
 

 

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 security incidents in the context of the current Ebola response but does not include the 

specific narratives related to Ebola which 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. Comments associated with posts that attracted the highest levels of engagement were analysed qualitatively to identify 

dominant narratives. This edition highlights: 

●​ How organisational framing influences public responses to security incidents. Coverage of an attack on an MSF convoy in 

Mwenga, Sud-Kivu, on 1 May, generated overwhelmingly supportive commentary, with discussion focused on staff safety and 

humanitarian neutrality rather than political attribution or contestation. 

●​ How judicial proceedings for violence against two international UN personnel, their local interpreter and three drivers in 2017 

generated debate focused on perceived disparities rather than institutional hostility. Coverage of the Military High Court verdict in 

the Kasaï trial of 54 defendants drew commentary centred on accountability gaps and the perceived absence of alleged 

masterminds, with the dominant public narrative questioning whether justice extended equally to Congolese and international 

personnel. 

●​ How human rights reporting attracts questions about credibility and bias rather than widespread rejection. Reporting by Human 

Rights Watch and Global Witness generated limited but criticism focused on allegations of selectivity, impartiality and omitted 

actors, while broader public engagement remained largely neutral. 

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 and audience 

responses to it. While radio broadcasts and other edited media reflect the information that is made publicly available, analysis of social media 

comments provides insight into how that information is received, interpreted, and processed by audiences. 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 in late May, specifically on 28 May, driven largely by coverage of the Ebola response. Posts were most concentrated 

in Kinshasa City, followed by North-Kivu and Eastern DRC. X accounted for 79.58% of posts and Facebook for 20.42% across the monitoring 

period. 
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“Who Are The Masterminds?” 
Tracking Aid Narratives on Social Media: Recent Observations from the DRC 

03 July 2026 

This briefing by Insecurity Insight analyses public social media activity from 1 May - 13 June 2026 in the DRC 

   

https://insecurityinsight.org/iiarchive?category=Ebola


 

Key Takeaways 

Attack on an MSF Convoy: Solidarity Dominant, Isolated Criticism of Staffing Decision 

01 May 2026: In Mwenga territory, South Kivu province, an MSF team travelling between Mwenga, Kamituga and Kitutu on a 

humanitarian and medical needs assessment mission was stopped at a checkpoint by Wazalendo, despite prior coordination 

with authorities and health actors. Wazalendo members disagreed about the team’s identity and whether to let them proceed, 

causing them to open fire on each other, with the MSF team caught in the crossfire. The team were unharmed and continued 

their mission to Mwenga. Source: Actualité 

Coverage of the incident on social media generated eight posts across Facebook and X, reaching over one million social media users. 

Reach was heavily concentrated: a single MSF post confirming staff had returned safely to Bukavu accounted for 71% of the total 

estimated reach (1,310,873), with the remaining seven posts together accounting for the rest. This post, which did not mention the conflict 

party responsible for the incident by name,  was also the only one to generate a substantial comment thread, accounting for all 31 

comments recorded for the incident. 

The public response was overwhelmingly positive or neutral, though not unanimous. Of the 31 comments, 16 (51.6%) were positive, 14 

(45.2%) were neutral, and one (3.2%) was critical. 

●​ Solidarity dominant: the large majority of comments expressed encouragement and support for MSF staff, several 

explicitly affirming the organisation’s neutrality and impartiality. 

  “No one should be hurt or die while trying to provide care to vulnerable populations. Please, keep humanitarian 

workers out of your problems.” (“On ne doit se blesser ou mourir en voulant apporter du soin aux populations 

vulnérables. Mettez svp les humanitaires en dehors de vos problèmes.”) 

●​ Salary and hiring practices, isolated: one comment, from a self-identified local humanitarian worker in the Mwenga 

health zone, argued it was imprudent for MSF to send international staff into the area given the absence of a secure 

humanitarian corridor, suggesting national staff should have carried out the assessment instead. This is an isolated 

comment and should not be overstated. 

