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FOREWORD BY THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
 
Prevention and management of violent conflicts is a persistent challenge in the Great Lakes 
Region despite existing regional and international instruments. One important instrument is the 
Pact on Security, Stability, and Development in the Great Lakes Region signed by the Heads of 
State and Government of the Member States of the International Conference on the Great 
Lakes Region (ICGLR) on 15th December 2006. Through the Pact, the Heads of States declared 
their “collective determination to transform the Great Lakes Region into a space of sustainable 
peace and security for States and peoples, political and social stability, shared growth and 
development, a space of cooperation based on the strategies and policies of convergence 
within the framework of a common destiny which we are determined to build, in line with the 
aspirations of our peoples, (...).”1 Furthermore, it has been observed that in many countries in 
the Region elections are characterised by contestation of results and in some instances 
violence, while they are considered widely as a critical tool for peacebuilding and post conflict 
reconstruction.  
 
In the search for innovative approaches and perspectives to effectively address challenges of 
violent conflicts and their impact, development community and other stakeholders around the 
World are more and more focusing their efforts on building capacity of citizens, communities 
and States to enable them to be more resilient in preventing and managing shocks of various 
disasters, either linked to political crises, climate change or environment. The concept of 
resilience seems to have great potential if implemented in a strategic manner because it intends 
to build on the existing capacity at local and national levels since communities and States can 
build their future more sustainably if their efforts are based on lessons learnt from past and 
recent history.  
 
In this context, the Levy Mwanawasa Regional Centre for Democracy and Good Governance, 
the Think Tank of the ICGLR, whose mandate, inter alia, is to conduct evidence based research 
to inform policy making processes in the Region has since 2015teamed up with two other Think 
Tanks, the Nairobi Consulting House (TCH) and the IGAD Early Warning Mechanism (Addis 
Ababa) to develop and implement the Eastern Africa Resilience Innovation Hub with the 
generous support of the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) of Canada. As the 
Centre leads the programme on “Elections” for the Consortium, it has undertaken a study on 
“Addressing challenges of peacebuilding, resilience and peaceful elections in conflict affected 
countries” in order to identify lessons learned and policy recommendations to be shared with 
key stakeholders. 
 
The case study on the Republic of South Sudan took place in July and August 2017, about 
seven years after gaining independence from Sudan on 9th July 2011. The civil war in the post-
independence period has derailed the hopes of a new State in terms of security, stability and 
development. This study provides a better understanding of the root causes of conflicts in the 
country as well as strengths and weaknesses of key stakeholders, including regional, pan-
African and international actors, in the management of the various political crises that the 
country has experienced. It also draws lessons learned from the electoral processes and 
experiences (of 2010 and 2011 when the country was still part of the Republic of Sudan) with a 
view to identifying conditions and factors that can ensure future fair, free, and transparent 
elections. Finally, it shares experiences on shock handling and identifies strategies that work 
well to strengthen capacities of State in resilience building.  

                                                           
1
ICGLR, Dar-es-Declaration on Peace, Security, Democracy and Development in the Great Lakes Region. 20 

November 2000: Vision, par.14, p.3. 
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What is evident from the Report is that electing a leader through elections cannot in itself lead to 
peace. It is also true that signing a peace deal does not guarantee an end to conflict unless it is 
effectively implemented. This Report concludes with a set of policy options both short and mid-
long terms that can help rebuild the young nation of South Sudan. We hope the experiences 
and lessons learnt as well as recommendations proposed in this Report will enhance strategies 
for peacebuilding and resilience in South Sudan and the Great Lakes Region as a whole. 
 

 
Frank Okuthe-Oyugi, PhD 
Executive Director 
ICGLR Levy Mwanawasa Regional Centre  
Lusaka - Zambia 
March 2018 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY2 
 
The Levy Mwanawasa Regional Centre for Democracy and Good Governance, a research arm 
of the International Conference on the Great Lakes Region (ICGLR) based in Lusaka, Zambia, 
commissioned this research to help understand the challenges of peacebuilding, resilience, and 
peaceful elections in conflict affected countries through the analysis of the contemporary 
obstacles confronting the Republic of South Sudan. The research dovetails with the overall 
objectives of examining how to reduce violence, build resilient communities, public institutions, 
and nurture the climate of democratization, including peaceful elections in the member countries 
of the ICGLR. The research was guided by the following objectives:  
 

 To identify the root causes of persistent violent conflicts and insecurity in the Republic of 
South Sudan; 

 

 To analyse South Sudan‟s political and security trajectories since 2011 and identify 
mechanisms that facilitated the resilience of the state and communities during the crisis 
so that they could be strengthened; 
 

 To analyse the status of the implementation of the Compromise Agreement on the 
Resolution of the Conflict in South Sudan (ARCSS) signed on 17th August 2015 in Addis 
Ababa, Ethiopia, by the Government and rebels facilitated by the Intergovernmental 
Authority on Development (IGAD) and to identify challenges as well as propose option 
for effective implementation; 

 

 To assess electoral processes and experiences (2010 and 2011) and identify conditions 
and factors to ensure future fair, free, and transparent elections; 
 

 To analyse challenges of building a security system as a key conditions for statebuilding 
and peaceful elections; and 

 

 To identify strategic policy options for strengthening peacebuilding, resilience, and 
statebuilding in South Sudan, including conditions for the implementation of relevant 
security sector reforms.  
 

In fulfilling these objectives, this Report proceeds from the assumption that new states that 
emerged from long-standing wars of independence and self-determination confront enormous 
obstacles in creating sturdy states and societies. Statebuilding and peacebuilding processes 
that privilege participatory and inclusive governance are the firm foundations for a host of 
policies that should redress the profound legacies of marginalization, militarization, deprivation, 
and inequities that South Sudan has faced over many years. These legacies linger and have 
compounded peaceful avenues to political competition, stabilization, and national renewal.  
Despite these obstacles, self-determination for South Sudan presented a window of opportunity 
for the evolution of national frameworks for negotiating and resolving past and present 
difficulties.  Although the recent resurgence of violent conflicts has interrupted the statebuilding 
and peacebuilding processes that had barely started, reversing the conflict dynamics hinges on 
bold and creative local initiatives that are grounded in urgent and genuine compromises among 
the diverse groups, regional ownership and leadership in the search for solutions, and 

                                                           
2
The analysis underlying this Report was conducted in July and August 2017. 
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international support. The conclusion proposes short and medium-to long-term strategic 
interventions that may assist in checking the current conditions.  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
South Sudan moved optimistically from a long civil war in 2005 into statehood in July 2011. But 
this optimism was erased by renewed war in December 2013, reversing the limited gains from 
independence and shattering the foundations of South Sudan‟s sovereignty and self-
determination. Forging the institutions of statebuilding and peacebuilding that the people 
expected of independence has been a gigantic enterprise because of the combined vestiges of 
marginalization, deprivation, devastation, and exploitation which, in the short post-colonial 
period have coincided with centralized and militarized governance, weak state capacity, and 
inability to meet the basic needs of its citizens.  The post-colonial pains were worsened by the 
upsurge of a fractious and ethnically-fuelled war that has disrupted reconstruction and 
reconciliation and prevented the rehabilitation of local economies and livelihoods. Moreover, 
continued instability has led some former proponents of self-determination to raise doubts about 
its wisdom while also emboldening doomsdayers who had predicted state failure. The report 
acknowledges that while statebuilding and peacebuilding processes in South Sudan are fraught 
with many difficulties, the pathways out of conflict require renewed national, regional, and 
international engagements around resuming the tasks of post-conflict reconstruction.   
  
The report is divided into seven subsequent sections. The next section addresses the 
conceptual debates that have informed understanding of peacebuilding and resilience; this 
section is important to set the stage for the narrative on South Sudan.  It is followed by analysis 
of the root causes of conflict and insecurity paying attention to the intersection of these causes 
during the civil war and after.  Section three deals with the key political and security trends and 
trajectories since independence; this section highlights the conditions that bred the resumption 
of war in December 2013 and the renewed initiatives by IGAD to mediate the conflict.  Section 
four examines the obstacles to the implementation of the August 2016 agreement, notably the 
deep mistrust between the major parties to the conflict.  Section five provides an analysis of 
Sudan Sudan‟s short experiences in holding the elections of 2010 and the referendum of 2011. 
Section six addresses the challenges of building security sector reforms (SSR) which are 
preconditions for state building and peaceful elections.  The concluding section provides 
strategic recommendations both to manage the ongoing conflict and lay the basis for future 
political and economic reconstruction.   
 

