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Abstract 

While insurgency-related literature acknowledges that nonstate social contracts occur, a 

microlevel analysis is needed of how this process occurs.  At the same time, understanding the 

NSAG’s social contract in a vacuum without understanding how the NSAGs’ social contract 

formed within the hierarchy of power ignores state context which, in part, shapes incentives and 

feasibility.  I develop a social contract framework and use the framework to define state context 

and the components for an NSAG’s social contract.   I hypothesize that a state’s social contract 

affects the formation process of an NSAG’s social contract through a unique causal mechanism, 

an iterative process called the Grievance-driven Pathway.  I operationalize this through theory-

testing process tracing with two case studies: the Sudanese Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) 

in Sudan, and the Union of Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDR) in the Central African Republic 

(CAR).  The evidence confirmed that the SLM/A and the UFDR formed social contracts with a 

segment of the population through the Grievance-driven Pathway in an iterative process with the 

two fragile states.  While the two case studies followed the same pathway, there were microlevel 

differences in the states’ tenuous social contracts which reverberate throughout the causal 

mechanism.  Echoing findings in current insurgent-related literature, in the two case studies, 

coercive power was the first source of legitimacy.  However, my findings diverge in that, the 

provision of services and processes of exchange were not prioritized during the formation of the 

social contract by either the NSAGs or the NSAGs’ society.  Different from most insurgent 

research, I operationalize territorial control, and conclude that the NSAG’s political mandate, the 

opportunity cost to the NSAG to control territory, and the opportunity cost to the population to 

endorse the NSAG’s territorial control are significant.  The two case studies demonstrate how 

NSAGs built upon self-defense groups form, in Staniland’s terms, parochial organizations, 
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which render counterinsurgency efforts successful in the shortterm albeit unsuccessful in the 

longterm.  This study seeks to expand policy makers’ and practitioners’ understanding of social 

contract theory, to shift from a biased application, and to offer greater insights as to why and how 

some organize for self-protection.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION: THE NSAG’S SOCIAL CONTRACT WITH THE 

POPULATION IN ITS INFLUENCE AND THE STATE 
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1.0 Introduction 

Standing still at a cross roads of two empty dirt roads, leading off into South Sudan’s semi-arid 

tundra in all three directions, I wondered why my driver and I were sitting there, and what we 

were waiting for.  We were off to a meeting and we were running late.  My driver, a former 

driver for the Sudanese People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A), rebel organization 

turned government, and purportedly a driver for the late Dr.  John Garang, came to a full stop, 

and turned on his blinker.  After questioning whether all of that was necessary - given the very 

rural nature of our drive with no one around to witness our “driving infraction,” no one to report 

any driving infraction to, and no administrative or state-approved laws that would have defined 

what a driving infraction actually is.  Jonny responded, “We have rules in the SPLA.”   

 

It struck me, this territory, half the size of Europe, had been in active rebellion for almost 50 

years, with dueling government authorities, changing from location to location with varying 

levels of presence and contestation.  Southern Sudan was/is chronically underdeveloped.  At the 

time, there was one kilometer of paved road throughout the entire area, the airstrip in Juba, with 

no border control.  This could have been the perfect case of “ungoverned territory” and all the ills 

which have been associated with such, characterized by significant transit and destination of 

narcotics, weapons, and other nefarious activities.  There could have been a plethora of nonstate 

armed groups (NSAG), warlords, and thugs.  Yet, in 2005 in southern Sudan – this was not the 

case.  The southern Sudan of 2005 ran counter to the “ungoverned territory” narrative, yet the 

argument could easily be made that outside of the garrison towns, there was no “state.” What 
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there was, was an immensely strong social contract between the southern Sudanese population1 

and the SPLM/A.  In some ways, this social contract was stronger than what I witnessed between 

the citizen and state in other parts of East Africa and Central Asia. 

 

I sat there at the intersection, thinking one thought to myself, “AMAZING.” And then, subtle 

alarms starting going off as I realized that the Herculean international effort to help southern 

Sudanese set up their “state” (of which I was a part) was being pursued with little understanding 

of the political order that was already in effect.  This and many more paradigm-shifting 

experiences pointed to an ancient puzzle: what binds people together to govern and be governed.   