  “As a humanitarian working in the Mwenga health zone, it was imprudent to send foreigners on mission to this 

area. MSF should send nationals to carry out the assessment because this zone is dangerous and there is no 

humanitarian corridor.” (“étant humanitaire qui travaille dans la zone de santé de Mwenga, c’était imprudent d’envoyer 

en mission les blancs dans cette zone. MSF devrait envoyer les nationaux dans cette zone pour faire l’évaluation, car 

cette zone est dangereuse et il n’y a pas de couloir humanitaire.”) 

Posts Naming Wazalendo Militia 

While the communication by the affected organisation did not specify the responsible conflict party, coverage across Facebook and X 

framed the event as an attack by Wazalendo militia on MSF's convoy. Despite spanning five posts, this coverage generated fewer 

comments in total (22) than MSF's post (31), reflecting more limited engagement. Of all comments recorded across these five posts, a 

quarter were critical of MSF, including comments that explicitly accused the organisation of working with M23 forces. The remaining critical 

comments included hostile characterisations of MSF, with one disputing the Wazalendo attribution and claiming the incident had involved 

FARDC instead. 

  “You are using M23 mercenaries, so-called humanitarian, fortunately the Wazalendo are vigilant” (“Vous utilisez 

les mercenaires du m23 soit disant humanitaire, heuresusement les wazalendo sont vigilants.”) 

 

https://actualite.cd/2026/05/10/sud-kivu-msf-alerte-sur-labsence-de-progres-dans-la-protection-du-personnel-humanitaire


 

What this tells us 

●​ MSF’s framing of the incident that focused on impact and reiterating humanitarian principles appears to have shaped the 

predominantly supportive public response. The highest-reach post led with staff safety before addressing the security 

incident and called on all armed groups to respect humanitarian action without attributing responsibility to a specific actor.  

●​ A parallel discussion chain was triggered by the media coverage of the event, and this coverage explicitly identified the 

Wazalendo militia as responsible. While a minority among the overall comments, those comments that accused the 

organisation of supporting a conflict party were triggered by the media reporting rather than the organisational post. 

●​ While the small number of comments limits firm conclusions about causality, the findings suggest that incident focused 

communication can generate public support even when communication by third parties trigger harmful framing in response 

to the incident.  

Military Court Verdict: UN Kasaï Experts Murder Trial 

12 March 2017: Near Bunkonde village, Central Kasai province, two foreign UN investigators, their Congolese 

interpreter and three motorbike drivers were reported missing while investigating reports of atrocities during an armed 

conflict between government forces and the Kamuina Nsapu militia. On 27 March 2017, the remains of the two UN 

investigators and their interpreter were found, while the three drivers remained missing. In January 2022, Congolese 

authorities sentenced 51 people, mostly militia members, to death for their involvement, however, the DRC declared a 

moratorium on executions. In June 2026, 54 defendants were sentenced to death by the High Military Court, including 

a Congolese army officer. Source: Africa News  

Between 05 and 10 June 2026, nine posts across Facebook and X reported that the Military High Court had sentenced the 54 individuals to 

death. Coverage reached a combined 276,488 social media users. Of 56 comments captured across two high-engagement edited media 

Facebook posts, 45 were neutral and 11 were critical. Within the neutral comments, a small number could be read as endorsing the verdict, 

including one that welcomed the ruling as a step towards strengthening justice and protecting investigators and human rights defenders. 

"The protection of investigators, journalists, and human rights defenders is essential for any democratic 

society. I hope this verdict will help strengthen justice and prevent such tragedies in the future" ("La protection 

des enquêteurs, journalistes et défenseurs des droits humains est essentielle pour toute société démocratique. 

J'espère que ce verdict contribuera à renforcer la justice et à prévenir de telles tragédies à l'avenir.") 

