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Abstract:

In January 2005 the signing of the ComprehensivedPAgeeement (CPA) brought Africa’s longest-running war in
Southern Sudan to its formal end. Essentially a two-party power-sharing treaty between the Government of Sudan
and the largest rebel organization in Southern Sudan, the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A),
the CPA, which provided a roadmap for peace between the main warring parties and facilitated the secession of
Southern Sudan in July 2011, faced a number of challenges due to being imposed over a complex landscape of local
political actors. This article analyzes the external intervention during the CPA implementation in Southern Sudan in
2005-2011. It treats state-building and nation-building as separate in order to demonstrate the limits of the current
intervention aimed at building a legitimate and authoritative state. The article argues that the external intervention in
Southern Sudan, characterized by “peace-through-state-building” approach, was unable to ensure peace during the
period examined due to its lack of focus on nation building.

Keywords: Southern Sudan, Comprehensive Peace Agreement, dtdbttantervention, Peace-Building, State-
building, Nation-Building.

Resumen:

En enero de 2005 la firma del Acuerdo General de (R&zP) puso fin oficialmente a la guerra civil mas larga de
Africa, en el Sur de Sudan. El AGP es en esencia un tratado para compartir el poder entre el Gobierno de Sudan y
la mayor organizacion rebelde en el Sur de Sudan, el Movimiento/Ejército de Liberacion del Pueblo de Sudan
(M/ELPS). Si bien el AGP proporcioné una hoja de ruta para la paz entre las principales partes en conflicio y
facilito la secesion de Sudan del Sur en julio de 2011, se vio afectado por una serie de dificultades derivadas de su
imposicion a un panorama complejo de actores politicos locales. En este articulo se analiza la intervencién externa
durante la implementacion del AGP en el Sur de Sudan en el periodo 2005-2011. Se abordan por separado los
temas de construccion del Estado y construccién de la nacién, con el fin de demostrar los limites de la intervencion
actual destinada a la construccion de un Estado legitimo y con autoridad. El articulo sostiene que la intervencion
externa en el Sur de Sudan, que se caracteriza por el enfoque de “paz a través del proceso de construccion del
Estado”, no fue capaz de garantizar la paz durante el periodo investigado debido a su falta de atencién al proceso
de construccién de la nacién.

Palabras claveSudan del Sur, Acuerdo General de Paz, interverqmidtrconflicto, construccion de la paz,
construccion del Estado, consolidacion nacional.
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1. Introduction

In January 2005 the signing of the Comprehensiae®égreement (CPA) brought Africa’s
longest-running war in Southern Sudan to its formadl. Essentially a two-party power-
sharing treaty between the Government of Sudan thaedlargest rebel organization in
Southern Sudan, the Sudan People’s Liberation Memdirmy (SPLM/A), the CPA, which
provided a roadmap for peace between the main mgaparties and facilitated the secession
of Southern Sudan in July 2011, faced a numbehaflenges due to being imposed over a
complex landscape of local political actors.

The CPA implementation period, during 2005-201% aa unprecedented international
intervention in Southern Sudan. By focusing on liwal protagonists, the main external
actors sought to prevent them from returning to,wad emphasized the (re)construction of
state structures in Southern Sudan where the whpiiaarily taken place. Drawing from the
liberal peacebuilding doctrine’s orientation towastatebuilding, the attempt to secure peace
in Southern Sudan from 2005 onwards became linkétl the short-term strategy of
constructing authoritative state institutions atrdcures. However, the concentration on the
state as the main priority sidelined the buildirfignational unity, a crucial aspect for devising
long-term peace in Southern Sudan that had bearatong ethnic lines during the war. As a
result, the focus on statebuilding aimed at achgvihe absence of armed violence, or
“negative peace”, in the short-term, while sidelmithe long-term process of bringing
national unity through nationbuilding, the main rent generating conditions of more
sustainable, long-term, “positive” peace.

This article analyzes the external interventionimyrthe CPA implementation in
Southern Sudan in 2005-2011. It treats statebwgjldimd nationbuilding as separate in order to
demonstrate the limits of the current interventiaimed at building a legitimate and
authoritative state. The article argues that theereal intervention in Southern Sudan,
characterized by “peace-through-statebuilding” apph, suffered from limitations reflected
in governance and economic development during tRAA @nplementation, and points out
that the focus on statebuilding and distributiondefvelopment dictated by the exclusive
partnership between the main external actors amahainrow group of local protagonists (the
SPLM/A-Government of Southern Sudan leadershipudind about conditions which, by
neglecting nationbuilding and distributing econompportunities and economic development
exclusively, failed to promote inclusive nationhlinly and generate state legitimacy by
excluding significant sections of southern Sudarsesgety. Finally, the article shows that this
narrow short-term strategy of external interventisas unable to generate conditions for
sustainable, “positive”, peace until the indepemgeof the Republic of South Sudan in July
2011. This situation has remained largely unchamsgezk then.

The article is organized in the following mannarsg it provides a brief introduction to
the evolution of peacebuilding towards peace-thinestgtebuilding in the international post-
conflict interventions and explains its relationshwith nationbuilding. The article then
proceeds by presenting a short background to Southedan and to the CPA, after which it
concentrates on examining the post-war intervenitoB8outhern Sudan by highlighting the
central issues in governance, development, andigesector. Finally, the article concludes
with a discussion about the importance of natiololng in decreasing direct and “structural”
violence and improving conditions towards achievipgsitive peace”.

14




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 33 (Octubre / October  2013) ISSN 1696-2206

2. Peace-through-State-building and Nation-building

The term “Peacebuilding”first appeared in the 1970s. It subsequently fasad in the
United Nations (UN) agenda in the early 1990s wihésatured in Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali'sAn Agenda for Peacgl 9925 that set the initial framework for “post-conflict
peacebuilding” in the UN intervention strategiebeTpeacebuilding agenda, targeting states
emerging from armed conflict, assumed achieving tédfastype state order as an optimal
solution with the premise that ensuring the condfictemocratic elections soon after a peace
agreement and creating a foundation for market @ogn would bring about liberal
democratic and economic order and long-lasting @éatowever, after the initial experiences
in the 1990s guided by these principles, whichudet the failures to contain violence in
Angola, Liberia, and Rwandathis approach confronted vibrant criticism foriitgposition of
political and economic order based on Western ndearing to “mission civilisatrice®. This
was represented in ever more intrusive intervestiwhich increasingly involved institution-
building in the receiving statés.

In the aftermath of 11September 2001 attacks otJthted States, Washington became
major player in influencing the multilateral libérpeacebuilding agenda. Its focus on
statebuilding that had from the 1990s featured |8y loyal and politically stable
subordinate states” shifted towards “building legéte states [based on] broad-based popular
support for nascent states by creating democrasttutions and spearheading economic
reforms”® This in turn pushed the general peacebuilding daefurther towards the
assumption that sophisticated social engineeringdctake over, or at least speed up, the
more “natural” process of state formatibms a result, increasing focus was put on the
importance of (re)constructing states and statgtutisns according to the Western norms
with an assumption that this would promote sustdepeace.

Through the increasing focus on statebuilding séengit has been made to arrive closer
to a holistic approach to building sustainable peddis “comprehensive” idea emphasizes
the social contract and the provision for essemiggds, such as security, and basic services,
incorporating the broad view on human security. sTHholistic” approach adopts a
conventional approach to security through the stdeeurity is deemed principally as the
state’s responsibility, and focus on elevating esteapacity is assumed to automatically

2 Galtung, Johan: “Three Approaches to Peace: Peapilg, Peacemaking, and Peacebuilding”, in Gajtung
Johan(ed.) (1975)Peace, War and Defense: Essays in Peace ReseastH] \Copenhagen, Christian Ejlers,
pp. 297-298.

* Boutros-Ghali, Boutrog1992): An Agenda for Peace. Preventive Diplomacy, Peac#maind Peace-
keeping Report of the Secretary-General, A/47/277 - S/24The United Nations.

* Paris, Roland (2004)At War's End: Building Peace after Civil ConflicCambridge, MA, Cambridge
University Press; and Paris, Roland and Sisk, Thmd.: “Introduction: Understanding the Contradicis of
Postwar Statebuilding”, in Paris, Roland and SiEkjothy D. (eds.) (2009)The Dilemmas of Statebuilding:
Confronting the Contradictions of Postwar Peace f@fiens Abingdon, Routledge, pp. 1-20.

® See i.e. Paris, Roland and Sisk, Timothy D. (200/finaging Contradictions: The Inherent Dilemmas of
Postwar StatebuildingNew York, International Peace Academy; and P&@and and Sisk, Timothy D. (eds.)
(2009): The Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the Cadictions of Postwar Peace Operatioriondon,
Routledge.

® Paris, Roland: “International Peacebuilding anel ission ‘Civilisatrice
vol. 28, n°® 4 (2002), pp. 637-656.

" This was particularly the case with the intervemsiin Kosovo and Timor-Leste.