 

In more recent times, this question undergirds other questions, for example: Why did multiple 

ethnicities support and comply with the SPLM/A? Why did some support the Lord’s Resistance 

Army (LRA), despite the abduction of their children? Why did Hamas choose to provide social 

services to its people? How did Somaliland form in the midst of chaos? While each of these 

contexts is unique, and the responses rank among the quite complex, there is a common element 

latent within these questions: the social contract.  Different forms of social contracts formed, 

functioned, and fragmented in each of these contexts.   

 

The different forms of social contracts have far reaching implications for conflict dynamics, the 

level of violence and instability, the cost to society, and the hurdles to reconciliation.  How can 

the death of ten people in one context result in the exodus of thousands, whereas the same deaths 

in another context occur without notice? How can a government respond with a counter-

                                                      
1 Recognizing that this in itself remains unresolved, particularly in the former “Three Areas.” 
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governance strategy when it was that government’s very own inability to govern which helped 

enable the rise of NSAGs?   

 

2.0 Context of the Study 

Most conflict-related discourse suggests that it is the unraveling of the state as a political order or 

the failure of the state to effectively establish or maintain a state-level social contract that enables 

and incites internal conflict.  The link between tenuous state-level social contracts, referred to as 

“fragility” and conflict is clear.  A weak sovereign contributes to insecurity and fosters economic 

and social grievances; a weak pact of government results in a lack of exchange between the 

sovereign and the population, or a segment of the population, and fuels political grievances; and, 

a weak pact of society contributes to disparate populations feeling marginalized.  Fragility poses 

a major global threat to the implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 

and for Sustaining peace.  If no action is taken, upwards of 620 million people, or 80% of the 

world’s poorest, could be living in fragile contexts by 2030.  (Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Developmen, 2010) 

 

According to the Center for Systemic Peace’s State Fragility 2017 Index, 75% of the states in the 

world rated “Highly Fragile” or “Extremely Fragile” are in Sub-Saharan Africa.  This means, 

almost one in two Sub-Saharan African states are rated “Highly Fragile” or “Extremely Fragile.” 

Sub-Saharan Africa is the most fragile region in the world, and of all the states in the global 

system, CAR has experienced the greatest net increase in state fragility since 1995.  (Marshall & 

Cole, State Fragility Index, 2017)  
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In contexts of a tenuous state-level social contract as a result of state absence, state contestation, 

or a combination of the two, armed groups compete to fill the power and/or legitimacy vacuum, 

resulting in a plethora of different types of armed actors nested in the region’s and specific state’s 

hierarchies of power.  Based on the Armed Conflict Location and Event Database’s (ACLED) 

categories of armed groups (governments, rebels, political militias, and communal militias), the 

primary perpetrators of organized, armed political violence on the African continent changed 

over the past two decades from rebel groups to political militias and government forces.  In 2016, 

political militias and governments were responsible for over half of the organized armed actors in 

Africa, 30% and 34% respectively.  (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project , 2017) 

There are more armed groups in Africa seeking the furtherance of a political purpose by violence 

(political militias) than there are armed groups seeking regime replacement or separatism 

(rebels).  Reflecting this dynamic in Sub-Saharan Africa, for purposes of this dissertation, I use 

the broader, more encompassing term of “nonstate armed group” to allow for both nuance and 

change in an armed group’s political mandate, as well as to minimize the normative undertones 

that an armed group is “anti-state” by its very existence.   

 

Some armed actors form alternative or nonstate social contracts with a segment of the population 

under their influence.  Insurgent theories suggest alternative nonstate political authorities contract 

with segments of the population to form nonstate social contracts and political orders.  

Extraordinarily insightful as the research is, this body of knowledge does not distinguish between 

an NSAG’s social contract and an NSAG’s political order, conflating the two and suggesting that 

if an NSAG contracts with a population, then it forms a political order.  This can be observed by 

the fact that most insurgent research emphasizes two components - rebel governance and 
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insurgent-civilian violence.  The former, rebel governance, emphasizes an NSAGs’ political 

order, with less understanding of NSAGs’ social contracts.  There is a need to seek an 

understanding of nonstate contracting as well as political orders, the sequencing between these, 

as well as the possibility of NSAGs forming social contracts without forming political orders. 

