
 

 

This briefing is part of a longer-term initiative for the DRC to examine how aid agency acceptance or rejection is expressed on social media. This 

edition covers reactions and responses to aid-related narratives between 14 June and 14 July 2026. Narratives specific to the Ebola response are 

covered separately and can be accessed here. The content of this brief is selected based on predefined lists of UN agencies, international NGOs, 

local NGOs and civil society organisations and general keywords related to humanitarian and development assistance in the DRC and includes 

narratives specific about named agencies in relation to the Ebola response when relevant for the whole aid sector. Comments associated with 

these posts were analysed qualitatively to identify dominant narratives. This edition highlights the following findings to help understand how 

narratives affecting the aid sector unfold on social media: 

●​ Diplomatic attention to a previously reported security incident can reactivate narratives even without a new triggering 

event. Coverage of France's 26 June statement to the UN Security Council related to the March Goma drone strike on 

an aid worker residency generated renewed delegitimisation and bias commentary three months after the incident 

itself, alongside a substantially larger volume of general political criticism. 

●​ Organisational framing influences responses differently depending on content type, even within the same reporting 

period. An MSF post referencing AFC/M23's presence in eastern DRC and questioning whether the war was truly over 

generated hostile, delegitimising commentary, while separate MSF posts describing its direct Ebola response, with no 

reference to the conflict or any political actor, drew consistent, multilingual public support over the same period. 

●​ Human rights reporting attracts both criticism and defence of an organisation's credibility, highlighting how this content 

is discussed within polarised social media spaces. Reporting by Human Rights Watch on the 12 June repression 

generated 17 comments challenging its credibility against 11 comments defending it, with the great majority of overall 

engagement concentrated on the domestic political dispute the report triggered rather than on Human Rights Watch 

itself. 

●​ Coverage of a UN Group of Experts report on AFC/M23, a political rather than humanitarian UN report, generated 23 

comments directly challenging the UN's credibility and impartiality. 

The analysis draws only on public posts, excluding content from private groups, closed networks, encrypted messaging 

platforms, or content that users did not intentionally make public. Public social media narratives are an important indicator of both 

dominant public discourse, the audience responses to discourse and the way political actors use and engage with the public 

discourse. Analysis of social media comments provides insight into how information is received, interpreted, and processed by 

audiences and as such goes beyond the basic analysis of the information made available through radio broadcasts and edited 

media. It can also reveal gaps in public understanding and identify areas where communication may be unclear or ineffective. 

Furthermore, harmful narratives that generate significant engagement on public social media platforms may indicate the types of 

narratives that are likely to be amplified in private or closed channels, where they can contribute to radicalisation and increase 

risk factors associated with real-world violence. As online discourse becomes more central to how aid is understood and 

contested, monitoring these narratives is an important component for aid acceptance, security management, programming and 

communication with affected populations. 

Posting volume was highest on 1 July, driven by coverage of the Democratic Republic of Congo assuming the rotating 

presidency of the UN Security Council and a UN Group of Experts report on AFC/M23. Posts were most concentrated in 

Kinshasa City, followed by North Kivu and Équateur. X accounted for 69.63% of posts and Facebook for 30.37% across the 

monitoring period. 
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This briefing by Insecurity Insight analyses public social media activity from 14 June - 14 July 2026 in the DRC 
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Key Takeaways 

Bonnafont Statement to the UN Security Council, 26 June 2026: renewed scrutiny of the Goma drone strike 

11 March 2026: In Himbi neighbourhood, Goma city, North Kivu province, a residential complex housing international 

aid workers was struck by a drone-delivered explosive from an unidentified conflict party, killing an international 

UNICEF staff member and two other people whose identity was not made public. 

On 26 June 2026, France's ambassador to the UN, Jérôme Bonnafont, addressed the Security Council, calling for 

transparency on responsibility for the strike amid concern about the increasing number of drone strikes. Additionally, 

he condemned what he described as an ‘AFC/M23 offensive’ on Kisangani airport in May 2026, and announced French 

emergency aid alongside WHO for the Ebola response.  Sources: Africa News and France24 

Coverage of the statement, together with a separate post marking three months since the strike, generated three posts across Facebook 

and X: two from edited media accounts and one from a verified Congolese journalist account , reaching 186,790 social media users. The 

highest-reach post was the one marking three months since the strike. All three posts generated comment threads, totalling 72 comments. 