I. STATEBUILDING, PEACEBUILDING AND RESILIENCE: A BRIEF 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 
Modern state systems have been conceived as territorial organizations with defined borders that 
seek to promote order, security, and prosperity.  Achieving these objectives entails, in large 
part, the building of institutions of statehood, nationhood, governance, and economic 
development.  From this perspective, statebuilding is widely understood as the search for 
mechanisms that allow states to extend their power and authority across territorial domains; by 
the same token, nationbuilding serves to create a sense of belongingness and citizenship 
among diverse groups within a given state.  Governance and economic development combine 
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to designate the building of institutions of participation and reciprocity that permit routine 
debates about the production and distribution of resources.3 
 
In more recent years, analysts have used the notion of peacebuilding to capture state-and 
nation-building plus governance and economic development in countries emerging from civil 
conflicts.  As characterized by former UN Secretary General Boutros-Boutros Ghali, 
peacebuilding encompasses a whole range of activities ranging from:  “rebuilding the institutions 
and infrastructures of nations torn by civil war and strife . . . and in the largest sense, to address 
the deepest causes of conflict; economic despair, social injustice and political oppression.”4 
 
Discussions on resilience pivot around the construction of institutional frameworks that provide 
space for communities to endure and overcome human and natural adversities.5  In this regard, 
resilience occurs in circumstances of functional state-and-nation building institutions, where 
peace prevails, participation through elections determines leadership rotation, and where the 
expansion of economic opportunities mitigates socioeconomic inequities.  Resilience also 
conveys those innate mechanisms and predispositions that societies build over time to promote 
peaceful and positive-sum approaches to common problems. 
 
Most analyses of statebuilding in post-colonial Africa have emphasized the problems faced by 
the new states in the extension of power and authority in the face of ethnic fragmentation, 
regional diversities, and resource scarcities.  One part of this debate stated that because of 
these obstacles, African states had limited internal or empirical sovereignty; instead, through 
international recognition and legitimation, most of these states possessed juridical sovereignty.6  
Questions of empirical and juridical sovereignty have featured prominently over the years as 
African states attempted to translate the advantages of self-determination into stable nationhood 
through the invocation of nationalism, pan-Africanism, and economic self-reliance.  But these 
internal imperatives had also to be balanced by dependence on international actors 
throughmultiple military and economic alliances which contributed to strengthening statehood 
and nationhood.    
 
The civil wars that engulfed Africa in the 1990s were, in part, illustrative of the problems of 
weakly-based empirical sovereignty and the lack of internal coherence that most African 
countries faced.  Broad programs of nationbuilding and economic development conducted in the 
first three decades of independence did not prevent the upsurge of internecine conflicts based 
on ethnic and regional cleavages, denoting incompleteness of nationbuilding.  But these 
conflicts were also a reflection of the absence of the ethos of democratic governance and 
popular participation that should have accompanied statebuilding national consolidation.  In 
addition to heightening the existing socioeconomic strains, civil wars decimated the foundations 
of resilience in African societies and communities, radically transforming social relations from 
peacefulness and amity toward militarism and violence.  Countries that have overcome the 
legacies of civil wars have, for the most part, resuscitated institutions for order and security; 

                                                           
3
 For some of this literature see Robert Rotberg, ed., When States Fail: Causes and Consequences. Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 2004; and J. Knight, Institutions and Social Conflict. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1993. 
4
 An Agenda for Peace, Preventive Diplomacy, and Peacekeeping. Report of the Secretary. New York: United 

Nations Doc. A/47/277-S/24111, June 17, 1992. In African contexts, see Samuel Kale Ewusi, Peacebuilding in Sub-
Saharan Africa: African Perspectives. Addis Ababa: UPEACE, undated.  
5
 Adam Rose, “Economic Resilience to Man-Made and Natural Disasters: Multi-disciplinary Origins and Contextual 

Dimensions,” Environmental Hazards, 7(4), 2007, pp. 383-98; and Graham A. Tobin, “Sustainability and Community 
Resilience: The Holy Grail of Hazard Planning? Global Environmental Change, 1(1), 1999, pp. 13-25. 
6
 Robert H. Jackson and Carl Rosberg, “Why Africa‟s Weak States Persist: The Empirical and Juridical Statehood,” 

World Politics, 35(1), 1982, pp. 1-24. 
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demilitarized politics through strengthening of civilian organs, particularly participatory 
institutions such as parliaments and countervailing forces in civil society; and institutions for 
public finance management, service delivery, and infrastructure development.7 
 
New states that have emerged since the 1990s out of larger states in Africa, Europe, and Asia 
have reignited the empirical versus juridical sovereignty debates.8  South Sudan belongs to this 
cluster of states, even though its own history as a peripheral entity within Sudan and the 
protracted civil war that preceded its birth have magnified its reconstruction challenges.  
Statebuilding and peacebuilding in South Sudan have been highly constrained by the internal 
obstacles of fashioning institutions to overcome the legacies of war, tame violence, demilitarize 
politics, and create a functioning economy, on one hand.  On the other hand, these processes 
are occurring in an international environment that has placed substantial pressures on South 
Sudan. Given the investment of international actors in the transition to statehood, there are 
enormous expectations about the course of statebuilding in South Sudan, more so because 
these actors provide almost all the resources for its reconstruction.  With frail institutions to start 
with, South Sudan has been caught between the internal pressures of establishing national 
coherence amidst intense elite divisions, militarized politics, and a barely functional economy 
and the international pressures for democratization, good governance, and human rights 
observance. The conditions for statebuilding and holding peaceful elections are thus being 
negotiated in the strenuous circumstances of balancing these multiple pressures and 
expectations.    

 
II. THE ROOT CAUSES OF PERSISTENT VIOLENT CONFLICTS AND 

INSECURITY IN SOUTH SUDAN 
 
Violent conflicts and insecurity in South Sudan are outcomes of the transitional pains from the 
status of marginalization and exploitation in Sudan, the persisting legacies of the civil war, and 
the absence of strong institutions or infrastructure that would anchor statebuilding and 
peacebuilding.  African states that emerged from colonialism had a modicum of colonially-
inherited structures of statehood, strong nationalist movements that transcended ethnicity and 
regionalism, and economic institutions for production, taxation, and service delivery. These 
foundations invariably eased the problems of translating weak forms of state-and-nationhood 
into viable states.  Moreover, these foundations were also vital in lending the nationalist 
leadership the space to deal with internal differences and manage international expectations.  
South Sudan was born as a deeply divided polity with a nationalist movement, the South Sudan 
People‟s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A), that has remained fractured along personalised, 
regional, sectarian, and ethnic cleavages.9 
 
South Sudan comprises multiple ethnicities and cultures that were waiting to be melded into a 
new national identity consistent with the project of nation-building and diversity management.  
Instead, the divide among the Dinka and Nuer took centre stage following independence in 
2011. A constant feature of South Sudan‟s political landscape, this conflict had frustrated 

                                                           
7
Gilbert M. Khadiagala and Terrence Lyons, “The Challenges of Leadership in Post-Conflict Transitions: Lessons 

from Africa,” Conflict Trends, 4, December 2006, pp. 9-15; and GerdJunne and Willemijn, eds., Post-Conflict 
Development: Meeting New Challenges. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005.  
8
 M. Weller and S. Wolff, eds., Autonomy, Self-Governance, and Conflict Resolution: Innovative Approaches to 

Institutional Design.  London: Routledge, 2005. 
9
 Matthew LeRiche and Matthew Arnold, South Sudan: From Revolution to Independence. London: Hurst and 

Company, 2012; and John Young, The Fate of Sudan: The Origins and Consequences of a Flawed Peace Process. 
London: Zed Books, 2012. For an excellent history of the SPLM see Peter Adwok Nyaba, Politics of the Liberation of 
South Sudan: An Insider’s View. Kampala: Fountain Publishers, 1997. 
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previous attempts at creating a common front against the government in Khartoum during the 
civil war of 1983-2005 and is at the heart of the resurgence of the civil war since December 
2013.10  Ethnicity on its own does not engender conflict; rather, it is often elites with competing 
visions who frequently mobilize and instrumentalize primordial identities to further the project of 
capturing power and marginalizing competitors. In this respect, the major actors in the Dinka-
Nuer conflict since independence have been President Salva Kiir and his former Vice-President 
Riek Machar.  Both have used ethnicity to divide the country along sectarian lines with 
devastating impact on peace and security for the majority of the citizens.11 
 
The failure to manage ethnic cleavages is equally linked to the inability to build national 
institutions to deal with the major task of post-conflict reconstruction.  Soon after the signing of 
the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2005, the SPLM lost its charismatic leader, 
John Garang, who had succeeded in creating a sense of cohesion and common aspirations 
among South Sudanese. Although the SPLM had a solid head start as the dominant governing 
party largely because of its liberation credentials, the major unresolved question was whether 
the new leader, Kiir, could effectively manage the convulsive Dinka-Nuer conflict. At the height 
of the liberation war in 1991, Machar, the Nuer leader, had violently broken with the SPLM to 
work with the Islamic government in Khartoum. Machar had only re-joined the SPLM on the eve 
of the CPA and was appointed as a Vice-President of the new state, a move that kept Dinka-
Nuer conflicts at bay momentarily.12 
 