® Lake, David: “The Practice and Theory of US Statleling”, Journal of Intervention and Statebuildingpl. 4,
n° 3 (2005), p. 257.

° Krause, Keith and Jitersonke, OlivéPeace, Security and Development in Post-Conflictil@enments,
Security Dialogugvol. 36, n° 42005), pp. 447-462.

”m

, Review of International Studies
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increase the level of human security. Strengthetinegperceivably “fragile”, “failed”, and
“collapsed” states has been considered to require koordinated action which has led to the
UN resolutions’ to establish Peacebuilding Commission, PeacebgildFund, and
Peacebuilding Support Office in 2005.

Thus, the peacebuilding interventions have developg#o complex statebuilding
affairs. This owes to the wide recognition thatlesist rudimentary institutional structures
need to be in place to improve the chances of ppegldeng success in the long-tefthThese
interventions have increasingly aimed at dealintpwrigins of conflicts, such as inequality,
and promote the main pillars of liberal peace, udoslg human rights, good democratic
governance, rule of law, sustainable developmemfyale access to resources, and
environmental securitf which has provoked perceptions of intrusive peaitéing
interventions as a form of imperialisth.

The focus on statebuilding has been intimatelydihko the attempts to elevate state
capacity. Although advocating the importance aitestin peace and development is not
new! this only became an important factor in peaceingldinterventions since the
millennium and developed into increasing emphasighe state functions, such as state’s
ability to deal with armed conflict, provide sedyyiand engage in “good governance”.
State’s capacity is therefore viewed as inseparfabla peace, reconstruction, development,
and internal and external security.

This convergence of peacebuilding with statebugdiithin the liberal peace paradigm
has to an extent sought to reconcile with theaisitn of its formal-institutional top-down
approach. It is perceived that its lack of socetignted bottom-up focus as a simplified
model of social order on a “multi-faceted socialriddfails to create legitimacy at the local
level™ Thus, it has been pointed out that statebuildamnot be strictly a top-down process
but needs to incorporate bottom-up consideratidirsdeed providing services locally instead
of investing heavily on top-down centralization “.awld acknowledge that, in a post-conflict
environment, a hybrid minimal state may be the nastlly owned, legitimate, accountable
and effective alternative™

Despite this complementarity, however, a numbemtdrventions have remained as
top-down processes. The UN has often favored esalshical peacebuilding approach in
which the intervention is to a large extent chaaddhrough the national government. This
has often also been the preferred strategy of attenveners in their attempt to strengthen the
recipient state. Yet, in some occasions the exaugpartnership between the external

2 UNGA: The Peacebuilding Commissiddnited Nations General Assembly Resolution 60/B80December
2005; and UNSCUnited Nations Security Council Resolution 1628 December 2005.

' See Call, Charles T. and Cousens, Elizabeth mditif Wars and Building Peace: International Respsrio
War-Torn Societies”International Studies Perspectives 9 (2008), pp. 1-21; and Paris and Sgk, cit.

2 Barnett, Michael and Ziircher, Christoph: “The Rémilder's Contract: How External State-building
Reinforces Weak Statehood”, in Paris, Roland ansk,STimothy D. (eds.) (2009)The Dilemmas of
Statebuilding: Confronting the Contradictions ofddwar Peace Operationgbingdon, Routledge, pp. 23-52.
13 See i.e. Schellhaas, Constanze and Seegers, Anfigacebuilding: Imperialism’s New DisguiseAfrican
Security Revieywol. 18, n° 2 (2009), pp. 2-15.

4 See i.e. Evans, Peter B.; Rueschemeyer, DietridhSkocpol, Theda (eds.) (198Bxinging the State Back
In, Cambridge, MA, University of Cambridge Press.

!5 Bliesemann de Guevara, Berit: “The State in thael of Statebuilding'Civil Wars vol. 10, n° 4 (2010), pp.
348-368.

16 Chandler, David (2006Empire in Denial: The Politics of Statebuildinigondon, Pluto.

" Baker, Bruce and Scheye, Eric: “Access to Justice Post-conflict State: Donor-supported Multidim®nal
Peacekeeping in Southern Suddnternational Peacekeepingol. 16, n° 2 (2009), p. 182.
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interveners and the recipient government in postsitaations have resulted in consolidation
of political and economic governance order basedhenstrongest local actors and starkly
excluding other relevant parties. This can be gaichave maintained the conditions of
“structural”, and at times direct violence, in whistate may play an important role and in
which those marginalized in the prevailing politiead economic system tend to be in the
receiving end. As a result, at best a local realitynegative peace”, or absence of direct
large-scale violence, may be constructed in thetd4bom, based on (re)building the state
institutions but in the absence of an inclusiveiaomontract that encompasses all sections of
the society. Here, the main question becomes hegdy which the external statebuilding
interventions claim to addre§$,but which often fails particularly in the hieraical
interventions. Therefore, seeking “peace througttebuilding® cannot be equated with
peace’® Largely due to this, it has been suggested thanientions should increasingly
directly prioritize human securiyf,including justice and social welfaféand, if necessary,
bypass the state, and that strategies to estdtilital economy should be altefédven to
the extent of pursuing a bottom-up strategy andacapy the general state centrism in
interventions with the focus on individu&fs.

The emphasis on individuals, centerpiece of tradéi liberal theories, and constructing
post-war interventions from the bottom-up starklgnitasts the current peace-through-
statebuilding practice. It also opens an avenue farore comprehensive approach to enforce
the legitimacy of political and economic order lmgdising on (re)building societies after the
armed conflict through a long-term process of éngatsocietal unity through common
identity. However, it may undermine the state pattrly if human security is provided
mainly by non-state actors, and in some casestresuhe state becoming redundant in
specific local contexts in which state-local cotda@re scarce and problematic. In practice, a
human security strategy focused on non-state aegpscially in post-conflict situations may
deprive the state from its critical security praers function, and is likely to be extremely
difficult to implement because it requires accepéby the state in question.

According to the prevailing opinion among scholarations and national identities are
socially constructe® They are shaped by past incidents and influengddthre events, and

8 Rocha Menocal, Alina: “State-Building for Peace:Néw Paradigm for International Engagement in Post-
Conflict Fragile States?”"RSCAS 2010/34European University Institute, 2010; and OECDntérnational
Support to Statebuilding in Situations of Fragiligd Conflict”, DCD/DAC(2010)37/FINAL, Organisatidior
Economic Co-operation and Development, 14 Janudiy 2

Y yl6nen, Aleksi: “Limits of ‘Peace through Statelalimg’ in Southern Sudan: Challenges to State liegicy,
Governance and Economic Development during the Cehnemsive Peace Agreement Implementation, 2005-
20117, Journal of Conflictologyvol. 3, n° 2 (2012), pp. 28-40.

20 Rocha Menocabp. cit, p. 12.

2L Richmond, Oliver P.: “Emancipatory Forms of Hum@ecurity and Liberal Peacebuildinghternational
Journal,vol. 62, n° 3 (2007), pp. 459-477.

2 Richmond, Oliver P.: “The Problem of Peace: Unterding the ‘Liberal Peace”Conflict, Security and
Developmentvol. 6, n° 3 (2006), pp. 291-314.

% Paris, Roland: “Saving Liberal PeacebuildinB&view of International Studiesol. 36, n° 2 (2010), pp. 337-
365.

24 Futamura, Madoka; Newman, Edward and Tadjbakhsah®anou: “Towards a Human Security Approach to
Peacebuilding”’Research Brief 2United Nations University, 2010.

% Deutsch, Karl W. (1953)Nationalism and Social Communication. An Inquiryoirthe Foundations of
Nationality, Cambridge, MA, Cambridge University Press; Bergeater L. and Luckmann, Thomas (196R)e
Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in theci®logy of KnowledgeGarden City, NY, Anchor Books;
Anderson, Benedict (1983Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origind Spread of Nationalism
London, Verso; Gellner, Ernest (1983¥ations and Nationalismithaca, NY, Cornell University Press; and
Hobsbawm, Eric J. (1992Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Migbality, Cambridge, MA,
Cambridge University Press.
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especially in ethnically divided societies natiomd¢ntity may be guided by sophisticated
constitutional engineering. This implies that nationbuilding is a top-down gess in which
elites, as part of political competition, constrand manipulate distinct layers of identitfés.

Here the use of symbolism becomes vital. AccordiogButz, inclusive and new
“neutral” national symbols which include all grougsuld allow the establishment of
common overarching national identity, binding oftethnically heterogeneous post-war
societies® It has also been suggested that such symbols tweddve rich content and
complicated in structure to allow room for distinaterpretations among populations that
form a fragmented and heterogeneous community st, fparticularly when potentially
contentious inter-group relations preVAil.

However, peace-through-statebuilding interventioran lack emphasis on
nationbuilding. Too heavy focus on building pedu®tigh the creation of state institutions in
the short-term, but without ensuring their legitopahat can be achieved through effective
nationbuilding, may be insufficient in establishistate authority particularly in highly
fragmented and polarized post-conflict societiegac& most conflicts in such societies are
driven by exclusion and marginalization, inclusivationbuilding becomes essential part of
long-term peacebuilding.

