones had entered its airspace, and Germany reported 
that a Russian military aircraft had engaged in a hostile 
overflight of a German frigate in the Baltic 
Sea, which led to two German Eurofighter 
jets intercepting it. In late September, 
NATO condemned the violations of allied 
airspace, demanded an end to them and 
warned that the organisation would use all 
necessary military and non-military tools to 
respond to them and deter them.105

In October, two other Russian military aircraft briefly 
entered Lithuanian airspace and were intercepted by 
two Spanish Eurofighter jets from the Baltic Air Policing 
(BAP) mission. Lithuania issued a formal protest and 

105.	  NATO, Statement by the North Atlantic Council on recent airspace violations by Russia, 23 September 2025. 

106.	  Salisbury, Daniel, Drones targeting European nuclear weapons infraestructure, IISS, 12 December 2025.

107.	  Salisbury, Daniel, Drones targeting European nuclear weapons infraestructure, IISS, 12 December 2025.

summoned the representative of the Russian embassy 
in the country for consultations. That month, Polish 
armed forces intercepted three Russian military 
aircraft in the Baltic over international airspace that 
were operating without a flight plan and with their 
transponders switched off. In November and December, 
BAP forces intercepted several Russian military aircraft 

travelling over international airspace from 
the Kaliningrad enclave with no flight plans, 
without maintaining radio communication 
or with their transponders switched off.

Furthermore, various European governments 
reported that drones of unknown origin 
have flown over military bases during 
the year, including some storing US or 
French nuclear weapons, and  strategic 
civilian infrastructure such as airports, 
leading to flight cancellations and delays. 

Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Denmark, Norway, 
Sweden and other countries were subjected to some of 
these incidents. Analysts indicated that the similarity 
in patterns detected suggested that the incidents 
could be the responsibility of a hostile state actor.106 
Some governments blamed Russia or pointed to the 
possibility of Russian culpability.107 Multiple cases of 
interference with satellite navigation systems and other 
radio frequency interferences were also reported during 
the year. Countries such as Poland, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania and Sweden reported an increase in these 
incidents. In October, the International Civil Aviation 
Organisation (ICAO) issued a resolution condemning 
‘recurring’ interference originating from Russia over 
the Baltic and eastern and northern European regions. 
There were also reports of various acts of sabotage 
whose responsibility was unclear, such as an incident 
on a railway line in Poland in November. In December, 
Lithuania declared a state of emergency due to the entry 
of balloons from Belarus carrying contraband goods, 
considering them ‘hybrid attacks’ that endangered the 
safety of civil aviation.

The tension was also reflected in increasing 
militarisation in Europe. In addition to 
Operation Eastern Sentry, in January NATO 
had launched Baltic Sentry, a mission-type 
military activity in the Baltic Sea, officially 
in response to actions that damaged 
submarine cables between Estonia and 
Finland in December 2024. It involves 
the deployment of frigates, maritime air 

patrols and naval drones, focusing on ‘deterring’ and 
responding to ‘destabilising acts’. Both operations 
expand and intensify the gradual increase in NATO’s 
military deployment and capabilities in its eastern zone 
since the start of the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 

There was an increase 
in violations of 

European countries’ 
airspace by Russian 
drones and military 
aircraft in 2025, 
which prompted 

political and military 
responses 

NATO shot down the 
first Russian aircraft 
since the start of the 
Russian invasion of 
Ukraine in 2025 

https://www.nato.int/en/about-us/official-texts-and-resources/official-texts/2025/09/23/statement-by-the-north-atlantic-council-on-recent-airspace-violations-by-russia
https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis/online-analysis/2025/12/drones-targeting-european-nuclear-weapons-infrastructure/
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2022. Both Russia and NATO conducted large-scale 
military exercises in 2025, which prompted mutual 
criticism and mistrust. In 2025, Russia announced that 
it had deployed Oreshnik hypersonic ballistic missiles 
with nuclear capability in Belarus.