The critical governance test for the SPLM was whether it would evolve into a democratic 
institution with a broad national base and co-exist with other political parties or whether it would 
centralize power and curtail alternative voices within it and beyond. Under Kiir, a career soldier 
rather than a politician, the SPLM became more personalised, predatory, and militaristic.  As 
Kisiangani has noted: “Saddled with the legacy of liberation struggle the SPLM.  . .retains that 
militarized culture and sense of entitlement.  Its virtual domination of institutions of government 
makes it difficult to separate the SPLM from the government of South Sudan . . . Having 
acquired power through the barrel of the gun, some former insurgents have come to regard 
power as theirs by right.”13 Militarism was a strong remnant of the colonial era whereby the 
South was governed through what de Waal calls “administrative and militarized tribalism,”14 that 
entailed the use of force to govern ethnic-based territories.  During the independence period, 
governments in Khartoum perfected this mode of governance on behalf of commercial and 
military elites.  According to Pinaud, the long civil war strengthened the militaristic tendencies 
and in effect created a military aristocracy: 
 

The military elite that found itself in power after the war established its hegemony through 
the capture of resources during the war itself.  Through various predation strategies it 
considerably expanded its own kinship networks, and its political power, and constituted 
itself as a military aristocracy. After the war, it continued to feed the networks of its 
followers through the manipulation of state resources.15 

                                                           
10

 Douglas H. Johnson, “Briefing: The Crisis in South Sudan,” African Affairs, 113(451), 2014, pp. 300-309. 
11

Aditya Sarkar, “What Went Wrong in [South Sudan]?” World Peace Foundation, August 4, 2016; Peter Ajak and 
John Hirsch, „South Sudan: What Went Wrong?” IPI Global Observatory May 20, 2005. 
12

Aleksi Ylonen, “Building a State without a Nation? „Peace through Statebuilding‟ in South Sudan, 2005-2011. 
UNISCI Discussion paper no. 33, 3013, pp. 13-34. 
13

Emmanuel Kisiangani, “South Sudan and the Pitfalls of Power: Lessons from Africa‟s Past,” African Security Review 
20(3), 2011, p. 92. 
14

Alex de Waal, “When Kleptocracy Becomes Insolvent: Brute Causes of the Civil War in South Sudan,” African 
Affairs, 113(452), 2014, p. 358. 
15

Clemence Pinaud, “South Sudan: Civil War, Predation and the Making of a Military Aristocracy,” African Affairs 
113(451), 2014, pp. 192-211. 
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Apart from the problems of political governance, statebuilding has been compromised by the 
fact that South Sudan is one of the world‟s poorest and least developed states in the world.  In 
2010, the United Nations Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) compiled a list of “scary statistics” to 
capture South Sudan‟s socioeconomic fragility: 50.6 per cent of the population lives on less than 
$2.5 a day; the maternal mortality rate is 2,054 per 100,000 live births; infant mortality stands at 
102 per 1,000 births; only about 10 per cent of the children are fully vaccinated; less than 50 per 
cent of all children receive 5 years of primary school education; and more than 50 per cent of 
the population does not have access to clean drinking water; and 92 per cent of  women cannot 
read or write.16 These grim statistics underline the overwhelming problems of building resilience 
in communities whose social and physical infrastructures were shattered by previous and 
ongoing conflicts. 

 
South Sudan‟s exclusive dependence on oil worsened governance and did not make a 
difference on poverty levels.  Although richly-endowed with agricultural resources, the SPLM 
hedged its bets on oil exports through Port Sudan, subjecting the economy to the fluctuations in 
oil prices and the political uncertainties of dealing with Sudan.17  During the transitional phase 
(2005-2011) relatively high oil prices produced a resource windfall that could have been 
ploughed into job creation, poverty reduction, and improvement of infrastructure.  Instead, the 
majority of oil revenues were spent on salaries and security-related expenses. With a 98 per 
cent of its revenue from oil, South Sudan quickly degenerated into a predatory state because of 
the lack of proper mechanism to prevent corruption and mismanagement.  Thus oil revenues in 
conditions of weak institutions of transparency and accountability nurtured a resource curse 
seen in the behaviour of the SPLM.  As de Waal has observed: 
 

Corrupt practices and rapid self-enrichment among the SPLM leadership were observable from 
2005. A scandal over procurement of grain and building associated infrastructure became public 
in 2011, with allegations that hundreds of millions of dollars in state funding had gone missing. 
The following year, Kiir acknowledged that at least $4 billion and possibly more had been 
diverted by leading figures in government and taken abroad.  Kiir publicly accused 75 
government leaders of corruption but his stated intent to add fifty army leaders to the list was 
not followed through after representations from SPLA generals.18 
 

Worsening the statebuilding woes was the stalemate in bilateral relations between Juba and 
Khartoum. Under the mediation of the African Union High Level Implementation Panel (AUHIP), 
the two sides started negotiations during the transition period to resolve numerous issues such 
as sharing of oil revenues; the status of contested border areas, particularly Abyei; border 
demarcation; and citizenship.  After independence, these negotiations were continually 
interrupted by the outbreaks of conflicts in the disputed border regions, illustrated by the violent 
confrontation between Juba and Khartoum over the Heglig oil fields in April 2012 and the battles 
over Abyei before the United Nations deployed a peacekeeping force in the region. These 
conflicts sapped the energies of southern leaders, leaving them little room to focus on the 
business of state and nationbuilding.  More critical, the lack of a solution to these outstanding 
issues delayed the normalization of bilateral relations and stoked claims that Khartoum had a 
stake in a dysfunctional South Sudan to dramatize the fallacy of independence. 
 

                                                           
16

Cited in Roberto Belloni, “The Birth of South Sudan and Challenges of Statebuilding,” Ethnopolitics, 10(3-4), 2011, 
p. 422.  
17

 L. Patey, “Crude Days Ahead? Oil and the Resource Curse in Sudan,” African Affairs, 109(437), 2010, pp. 617-

636. 
18

Alex de Waal, “When Kleptocracy Becomes Insolvent,” p. 358. 
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III. POLITICAL AND SECURITY TRENDS AND TRAJECTORIES IN SOUTH 
SUDAN SINCE 2011 
 

Despite the multiple obstacles impinging on statebuilding, South Sudan‟s independence in July 
2011 was greeted with widespread optimism about the prospects of peace, prosperity, security, 
and democratic governance underpinned by the rule of law.  This optimism stemmed from three 
factors.  First, after years of struggling against oppression, exploitation, and marginalization, 
independence furnished a unique opportunity to start the process of national renewal through 
novel institutional paths to undo past problems.  Second, although years of war had caused 
tremendous suffering and destruction of the social fabric, South Sudanese communities 
continued to evidence resilience that was germane in laying the foundations for post-war 
reconstruction.  Third, there was the expectation that, while in exile, the Southern Sudanese 
leadership had witnessed the flaws that most African states had made in statebuilding, lessons 
that these leaders could avoid as they started to govern South Sudan.  Fourth, the 
independence of South Sudan tapped into the broad international goodwill and generosity 
toward the new state. Such generosity from multiple state and non-state actors would translate 
into substantial infusion of resources that would enable South Sudan to overcome the initial 
constraints of statebuilding and peacebuilding.19 
 
These optimistic scenarios ultimately hinged on a cohesive leadership embracing reconciliation, 
tolerance, pluralism, and the rule of law.  Most observers hoped that while the SPLM dominated 
the political space, it would begin to appreciate the importance of opposition political parties, a 
free press, and civil society organizations. Furthermore, there would be an expeditious transition 
from a military-dominated dispensation to one where civil military relations reflected the 
strengthening of civilian institutions. But during the interim period (2005-2011), the priority of 
statebuilding centred on extending the authority of the government over ethnic militias that had 
proliferated during the civil war; some of these militias had links to the government in Khartoum 
and were better armed than the SPLA. These initiatives resulted in the increase in both the 
defence budget and the expansion of the army. One of the major agreements meant to pacify 
rival militias was between the SPLA and the Khartoum-linked South Sudan Defence Force 
(SSDF) led by General Paulino Matiep in January 2006. As de Waal has shown: 
 