Key Narratives Identified 

●​ Selective accountability: the most consistent critical sentiment across comments in reaction to both posts called out the 

double standard in the justice system. Multiple commenters independently contrasted the prosecution of those convicted 

for killing two foreign UN staff with the absence of comparable accountability for the thousands of Congolese civilians killed 

in the conflict in eastern DRC. Several comments specifically referenced the Congolese guides who accompanied the two 

UN personnel and were involved in the same attack, questioning why they had not received equivalent judicial attention. 

Seven of the eleven critical comments shared this view. 

“We have lost thousands of lives in the East... can you tell me how many people you have arrested?” (“Nous 

avons perdus des milliers de vies a l’Est.... pouvez vous me dire combien des personnes vous avez arrêté ?”) 

●​ Perceived incomplete accountability: A recurring theme in the comments was the belief that the verdict did not address 

those who allegedly ordered the killings. Approximately 21% of the comments questioned the absence of alleged 

“masterminds” among those sentenced, with several commenters explicitly naming a former political leader as responsible 

for commissioning or directing the murders. The narrative appeared across comment threads on separate edited media 

posts, indicating that it was raised independently by multiple commenters rather than by a single user. 

https://www.facebook.com/MSFrdcongo/posts/pfbid0v1j5SYeZm1Ex9rGQQHhpERGcYTyYx7UsPojUEheDaUgJ8oL1Pjagkn9KY8Ef5eMgl
https://www.africanews.com/2026/06/08/dr-congo-court-sentences-54-to-death-in-final-verdict-on-murder-of-un-experts/


 

"Kabila is the mastermind, why isn't he part of it?" ("Kabila est le commanditaire pourquoi ne fait pas partie ?") 

●​ Dehumanising language toward victims, limited but severe: One comment referred to the victims using dehumanising 

language, questioning whether their deaths justified the number of individuals sentenced in the case. Though isolated, the 

comment stood out for its hostility toward the victims. 

What this tells us 

●​ Public engagement with the verdict focused primarily on perceptions of incomplete accountability rather than on the 

legitimacy of the judicial process itself. Commenters frequently questioned the absence of alleged masterminds among 

those sentenced, suggesting that some viewed the outcome as unresolved rather than final. 

●​ A second recurring theme was a perceived disparity in accountability between the deaths of UN personnel and those of 

civilians affected by the broader conflict in eastern DRC.  

●​ Mentions of Congolese guides affected by the same incident suggest that some users were highlighting gaps in the scope 

of accountability. 

●​ Critical commentary was dispersed and not coordinated, and there was no evidence of targeted undermining of the justice 

process.  

International Rights Reporting: HRW and Global Witness 

10 June 2026: Human Rights Watch and Global Witness each published reports documenting conduct attributed to the AFC/M23 and 

Rwandan forces in eastern DRC. The simultaneous publication of two major documents generated 13 posts across Facebook and X, 

reaching 142,084 users. Comment engagement was limited, totalling 29 comments across both stories, reflecting the predominantly 

X-based coverage of these reports where reply threads are typically shorter. 

●​ Human Rights Watch published a 78-page report titled “Death Was Everywhere,” documenting what it described as 

systematic forced recruitment, arbitrary detention, torture, executions, and the use of child soldiers by M23 and Rwandan 

Defence Forces in training camps at Rumangabo and Tshanzu in North Kivu. Coverage generated eight posts reaching a 

combined 73,592 users with 229 engagement actions. Of 15 comments recorded, 11 were neutral and four critical.  

●​ Global Witness published findings from a year-long investigation alleging that coltan extracted in M23-controlled Rubaya 

had entered global supply chains via Rwanda and Chinese smelters, ultimately reaching major technology companies. 

Coverage generated five posts reaching 68,492 users with 170 engagement actions. Of 14 comments captured, 12 were 

neutral and two critical. Given that the combined comment total across both stories was 29, all findings in this section 

should be read as indicative rather than statistically representative. 