Finally, combining nationbuilding with statebuildinallows an approach that draws
heavily from the local communities in a bottom-upmmer in building unity at the national
level. This is likely to lead to increasing feeliafinclusiveness and legitimacy of governance
and the state by diminishing “structural violenckkwould allow the promotion of conditions
of “positive peace” in the long-term. Yet, despite wide recognition of the need of building
“positive peace”, external peace-through-statelngldhave often remained largely exclusive
in their focus to (re)construct state instituti@msl structures.

The next sections of this article concentrate cacpbuilding in Southern Sudan during
the CPA implementation (2005-2011). They point olé external interveners’ almost
exclusive focus on peace-through-statebuilding aadow partnership with the SPLM/A
elite, without insisting on a consistent and inslasprocess of nationbuilding to bring
legitimacy to the newly established state insttosi. It is argued that given the SPLM/A’s
limited legitimacy in many parts of southern Sudamg due to the persistent organized armed
violence, inclusive nationbuilding should be pri@ed and systematically pursued as a
conflict resolution mechanism to treat exclusiom anarginalization, major root causes of
violence.

% Kerr, Michael: “A Culture of Power Sharing”, in ¥lar, Rupert (ed.) (2009)Consociational Theory:
McGarry and O’Leary and the Northern Ireland CodfliLondon, Routledge, pp. 206-220.

" posner, Daniel N. (2005)nstitutions and Ethnic Politics in AfrigadNew York, NY, Cambridge University
Press; and Eifert, Benn; Miguel, Edward and Podbaniel N.: “Political Competition and Ethnic Idéitation
in Africa”, American Journal of Political Scienceol. 54, n° 2 (2010), pp. 494-510.

8 Butz, David A. (2009):National Symbols as Agents of Psychological andab&@hange Amherst, MA,
University of Massachusetts Press, p. 21.

29 Cerulo, Karen A. (1995)dentity Designs: The Sights and Sounds of a Natimw Brunswick, NJ, Rutgers
University Press.
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3. War in Southern Sudan and the CPA

The protracted insurgencies in Southern Sudan htvacted academic attention for a long
time. The first insurgency (1955-1972) has beenelyicovered, and the second rebellion
(1983-2005) has received even more scholarly istewehile many influential works on the
wars as a whole also exi8tSouthern Sudan has long history of violence, bdi955 it began

to experience armed conflict as a result of dedaédion which had led to the marginalization
of southern elite at the national level and anneradf Southern Sudan to the Sudanese state
as its southern borderland. The first insurgendgnsified significantly only in the early
1960s when armed opposition consolidated. Yeth#terogeneous Southern Sudanese armed
factions forged under the loose leadership of SmutfSudan Liberation Front/Movement
remained as the underdog and was pressured totaacppace agreement mediated by
Ethiopia in 1972. Although the Addis Ababa Agreemestablished self-government with
limited autonomy in the region, and became parthef Sudanese constitution of 1973, the
period of self-rule failed to bring together tharmtally highly heterogeneous population and
sections of its leadership which continued to eegag severe, and occasionally violent,
political competition along ethnic lines. This wase of the reasons that permitted the central
government to manipulate southern political scemeé aeaken the southern regional
government until its unilateral dissolution in 1988 President Jaafar Nimeiri that
contradicted the national constitution.

This situation set the stage for the second reellh Southern Sudan which began in
1983. Again, politicized ethnic differences led devere violence within Southern Sudan,
which yet again was manipulated by Khartoum. Howgelrg mid-1980s the SPLM/A, forged
around leadership of military men from the South8udan’s Dinka majority, had gained
upper hand among armed groups in the region anskegquiently conquered most of it while
Khartoum supported local ethnic militias and safesthse groups in its counterinsurgency
campaign. Yet, a military coup in 1989 in Khartolrought an Islamist faction of the
northern ruling elite to power and the governmesingd an upper hand in the war. This,
together with the collapse of its main backer, Mengistu regime in Ethiopia, weakened the
SPLM/A, while it had also suffered a split that leddevastating fighting between sections of
the Dinka and the second largest ethnic group utt#on Sudan, the Nuer. Soon, however,
the SPLM/A began to receive support from Ugandérda, and Western powers headed by
the United States (US), which again turned thestbl

Many Southern Sudanese have fought for self-detatioin in a context of political,
economic, and social state marginalizatib&ince the late fcentury Southern Sudan had
been only loosely integrated in the Sudanese pahty the protracted insurgencies hindered
this process further. At the same time, however,dbnflict had maintained Southern Sudan

30 For the first conflict, see i.e. Eprile, Cecil {¥): War and Peace in the Sudan, 1955-197éhdon, David &
Charles; O'Ballance, Edgar (1977he Secret War in the Sudan: 1955-19z8ndon, Faber and Faber; and
Poggo, Scopas S. (2008)he First Sudanese Civil War: Africans, Arabs, dsicelis in the Southern Sudan,
1955-1972 New York, NY, Palgrave Macmillan. For accountsatthmainly concentrate on the second
insurgency, see i.e. Deng, Francis M. (1998ar of Visions: Conflict Identities in the Sudadashington, DC,
The Brookings Institution; Lesch, Ann Mosely. (1998he Sudan: Contested National IdentitiB&omington,
IN, Indiana University Press; Jok, Jok M. (2000Jar and Slavery in Suda®hiladelphia, PA. University of
Pennsylvania Press; Jok, Jok M. (2005)dan: Race, Religion and Violen€&xford, Oneworld; and Johnson,
op. cit.

31 See Ylonen, Aleksi: “On Sources of Political Viote in Africa: The Case of ‘Marginalizing State’$udan”,
Politica y Cultura n° 32 (2009), pp. 37-59; and Yloénen, Aleksi (fmaming):On State, Marginalization, and
Origins of Rebellion: The Formation of InsurgenciesSouthern Sudarrenton (NJ), Africa World Press/The
Red Sea Press.
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itself as a region in which competing ethnicallg®é political orders imposed by a number of
rebel groups and government-aligned militias comgbetor supremacy through armed
violence®

Although the signing of the Comprehensive Peacedmgent (CPA) marked the formal
end to Africa’s longest war in Sudan in 2005, SeuthSudan remained torn along ethnic
cleavages despite the fact that the SPLM/A hadalmiaed itself as the main military force
in the region. However, it exercised limited temal and social control in some of the
region’s more remote areas, particularly in theaByeUpper Nile where other rebel groups
remained strong.

In fact, the CPA was mainly a culmination of lorageling attempts by external actors
to bring peace in Sudan. These efforts had beegellamotivated by the challenge to
minimize the regionally destabilizing effects oktlvar. The Inter-Governmental Authority
for Drought and Development (IGADD, now Inter-Gawerental Authority for Development,
IGAD), had taken the initiative and prevailed owther competing peace attempts largely
due to Western backing in which the US played aiiagnt role®® As a result, the CPA was
an agreement endorsed primarily by the main Wedsetors with interests in Sudan, who
after its conclusion in 2005 became also majorregianterveners in Southern Sudan.

In essence, the CPA was a power-sharing treatyecdrating on redistribution of
political and economic power between the protageni$ the war, the National Congress
Party (NCP) controlled Government of Sudan (Go8yl the SPLM/A. Highly elite-focused,
it sought to accommodate the grievances of the SRLdte by incorporating its members in
the national political institutions, and allowing the SPLM/A, which had governed mdst o
Southern Sudan for long periods of time during we>® to formalize its political and
economic hegemony in the region.

The IGAD process and the resultant CPA had delibréocused on the two principal
local actors. This had been undertaken in orddadditate progress in the negotiations by
focusing on the protagonists and excluding otheall@actors, which fostered a simplified
view of the complex history of war and politicabtability>° The attempt had been to iron out
the differences of the warring parties in a strdmfwvard manner to facilitate the obtaining of
positive results, but the process failed to prodereglible resolutions to address conflicts in
the North-South transitional areas in the Nuba Maims of Southern Kordofan and Blue
Nile, and it deliberately ignored Sudan’s otherungencies in Darfur and in the Red Sea

32 On the local armed actors, rebel governance, andaenic order during the conflicts see i.e. Rolams
@ystein (2005)Guerrilla Government: Political Changes in the Swern Sudan during the 19908 ppsala,
Nordic Africa Institute; and Nyaba, Peter Adwok Q2): The Politics of Liberation in South Suddtampala,
Fountain Publishers.

% Malito, Debora and Ylénen, Aleksi: “Bypassing tRegional? International Protagonism in the IGAD deea
Process in Sudan and Somalia”, in Lorenz-Carl,kKgliand Rempe, Martin (eds.) (2018)apping Agency:
Comparing Regionalisms in Africhondon, Ashgate, pp. 35-57.

% See i.e. Grawert, Elke: “Introduction”, in GraweElke (ed.) (2010)After the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement in Sudasuffolk, James Currey, p. 1.

% Rolandsenop. cit.