Rather than demobilizing, the SPLA expanded after the war.  From a generous estimate 
of 40,000 fighters in 2004, the SPLA expanded to absorb numerous militiamen, former 
soldiers in the Sudanese army, new recruits, and actual and potential rebels, so that the 
army itself had a payroll of about 240,000 in 2011, with another 90,000 policemen, prison 
warders, and wildlife serving as a paramilitary reserve. The SPLA‟s own internal audit 
suggested a minimum of 40,000 „ghost soldiers‟ whose salaries were pocketed by their 
commanders.20 
 

The huge defence expenditure that accompanied the pacification of militias helped in winning 
the referendum for self-determination in January 2011, but it created an enormous burden on 
the state resources while whetting the appetites of militias; the government dispensed 
patronage to these groups in return for security and legitimacy, but these gave them 
opportunities to proliferate and make more demands on the government.21Incorporating various 
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militias in the SPLA also resulted in an unwieldy and incoherent army that did not serve national 
interests but the personal interests of militias. As one senior commander of the SPLM noted: 
“SPLA has never been a robust united force once we started to incorporate militias into it in 
appalling numbers. Each formation taken was not fully absorbed, in reality . . . Each soldier was 
almost free to take whoever to choose to be commander...In reality, there was nothing called 
„SPLA‟! It was divided and shredded into tribal formations adhering to individual commanders 
based on localized tribal understanding.”22 
 
After 2011, the pattern of military expenditure and patronage produced a phenomenon that de 
Waal calls “rent-seeking rebellions”23 in which military commanders or local political leaders with 
their own armed groups resorted to mutinies to exact concessions from the centre by invoking 
ethnic grievances or personalistic demands.  Insurgent militias in various states took advantage 
of the brittle presence of the central government to wring monetary advantages that put 
additional pressures on the government budget. The results of investment in local militias did 
not produce security in these areas; rather, after independence most of these forces were 
implicated in localized spates of looting, pillaging, and gross human rights violations.  
Furthermore, as LeRiche and Arnold have observed, the period immediately following the 
referendum saw a predictable upsurge in violence by “anti-SPLM Southerners who questioned 
the SPLM‟s continued dominance once separation had been secured, none more so than 
grizzled SSDF veterans.”24 
 
Military spending also sapped resources from social investment in education, health, and 
infrastructure, dimming the expectation about the liberation dividend for the majority of South 
Sudanese.25  Although post-independence South Sudan had the largest public expenditure per 
capita in East Africa, it was spending less on the social sector than its counterparts in the 
region.  The World Bank‟s 2013 public expenditure review commented that “the current pattern 
of public expenditure, if left unchanged, will not allow meaningful gains in social outcomes in 
health and education over the foreseeable future.”26 
 
Apart from the mounting accusations of rampant corruption and mismanagement, the SPLM‟s 
draconian style of leadership increasingly alienated opposition parties, civil society groups, and 
the media.  For instance in the early phases of drafting an interim constitution,  opposition 
parties walked out of drafting committees because the SPLM was unresponsive to their 
demands.  As a coalition of 22 international and Sudanese campaign groups observed 
presciently in the early stages of independence:  
 

While the South has made some progress in statebuilding reforms, the early signs of 
governance --forcing through constitutional changes, restricting the media, centralizing power in 
the office of the President, and resorting to military violence over mediation in conflicts with 
rebel groups--have not been encouraging. The South should be urged to break from the 
politically repressive and divisive patterns of governance in the North. The emergence of a 
strong and independent South will require not only positive will from the international community 
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but constructive engagement with the government and key institutions of governance, 
humanitarian and development aid, economic development and security sector reform to 
develop a new style of governance based on the goals of its revolutionary history: inclusivity, 
justice, and sustainable peace.27 
 

The heavily-centralized and draconian governance system triggered the most decisive fissure 
within the SPLM in less than two and half years after independence.  The internal political 
convulsions were triggered in early 2013 when a group of Kiir‟s opponents, including Vice-
President Machar, openly criticised the SPLM leader and announced their intentions to contest 
the presidency in the anticipated 2015 elections. Facing further fragmentation in the 
government, Kiir opted to dissolve the cabinet in July 2013 and dismissed dissidents allied to 
Machar. In mid-December 2013, during a fractious session of the National Liberation 
Committee, heavy fighting started in Juba between Kiir‟s and Machar‟s allies, igniting the 
beginning of a civil war.  Although Kiir claimed that Machar‟s forces intended to stage a coup, 
most observers have noted that the fighting was sparked when president Kiir ordered the 
Presidential Guard to disarm Nuer troops. Subsequently the violence escalated and took on a 
decidedly Dinka-Nuer slant when the Dinka military in the SPLA began to systematically target 
Nuer civilians in Juba.  As the conflict engulfed the entire country, Machar and his supporters 
fled from Juba and others were detained by the government. 28 
 
The onset of the war diminished any chances of restarting attempts at post-conflict recovery, 
resilience, and the reconstruction of the socioeconomic fabric of the young nation. These efforts 
were contingent on the broad goals of statebuilding and peacebuilding which, for South Sudan, 
had barely began because of violent elite power contestations.  In the two and a half years of 
independence, South Sudan had only started to establish the wider frameworks and policies 
that would improve livelihoods and underpin resilience. Furthermore, many communities had 
seen no respite from the social dislocations, insecurities, and human rights violations that 
prevailed since the war of self-determination. The outbreak of the war was, thus, in effect, a 
continuation of the conditions that had deepened social misery, indiscriminate abuses, and 
poverty. On a visit to Juba in early 2014, the U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights, Navi 
Pillay, observed that: “The country‟s leaders, instead of seizing their chance to steer their 
impoverished and war-battered young nation to stability and greater prosperity, have instead 
embarked on a personal power struggle that has brought their people to the verge of 
catastrophe.”29 
 
Within months after the eruption in December 2013, there were widespread reports of massive 
human rights violations, including ethnic killings of thousands of people, others desperately 
sought refuge at U.N. bases all over South Sudan, and more than a million people were 
displaced.  Civilians, in particular women and children, were indiscriminately targeted by both 
sides in the conflict.  Ethnic massacres caused fears of Rwanda-style genocide.  In March 2014, 
200 civilians sheltering in a mosque were killed after Machar‟s forces recaptured, Bentiu, the 
capital city of the oil-rich Unity State.  In a revenge attack, residents in a predominantly Dinka 
town of Bor ambushed a UNMISS base where about 5,000 people, mostly Nuer, were 
sheltering.  At least 58 people were killed and nearly 100 wounded, including two U.N. 
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peacekeepers. Similar inter-ethnic massacres occurred in Dinka and Nuer regions where many 
thousands were killed, stoking divisions that may probably take generations to heal.30 
 
Amidst the escalation of the war, Uganda sent 2000 troops to help the Kiir government defend 
strategic towns.  Alongside this intervention, IGAD countries embarked on diplomatic initiatives 
to end the conflict backed by threats of sanctions from the UN, the US, and the European 
(EU).The IGAD initiative later became known as IGAD-plus, to denote the engagement of 
supportive regional and external actors.  In the first foray into the conflict, IGAD engaged Kiir‟s 
SPLM and Machar‟s newly-formed SPLM in Opposition (SPLM-IO) into a ceasefire agreement 
in January 2014.  But these initial talks failed to advance as the ceasefire collapsed and both 
sides showed reluctance for direct negotiations.31 
 
A major breakthrough occurred in May 2014 following the intervention of U.S. Secretary of 
State, John Kerry, who convinced Kiir and Machar to begin face-to-face meetings in Addis 
Ababa under the auspices of IGAD.  Alongside the IGAD talks, the AU established a special 
Commission of Inquiry on South Sudan led by former Nigerian President, Olusegun Obasanjo, 
to investigate human rights abuses in December 2013. At the start of the negotiations, U.S. 
President, Barack Obama, authorized possible targeted sanctions against those committing 
human rights abuses or undermining democracy and obstructing the peace process. 
Throughout most of 2014, except for the government‟s agreement to release political prisoners 
detained by the SPLM, the IGAD mediators failed to win any significant concessions from both 
parties.  Further, ceasefire agreements were breached as the fighting continued negotiations.32 
 
Frustrated by the pace of the IGAD negotiations, South Africa and Tanzania launched a parallel 
negotiation initiative to unite both arms of the SPLM in Arusha, Tanzania. Following what was 
billed as an SPLM Intra-Party Dialogue summit attended by various regional leaders in 
December 2014, both sides agreed to reunify the SLPM as a prelude to reconciliation.  Both 
parties agreed to: restore peace and stability in South Sudan; publicly apologize to the people of 
South Sudan for all the atrocities committed during the conflict; to embark on reforms that 
embrace the culture of tolerance and democratic ideals; formulate and implement policies that 
would abolish tribalism, sectarianism and militarism in politics; and initiate and implement a 
comprehensive programme for national unity, peace, reconciliation, healing and harmony in 
South Sudan. As part of the implementation of these provisions, both parties agreed to use the 
IGAD-led forum in Addis Ababa to expedite the peace bids.33 
 