Key Criticism Identified 

●​ Limited bias and selective attention: the most common critical reaction across both reports was an accusation of 

selectivity. Comments challenged both organisations for focusing on M23 and Rwandan forces while not covering violence 

attributed to FDLR, ADF, Wazalendo, or the Kinshasa government. This framing did not deny the findings but contested 

their scope and impartiality. 

  “Yet another totally biased and one-sided report from HRW. You are weaponising the suffering in the East by 

deliberately ignoring the terror sown by the FDLR, ADF and Wazalendo, all armed and whitewashed by the 

regime. Targeting only M23/AFC...” (“Encore un rapport de @hrw totalement biaisé et à sens unique. Vous 

instrumentalisez la souffrance dans l’Est en ignorant volontairement la terreur semée par les FDLR, les ADF et les 

Wazalendo, tous armés et blanchis par le régime. Cibler uniquement le M23/AFC tout...”) 

  “And this NGO didn’t see the looting happening in Lualaba, by the regime? Worthless NGOs.” (“Et cette ONG n’a 

pas vu le pillage qui se passe au Lualaba, par le régime ? Des ONG des pacotilles..”) 

https://www.hrw.org/report/2026/06/10/death-was-everywhere/arbitrary-detention-killings-and-forced-recruitment-by-the
https://globalwitness.org/en/campaigns/transition-minerals/who-buys-rwandas-smuggled-coltan-the-global-journey-of-conflict-coltan-from-drc-to-the-worlds-electronics/


 

●​ Credibility challenges, contained: two comments on the HRW report explicitly denied its findings, with one stating that 

recruitment was voluntary and another arguing the report omitted violence against Banyamulenge communities. Both 

comments presented perspectives aligned with the parties named in the report. Based on a small comment sample, this 

pattern cannot be characterised as a coordinated response, but it is consistent with the dynamic observed in previous 

editions of this series in which human rights reporting generates direct counter-responses from accounts aligned with 

named parties, and warrants monitoring in subsequent periods. 

What this tells us 

●​ The critical comment share across both reports was small (four out of 15 for HRW, two out of 14 for Global Witness), but 

where criticism appeared it was substantive: it targeted the organisations’ credibility and selectivity directly rather than the 

facts of the conflict. This is a different pattern from the broader public commentary in the neutral comments, which 

generally endorsed the findings by condemning the named parties. 

●​ Two critical comments on the HRW report appeared to originate from accounts presenting perspectives aligned with the 

groups named in the report, with one explicitly denying forced recruitment. This is a limited finding based on a small 

comment sample and cannot establish a coordinated response, but it warrants monitoring in subsequent periods if similar 

patterns recur. 

●​ The Global Witness coltan findings generated even less public engagement, with public reaction largely neutral. If amplified 

in future monitoring periods, the supply chain findings carry potential reputational implications for certification bodies and 

commercial partners named in the report. 

Other Incidents Noted 

Humanitarian access negotiations: 14 May 2026: Two media outlets reported on a meeting between DRC Deputy Prime Minister 

Jacquemain Shabani and the UN’s deputy special representative Vivian Van de Perre, at which the possible reopening of Goma airport to 

facilitate humanitarian aid delivery was discussed. The two posts reached a combined estimated 65,984 users with 461 engagement 

actions and generated 13 comments. The comment discussion focused almost entirely on questions of political control rather than the 

humanitarian rationale, with several commenters questioning whether Kinshasa had any real authority over the airport. 

Arrest of a Congolese aid worker in Burundi: 29-30 May 2026: Three posts reported the arrest of a Congolese aid worker while on 

mission in Bujumbura by Burundian intelligence services, reportedly carried out at the request of Congolese authorities on accusations of 

links with the Congo River Alliance (AFC) and the M23 rebel movement. Coverage came from two individual X accounts and one edited 

media Facebook page, the latter accounting for the majority of the combined estimated reach of 1,582 users. The posts were factual and 

informational in tone. Reporting noted that the reasons for the arrest remained unclear, with the aid worker's relatives citing fears of 

extradition to Kinshasa. No harmful narratives were identified. One social media user noted the absence of any official statement from ZOA 

regarding the arrest. 