Tension also rose around what is called the ‘Russian 
shadow fleet’. Analysts indicated that some of these 
vessels were involved in drone incursions, damage 
to submarine cables and acts of reconnaissance or 
espionage targeting critical infrastructure,108 in addition 
to posing spill risks due to being old or poorly maintained. 
Several such incidents occurred in 2025, with some 
ships being detained or boarded by NATO countries for 
inspections, whilst Russia conducted naval or military 
air escorts of some vessels and described the acts as 
piracy.109 In December, the EU imposed sanctions on 
an additional 41 vessels, bringing the total number of 
sanctioned ships to 600, and issued a declaration on 
measures to protect critical submarine infrastructure 
and counter threats arising from the shadow fleet. 
Tensions mounted regarding Russian assets frozen by 
the EU. Brussels agreed to freeze them indefinitely 
but due to internal divisions over possible economic 
and hybrid reprisals from Moscow, it decided not to 
use them, aiming instead to use Eurobonds to support 
Ukraine. The EU also expanded sanctions against 
Belarus for its hybrid actions against member states. 
The Trump administration pursued a certain degree of 
rapprochement with Russia in 2025, in part through its 
Mediumting role between Russia and Ukraine,110 and 
stopped considering Russia a ‘direct threat’ in its new 
National Security Strategy. Trump preserved the main 
sanctions of the previous administration against Russia, 
linked to the war in Ukraine, but did not impose any 
new ones until October, when he sanctioned Russia’s 
two main oil companies, Rosneft and Lukoil. The US 
and Russia remained at odds in various areas, including 
strategic competition and the arms race. In October, 
Trump ordered the resumption of nuclear weapons 
testing, which the US has not conducted for 30 years. 
The announcement followed Russia’s testing of its 
Burevestnik nuclear-powered cruise missile and the 
Poseidon torpedo, both capable of carrying nuclear 
warheads.

108.	  Kremidas-Courtney, Chris, Europe’s security begins at sea: It’s time to counter Russia’s shadow fleet, European Policy Centre, 25 November 
2025. 

109.	  Erästö, Tytti and Wan, Wilfred, Risk reduction is urgently needed amid rising tensions in Northern Europe, SIPRI, 16 December 2025.

110.	  See the summary on Russia-Ukraine in Chapter 1 (Armed conflicts).

111.	  See the summary on Syria in the past edition of this yearbook. 

2.3.5 Middle East

Mashreq 

Tensions between Israel and Syria continued to be 
marked by changes in the situation in the Golan 
Heights area following the overthrow of Bashar Assad 
in December 2004, as well as by continued Israeli 
airstrikes and ground operations on Syrian soil. After 
launching an intense offensive against Syrian military 
capabilities in late 2024 and declaring ‘null’ the 1974 
agreement that established a separation zone in the 
Golan Heights between both countries,111 Benjamin 
Netanyahu’s government continued to implement 
policies to expand Israeli control and occupation of 
Syrian territories throughout 2025. By the end of the 
year, a growing presence of Israeli troops was observed in 
the demilitarised area of the Golan Heights, which under 
the agreement is supposed to be under the exclusive 

Israel – Syria 

Intensity: 3

Trend: =

Type: System, Resources, Territory
International

Main parties: Israel, Syria, United Nations 
Disengagement Observer Force 
(UNDOF)

Summary:
The tension between Israel and Syria is set against 
the backdrop of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and its 
consequences for the region. The outcome of the 1967 
Arab-Israeli War included Israel’s occupation of the Syrian 
Golan Heights. In 1973, Syria unsuccessfully attempted to 
recapture this territory militarily in a concerted effort with 
Egypt, which in turn sought to regain control of the Sinai 
Peninsula. The 1973 Arab-Israeli War or the “Yom Kippur 
War” –perceived as an Israeli victory– ended in a ceasefire. 
In 1974, a disengagement agreement was signed between 
Israel and Syria and the UN established an observer force to 
monitor its implementation in the Golan Heights (UNDOF). 
Two major lines of tension between Israel and Syria have 
been Israel’s occupation of the Golan Heights, a strategically 
key area for its water reserves, which Israel annexed in 1981 
in a move unrecognised by the international community; 
and Damascus’ support for the Lebanese Shia militia party 
Hezbollah, which emerged during the Israeli occupation 
of Lebanon in 1982. The outbreak of the armed conflict 
in Syria in 2011 and its subsequent regionalisation and 
internationalisation had a direct impact on the dynamics 
of this tension and on the positioning of the various actors 
involved in the dispute. In this context, Israel became actively 
involved in attacks on positions of Hezbollah, Iran and Tehran-
backed militias in Syria. Following the fall of Bashar Assad’s 
regime in December 2024, Israel expanded its occupation 
of Syrian land in the Golan Heights area and declared the 
end of the 1974 Disengagement of Forces Agreement.

https://www.sipri.org/commentary/essay/2025/risk-reduction-urgently-needed-amid-rising-tensions-northern-europe
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Throughout 
2025, Benjamin 