But when the IGAD talks resumed in early 2015, they were marked by acrimony, brinkmanship, 
and continued fighting.  In April 2015, the U.N. expressed concerns about the deteriorating 
humanitarian situation, charging that “South Sudan faces the worst levels of food insecurity in its 
history” with “4.6 million people projected to face severe food insecurity during the months of 
May-July 2015” and “more than 4.1 million people [were] in critical need of water sanitation and 
hygiene services.”34In light of the worsening situation and sensing that the parties were playing 
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for time, the UN Security Council put additional pressure through UNSC Resolution 2206 (2015) 
which threatened to “impose sanctions on those in actions or policies that have the purpose or 
effect of expanding or extending the conflict in South Sudan or obstructing reconciliation or 
peace talks or processes, including breaches of Hostilities Agreement.”35 
 
It is the combination of these pressures that produced the Agreement on the Resolution of the 
Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan (ARCSS) signed by Kiir and Machar in Addis Ababa on 
August 17, 2015; the ARCSS was subsequently ratified by the South Sudanese parliament in 
September 2015 and formed the basis for the formation of the a Transitional Government of 
National Unity (TGoNU) on April 29, 2016. The TGoNU was to operate for thirty months to 
oversee an ambitious plan for political, security, and economic reforms, including the approval 
of a permanent constitution and elections for a new government.36Under the ARCSS, the 
transitional government was to have an executive that functioned “collegially” among Kiir as 
president and two vice-presidents, Machar, representing the Nuer, and James WaniIgga, from 
the Equatoria region. Although Kiir was to remain the commander of the armed forces, the 
agreement allowed Machar to continue to command the opposition forces until their integration 
into the national army.  
 
Apart from establishing over 20 organs to deal with issues ranging from anticorruption to 
refugees, truth and reconciliation, and infrastructure, the major institutions of the ARCSS were: 
a ceasefire and transitional security arrangement monitoring mechanism comprising a wide 
range of South Sudanese political, military, and civic actors and the guarantors to the 
agreement; a Strategic Defence and Review Board (SDRB) composed of the SPLM/SPLM-IO, 
parliamentarians, and civil society to oversee security sector reforms; and a Joint Monitoring 
and Evaluation Commission (JMEC) to monitor and oversee the implementation of the ARCSS. 
The JMEC was envisaged to have 32 members, made up of representatives from the parties, 
other South Sudanese actors, and international guarantors.37 
 

IV. CHALLENGES TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COMPROMISE OF 
AUGUST 2015 PEACE AGREEMENT 

 
The experiences of implementing peace agreements after civil conflicts in Africa reveal that 
there are four critical factors that lead to success. First, the parties to the agreement must 
renounce military options in the search for peaceful political approaches. Second, the 
negotiated agreements need to promote the principle of equitable and sustainable distribution of 
power and resources. Three, the parties need to have confidence that there will be an 
enforcement of the terms of the agreement.  Fourth, there must be a combination of regional 
and international champions to keep watch over the feuding parties as they seek to transform 
the peace agreement into a durable political document.38  The ARCSS has faced considerable 
challenges because most of these conditions do not obtain, and some do not obtain sufficiently.  
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The transitional government was established in April 2016 after the return of Machar from exile.  
However, as a sign of the deep mistrust, heavy fighting occurred in Juba in July 2016 between 
the armies of Kiir and Machar that forced the latter back into exile in South Africa, 
effectivelyleading to the collapse of the August 2015 peace deal.  Kiir subsequently appointed a 
new Nuer vice-president, but Machar‟s fighters pledged to continue to fight the government. The 
problems that the agreement was to face were set in motion in September 2015 when, in a 
speech to the nation, Kiir stated: 
 

This IGAD prescribed peace document on the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of 
South Sudan, is the most divisive and unprecedented peace deal ever seen in the history of our 
country and the African continent at large . . . This agreement has also attacked the sovereignty 
of our country . . . There were many messages of intimidations and threats to me in the last few 
weeks, to just sign the agreement silently without any changes or reservations. . . There is no 
doubt in my mind that the implementation of some of the provisions of the agreement will be 
confronted by practical difficulties that will make it inevitable to review or amend such 
provisions.39 

 
This declaration became in essence a self-fulfilling prophecy as the implementation process 
became still-born from the start.  Given the simmering ethnic mistrust, the government in 
particular continued to believe that it had the military upper hand to decide the terms of the 
implementation and would not trust Machar or his allies to live to their commitments. This 
attitude also hardened the resolve of the Nuer that the Dinka-dominated government would not 
respect the agreement. The contestation over a permanent ceasefire and transitional security 
arrangements illustrated the levels of mistrust. While article 5.5 of the ARCSS required the 
redeployment of military forces within a 25 km radius of Juba, Kiir saw this as the de facto 
demilitarization of Juba, stating that “the army has the responsibility to protect the nation, its 
people, and its leadership,” which is a matter of “sovereignty.” He further asserted that the army 
“protected the capital during the failed coup” of December 2013.”40 The reference to a failed 
coup inflamed ethnic passions and was not entirely accurate because president Kiir invoked it to 
purge the party of dissidents and eliminate Nuer leaders. The Obasanjo AU Commission of 
Inquiry report on the December 2013 killings concluded that the killings constituted a crime 
against humanity and “were committed pursuant to or in furtherance of a State policy.”41Thus 
even before formal collapse of the ARCSS, large contingents of SPLA soldiers remained in 
Juba, contrary to the government‟s obligation under the agreement. 
 
Similarly, the government expressed strong reservations about the Joint Monitoring and 
Evaluation Commission (JMEC), one of the key institutions tasked with helping in the 
implementation.   President Kiir objected to the “overseeing” role stipulated in the ARCSS noting 
that this would make the JMEC “the governing authority of the Republic of South Sudan, leaving 
the government and the national legislature uninvolved.”42  The government further claimed that 
provisions requiring the JMEC to report regularly to the transitional council of ministers, the 
transitional national assembly, IGAD, the AU, and UN Security Council, made the JMEC the 
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“actual governing body in South Sudan.”43  It was apparent from the criticisms of the JMEC that 
the government sought to diminish its independence.  Additionally, the government contested 
the provision requiring that amendments to the ARCSS be done through a two-third majority 
vote in the council of ministers and by a majority in the JMEC, claiming that this arrangement 
amounted to “effective neo-colonialism” and “confirmed the supremacy of the JMEC over the 
TGoNU and national legislature.”44 
 
With respect to the principles of equitable and sustainable resource and power distribution, the 
government from the start raised objections to the compensation and reparation authority 
mandated under the ARCSS.  By this provision, a fund was to be established to compensate 
victims affected by the conflict as part of national healing and reconciliation. But president Kiir 
opposed such fund because it would be abused and had not worked in other countries; instead, 
he proposed that such funds should be “channelled to the reconstruction of the infrastructure 
and rebuilding of livelihoods of communities in the states most affected by the conflict.”45 
 
One of the most serious breaches of the power-sharing formula was the government‟s decision 
in October 2015 to increase the number of states from ten to twenty eight, in direct contradiction 
of the August 2015 agreement. This increase was perceived by minority groups as 
advantageous to the Dinka and was done without clear demarcation of the new state borders. In 
addition, the decision encouraged government-affiliated militias to force the displacements of 
particular communities from certain areas, fuelling grievances by marginalized minorities. This 
decision was denounced by the IGAD-appointed chair of the JMEC, former Botswana president 
Festus Mogae, but the government went ahead with it after the inauguration of the transitional 
government.46 
 
Prior to Machar‟s departure from Juba in July 2016, regional and international actors struggled 
to influence internal peace and security dynamics.  Most donors provided some funding to 
jumpstart the ceasefire and monitoring bodies but there was little tangible international 
engagement with the implementation process because of the government‟s raft of reservations 
about the agreement.  Similarly IGAD‟s appointment of Mogae to head the JMEC and the AU‟s 
appointment of former AU Chairman, Alpha Konare, as AU High Level Representative on South 
Sudandid not make a difference to the implementation calculus because of the government‟s 
complaints about external interference.47But following the July 2016 resumption of violence, 
international and regional actors made renewed calls for a ceasefire and there were additional 
bids to facilitate humanitarian access.  The UN Security Council also voted to deploy a 4,000-
strong Regional Protection Force with a mandate to reinforce security in Juba.  However, the 
South Sudanese government procrastinated on the force deployment, only reluctantly agreeing 
to accept its deployment in early 2017.  
 