% Malito and Ylénenpp. cit.
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region®” The CPA, thus, failed to tackle the widely recagui centre-periphery character of
the armed conflict in Sudaf.

The CPA initiated a period of unprecedented exteingervention focused on
consolidating peace, although Southern Sudan hexd d&dgposed to external interventions also
during the war® Driven mainly by Western actors and multilateratites, this intervention
followed liberal peacebuilding agenda which at tiree had evolved into focusing the
building of state institutions to prevent relapsewar. In the case of Southern Sudan state
structures had hardly existed, which motivated peacebuilding interveners to target
statebuilding.

Paradoxically, during the CPA implementation petiloe extensive restructuring of the
political and economic system at the national levas never enforced despite it having been
the SPLM/A leadership’s main objective in its polll program to establish a “New
Sudan™® As long as the NCP was willing to accommodatentiost important interests of the
SPLM/A, and allow the SPLM/A leadership to enteatoextent into the otherwise exclusive
realm of the northern elite, a wholesale transfdiomnaof the political system to remedy the
north-central elites’ exclusion and marginalizatadrthe periphery was watered down. In this
manner, the roots of the SPLM/A insurgency and rottenflicts in the periphery of the
Sudanese state never entered the core of the peacess or were addressed by the CPA
which formalized the NCP domination of national ipohl scene and the SPLM/A
domination of Southern Sudan which received a &thiautonomy as the dominant force
behind the regional Government of Southern Suda$@3"* This domination was buttressed
by the wealth-sharing provision of the CPA whiclatteed an agreement to share net oll
revenues between the NCP-controlled GoS and theVi&Rtontrolled GoSS on 50-50
basis?? These arrangements allowed the conditions of tsiralcviolence emanating from the
war to remain.

The provision of the referendum of self-determioativas the main mechanism in the
CPA to attend the grievances of southern Sudafidse.was to take place after an Interim
Period of six years during which the protagonisterevto “make the unity [Sudan]

371CG: “Sudan: Preventing Implosion”, Africa Brie§m®° 68,International Crisis Group17 December 2009a;
and ICG: “Sudan’'s Comprehensive Peace Agreementt Thing Road Ahead”, Africa Report n°
106, International Crisis Group31 March 2006.
% vionen, Aleksi: “On Sources of Political Violende Africa: The Case of ‘Marginalizing State’ in Sanf,
Politica y Cultura n° 32 (2009), pp. 37-59; and YlI6nen, Aleksi: “8nd el estado marginalizador y desafios
desde las periferias”, in ltziar Ruiz-Gimenez (e@012): Mas alla de la barbarie y la codiciaBarcelona,
Bellaterra, pp. 285-322.
% The main intervention body was Operation Lifel®edan organized by the United Nations. See i.eehtin
Larry (1990):Humanitarianism under Siege: A Critical Review gfetation Lifeline SudanTrenton, NJ, The
Red Sea Press.
“The SPLMI/A leader John Garang’s vision of “New &nithwas based on a united nation which would bedrul
democratically and in which social justice and hamights would prevail, and national wealth shaired just
manner. See more i.e. in Gibia, Roba (20QRhn Garang and the Vision of New Suddwronto, Key
Publishing House.
“l The CPA ensured the NCP a majority position in tieional executive and legislative with 52%
representation and allowed the SPLM to enter isdhastitutions with 28% minority representatioreadh of
other northern parties and southern political feredth 14% and 6%, respectively. In Southern Sus@ne
political institutions the power relations were eesed with the SPLM holding 70% majority represtota
followed by the NCP and other southern parties Whbo. In the northern and southern states eacl pag to
have 70% representation. These proportional reprasens were effective until presidential and gahe
%Iections would take place in 2009 (see CBémprehensive Peace Agreeménianuary 2005, pp. 20-36).
Ibid., p. 54.
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attractive™*® The exclusive nature of the CPA meant that theas little formal pursuit for

local post-conflict reconciliation because the kEatip of neither protagonist was willing to
submit to a review of atrocities committed durihg tvar. In Southern Sudan, where most of
the war took place, and many human rights violaibad been committed by both parties,
this process was largely left to the South-Soutllogue and reconciliation conferences
endorsed by the SPLM/A and international actors.

Moreover, the agreement lacked an instrument téygppssure towards transformation
of the consolidated political and economic dynaméstablished before and during the
conflict. Although it included limited internatiohguarantees along with the establishment of
the United Nations Mission to Sudan (UNMIS) peaeegng and monitoring force, the
application of such pressure to ensure the coaedttimely CPA implementation was left to
the responsibility of the interested internatiorsadtors to be applied through informal
channels.

Furthermore, the CPA’s attempt to incorporate tR&M/A leadership in the national
political and economic elite was not enough to equesaceful transition because it did little to
alter the pre-existing power structures. It faitechddress the national centre-periphery nature
of the complex civil war, ignoring other relevantliical actors in north, east, south, and
west, while it reaffirmed the NCP’s control of thational political and economic scene in
Sudan and SPLM/A dominated political order in SeathSudan without clear mechanisms
of addressing local grievances emanating from the w

Finally, the “peace-through-statebuilding” approadopted in Southern Sudan based
on the attempt to achieve stability in short-terynbloiilding state institutions and reforming
the security apparatus was an exclusive stratégidelined nationbuilding, a more long-term
process aimed at bringing legitimacy to the prawgipolitical order through the construction
and extension of common national identity. Thisrapph by the external actors maintained,
and consolidated, a political system in which egsle governance maintaining violence of
“direct” and “structural” kind** continued to prevail, and prevent a process tosvardusive
“positive peace™ During the period focused in this article, theeimention pursued aimed at
promoting absence of violence by exclusively cotratimg on building state institutions, but
this was insufficient in generating legitimacy vatht simultaneous attempt to unite Southern
Sudanese through nationbuilding. Local outburstsarofied conflict continued, and, often
motivated by political and economic grievancesineéal thousands of lives.

4. Peace-through-Statebuilding and CPA Implementatin
4.1. In Pursuit of Peace-through-Statebuilding

The process of internationally supported stateingldn Southern Sudan began after the
signing of the CPA in 2005. From the outset, théemal actors began pursuing a highly
hierarchical approach to peace-through-statebujltfifThis was featured by the attempt to
construct strong state institutions where almostenbad existed before, relying on an

43 | ;
Ibid., p. ix.

4 Galtung, Johan: “Violence, Peace, and Peace Resedournal of Peace Researctol. 6, n°3 (1969), pp.

167-191.

> Galtung, Johan: “An Editorial”Journal of Peace Researcol. 1, n° 1 (1964), pp. 1-4.

4® See Figure 1.
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exclusive partnership with the SPLM/A leadershipumsed to have the capacity to exercise
wide control over the territory. It meant that wars dimensions of the intervention to be
implemented were subjected to the SPLM/A approsgait avas seen as the main legitimate
interlocutor for, and actor in, the region throughrole as the leading military (SPLA) and
political force (SPLM/G0SS). The SPLM/A was viewasl “the state” and proportioned with
increased power to allocate resources and servidewever, this approach relied on the
SPLM/A, which had been one of a number of actorinduthe war, and against which many
southerners had also fought, to fulfill its commeimh to govern the heterogeneous southern
population beyond its own constituencies. This wled an avenue for the continuation of
structural violence particularly against those @exbf the Southern Sudanese population that
were marginalized by the by the SPLM/A orchestragtelitical and economic system.

Figure 1

Hierarchical Model of Peace-through-Statebuilding

United Nations & Major
External Actors

Government of Southern
Sudan

Civil Society

Modified by the author from “Hierarchical UN Peacebuilding
presented by Michael Lawrence at
http://www.cigionline.org/blogs/rethinking-peaceldlinmg/two-modes-
of-un-peacebuilding

The international interveners in Southern Sudanewtrgely motivated by the re-
establishment of stability and “normality” by eqjnatpeace with developmettThey, to an
extent, adopted SPLM/A’s “peace through developtegend4® through which it had
justified the importance of humanitarian interventiduring the war. The most significant
component of the externally introduced program l&en statebuilding, through the
establishment the semi-autonomous GoSS, and appbpproach to “good governance”,
with the intent in the creation of strong instituts and administrations, the strengthening of
the security sector through reform to establiskeaite “monopoly of violence”, and the re-
establishing of a formal (peace) market economy.

However, during 2005-2010 the hierarchical apprgaaisued lacked focus on creating
legitimacy for the newly built state. Nationbuildin and bringing together the highly
heterogeneous population sectors of which harbdesp grievances against the SPLM/A,
was neglected. It was not until the end of therimtePeriod and after heightening prospects
for the independence of Southern Sudan were irtgiyethe approaching referendum for

4" Duffield, Mark (2001):Global Governance and the New Wars: The Mergin@@ielopment and Security
London, Zed Books.