Key Narratives Identified 

●​ Delegitimisation of humanitarian status, limited but severe: Five of 72 comments directly challenged the aid worker's 

status as a humanitarian, including explicit claims that she was a “mercenary” rather than genuine aid personnel. 

  “France itself is at the root of what happened to this agent! Besides she was a mercenary for Rwanda, playing 

the role of a humanitarian worker!” (“La France elle-même est à la base de ce qui est arrivé à cette agente ! D'ailleurs 

elle était une mercenaire du Rwanda, jouant le rôle d'une humanitaire !”) 

●​ Bias, differential value of lives: A further nine comments named her death directly but framed it dismissively, contrasting 

international attention to a single French national's death with the absence of comparable scrutiny for Congolese deaths in 

the same conflict. This echoes the same narrative identified in the 26 May edition, recurring three months after the original 

strike. 

  “There are already 12 million dead Congolese before him. She must wait her turn.” (“Il y a déjà 12 millions de 

congolais morts avant lui. Elle doit attendre son tour.”) 

●​ Anti-France/Rwanda complicity, recurring: 23 of 72 comments combined criticism of France with allegations of 

Rwandan/M23 complicity, framing France as arming, supporting, or diplomatically shielding Rwanda and M23. 

  "It's France that killed its agent with drones that it gave to Rwanda." ("C'est la France qui a tué son agent avec des 

drones qu'elle a donné au Rwanda.") 

●​ Anti-France, standalone: A further 22 comments criticised France, its President, or Bonnafont's statement directly, 

without reference to Rwanda. This framing accused France of hypocrisy, situated within a broader neocolonial-complicity 

narrative. 

  "The clarity France is asking for won't come twice in a row. Stop the hypocrisy." ("La lumière demandée par la 

France ne viendra pas deux fois de suite. Arrêtez l'hypocrisie.") 

 

https://www.africanews.com/2026/03/11/m23-rebel-group-accuses-drc-government-of-targeting-civilians-after-drone-strike/
https://www.france24.com/en/africa/20260311-french-aid-worker-for-unicef-killed-in-dr-congo-s-goma-macron-says


 

What This Tells Us 

●​ The delegitimisation of the aid worker's humanitarian status, though limited to five of 72 comments here, is consistent with 

the same denial pattern identified in a related incident under separate review (Kakumba, 16 June) and a further allegation 

of ambulance misuse in Minembwe (27 June); this framing recurring across three cases this period carries operational as 

well as reputational risk if it continues.  

●​ The bias/differential-value-of-lives narrative resurfaced three months after the original strike, prompted by Bonnafont's 

statement rather than any new development in the case. This suggests the underlying resentment has not eased, and that 

a high level diplomatic statement can reopen the social media conversations further embedding different positions. 

●​ Criticism of France's role was close to evenly split between comments combining it with Rwanda/M23 complicity (23 of 72) 

and comments criticising France alone (22 of 72), with almost no standalone criticism of Rwanda (1 of 72). This indicates 

Bonnafont's statement drew comparably on France's perceived support for Rwanda and on France's own perceived 

conduct, rather than functioning as one undifferentiated narrative. 

MSF's Goma Report, 24 June 2026: neutrality challenged, positive reception elsewhere 

MSF stated that violence continues beneath the surface in eastern DRC despite AFC/M23's capture of Goma 

in 2025, citing arbitrary arrests and forced recruitment six months after a peace agreement. An MSF 

documentary questioned whether the war is truly over. Source: MSF DRC 

MSF posted this statement on X on 24 June 2026. The post reached 8,551 social media users and generated 13 comments. 

Key Narratives Identified 

●​ Delegitimisation of humanitarian neutrality: Six of 13 comments, a small subset, directly challenged MSF's neutrality or 

motives. These included an explicit call for the organisation's expulsion, an allegation that its documentary favoured the 

FDLR, insinuations that its content was politically directed or aligned, and a portrayal of MSF's presence itself as 

illegitimate under AFC/M23 governance. 