In the absence of an effective ceasefire and the government‟s willingness for a political solution, 
the war escalated from July 2016 exacting a heavy toll on civilians and the economy. While the 
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government offered amnesty to some armed groups and maintained military pressure on others, 
the opposition military groups proliferated and became even more factionalized.   Groups such 
as the Shilluk and Equatorians who had previously tried to maintain neutrality between the Nuer 
and Dinka also became involved in the fighting against government forces, igniting reprisals 
from the SPLA and Dinka militias.48The most notable new fighting group was the National 
Salvation Front led by Thomas Cirillo Swaka, who defected from the SPLM to defend the rights 
of Equatorians.49 
 
As a result of the escalation in the fighting, the United Nations estimated in March 2017 that 
about 3 million South Sudanese had been uprooted by the violence, the biggest cross-border 
exodus in Africa since the 1994 Rwandan genocide.  Half of the refugees fled into Uganda 
where they claimed that most of the killings and atrocities against civilians were conducted by 
government troops against the Nuer and other smaller groups suspected of supporting the 
rebels. The mass exodus and widespread insecurity across the country invariably decimated 
agricultural production, leading to severe food shortages.50  Addressing the UN Human Rights 
Council in March 2017, the chair of the Commission on Human Rights in South Sudan, Yasmin 
Sooka, noted that “South Sudan stands on the brink of an all-out ethnic civil war, which could 
destabilize the entire region,” and called for urgent measures to deploy a regional force and 
establish a special court that will prosecute the perpetrators.”51 She further noted:  
 

A small coterie of South Sudan‟s political leaders show total disregard not just for international 
human rights norms but for the welfare of their own people. They have squandered the oil 
wealth and plundered the country‟s resources. Today the Government of South Sudan has 
effectively devolved most of its service delivery to the international community.”52 

 
In the same vein, the then UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon chastised the leaders in South 
Sudan: “The country‟s leaders have betrayed their people‟s trust, and squandered a peace 
agreement. Tens of thousands lie dead.”53  Perhaps in a poignant indictment of the AU and 
IGAD, Britain‟s Secretary for International development, on a visit to the region in April 2017 
observed:   

 
Where is the voice of the African Union? This is an African Union that was created to give 
strength to Africa. Where is that voice? Why are they not standing up for the people that are 
being massacred over the border who are their fellow African brothers and sisters?54 
 

In March 2017, facing international criticisms and growing domestic violence, Kiir announced a 
unilateral ceasefire and unveiled a long-awaited National Dialogue that would address the 
conflict and bring national reconciliation.  The idea of National Dialogue was first announced in 
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December 2016.  Kiir hailed the launch as “another milestone in the nationbuilding process. No 
one has forced us to do this (national dialogue) and it is for the unity of our nation, our own 
unity. I am confident that the path we have taken will deliver peace and tranquillity.”Opposition 
groups, however, issued a common position denouncing the dialogue because they claimed 
that it was meant to scuttle the implementation of the August 2015 agreement.55The National 
Dialogue was endorsed by a joint AU-IGAD-UN meeting on the side lines of the AU summit in 
January 2017. This meeting also authorized the AU High Level Representative on South Sudan, 
Konare, to undertake active shuttle diplomacy towards ensuring the inclusivity of the National 
Dialogue. On his visit to the country, Konare suggested neutral leaders to spearhead an 
inclusive dialogue: 
 

The National Dialogue should be led by independent personalities accepted by the people. Both 
the government and the opposition are parties to the crisis in the country. And also we cannot 
go into a meaningful national dialogue without including Dr Riak Machar in the peace process. 
This carries no sense without the participation of Riak Machar, and in this case, we need the 
participation of all leaders to the crisis in the country.”56 
 

As suggested by British Secretary of International Development, Patel, to succeed, the National 
Dialogue will require sustained regional pressures on Kiir: 
 

Other leaders in the region cannot sit on their hands here. They themselves have to call on 
President Kiir to do more. If there‟s a national dialogue plan, regional leaders in my view should 
be taking the lead on that, in terms of how they influence President Kiir but also how they 
support the national dialogue as well to bring peace and reconciliation to that country.57 

 

V. THE EXPERIENCES OF THE ELECTIONS OF 2010 AND THE REFERENDUM 
OF 2011 TO FUTURE ELECTIONS 

 
Like many states emerging from conflicts, South Sudan does not possess a strong foundation 
for, or a solid culture of, competitive electoral politics.  Typically, post conflict countries face a 
dilemma in holding elections:  on one hand, elections are critical for laying the foundations for 
legitimate and accountable institutions that drive post-reconstruction.  But on the other hand, 
elections in the context of fragility and weak institutions of electoral management and 
participation sometimes ignite more conflicts, impeding reconstruction and consolidation. This 
dilemma relates to broad uncertainties about the contribution of elections to statebuilding and 
peacebuilding.58  With limited experience in elections, South Sudan was gradually learning to 
build institutions of electoral management and competition. But with the resumption of the war 
and the postponement of the elections from 2015 to as yet undetermined future date, the priority 
has shifted to urgent concerns of ending the war. In this respect, therefore, future elections 
depend primarily on the settlement of the ongoing civil war and a new constitution that will frame 
the rules of the game, build credible electoral institutions, and permit the evolution of alternative 
political parties that are respected across the political system.       
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The elections held in South Sudan in April 2010 were organized by the Government of National 
Unity (GNU) and Sudan‟s National Election Commission (NEC) as part of the preparations for 
the referendum of January 2011. Organized in both the North and South, these elections were 
mandated in the CPA to ensure that there would be a democratically elected government before 
the CPA‟s cornerstone and conclusion—a referendum on whether South Sudan would secede 
or remain part of the North.  As transitional elections, they were dominated by the two leading 
signatories to the CPA—National Congress Party (NCP) in the North and the SPLM in the South 
who did not face any major challenges.  In the North, most opposition parties boycotted the 
elections because of the lack of a level playing field.  For the South, the SPLM‟s role in the 
liberation struggle gave it sufficient liberation dividends to win against fledgling opposition 
parties.  Moreover, since they were conducted largely within the euphoria of the push for self-
determination, these elections were hardly participatory; in this regard, for most Southern 
voters, these elections were more plebiscitary than competitive.  
 
But the conditions for the elections in the South were far from democratic.  As a prelude to the 
authoritarian governance that later dominated the independence period, the SPLM used 
security forces during the election campaigns in 2010 to harass, arrest, and detain members of 
opposition parties. The media and civil society organizations were also targeted for criticising 
the government.  As the Carter Centre report on the elections stated: 
 

In the South, the opposition remained committed to the process in spite of serious obstacles. 
Interference and intimidation in the campaigns of opposition candidates by security agencies, 
particularly the South Sudan People‟s Liberation Army (SPLA) were widespread.  Many 
opposition candidates and party agents were arrested and harassed, and candidates were not 
adequately protected.  In several states, cases of harassment and intimidation observed during 
and after polling was so serious that the credibility of those races could be considered 
compromised.59 

 
In the end, the SPLM swept the elections, winning all governorships and the majority of the 
seats in the national assembly, enabling president Kiir to consolidate his power before the 
referendum.   Donors who had provided funding for some part of the elections remained silent in 
the face of the SPLM‟s behaviour because they were more interested in self-determination than 
a free and fair election.60 
 
Unlike the 2010 national elections, the referendum was largely a Southern affair and 
collaboration with the North was not as significant.  But the process leading to the referendum 
was marked by delays that almost threatened to scuttle it.  For instance, by August 2010, the 
key institutions for the referendum had not been formed, including the State High Referendum 
Committees (SHRCs), the Southern Sudan Referendum Commission (SSRC), and South 
Sudan Referendum Bureau (SSRB).  As a result, voter registration was delayed. But with the 
assistance of the United Nations, donor agencies, and various international organizations, these 
bodies were quickly constituted and a hurried registration process was completed.61 
 
National coalescence among the Southern Sudanese also aided in overcoming the obstacles 
that confronted the referendum process.  Toward this end, president Kiir and the SPLM 
leadership convened an All Southern Sudan Political Parties Conference in October 2010 to 
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boost unity ahead of the referendum. Thus despite many doomsday scenarios envisioned by 
most observers, the government conducted a peaceful referendum that, with a 99 per cent voter 
turnout and a 97.83 per cent result, delivered independence to South Sudan.62  Although 
lauding the successful organization of the elections, the Carter Centre warned: “the government 
of South Sudan and President Salva Kiir should be vigilant to avoid the mistakes of other 
liberation movements in Africa that took new office with promises of reform, only to personalize 
power and restrict civil and political liberties.”63 
 