Netanyahu’s 
government continued 

to implement 
policies to expand 

Israeli control 
and occupation of 
territories in Syria

supervision of the United Nations Disengagement 
Observer Force (UNDOF). Israel had built 10 forward 
positions in the area of separation, including Mount 
Hermon, the highest point, and in Syria, in addition 
to establishing checkpoints and setting up barriers. 
Israel has justified its actions by citing security 
reasons. Furthermore, although Israel 
initially claimed that its troop presence 
would be temporary, in 2025 it asserted 
its intention to remain in the area. 
In January, members of the Israeli 
government publicly acknowledged 
that the goal was to remain in the area 
‘indefinitely’. In February, Netanyahu 
demanded the complete demilitarisation 
of southern Syria (the governorates of 
Quneitra, Daraa and Sweida) and insisted 
that Israel would not allow troops of the 
new Syrian Army to access the area. In 
November, Netanyahu visited one of the positions 
established in southern Syria, which the new Syrian 
authorities described as ‘provocative’ and asserted 
that the Israeli troops were crucial to safeguard Israel’s 
security and that of the Druze population. From mid-
year onwards, Israel claimed that some of its operations 
in Syria were related to the supposed protection of the 
Druze population, although some analysts have cast 
scepticism on this justification and even the Druze 
community in Syria has had mixed reactions. Under 
this argument, Israel launched airstrikes on Damascus 
in May, following clashes involving the Druze population 
and pro-government forces in a suburb of the Syrian 
capital. In July, an Israeli airstrike hit the Syrian Army 
headquarters and targets near the Presidential Palace 
following clashes involving the Druze population with 
other Syrian forces in Sweida.112 

In addition to these incidents, Israeli ground incursions 
and airstrikes continued constantly throughout the year. 
One of the most serious raids occurred in November, 
in the Syrian town of Beit Jinn, and killed 13 people, 
including two children, in addition to injuring more than 
20 others. According to records of violent incidents kept 
by the International Crisis Group (ICG), over 30 people 
lost their lives as a result of Israeli actions in Syria in 
2025.113 During the year, the Syrian Network for Human 
Rights (SNHR) documented the deaths of 62 civilians 
in Syria as a result of actions by Israeli forces (although 
some of the reported incidents may have occurred 
before 2025).114 Throughout the year, the new Syrian 

112.	  See the summary on Syria in chapter 1 (Armed conflicts).

113.	  Episodes of violence recorded in the monthly Crisis Watch reports issued by the International Crisis Group (ICG) between January and De-
cember 2025. 

114.	  SNHR, The Death of 3666 Individuals Including 328 Children and 312 Women, and 32 Deaths due to Torture Recorded in the year 2025 
in Syria, 1 January 2026. 

115.	  UNSC, Report of the Secretary-General - United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, S/2025/784, 2 December 2024. 

116.	  Human Rights Watch, Syria: Israel Forcibly Displaces Villagers in Occupied South, 17 September 2025. 

117.	  UNGA, Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights of Palestinians and Other Arabs of the 
Occupied Territories, A/80/365, 5 September 2025. 

118.	  See the summary on Israel-Syria in Escola de Cultura de Pau, Peace Talks in Focus. Report on Trends and Scenarios, Barcelona: Icaria, 2026. 

government insisted on its commitment to the 1974 
agreement with Israel, called on the UN to act against 
Israel’s ‘expansionist ambitions’ and condemned 
the attacks on its territory, but it did not respond 
militarily. In June, short-range rockets were reportedly 
launched from the governorate of Daraa towards Israel. 

A previously unknown armed group, the 
Martyr Muhammad al-Deif Brigades, 
claimed responsibility for the attacks, 
prompting further Israeli military action. In 
its reports on the presence and activities 
of Israeli forces in the area of separation, 
the UNDOF cited the violation of various 
UN resolutions, restrictions on its own 
activities and repercussions for civilians, 
who reported arrests, night-time searches 
and denial of access to their livelihoods.115 
Human Rights Watch also condemned 
forced displacement of populations, house 

demolitions and the transfer of Syrian detainees to 
Israel.116 Another issue of concern was the significant 
water reserves in the area of separation that could be 
diverted to the area under Israeli control to the detriment 
of the Syrian resident population. In December 2024, 
Israel approved a plan to double the Israeli population in 
the occupied Golan Heights and began building two new 
settlements with the capacity to house 2,000 settlers 
in 2025.117 In this context, the UN special envoy for 
Syria warned that Israel’s ‘fait accompli’ in Syria would 
be difficult to reverse. In August, the first direct talks 
between Israel and Syria in decades was Mediumted by 
the US, though they had not yielded any results by the 
end of the year.118 