"Once again propaganda against the AFC-M23. These white people's organizations like MSF must be driven 

out of Congolese and African territory in general, they're only there to fuel conflicts. Let them go help their 

white Ukrainian cousins." ("Encore une fois la propagande contre l'AFC-M23. Ces organisations des blancs comme 

MSF doivent être chassés du territoire congolais et africains en général, ils ne sont là que pour alimenter des conflits. 

Qu'ils aillent aider leurs cousins blancs ukrainiens.") 

What This Tells Us 

●​ The delegitimisation of MSF's neutrality, though limited to six of 13 comments, is a small evidence base, but the content is 

reputationally serious: it includes an explicit expulsion call and accusations of political alignment. 

●​ This hostility contrasts with MSF's reception elsewhere this period: four separate posts describing MSF's own direct 

medical response, Ebola treatment capacity, multi-province mobilisation, and continued care for conflict-wounded patients, 

drew predominantly positive comments, each reaching over 900,000 users.  

Human Rights Watch Report on the 12 June Repression, 9–13 July 2026: bias and credibility challenges 

to HRW, contained 

On 9 July 2026, Human Rights Watch accused Congolese security forces of using excessive force against 

protesters during a 12 June 2026 sit-in against a proposed law extending President Félix Tshisekedi's 

mandate, and accused a UDPS-linked group, Force du Progrès, of attacking protesters and opposition party 

headquarters. UDPS's secretary general denied the party had sent anyone to commit violence. Source: HRW 

Six posts covered these events: five from edited media accounts and one from a Congolese journalist, five on Facebook and one on 

X, reaching a combined 292,434 users. The highest reach, 80,456, went to a post from an edited media account reporting on 

HRW's findings. The posts generated 450 comments. Of these, 37 engaged directly with HRW's credibility or bias; the remainder 

https://x.com/MSFcongo/status/2069713052908347835
https://www.hrw.org/news/2026/07/09/dr-congo-crackdown-on-protesters


 

concerned UDPS and its secretary general directly, including calls for accountability before the International Criminal Court and 

personal mockery. 

Key Narratives Identified 

●​ Bias and selective attention: Nine comments challenged HRW's coverage on grounds of selective attention, questioning 

why the organisation had not addressed other alleged abuses, including violence attributed to M23 in the east and the 

treatment of protesters elsewhere. This is based on a smaller subset of comments. 

  "Four young people were executed by M23, HRW radio silence." ("4 jeunes ont été exécutés par les M23 HRW 

silence radio.") 

●​ Credibility and fabrication challenges, contained: 17 comments challenged HRW's credibility directly, including claims 

that the report was fabricated and that the organisation was corrupted or working in coordination with regional actors. A 

small number of these extended the same framing to non-governmental organisations as a category rather than HRW 

specifically. 

  "Who in this country doesn't know that human right watch is funded by the Clinton family, which supports Paul 

kagame?" ("Qui ne connait pas dans ce pays que human right watch est financé par la famille Clinton qui soutient Paul 

kagame ?") 

●​ Defence of HRW's credibility: 11 comments explicitly defended HRW's credibility or methodology, including direct 

rebuttals to the challenges described above. This too rests on a small number of comments. 

  "HRW is a professional organisation and its investigative techniques are recognised to an international 

standard." ("L'Ong HRW est une organisation professionnelle et les techniques d'enquête sont connues avec un 

standard international.") 

What This Tells Us 

●​ Of 450 comments generated by this coverage, 37 engaged directly with HRW's credibility or bias, making it a secondary 

theme rather than the central focus of the reaction. Within that smaller volume, criticism was fragmented rather than 

concentrated on one allegation: nine comments questioned HRW's selectivity in choosing which abuses to document, 

while 17 separately challenged the credibility or validity of the report itself. This is too small a base to conclude that a 

specific credibility narrative has taken hold. 

●​ The selectivity criticism echoes the bias narrative recorded in the 3 July edition, where HRW and Global Witness 

reporting drew six comparable comments combined, suggesting this type of criticism has recurred across at least two 

editions, though still too small to call an established trend. The credibility picture differs, however: 11 comments here 

defended HRW alongside the 17 challenging it, whereas the 3 July edition recorded credibility challenges to HRW with no 

defence at all. This difference is worth monitoring but does not on its own establish a shift in how HRW's credibility is 

perceived. 