Soon after independence, the South Sudanese parliament approved members of the South 
Sudan National Electoral Commission (NEC) whose goal was to draw from the experiences of 
previous elections and referendum to build institutions of electoral management. The NEC in 
accordance with the provisions of the National Elections Act, 2012, set June 30, 2015 as the 
date for the conduct of general elections at national and state levels.  When, however, South 
Sudan became engulfed in leadership battles starting in March 2013, the NEC was not able to 
meet its obligations and evolve as an institution.  In September 2013, the NEC announced that 
the anticipated 2015 elections would be cancelled because it did not have the resources to 
establish basic structures to manage the exercise.64  In March 2014, Kiir formally postponed the 
2015 elections to 2017 citing the need to work on national reconciliation before peaceful and 
transparent elections.65  At the same time, responding to the demands by the opposition that the 
UN should participate in future elections, the presidential spokesperson warned that “South 
Sudan is a sovereign country with sovereign institutions.  If there is going to be elections, they 
will have to be organized by the people of South Sudan . . . the role of the international 
community will be to support the process, but if they do not provide support, any sovereign 
country can organize its own elections and this is what will happen.”66 
 
In February 2017, as it became apparent that South Sudan would not meet the 2017 election 
date, the government announced another postponement until May 2018.  Most observers have, 
however, cautioned that the ongoing violence and standoff in the implementation of the ARCSS 
may not augur well for an election next year.67  According to the ARCSS, the transitional 
government was supposed to expedite the establishment of the National Constitution 
Amendment Commission (NCAC) which would draft new electoral laws.  In addition, the 
transitional government was, within six months of existence, supposed to have amended the 
National Election Act of 2012, including reconstituting the NEC. All these reforms are in 
abeyance because of the absence of peace. 
 

VI. CHALLENGES OF BUILDING SECURITY SYSTEM AS A KEY CONDITION 
FOR STATEBUILDING AND PEACEFUL ELECTIONS 

 
Security sector reforms (SSR) are, arguably, the most complex issues to tackle in post-conflict 
countries. They attempt to combine several elements. First, the integration of former belligerents 
into a new army and other security organs as the principal means to strengthen peace-and 
nation-building efforts. Second, in countries where there were multiple armies involved in civil 
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conflicts, the Demilitarization, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDRR) have always been 
critical facets of SSR.Third, successfulSSR should ideally lead to the creation of a new 
professional army that is responsive and accountable to civilian institutions.  Ultimately, all these 
three objectives speak to the overriding fact that SSR should contribute to boosting security and 
stability, which are the prerequisites for socioeconomic development, service delivery, and 
peaceful elections. South Sudan failed on all these three scores, and the resumption of the war 
in 2013 was, in large part, a demonstration of this failure.  Most observers have commented that 
South Sudan lost the opportunity in the aftermath of the CPA to launch a comprehensive SSR 
that would meet the needs of the new state.68 
 
The CPA ended the war and paved the way for North-South reconciliation, but it did not diminish 
the history of suspicions and mistrust between the two; moreover, with the uncertain outcomes 
surrounding referendum, the South was more inclined to postpone military reforms until after 
independence. After independence, lingering border conflicts with the North and the growing 
internal insurgency in the South postponed any effective steps toward SSR. Although 
recognizing that political and economic progress hinged on security reforms that addressed the 
multiple internal and external security threats, the government proceeded cautiously on SSR.  
Prior to the CPA, territorial control of South Sudan was divided between the Sudan Armed 
Forces (SAF); the South Sudan Defense Force (SSDF), a predominantly Nuer army; the SPLA; 
and motley militias that challenged the authority of the government across the country.The CPA 
outlawed all armies other than the SAF and SPLA and committed both sides to the principle of 
proportional downsizing of their militaries.  In addition, the SAF and SPLA agreed to be 
“professional, and non-partisan armed forces and respect the rule of law and civilian 
government, democracy, basic human rights, and the will of the people.”69 
 
At the start of the six year interim period, president Kiir extended an amnesty to many of the 
opposition groups through the Juba Declaration of 2006. Although some of these groups were 
integrated in the SPLM, there were many that continued to resist integration, notably the SSDF, 
the Sudan Democratic Movement/Army (SSDM/A), and the South Sudan Liberation 
Movement/Army (SSLM/A). To preempt the instability from these groups, president Kiir made 
further efforts to integrate them into the SPLA following the elections of 2010 and the referenda 
of 2011.70 With its incorporation of high ranking commanders of the SSDF into its force, the 
SPLA became evenly-balanced between Dinka and Nuerforces.  In May 2011, the UN Secretary 
General underscored the urgency of a comprehensive SSR and asked the UNMISS to assist 
the new government to develop “its capacity to provide security, to establish rule of law, and to 
strengthen the security and justice sectors ... and to support the development of strategies for 
security sector reform.”71 
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But as stated in section III above, the SPLA had, from the outset, embarked on a narrowly-
defined SSR. While one of the stated objectives of SSR was to draw down the size of the SPLA 
through demobilization and demilitarization, the government emphasized the incorporation of 
rebel forces into the SPLA. This integration initially served to preempt the threats that rebel 
forces posed to the government, but gradually, it deepened militarization and put enormous 
pressures on the national budget. This was illustrated by the fact that the government spent 40 
per cent of the national budget on defense and 80 per cent of this budget was on salaries for the 
bloated troop numbers.72Thus, instead of creating a professional and modern army, the effects 
of integration of armed groups into the SPLA was to exacerbate divisions within the SPLA and 
nullify the gains from the tentative efforts at demobilization and demilitarization.  As LeRiche 
argues: “This approach of negotiating with various armed groups became known as Kiir‟s Big 
Tent. It has resulted in a counterproductive cycle of threat and violent rebellion rather than 
integration and reconciliation. This approach became most dangerous when the interests of 
those engaging in this rebellion market coincided with the political designs and fortunes of the 
most senior leaders.”73 
 
These problems were compounded by the fact that, as the divisions within the SPLA widened 
from July 2013, president Kiir opted to boost the power of the Presidential Guard made up 
primarily of armed Dinka youth from the Northern Bahr el Ghazel, the president‟s region.Rather 
than reporting to the military command, the Presidential Guard serves and answers to president 
Kiir, deepening the ethnicisation, politicization, and fragmentation of the security forces. When 
the violence broke out between Kiir and Machar in December 2013, the Presidential Guard was 
accused of atrocities against the Nuer. This, in turn, extinguished the achievements from 
previous SSR as most Nuersoldiers fled the SPLA in droves to join Machar‟s SPLM-
IO.Furthermore, the defection of these soldiers to the SPLM-IO weakened the SPLA and forced 
president Kiir to invite Ugandan troops, but also led to a new massive recruitment of soldiers 
that had previously been demobilized.74 
 
The eruption of the war in December 2013 made meaningful SSR even more challenging.  
During the IGAD-led negotiations for the ARCSS, the contestation between the SPLA and 
SPLA-IO was worsened by the escalation of armed groups across the country, turning the 
conflict into a full-fledged civil war.75But like the negotiations for the CPA, the mediators 
preferred to deal with the two major stakeholders, ignoring the voices of other armed groups. 
During the negotiations, the IGAD mediators favored the integration of SPLM and SPLM-IO but 
Machar demanded two separate armies. As a result, the ARCSS mandated the two sides to 
share power in Juba an interim administration while maintaining separate armies across the 
country. As noted in section IV above, the key to implementation hinged on whether there would 
be trust between them.  In light of the deep mistrust, president Kiir‟s government procrastinated 
on implementing key provisions of the security arrangements, notably the demilitarization of 
Juba. Machar, on the other hand, stepped up a national recruitment drive of militias into his 
armybefore his return to join the transitional government in April 2016. Adding to the mutual 
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mistrust was the slow-pace of establishing the institutions mandated in the ARCSS to monitor 
the security arrangements, making the return to conflict inevitable.  As the Small Arms Survey 
states on the resumption of hostilities in Juba: 
 

The July 2016 outbreak of fighting and Machar‟s subsequent flight were the inevitable outcomes 
of an ARCSS power structure that prescribed joint security by two hostile armed groups set to 
compete against each other. The security arrangements were only partially implemented, 
leaving Juba less demilitarized and with a greater power imbalance than had been agreed.76 

 
Following the collapse of the ARCSS, the escalation of the war, and the growing humanitarian 
crisis, the priority of the warring parties has again shifted to increased recruitment of armed 
groups into their armies.  Both the SPLM and SPLM-IO have made concerted attempts to 
induce new armed ethnic groups and previously demobilized groups, in a competitive spiral 
ofmilitary mobilization and integration.  In this context, while some civil society organizations 
have persisted in their advocacy for SSR, SSR planning and programs have effectively been 
suspendeduntil there are measurestoward reconciliation and peacebuilding. 
 