“8 SPLM/A: Peace Through Development: Perspectiveshanspects in the Sudanm, Sudan People’s Liberatio
Movement, Nairobi, 2000.
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self-determination in January 2011, when natiortog started to be deemed increasingly
topical. Although it had been recognized in South8udan peace within could only be
achieved through “getting to know each other” aadlitating inter-ethnic interaction to build
a national identity, this took place only througlolated cultural and sports activities during
late Interim Period.

The peace-through-statebuilding agenda of exteimakveners was shared by the
highest leadership of the GoSS. Vice-Presidenthaf GoSS, Riek Machar, repeatedly
emphasized the importance of statebuilding andbthikling of a sense of nationhood and
seeking to consolidate a national identity over ¢herently prevailing ethnic affiliatior?s.
However, although the GoSS enthusiasm on natiocthstatebuilding showed that its priority
at the end of the Interim Period was constructingiralependent state, mere creation of
symbols of common nationho®dwas not enough to increase the legitimacy of Gas8&
establish national identity to achieve stability cymplementing the prevailing strong ethnic
affiliations and rivalries! The statebuilding enthusiasm, coming in expensesgurces put
on nationbuilding, hindered processes to diministuctural violence within the GoSS
political system. Arguably, this was related to gtert-term approaches of the intervening
actors which themselves were constrained by thejept-based budgets and the need to
reach immediate goals, while donors viewed suppgniationbuilding, a gradual long-term
process, as less attractive.

4.2. The CPA Implementation

Peace-through-Statebuilding in Southern Sudan beg&®05. The interim constitution of
Southern Sudan was ratified, followed by the adwpbf the national interim constitution.
The NCP and SPLM/A were in exclusive control over tatification, which was marked the
formalization of their uneasy partnership over $§wlanese political scene. After the settling
of the constitutional framework the protagonistiiated institutional reform at the national
level through the formation of the Government oftibi@al Unity, GoNU? and institution-
building at the regional level in southern Sudan.

However, despite the institutional initiatives heit party was committed to embrace
immediate democratization because they fearedheiing the political scene would weaken
their own position. This attitude, contrary to théernational state-building agenda, posed as
an obstacle to the CPA implementation in good fditbm the very inception of the
agreement. The motivations behind this approacdh itaithe NCP’s attempt to maintain its
power at the national level behind the formally roget institutional facade, and the SPLM/A’s
focus on consolidating its hegemony in SouthernaBudhis dynamic became increasingly
apparent after the accidental death of the SPLM#&Kér John Garang in July 2005, which
strengthened the secessionist power center in theemment over Garang’'s “New Sudan”
constituency. After a short period of uncertairgy,eputed secessionist and a close associate

49 Machar, Riek: “Preparing South Sudan for Statehad aBright Future”, speech delivered at South Sudan
Academic Forum, 22 February 2011.

*0 For instance, these included a national antheaftidg of which had been subjected to a public cetitipn,
adoption of the flag of the SPLM/A as the offic&éte flag, and the taking up of a new currencye atioption

of some of these symbols was controversial, pdatituamong those groups seeking to contest theMBRIs
power.

> Jok, Jok M.: “Diversity, Unity, and Nation Buildirin South Sudan”, Special Repdshited States Institute of
Peace Washington, DC, 20 September 2011.

2 BBC: “Sudan Swears in Unity GovernmentBritish Broadcasting Channgl22 September 2005, at
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/4266872.stm
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of Garang, Salva Kiir, was appointed as the newNyRALcommander, the President of the
GoSS, and the first national Vice President asukttpd in the CPA.

These developments contributed to the slowdownGR& implementation process
considerably. The NCP leadership, which had workéth the SPLM/A mainly through
Garang from the finalization of the peace processvasds, became uneasy with the
strengthening of the secessionist tendency in BlaVBA. It had serious reservations about
the capability and commitment of the unionist SPAMJower center to promote a united
Sudan, which gave an excuse for the already diseietd NCP to slow down the process of
power- and wealth-sharirg. As a result, the working relationship between fraties
deteriorated and caused almost a complete intéorugb the CPA implementation. In
October-December 2007, the SPLM marched out oh#tienal parliament and suspended its
participation in the GoNU due to the NCP intransige regarding the CPA proceésyhich
heightened fear of relapse to watowever, the parties resolved a number of isse&syihg
the CPA implementation after the SPLM was persudada@turn to the national institutions
by its most powerful international ally, the 3%5.

At the regional level, despite repeated promisedeofiocratization, the GoSS continued
to constrain political liberties. This was justdieby claims that security was a priority.
Particularly media was targetédas critique on the GoSS was viewed as unpatranit
treasonous because it was often perceived as at ttrehe consolidation of the SPLM/A
order. This was particularly the case during theegal and presidential elections celebrated
in April 2010, which were used by the NCP and tR&& to consolidate their position in the
north and the south, respectively. Due to the owetisy over delayed national census results
announced in 2008 (instead of 2007 as stipulatedhky CPA) the elections were only
celebrated in 2010 after an intensive electoral pagn. Both in Northern and Southern
Sudan various opposition parties complained of fgieen subjected to violent coerci8n.
At the presidential level, the NCP and the SPLME&kided to let each other dominate their
respective areas by endorsing each other’s camdidatd allegedly a secret agreement had
been reached on non-interference in each partytitaig.>® In Southern Sudan, the local
elections were conducted under strict SPLM/A cdntto the extent that the so-called
independent candidates were mainly SPLM/A membdrs had temporarily left the party
because they had not been selected as its offiaialidateS® This led to the almost complete
purging out of opposition parties from the South8udan Legislative Assembly.Despite

*3 Based on interviews and observations in Southadain December 2008 and 2010.

* During 2006-2008 the CPA implementation’s depemstenn external actors had become apparent in the
deceleration of the implementation process wheeri@tional players, principally the US, failed tosp the
protagonists (particularly the NCP) as intenselyhay had previously to produce the agreement.

5 ST: “Sudan’s SPLM to rejoin national governmet@tidan Tribungl2 December 2007, at
http://www.sudantribune.com/Sudan-s-SPLM-to-rejoational, 25130

% ST: “US Rice meets SPLM Pagan over Sudan peacketngmtation”,Sudan Tribungé December 2007, at
http://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php~?article25053

>" Freedom of the Press 2011 — Sudgreedom House, 17 October 2011, at
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-preskiZzéudan

°8 Copnall, James: “Dream election result for Sud®@wssident BashirBritish Broadcasting Channg27 April
2010, at_http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/8645661. and TCC: “The Carter Center Election Observation
Mission in Sudan Presidential, Gubernatorial, aedjitlative Elections, April 2010”, Preliminary Statent,
The Carter Centerl7 April 201, p. 3.

%9 ST: “Sudan opposition stunned by Arman’s withdrearaid talk of secret NCP-SPLM deaBudan Tribung

1 April 2010,_http://www.sudantribune.com/Sudan-ogitionstunned-by-Arman,34607

® Based on interviews in Southern Sudan in Decer20&0.

%1 The SPLM took 159 out of 170 available seats daiined more than 93% representation over the oppnsi
(SYSS (2010)Statistical Yearbook for Southern Sudan 2010, SontBudan Centre for Census, Statistics and
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the fact that the elections were hardly free and faany international actors active in the
region accepted the election results without gsitic

5. Challenges to Governance, Development, and Serurduring the CPA
Interim Period

The autonomous position of the GoSS strengthenezhtation towards increasing self-
governance. The fact that GoSS was responsibléoéal political decisions, security, and
economy made it possible to convince its exteriedsaabout its potential to convert into a
newly independent state. However the model adoptddch is largely built upon the
experience of SPLM/A administration during the Warsuffered from two diverging
perspectives, one based on centralization and athefecentralization. While the external
interveners and the SPLM/A prioritized the condinrc of strong state institutions, the
SPLM/A’s preference for concentrating power undesrsy centralized administration defied
local level decentralization that would allow locpbpulations a degree of political
participation. In practice, during the 2005-201Tiqe the GoSS concentrated power and
resources rather exclusively, while state goverrimesnd local administrations were
condemned to very limited fundifijand became representative bodies dominated by
esteemed members of the main SPLM/A affiliated llatanic groups but in most cases
without the capacity diminish local outbreaks ajlence significantly.

The GoSS exclusiveness and centralization of pdeceito exclusion of a number of
smaller parties and their constituencies, partitplan the opposition. During 2005-2011,
these often complained about continued marginaizapowerlessness, and lack of political
freedom for the opposition, despite holding tokesifions in the Southern Sudan Legislative
Assembly and the GoSS$. Their complaints related to deeply engrained pualti
“tribalism”,°®> which has generated and upheld ethnic cleavaggiical instability, and
violence in Southern Sudan. At the level of a numifeGoSS institutions “tribalism” has
combined with nepotistff. From this perspective “tribalism” is not only alifioal but also a
socioeconomic issue in terms of patronage, hirireggces, and public salaries. Practice of
favoritism in hiring therefore ties in with a canéy maintained system in which individuals
within the political institutions, who pose a pdiehthreat to the SPLM/A hegemony in the
organization in question, tend to be kept in chiegkmembers occupying lower positions in
the same structure.