The Gulf

Iran

Intensity: 3

Trend: ↑

Type: Government
Internal

Main parties: Government, social and political 
opposition

Summary:
The tension is framed in a decades-long context of political 
polarisation between conservatives and reformists in Iran 
and is characterised by the key role played by religious 
authorities and armed forces in the future of Iran, particularly

https://snhr.org/blog/2026/01/01/the-death-of-3338-individuals-including-328-children-and-312-women-and-32-deaths-due-to-torture-recorded-in-the-year-2025-in-syria/
https://snhr.org/blog/2026/01/01/the-death-of-3338-individuals-including-328-children-and-312-women-and-32-deaths-due-to-torture-recorded-in-the-year-2025-in-syria/
https://documents.un.org/doc/undoc/gen/n25/323/96/pdf/n2532396.pdf
https://www.hrw.org/news/2025/09/17/syria-israel-forcibly-displaces-villagers-in-occupied-south
https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/thematic-reports/a80365-report-special-committee-investigate-israeli-practices-affecting
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By the end of 2025, 
the Iranian authorities 

had carried out 
2,000 executions, the 
highest number since 

the late 1980s

Throughout 2025, Iran’s internal situation was affected 
by the consequences of the armed conflict with Israel 
and the United States,119 by pressure from Washington 
and other countries regarding its nuclear programme 
and by the imposition of international sanctions. At 
the end of the year, a fresh wave of mass protests 
against the regime opened a new chapter of severe 
repression. The country continued to be a scene of 
repeated human rights violations and 
persecution of dissent throughout the year 
and it stood out yet again for its widespread 
application of the death penalty. According 
to the Abdorrahman Boroumand Centre for 
Human Rights in Iran, cited in the annual 
report of Human Rights Watch (HRW), by 
the end of 2025 the Iranian authorities had 
carried out 2,000 executions, the highest 
number since the late 1980s. Half of those 
executed had been convicted of drug-related offences, 
but the death penalty was also used as a tool of political 
repression against individuals involved in the protests 
of the Woman, Life, Freedom movement (2022-2023) 
and against members of the Kurdish minority, some 
of whom were accused of espionage and collaboration 
with Israel. According to the Hengaw Organisation for 
Human Rights, 26 people were executed on charges 
related to political or religious activities in the first 
half of 2025, twice as many as in all of 2024.120 HRW 
and others highlighted the increased use of the death 
penalty against Iranian women and its disproportionate 
application against members of minorities and other 
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2025. 
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marginalised communities, particularly Kurds, Balochis 
and the Afghan population residing in the country.121 
Following the hostilities with Israel in June, the Iranian 
government passed an emergency law expanding the 
use of the death penalty for charges linked to national 
security. Iranian authorities arrested around 20,000 
people during the conflict.122 Following the hostilities, 
the mass deportation of Afghan citizens also intensified, 
with 1.5 million having been expelled from Iran by July, 
including thousands of unaccompanied minors.123 In 
March, the UN-mandated Independent International 
Fact-Finding Mission on the Islamic Republic of Iran 
(FFMI) published its second report. The text of the 
report confirms that the regime committed crimes 
against humanity in its response to the protests that 
shook the country between September 2022 and 
March 2023 and condemns continuous repressive and 
discriminatory practices, such as restrictions on rights 
and freedoms and the surveillance of women.124 

Warnings were also issued throughout the year about 
the severe deterioration of the country’s economic 

situation, reflected, among other things, 
in the plunging value of the local currency 
(the rial), sustained rising inflation and 
high unemployment. In this context, new 
mass protests broke out in the country on 
28 December. Though initially focused on 
economic grievances, the protesters quickly 
expanded their list of demands, targeting 
political issues and the legitimacy of the 
regime. The protests began in Tehran’s 

Grand Bazaar and in the following days spread to the 
rest of the country, including some areas traditionally 
aligned with the regime. The Iranian authorities 
accused the protesters of being ‘terrorists’ and once 
again cracked down on them brutally. By the end of 
2025, the crackdown and clashes between government 
forces and protesters had already caused several 
deaths, though the most serious episodes occurred in 
early January 2026. Preliminary assessments pointed 
to an unprecedented death toll from the crackdown, 
far higher than in previous years.125 In this context, 
US President Donald Trump threatened military action 
against Iran.126 

the Republican Guard. The internal tension worsened in 
mid-2009, when President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was 
re-elected in elections described as fraudulent by the 
opposition that led to the largest popular protests in the 
country since the Islamic Revolution of 1979. The end of 
Ahmadinejad’s two consecutive terms and the rise to power 
of the moderate cleric Hassan Rouhani in 2013 seemed to 
open a new era in the country, raising expectations about a 
possible drop in domestic political tension and a potential 
change in Iran’s relations with the outside world. However, 
the internal tensions persisted. Recent protest movements, 
especially in 2019, 2022 and 2023, and once again 
in late 2025 have put a spotlight on political and social 
unrest among the Iranian population and have been harshly 
repressed by the regime.
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