●​ Two comments made funding-motive allegations against HRW, naming different and contradictory sources, while the 3 

July edition's credibility challenges took a different form entirely. Given how few comments are involved in both periods, 

this is noted as a discrepancy rather than evidence of an emerging funding narrative. 

 

https://www.insecurityinsight.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/10TRAC1.pdf
https://www.insecurityinsight.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/10TRAC1.pdf


 

UN Group of Experts Report on the AFC/M23, 2 July 2026: recurring credibility challenges to the UN 

The UN Group of Experts on the DRC transmitted a report to the Security Council on 2 July 2026 detailing the 

AFC/M23 offensive on Uvira, conducted under the command of Makenga and Byamungu with Rwandan 

support coordinated by James Kabarebe. Source: Actualite.cd 

The report generated 18 posts across Facebook and X, reaching a combined reach of 1,020,000 users and 656 comments. 23 comments 

directly challenged the UN by name, of which 15 appeared on a single edited media Facebook page. 

Key Narratives Identified 

●​ Credibility and bias challenges to the UN, recurring: independent comments repeatedly turned criticism onto the UN 

itself, challenging the credibility, impartiality or motives of the Group of Experts' report rather than its findings on AFC/M23.  

"What is this UN anyway? A criminal organisation that supports dictators, that fuels wars, that supplies 

weapons to terrorists." ("C'est quoi encore ONU? une organisation criminelle qui soutient les dictateurs, qui alimente 

les guerres, qui fournit des armes aux terroristes.") 

●​ Selective attention, isolated: one comment framed the UN and International Criminal Court as instruments used against 

weaker states, contrasting this with an alleged failure to sanction Israel and the United States. 

"The UN and the ICC were created to control poor and powerless countries. They are incapable of sanctioning 

Israel and the USA." ("ONU et la CPI ont été créés pour contrôle les pays pauvre et impuissant. Ils sont incapable de 

sanctionner Israël et les USA.") 

What This Tells Us 

●​ Of the 23 comments naming the UN directly, criticism centred on the credibility and motives of the report rather than on the 

accuracy of its findings regarding AFC/M23 or Rwanda. This indicates the criticism was a reaction to the UN taking a clear 

political position, rather than a challenge to what the report actually documented. 

●​ The selective-attention framing matches the narrative already recorded against Human Rights Watch in this edition, 

indicating this is a cross-cutting credibility challenge affecting international reporting bodies generally in this period, not one 

specific to a single organisation. Both reports named specific armed groups and individuals directly, which structurally gives 

those named reason to contest the finding rather than its substance, regardless of who is posting the criticism. 

 

Other Incidents Noted 

Amnesty International accusations against the CMC-FDP, Rutshuru: 26 June 2026: Two media outlets reported Amnesty 

International's accusation that the CMC-FDP armed group had committed grave human rights violations in Rutshuru, including 

killings of civilians, torture, kidnappings, and sexual violence, and its call for international pressure on the group. The CMC-FDP 

rejected the accusations. Coverage came from one edited media X account and one edited media Facebook page, reaching a 

combined estimated 246,138 users with 166 engagement actions. The posts generated no comments. 

MONUSCO statement on civilian deaths, North Kivu and Ituri: 27 June 2026: Four posts on X reported MONUSCO chief James 

Swan's statement to the UN Security Council that 632 civilians had been killed since 19 March in North Kivu and Ituri, with much of 

the violence attributed to the ADF. The UN Joint Human Rights Office documented 1,221 rights violations affecting nearly 3,000 

victims, including 392 women and 378 children. Coverage came from three edited media accounts and a Congolese journalist 

account, reaching a combined estimated 197,138 users with 115 engagement actions. The posts generated no comments. 