Evaluation Juba, Government of Southern Sudan, p. 114. ThevSfor Democratic Change (SPLM-DC)
claimed the leadership of the opposition as thersgg@and as the only Southern opposition party.

%2 Rolandsenop. cit; and Branch, Adam and Mampilly, Zachariah C.: “Wirg the War, but Losing the Peace?
The Dilemma of SPLM/A Civil Administration and tHeasks Ahead”"The Journal of Modern African Studjes
vol. 43, n° 1 (2009), pp. 1-20.

%3 Despite the stated commitment to decentralizafior2012 still 84% of the state budget remains vifte
GoSS while only 16% has reached regional goverrsnedge i.e. ST: “Only 16% of South Sudan’s budget
reaches state governments — rep@tidan Tribung25 May 2012, at http://www.sudantribune.com/Oidirof-
South-Sudan-s-budget, 42701

% Based on interviews conducted in Juba in Decer26@8.

® A locally used term meaning organization of poitiactivity by “bigmen” along ethnic or clan linesbenefit

of own constituencies through patron-client netvgor®ee also Utas, Mats (ed.) (201&irican Conflicts and
Informal Power: Big Men and Networkisondon, Zed Books.

% Interviews and observations in Juba in Decemb&020

26




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 33 (Octubre / October  2013) ISSN 1696-2206

However, “tribalism” is not limited to the GoSS iitstions but has continued to orient
political and economic conduct and practices. Algio authorities have attempted to
convince others that “tribalism” is a passing pheeoon that can be addressed through
“peace”, “stability”, and “developmenf” this has not been the case in the short-termeas th
roots of ethnic politics in Southern Sudan are lamgl consolidated as the base of social
organization of political activity. In fact, in 2Q1some ethnic groups still referred to their
neighbors in the own languages as “enenifeahd inter-ethnic violent practices such as
cattle-rustling claimed thousands of liv@sTherefore, “tribalism” continues to remain as a
major threat to the unity of Southern Sudan, asynaservers have warned about the real
possibility of disintegration of the regibhin the absence of a political climate able to
accommodate a large group of ethnically diversengimen and their constituencies. In this
context, the portraying of “tribalism” by some Go®8icials as a non-modern and easily
curable condition has been counterproductive ancbigradicted by the everyday political
conduct based on “bigman” patronage loyalties amdriethnic relations in many parts of
Southern Sudan. However, simultaneously, highlightitribalism” in political discourses
and media has served to justify the continued facuprioritizing the security sector.

5.1. Development Aspects

The CPA and the end of war generated conditionghith external interveners sought to
engage in economic (re)construction and developmfegain channeled through the GoSS,
these efforts were to a large extend conditionethbyexclusive partnership between external
actors and the local government. In any eventijrtii@l enthusiasm was accompanied by the
booming economic (re)construction climate, whiclulted in large quantities of foreign
direct investment. The resources for developmemiedargely from the GoNU, and the GoSS
official partners which include the World Bank, thiN, Joint Donor Team, Multi-Donor
Trust Fund for Southern Sudan (MDTF-S$)Sweden, Canada, Norway, Denmark, the
United Kingdom, the European Union, the US, Germaand Japaff Other private and
public business partners investing in Southern Bwdane, for instance, from a number of
Asian, Arab, and African countries, as well as otBeropean states. Along with the MDTF-
SS and other public investment and developmentnsebe Southern Sudan received large
quantities of private investment during the pewddPA implementation.

In the case of Southern Sudan in 2005-2011 extémmaktment and economic support
was hardly neutral. Rather, it was charged withedie political imperatives with major
impact in capacitating the GoSS economically haviegn the strengthening of the separatist
sentiment to secede from Sudan. This was to annexdieked to the highest GoSS
leadership’s growing capacity to act independefntdyn Khartoum as well as it being largely
controlled by the SPLM/A’s separatist power cenis. a result, the political climate in

87 UNMIS: “Sudan: SSLA speaker - Replace tribalisnthwustice and peace”, Repottnited Nations Mission

to Sudan24 January 2011, at
http://unmis.unmissions.org/Default.aspx?tabid=5@tl€Details&mid=697&ItemID=12109

%8 Interviews in December 2010 in Torit.

%91CG: “Jonglei’s Tribal Conflicts: Countering Inamity in South Sudan”, Africa Report n° 134ternational
Crisis Group 23 December 2009b.

© Omeje, Kenneth: “Dangers of Spliting a Fragilenfer State: Getting it Right in Southern Sudan”,
Occasional PaperACCORD, 2010.

"' The CPA stipulated the establishment of the MD&;-But the expectations related to it have beehehig
than the achievements. See i.e. WB: “Multi-DonouskrFund for Southern Sudan: Taking Stock and a Way
Forward”, A FR/OPCS, Implementation Support Missidhe World Bank2011.

2 See i.e. “Development Partners”, Government of Republic of South Sudan, 21 September 2011, at
http://www.goss.orf
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Southern Sudan towards the end of the CPA Inteeno® was increasingly geared towards
secession as repeated claims were made that Sudatyshas not been made attractive but
that it remained a “failed” stafé. The external economic support and financial flows
facilitated the GoSS’ independence and these dpnedats.

A major downside of the situation in Southern Sudanng 2005-2011 was that the
financial flows continued to be managed througheakvinstitutional framework. This was
not because of non-existence of institutiges se but rather the way they functioned. The
patron-client practices had penetrated the ingiitgt from the outset which made them
subject to corruption and denied majority popul@Boaccess to them, which in turn
obstructed extending their legitimacy beyond thesinimmmediate “tribalist” sphere.

During the Interim Period, widespread corruptiorrtipalarly among parts of the
leading cadres prevailed. The GoSS received arsclioded amount of funding from Sudan’s
oil exports, rumored to have gone beyond USD 8oijlbut large part of this money went
missing. The situation shortly after the conflicasvcharacterized by the so-called “war
mentality”, which functioned along the justificatidhat having played a major role in the
liberation struggle gave certain liberties to tl8°LA commandefé some of who became
civilian leaders but continued to conduct economifairs similarly to the time of the
rebellion. Among famous cases of corruption weeeWsD 2 million grain scandal in which
billions of Sudanese Pounds were lost to frauduwentpanies supposed to provide cereals to
remedy food shortages, and the case of the Nilen@angial Bank which lost large quantities
of capital through loans issued to GoSS officialgheut collateral® Corruption was
particularly visible during the 2006-2008 and beeanctreasingly hidden after the externally
pressured prop up of the GoSS Anti-Corruption Cossion’®

Moreover, during the CPA Interim Period the GoS&meteled reconstruction and
economic development almost exclusively in the arbanters. This approach favored the
regional capitals, particularly Juba, over ruradaa in terms of infrastructure and services,
contradicting the SPLM/A rhetoric during the wariethpromised “taking towns to people”,
and came in expense of promoting the presenceeo$ttite in the outlying are&sit had a
negative impact on generating conditions of redigrizalanced stability and positive peace.
Instead, uneven development posed as a threaiityt and resembled the centre-periphery
marginalization in Sudan that was one of the mainses of rebellions in its periphéefy.
Some of these dynamics hindered the capacity oGth®S to respond to the expectations of
the population, but also diminished the possibitaylower the level of structural violence
related to political and economic marginalizatiomd aexclusion, as well as extension of
government legitimacy.

3 ST: “SPLM US envoy concurs with Amum remarks oaildfd state™, Sudan Tribune27 June 2008, at
http://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php?article27669

" Interviews with SPLM officials in November-Decemi®910 in Juba and Torit.

"% Gual, Philip: “The $2 Billion Grain Corruption Sugal Will Likely Be Closed”UN Times 2 August 2011, at
http://untimes.org/index.php/south-sudan/item/7&-$2-billion-grain-corruption-scandal-will-likelyebclosed
and Garang, Ngor A.: “South Sudan Pressured to @o@brruption”,Gurtong 19 February 2011, at
http://www.gurtong.net/ECM/Editorial/tabid/124/&lticle View/mid/519/articleld/4901/South-Sudan-
pressured-to-combat-corruption.aspx

® Interviews conducted by the author in SouthernaButlovember-December 2008 and 2010.

""Based on interviews and author’s observationintt8rn Sudan in November-December 2008 and 2010.
8 Ylonen, 2009pp. cit.

28




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 33 (Octubre / October  2013) ISSN 1696-2206

Furthermore, during the Interim Period sectionshef SPLM/A elite maintained close
relationship with sectors of the NCP. This was appiboth in political and economic terms
while some leading figures sought to capitalizeesonomic assets in Southern Sudan. For
instance, the GoSS signed a number of land costrast during 2005-2010 28 foreign
companies, from Arab states, the US and elsewbleugiht or acquired a total of 2.64 million
hectares of land for agriculture, forestry, or hiel.”® This increased the likelihood of land
disputes due to the weak institutional structure lagislation to manage land issues that have
been one of the causes of local conflicts.