VII. STRATEGIC POLICY OPTIONS FOR STRENGTHENING PEACEBUILDING 
AND THE RESILIENCE OF COMMUNITIES IN SOUTH SUDAN 

 
After international actors devoted substantial energies and resources in assisting the 
independence of South Sudan, the outbreak of violence and the many hurdles in consolidating 
minimal levels of peacebuilding have intensified the pessimism around international 
engagement in reconstruction of new states. To a large extent, international disillusionment 
revolves principally around the role of the existing leadership in the reconstruction because of 
the primacy of leaders in building institutions in states emerging from conflicts.  There are 
currently polarized debates about approaches to resolving the resurgent civil conflict because of 
widespread recognition that South Sudan may not return to the tasks of strengthening 
peacebuilding and resilience until the fighting stops.  Peacebuilding is the foundation for 
resilience for communities, but it is inconceivable in the circumstances of elite disagreements, 
militarization, social misery, economic dislocations, and the threats to the dismemberment of the 
fragile state. Yet the ongoing violence paradoxically presents vistas to rethink the peacebuilding 
trajectory that the country has undergone since the CPA, particularly the actors and 
constituencies that have driven the process.77 
 
This report suggests that sequenced strategic options are necessary to pull South Sudan from 
the precipice of disaster that would obliterate peacebuilding gains and the resilience that diverse 
communities have amassed from years of suffering and adversities.  In sequencing and 
prioritization measures to restore peace and stability, regional and international actors need to 
have distinctive but complementary roles. Fundamentally, the report proposes that regional and 
international abdication of previous supportive roles in managing the difficulties of the transition 
from war to peace, in part, explains the prevailing conundrum. This is not an argument for the 
extreme proposal for putting South Sudan in a “neo-trusteeship,” a governing arrangement that 
involves the transfer of some or all sovereign powers to an international body.78  Rather, 
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enhanced international engagement in all the processes of rebuilding the state and nation stems 
from the need for more active external engagement that helps rather than diminishes South 
Sudanese agency. Ultimately, the road toward genuine peace will entail significant 
compromises among South Sudanese actors and between external players and the 
government.  The pathways that would guide South Sudan‟s exit from fragility should have 
short-term and medium- to long-term horizons: 
 
Short-Term Strategies 
 
Implementable and Enforceable Ceasefire:  The experience since December 2013 reveals 
that in the absence of a ceasefire, it will not be easy to rebuild South Sudan. But South 
Sudanese cannot implement and enforce a ceasefire while they are at war; this should be the 
primary responsibility of a joint AU-IGAD intervention force, robustly capacitated by the 
international community.  The proposed Regional Protection Force of 4,000 troops is only a 
small start.  There needs to be an appreciation that without regional commitment to a ceasefire, 
peacebuilding efforts will not gain traction. Regional players have already made mistakes that 
can be corrected as part of new initiatives to redress the problem. First, Uganda‟s unilateral 
intervention on the side of the government undermined what could have been a collective and 
even-handed regional approach to the crisis. Second, Kenya‟s precipitous withdrawal of its 
contingent from UNMISS (later reversed) following the sacking of its force commander gave the 
impression of indecisive leadership on a core regional problem.  Third, for all its determination to 
emerge as the central pillar of peace and security in Africathe AU has been sorely missing in 
South Sudan; it could have taken a more assertive position on an African intervention force to 
check the descent into violence. Thus, in undoing these missteps, there will be need for more 
assertive, bolder, and creative regional initiatives to help implement a durable ceasefire. A 
combined AU-IGAD military initiative should not compete with the UNMISS, but it would be a 
step toward restoring regional leadership and ownership of the crisis; besides, over the last few 
years, the relationships between the South Sudan government and the UN has deteriorated and 
only regional players can help heal these rifts.      
 
All-Inclusive National Dialogue:  The second stage in the peace sequence is an internal 
dialogue that is inclusive, participatory, and time-bound.  Regionally-mediated peace 
agreements across Africa are beginning to lose their effectiveness particularly as the same 
mediators have to perennially negotiate with the same players around the same issues.  The 
IGAD mediation in South Sudan is instructive: part of the problem surrounding the lack of 
implementation of the ARCSS is that the Sudanese government has a better grasp of the 
prescriptive strengths and weaknesses of IGAD and can get away with it.  It perceives that 
regional actors are limited in their ability to propose political arrangements and formulas that are 
not widely accepted across the region. For precisely these reasons, the idea of a national 
dialogue proposed by the government seems the only viable option for a negotiated internal 
settlement that the parties may own and implement. The key to an inclusive process is 
leadership: in the previous negotiations, the priority was to address the concerns of Kiir and 
Machar and their allies. The AU Commission Inquiry report on South Sudan has suggested that 
the two leaders need to step aside because of their roles in human rights violations when the 
war resumed.  The renewed calls for “neutral” leaders to head the national dialogue are inspired 
by similar concerns, but fundamentally they relate to the imperative for generational change in 
leadership in South Sudan. Such change will be critical in depersonalizing the conflict while also 
injecting a participatory component by bringing more actors and constituencies around the table 
in Juba rather than Addis Ababa or Nairobi. A national dialogue also needs strict time-lines for 
its duration; ideally a six-month period would be adequate for reaching a common 
understanding around issues such as diversity management, constitutional arrangements, and 
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transitional institutions. Fortunately, the South Sudanese parties will not be reinventing the 
wheel on most of these issues; the August 2015 agreement already contains provisions that 
address some of them. The broad objective of a national dialogue is to allow many South 
Sudanese stakeholders to deliberate on wide ranging national questions that have hitherto been 
the domains of narrow elites. The models for participatory national dialogues are the national 
conferences initiated in West Africa in the lead-up to democratization in the early 1990s. 
 
International Mobilization for Humanitarian Assistance: An enforceable and implementable 
ceasefire and the onset of an inclusive national dialogue will rekindle the generosity of the 
international community toward meeting the mounting humanitarian challenges.  It is difficult to 
mobilize such resources when there are publicised reports of gross human rights violations and 
abuses by militias and government forces; international perceptions of elite irresponsibility 
heighten the inertia that prevents the effective mobilization of resources that may alleviate the 
suffering of the population.  A ceasefire, therefore, should generate confidence and goodwill that 
local actors care and need assistance. African efforts to manage some of the humanitarian 
emergencies need also to be scaled up to demonstrate regional ownership and leadership of 
the crisis.  
 
Medium- to Long-Term Strategies  
 
Security Sector Reforms (SSR):  In the independence period, South Sudan made no 
meaningful attempts at comprehensive security reforms anchored on the principle of 
strengthening civilian institutions and reductions in the size of the military; instead, the logic of 
militarization, rearmaments, and recruitments dominated the picture.  Furthermore, the 
conflation of political and military institutions in the SPLM/A has impeded policies that will curtail 
the role of the military. As a consequence, the spiral of militarization has sparked the 
proliferation of numerous militias and an insecurity dilemma that can only be broken via political 
means.  Separating political parties from military organizations is the first step toward genuine 
SSR and professionalization of the military.  Although the security sector has an indispensable 
role in effective state building and institution building, it cannot do so once it is beholden to 
partisan groups rather than to the entire nation.  Downsizing the military should also be a long-
term reform objective that gradually shifts resources into reintegration opportunities for 
demilitarized groups.  Furthermore, given the prevalence of weapons among civilians, it will be 
necessary to have long-term programs of community disarmament linked to improved security 
and economic incentives.      
 
Economic Reforms: Economic reforms to improve rural livelihoods and resilience and reduce 
vulnerabilities and inequities need to underpin the post-war period.  Central to these reforms will 
be a shift toward employment generation in the agricultural sector and away from the dangerous 
dependence on oil.  Oil has fuelled corruption and undermined the building of steady institutions 
of public financial management and transparency, a dynamic that needs to be reversed in the 
long term.  Also, in the long run, national planning and budgeting through transparent 
institutions should guarantee that national resources are channelled to the priorities of peace 
and development. 
 
Criminal Accountability: Questions of transitional justice and accountability for past violations 
need to be considered in the long term when national healing and institution-building have 
solidified.  While there are international pressures for the establishment of a hybrid court, such a 
court may not be useful in the short term because it may distract from the priority of ending the 
war and the reconstruction of national fabric.  South Sudan has a wealth of local mechanisms 
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and practices that have been used previously in reconciling communities, building peace, and 
preventing impunity.  
 
Tackling the Exile Mentality: South Sudan needs to overcome the exile mentality that has 
been a feature of the political psyche and landscape. This mentality is reinforced by a large 
diaspora that has only a tenuous stake in nationbuilding. Most of the leaders also have 
properties and investments in East African and beyond, but less so in their own country.  In 
addition, this mentality prevents the elites from investing energies at home and forging solid 
national ties to address the problems of statebuilding and peacebuilding. 
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