MONUSCO sexual violence prevention post, SEA allegation: 24 June 2026: A post from MONUSCO's own Facebook account, 

marking the International Day for the Elimination of Sexual Violence in Conflict, reaffirmed the mission's commitment to preventing 

https://www.facebook.com/actualiteCD/posts/pfbid02mH7tbCbe5gQT6eLjj4LA1AGh71uxGmkmio95bg1Qs7igQHAfngmWj7aRiVE4GP6Pl


 

and responding to conflict-related sexual violence. The post reached an estimated 7,472 users and generated 30 comments. One 

comment alleged that MONUSCO personnel themselves sexually abused civilians during their missions. The remainder of the thread 

consisted largely of unrelated international commentary rather than responses specific to this claim. 

Child protection, Walikale: 5 July 2026: A post from an edited media Facebook account reported that the NGO Groupe d'action 

pour la protection de l'enfance (GAPE) had documented seven drowning cases and 56 cases of child recruitment by armed groups 

in Walikale, North Kivu, over the preceding ten days. The post reached an estimated 124,643 users with 201 engagement actions 

and generated no comments. 

  

Key Numbers 

As in previous editions, these findings should be read with the same caution: technical limitations in geolocation and platform coverage 

may lead to under-detection of relevant posts, and the analysis draws only on public posts, excluding content from private groups, closed 

networks, or encrypted messaging platforms. 

Scale of analysis 

•​ Total posts: 1,561 

•​ Total comments: 2,779 

•​ Total estimated reach: 22,893,467 social media 

users 

•​ Total engagement actions: 77,898 

•​ Monitoring period: 14 June – 14 July 2026 

•​ Platforms: Facebook (474), X (1,087) 

 

Comment language 

•​ French: 2238 

•​ English: 114 

•​ Lingala: 216 

•​ Emojis / no text (N/A): 171 

•​ Swahili: 11 

•​ Arabic: 18 

•​ Other languages (Bengali, Chinese, Kinyarwanda, 

Pashto, Spanish, Ukrainian): 11 

 

Public Reaction to the Ebola Response, 14 June–14 July 2026 

Dedicated Ebola monitoring briefs: Insecurity Insight has published 

dedicated Social Media Monitoring briefs tracking public discourse 

around the Ebola outbreak. These are available in French and 

English. 

Main findings: 

Note: comment sentiment for this period has not yet been coded and 

is not reflected in the findings below. 

●​ Two aid workers linked to the Ebola response tested positive 

during this period: an ALIMA doctor who had worked at the 

Rwampara treatment centre before testing positive on arrival 

in France (20 posts, combined reach 170,114), and an 

American humanitarian worker, according to the US Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention (two posts, combined 

reach 161,059). 

●​ Attacks on the response continued in parallel: a single post 

reported a doctor tied up at Rwampara, an attack on a 

hospital in Butembo, and a treatment centre ransacked in 

Kabasha, all within the same week (reach 39,518). 

 

 

https://www.insecurityinsight.org/iiarchive?category=DRC%3A%20Attacks%20on%20Ebola%20Response


 

Data Use and Privacy Disclaimer 

This report includes analysis of publicly available social media content collected from open platforms. All data has been anonymised to 

remove or obscure identifying details, and no content from closed groups was used. The analysis was conducted in the public interest 

and in line with the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), under a legitimate interest basis. The purpose of this analysis is to 

support humanitarian dialogue, inform policy, protect aid workers and those they help, and contribute to public interest research. This 

document is published by Insecurity Insight - a Humanitarian to Humanitarian (H2H) organisation committed to the Humanitarian 

Principles. Funded by the European Union. Views and opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only and do not 

necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for 

them.  

We welcome questions and feedback. Share what you’re observing both on the ground and online. Your insights help us keep the 

analysis accurate and up-to-date. Email: info@insecurityinsight.org. Join our efforts to protect humanitarian space. Subscribe to our 

Social Media Monitoring mailing list. Find more resources at the Social Media Monitoring website. Help support our work by sharing 

this resource. Please copy and paste this link: https://bit.ly/14Jun-14Jul2026DRCSMMBrief 

Suggested citation: Insecurity Insight. 2026. Tracking Aid Narratives on Social Media: Emerging Trends in the DRC, 14 June - 

14 July 2026, Switzerland: Insecurity Insight. https://bit.ly/14Jun-14Jul2026DRCSMMBrief  
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