Finally, until 2010 the protagonists of peace-tlgimstatebuilding active in southern
Sudan were relatively silent about the gradual @eg of economic development and related
challenges. This problematic approach speaks alheutack of possibility to criticize the
local government due to the exclusive hierarchpzatnership, as long as the latter respects
the diverse interests of the external actors anthtaias a good working relationship.
However, sustaining a good relationship in the espeof pressure for transparency and
efficiency compromised the climate of the politmsdevelopment in Southern Sudan in a
counterproductive manner. This allowed further itn8bnalization of corruption and
nepotism, along with the exclusive concentrationve#lth and political power, which defied
the objective of establishing for long-term pokiiand economic stability. The approach by
the interveners was problematic as it transmittéked signals to the local elites about the
position of the international community, intertwagi political and economic realms; a
situation which the local protagonists sought tpleit.

5.2. Overview of the Main Security Threats

During the CPA Interim Period the security sectoSouthern Sudan was an area of intense
preoccupation for both the GoSS and external acloadtracted a great deal of international
involvement as it was considered as the key toilgjadmportant features of the security
sector, used in the attempt to stabilize and entence in the region have been the SAF-
SPLA Joint Integrated Units (JIUs), the United Nas peacekeeping force, the security
sector reform including disarmament, demobilizati@nd reintegration (DDR) of ex-
combatants, and the promotion of local conflicbteson.

The CPA contained strong security element to engamsition from war to peace.
According to the CPA the UN became responsible ttoe international multilateral
monitoring of implementation of its security praeiss® This laid the foundation for
UNMIS. The UNMIS was relatively small force to covime whole extension of Southern
Sudan. Its mandate included protection of civiljdng in the course of 2005-2011 it became
clear that the UNMIS was unable to secure civiliges due to the lack of manpower and
logistical capacity over wide and hardly penetrabtéensions® This also prevented it from
monitoring fully the repeated violations of the CBécurity provisions. The UNMIS did not
occupy an important role in local conflict resotutidespite its support of the DDR program,
and tekgg:‘ continuing outbreaks of large-scale ethiotence spoke of its inability to enforce
peace.

" Deng, David K.: “The New Frontier: A Baseline Seyvof Large-Scale Land-Based Investment in Southern
Sudan”; Report 1/1MNorwegian People’s Aid2011.

80 CPA,op. cit, pp. 106-107.

8 HRW: “No One to Intervene: Gaps in Civilian Prdten in Southern Sudan”, RepoHuman Rights Watch
June 2009.

8|CG, 2009bpp. cit
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The international monitoring of the ceasefire wasplemented by the JIUs, which
were to become a joint neutral force to promotdabolration between the two protagonists.
The JIUs included joint troops in equal numbersrirthe SAF and the SPLA deployed in
Southern Sudan (24,000), Nuba Mountains (6,000)tHgon Blue Nile (6,000), and
Khartoum (3,000§> However, they had limited contribution to stalyilitargely ill-equipped
and standing forces, they were not used to actprdynote peace and became known of their
internal squabbles that at times posed a widerigc¢hreat®

The CPA also stipulated that the existing Other édntGroups, mainly a number of
militias in Southern Sudan, needed either to begmited to the SAF and the SPLM/A
(deemed by the CPA as the Southern Sudanese armajgbanded? After Garang’s death
the SPLM/A leadership, and particularly Kiir, wasngrally successful in seeking
rapprochement with some of the armed groups thétfdiaght the SPLA during the war, but
its attempts to end the security threat they pdaield. Some groups opposing the SPLM/A
never entered the DDR process and some soughterefud) support within the structures of
the Sudanese army. The initial efforts by the SPANY 2005 and 2006 to neutralize such
groups by forced disarmament generated large amadmasualties, particularly in Jonglei’s
and Unity State’s Nuer and Shilluk heartlands wharaed groups continued to contest the
SPLA imposed GoSS order. These efforts were aéatito target specifically SPLM/A
defiant groups such as supporters of the SPLM-DeatiocChange (SPLM-DC) and South
Sudan Defense Force opposition parties, and wetedelly put on hold. Although not
posing a direct threat to the government in Jubthreaks of violence related to these efforts
and other grievances, including inter-ethnic hagtiand violent cattle-raiding persisted,
generating local instability and preventing the eamsion of GoSS control and SPLA
“monopoly of violence” over parts of Southern Sueksaterritory.

From the signing of the CPA onwards, the SPLM/A kagized security sector reform
as a priority. This effort, heavily supported bye tinternational partners in benefit of
consolidation of the SPLM/A and the GoSS, inclutles transition of the SPLA from a
guerrilla force to a standing army and the esthbiisnt of an effective police for@ After
the initial forced attempts for disarmament failetl caused a great number of casualties in
localities mainly in Jonglei, the GoSS adopted aengvadual but equally violent approach.

In 2009 an internationally supported DDR prograngdré’ The Southern Sudan
Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration Cassian (SSDDRC) endorsed by the
UN, a number of Western governments, NGOs, andilateltal organizations, performed the
preparatory work for this and concentrated on delzakion and reintegration. However, this
was immensely expensive and it became obviousthieaBSDDRC did not have capacity to
meet its ambitious objective of reintegrating 34,d8dividuals defined as special needs
group, 56,000 active SPLA soldiers, and possibl@@B 30,000 soldiers from the JIUs. The
process was criticized to be of limited use for thggeted individuals in terms of building
sustainable livelihoods, and it was hard for theemang communities to absorb the ex-
combatants, while the process suffered from inefficy and lack of capacity to
accommodate large numbers of ex-combatants ddsgitg generously funded. Although the

8 CPA, op. cit, pp. 87-88.

8 Verjee, Aly: “Sudan’s Aspirational Army: A Historgf the Joint Integrated Units”, SSR Issue PapefEh2
Centre for International Governance Innovati@911.

% CPA, op. cit, p. 100.

8 Abatneh, Abraham S. and Lubang, Simon M.: “Poleform and State Formation in Southern Sudan”,
Canadian Journal of Development Studliesl. 32, n° 1 (2011), pp. 94-108.

8" This paragraph is based on interviews in Noventimzember 2010 in Juba.
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SSDDRC monitored the DDR process and coordinatdccanducted reintegration programs,
the disarmament itself was left to be carried guthe Ministry of Interior and local chiefs,

former of which is known for applying more repressiincluding military, measures by
deploying the SPLA.

The international actors attempted to increasergg@ector capacity by supporting the
training of the South Sudan Police Service (SSRE)ough progress from 2005 was made,
these programs were marred by difficulties becdube failed to prioritize thefif.Moreover,
many of the recruits for training included formd?LA soldiers whose guerrilla training and
experience as rebels often conditioned them taiceliehavior towards civilian population
that was difficult to change. Allegedly, the SSR&ruitment process was also politicized and
at times “tribalized” to hand positions and chanredources for constituents. The United
Nations Police Force provided training and monottee daily activities of the SSPS, but as
with the SPLA, recurrent human rights violationskglace®

Thus, during 2005-2011 the international approaghstpport the security sector
transformation in Southern Sudan suffered from moms challenges. Not only was it largely
conditioned by the SPLM/A’s preferences, but itked to lack the perspective of those being
subjected to disarmament and abuses by the seappigratus. Also, the capacity to respond
in time to local violence hardly improved. Thisgéther with targeted efforts to disarm
certain groups and not providing for their secusiifpsequently, undermined the legitimacy of
the entire process and the SPLM/A authority ascairgg provider. Not only did the hard
measures lead to rearmament particularly in variocations in Greater Upper Nile, but they
undermined collaboration between the state andossciof local groups. The danger of
complete loss of control of parts of its territavgs particularly relevant in those areas where
SPLM/A support was weak (i.e. parts of Jonglei &ty states) or where armed groups
were active and the security forces had only teamyoor seasonal access (i.e. parts of
Western Equatoria).

A persisting problem of the security sector hasnbé®e recurrent incidences of
violence. The existence of armed groups, bandsjratidduals, along with the proliferation
of small arms, has resulted in chronic insecunityoag civilian population both in towns and
rural areas. This situation, together with extethatéat mainly from Khartoum, has enabled
the GoSS to justify the promotion of the state’susity apparatus as a top priority over other
pending issues. Security sector has therefore rexdais the main end of the GoSS expenses.

During the Interim Period, the GoSS’ security appas, the SPLA and the embryonic
southern police force, were unable to eradicatallpmccurring clashes. This was partly
because of the abovementioned lack of capacityr@ach to remote areas, and partly due to
repressive means it applied to address such sihgatvhich often caused further violence.
Regionally, violent incidents concentrated for thest part in Abyei, Greater Upper Nile,
Jonglei, Lakes, and Western Equatoria, with theivabbns ranging from those of anti-
SPLM/A political grievances of armed groups andirgpt factions, cattle-raiding, border
disputes to CPA related conflicts, and violencdiatédd the marauding Lord’s Resistance
Army.