WFP security measures: May 2026: Two posts on X reported drone strikes in the Minembwe area of South Kivu. One, from an edited 

media account, cited local sources stating that five WFP trucks carrying food assistance had been turned back before reaching Minembwe; 

a second, from an individual account, called on OCHA and the ICRC to intervene. The five-truck convoy had postponed delivery to 

Minembwe as a precaution following drone strikes in the area that had destroyed the nearby hospital in Mikenge. Combined reach was 13 

users across both posts; neither generated any comments. The content was informational and advocacy-oriented in tone, with no harmful 

narratives toward the aid sector identified. Both posts were no longer accessible at the time of drafting 

Detention of MSF-Belgium staff: A post by a journalist (reach 10,166 social media users) reported that three MSF-Belgium staff had 

been detained between 28 March and 3 June in Masisi territory, North Kivu, and transferred to Goma where they were reportedly detained 

without due process. The same post cited CFDD-RDC’s denunciation of the execution of eight civilians in the same context. The post 

generated no comment thread.  

AFC/M23 targeting of civil society: A post on X in June by a verified journalist account documented that AFC/M23 had publicly declared 

its opposition to civil society organisations operating in its territory (North Kivu) and referenced several defenders who had been killed, 

including an LNGO coordinator. The post cited a killing that occurred in February 2025, but included it as part of a broader narrative on 

continued targeting of civil society actors. The post received 271 views, indicating limited reach during the reporting period. 

 

 



 

Public Reaction to the Ebola Response, Ituri and North Kivu, May–June 2026 

Dedicated Ebola monitoring briefs: Insecurity Insight has published dedicated Social Media Monitoring briefs tracking public 

discourse around the 17th Ebola epidemic across six editions (14 May–22 June 2026). These are available in French and English. 

 

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: 1,235 

•​ Total comments: 1,746 

•​ Total estimated reach: approximately 38,274,640 social 

media users 

•​ Total engagement actions: 71,942 

•​ Monitoring period: 1 May – 13 June 2026 

•​ Platforms: Facebook (360), X (875) 

 

Comment language 

•​ French: 1,423 (81.5%) 

•​ English: 102 (5.8%) 

•​ Lingala: 86 (4.9%) 

•​ Emojis / no text (N/A): 91 (5.2%) 

•​ Swahili: 15 (0.9%) 

•​ Arabic: 13 (0.7%) 

•​ Other languages (Bengali, Chinese, Kinyarwanda, 

Pashto, Spanish, Ukrainian): 16 (0.9%) 

Comment distribution by organisation type 

•​ International humanitarian (ALIMA, MSF): 471 (27.0%) 

•​ International development (HRW, Global Witness): 483 

(27.7%) 

•​ General: 210 (12.0%) 

•​ UN peacekeeping (MONUSCO): 230 (13.2%) 

•​ Donor (US, UK, EU, Sweden): 129 (7.4%) 

•​ UN agency (UNICEF, UNFPA, WHO, OCHA): 89 (5.1%) 

•​ Local (Red Cross, Alliance Humanitaire): 46 (2.6%) 

•​ UN standalone: 88 (5.0%) 

 

Comment sentiment 

•​ Neutral comments: 1,169 (67.1%) 

•​ Positive comments: 333 (19.1%) 

•​ Critical comments: 244 (14.0%) 

https://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/1May-13Jun2026DRCSMMBrief 

Suggested citation: Insecurity Insight. 2026. Tracking Aid Narratives on Social Media: Emerging Trends in the DRC, 1 May - 

13 June 2026, Switzerland: Insecurity Insight. https://bit.ly/1May-13Jun2026DRCSMMBrief  
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