First, during 2005-2010 the CPA-related confliatsgéred on particularly in Abyei
where the impasse over the region’s belonging tahéon or Southern Sudan had not been

8 Abtneh and Lubangp. cit.
8 |Interview with United Nations Police officers, B@uber 2010 in Torit.
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overcome. The region’s borders also remained despdespite the international Permanent
Court of Arbitration’s decisiofi> making it the main sticking point against Sudgmesceful
transition into two independent states. Violenshks between government militias, SAF, and
the SPLA took place in the area particularly in 20Killing and displacing thousan&sOther
North-South border areas and transitional areasvailmiessed violent clashes often related to
resources and pastures and at times involving @thmilitias or members of the organized
forces® This border area fighting was dealt with at thgheist level of NCP-SPLM/A
negotiations, and from 2011 the situation in Abweis dealt with by deploying the almost
4,000-strong United Nations Interim Security FoimeAbyei (UNISFA)3

Second, SPLM/A squabbles and its confrontation witlitias were a recurrent source
of violence particularly after the 2010 electiohtaving lost elections, some former SPLA
commanders and civilian leaders who had contedteth tindependently claimed electoral
fraud and mobilized their constituents against 8®.A. Among these commanders were
George Athor Deng (Jonglei State), Gatluk Gai (Yi8tate), Gordon Kong Chol (Jonglei),
David Yau Yau (Jonglei), Gabriel Tang-Ginye (Jomgleand Peter Gadet (Unity), who
became active in staging attacks on the SPLA amdraloterritory in their home areas in
Greater Upper Nile. In October 2010, GoSS presidéint offered some of these defiant
leaders amnesty if they lay down their arth©f these commanders, Athor was generally
considered as the most powerful threat to the SRLMWposed order in Southern Sudan due
to his well-trained and equipped troops, and atlelygks to Gai, Yau Yau, and opposition
politician, the leader of SPLM-DC Lam Akol. By tlead of the Interim Period these armed
groups remained active together with Khartoum-bdck® to an extent SAF-integrated,
southern militias® and capable of generating instability that undeedi Juba’s fledging
authority locally particularly in Jonglei and Unisyates. Thus, the “carrot and stick” strategy
to reincorporate or eliminate the opposing leadeerrsng the Interim Period had only limited
success.

Third, the LRA continued to be a potentially degdtaimg force particularly in Western
Equatoria throughout the Interim Period. The grags identified as a threat and capable of
causing wide displacement not only in Southern Sumid in the neighboring countries. After
the breakdown of the GoSS mediated peace processdidhe LRA violence in 2008, the

% PCA: Final Award Permanent Court of Arbitration, The Hague, 23 2d09.

%1 Craze, Joshua: “Creating Facts on the Ground: l€orfynamics in Abyei”, Small Arms Survey4SBA
Working Paper26 June 2011.

2 Ylonen, Aleksi: “Marginalisation and Violence: Gsidering Origins of Insurgency and Peace Implentimta

in the Nuba Mountains of Sudan”, Paper 20stitute for Security Studie®ctober 2009.

% For more information see the UNISFA webpage at:Httww.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/unisfa/

% See i.e. ST: “South Sudan president pardons rebey officers”, Sudan Tribung7 October 2010, at
http://www.sudantribune.com/spip.php?article3650his convinced Yau and Gadet join the government.
Despite the armed opposition elements being joibgda defected former GoSS presidential adviser Maj.
General Abdel Bagi Ayii Akol (Northern Bahr al-Gla who had been sidelined in a government reshuffl
after the 2010, they have been debilitated by ettt of Athor and Gai and Tang-Ginye been heldounse
arrest in Juba. See HSBA: “Fighting for Spoils: Adninsurgencies in Greater Upper Niléluman Security
Baseline Assessment, NMovember 2011.

% Although some SAF-affiliated militia leaders, suah Paulino Matip, reintegrated to the SPLA earlyater
the peace agreement and others are said to be prakess (i.e. Tang-Ginye and Wal Khan), someh(ascol
Chara Nyang) remain active particularly around IJeingnd Unity states. Southern sources link somthege
militias, which are based on ethnic or leadersbialties, to the offshoot SPLM-DC leader Akol aratase
them of working in liaison with Khartoum in an attpt to destabilize Southern Sudan. Some of suctiansil
appear to identify with leaders of southern pdditiopposition elements (i.e. the force in UppeeN#d by Oliny
which allegedly pledges loyalty to Akol), but mayeerating independently rather than with liaisohe SAF.
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SPLM/A sought to use principally a conventionalwséy approach, including arming local
militias (Arrow Boys), to keep the rebel group ayf®

Overall, during 2005-2011, the CPA security pramisi were unable to end severe
clashes particularly in the North-South border @adi The recurrent violent incidents in
various parts of Southern Sudan also had the pataiftspreading and causing hostilities on
a wider scale. Whereas the clashes in the NortlthSbarder areas were a threat to the
completion of the CPA and the peaceful transitmSouthern Sudan’s independence, internal
fighting within Southern Sudan and the LRA relatalence posed a significant menace the
SPLM/A orchestrated political and economic ordehisTjustified, to a large extent, the
GoSS’ focus on security while it sought to extetslmonopoly of power to the Southern
Sudanese territory as a whole. To remedy the pensisiolence the GoSS adopted a wide-
ranging, but hardly consistent approach, which daetb violent repression, negotiation,
amnesty, and mediation, attempting also to enceul@pl leaders in conflict resolution. Yet,
this effort was incoherent top-down attempt by 8fLM/A leadership to end violence. It
lacked sufficient application of soft measures aadsitivity to grassroots grievances despite
the SPLM/A’s pledged philosophy of “peace throughrelopment”.

6. Conclusion

Overall, political developments during the CPA tte Period have shown that any
expectations of building a strong state in thearegn the short-term were unrealistic. The
CPA, a two-way power- and wealth-sharing agreemetiich laid the platform for the
external peace-through-statebuilding interventiooved insufficient in generating a political
and economic transformation apart from the fornagion of the SPLM/A elite’s power
through the GoSS.

Rather than being capable of transforming the ipalitand economic reality in many
parts of Southern Sudan, the hierarchical peawewfi-statebuilding intervention had a
consolidating effect on the prevailing order amgsinom the war. The exclusive partnership
with the SPLM/A leadership in which it to a largetent decided upon the use of external
resources generated few possibilities to presswdditer and converted it into the formal
governing force through its control of the statestimmtions. However, although these
institutional structures were assumed to grow angjth and legitimacy to result in a strong
state and increasing peace, this failed to occtinguhe 2005-2010 period.

Instead, some of the institutions were, and othesame, extensions of the SPLM/A
patronage networks and their legitimacy reachednipabnly the constituencies of the
individuals occupying positions in their structuregiile marginalizing the excluded sectors
of the population. Thus, the stark polarizatiormigtn inclusion and exclusion in relation to
the SPLM/A maintained structural violence emanatnagn the war and led to continuity of
the condition of marginalization in the Southerrd&uese political and economic system, as
the GoSS catered mainly to SPLM/A constituenciegerms of economic opportunities and
development that concentrated on towns and in amedsr strongest GoSS and SPLM/A

% Heaton, Laura and Fick, Maggie: “Field DispatctieTArrow Boys of Southern Sudan - An Army of the
Willing”, Enough 11 March 2010, at http://www.enoughproject.ordmations/arrow-boys-sudan

" This has been the case in South Kordofan and Bilee which have provided the setting of fightingtiveen
the army and the local SPLM/A opposition that affee secession of South Sudan forms part of palitic
opposition in North Sudan.
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influence. This situation contributed also to diredolence which mostly affected
communities in Greater Upper Nile and particuladignglei where the state had little
constructive presence and the GoSS and the SPLMfA anly one actor among a number of
local violent entrepreneurs. By 2011, the extenn&trvention based on the hierarchical
peace-through-statebuilding, and the intimate iaahip with the SPLM/A-GoSS leadership
as the source or security, had failed in deliveangend to direct and structural violence, as
armed confrontations particularly in Greater Upjée continued.

This stagnation in building peace can be explaibgdhe lack of legitimacy of the
prevailing political and economic state order. Irnpast-war situation, as in the case of
Southern Sudan, statebuilding based on a partpevsith the leadership of the dominant
local actor alone is not enough to generate lagitimacy, and significantly and sustainably
improve the conditions rife with direct and struetwiolence.

As a result, the short-term peace-through-statdimgilin Southern Sudan during 2005-
2011 failed to match the set expectations. Ratitels suggested here that in order to
eventually achieve conditions of positive peace oasistent long-term commitment to
nationbuilding to bring unity and legitimacy to tk&ate is necessary. As argued by others,
such nationbuilding should draw from neutral buimptex enough symbols with room for
meaningful inclusive interpretations. This shouldc@npany state policy focused on
cooperation and inclusivity, instead of exclusiamd econfrontation, specifically targeting
marginalized groups (i.e. through the provisionsefvices and economic opportunities).
Therefore, combining statebuilding with a clear asyktematic approach of inclusive
nationbuilding appears to be the strategegy thatptes the gradual transition towards
sustainable peace and stronger and more legitistaie.
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