 

While insurgent theories acknowledge that contracting occurs between insurgent groups and 

populations within their control, a microlevel analysis of how contracting occurs could further 

refine insurgent social contract theory.  There is also a gap in existing insurgent theory of what 

constitutes legitimacy, and how these sources of legitimacy are sequenced, and contribute to the 

formation of social contracts between NSAGs and a segment of the population.   

 

In line with this emphasis, insurgent research tends to focus on NSAGs with territorial control as 

a prerequisite.  This has two implications; first, it does not allow for an analysis of those NSAGs 

which do not have territorial control.  As many insurgent theorists have recognized, territorial 

control is not binary, the range of territorial control can also vary over time.  Additionally, in 

contexts of asymmetric warfare, not all NSAGs are capable of or choose to possess control of a 

territory.  There is need for research to operationalize territorial control to understand the nuance 

of NSAGs’ motives and decision-making related to territorial control and its social contract, as 

well as to incorporate the role of the state in understanding an NSAG’s territorial control and its 

social contract.  Secondly, by selecting NSAGs with territorial control, there is an inherent bias 

in selecting and studying NSAGs which can be considered more “mature,” and if the mature 

NSAG has a social contracts, the contract is likely to have already formed.  While these insights 

are valuable, there is a need to disaggregate the two processes, of how NSAGs form social 
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contracts from how NSAG’s sustain social contracts.   

 

Each NSAGs’ social contract has a unique combination of authority and sources of legitimacy 

across the key components of a social contract (a sovereign, a society, and the dual pact) which 

compels compliance by its members and confers influence and power upon its leadership.  At the 

same time, understanding the NSAG social contract in a vacuum without understanding how the 

nonstate social contract forms and operates within the hierarchy of power ignores the state as an 

actor as well as the state context, which shapes incentives and feasibility for nonstate social 

contracts.  There is a need to place the NSAG at the center while allowing for the state to be a 

dynamic actor interacting with the NSAG and shaping the context.  This would foster an 

understanding of how NSAGs’ social contracts may compete, compliment, substitute, and 

overlap with other political authorities simultaneously across different areas, or migrates between 

these across time.   

 

Further to this, operationalizing the state as a dynamic actor would allow for insights as to 

specifically, how a state’s fragility affects the formation of NSAGs’ social contracts.  This is 

important because addressing state fragility, particularly improving state-society relations 

through increased effectiveness and legitimacy, are seen as paramount to mitigating conflict, 

breaking the cycle of violence, stabilizing the state, and maximizing opportunities for 

development impact.  While insurgent theorists recognize the role of the state in insurgency as 

critical, a microlevel analysis as to how, explicitly, the state context affects the contracting 

process is lacking.   
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Academics and practitioners alike have called for a greater understanding of state fragility, the 

social contract, and what constitutes legitimacy, as demonstrated by the quotes below: 

 

We need to shift away from a reaffirmation or rejection of the African State toward a 

detailed analysis of the societal response to processes of state implosion, with insights 

into the workings of authority and of the actors engaged in its formulation. 

(Raeymaekers, 2005)  

 

We need to …take account of local perceptions and beliefs about what constitutes 

legitimate political authority and practice.  (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development, 2011)  

 

This dissertation is a response to such calls, focusing on nonstate social contracts as a societal 

response to states experiencing fragility, seeking a greater understanding of what constitutes 

legitimacy.  This dissertation focuses on providing a microlevel understanding of how state 

fragility, or strained state-level social contracts, contributes to the formation of NSAGs’ social 

contracts and the populations they control or influence.   

 

I hypothesize how a tenuous state’s social contract contributes to the formation of an NSAG’s 

social contract with a segment of the population.  I do this through the “Grievance-driven 

Pathway” which is an iterative causal mechanism between states and nonstate actors that leads to 

the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I present evidence from two case studies and 

conclude, through systematic, structured comparisons from these two case studies, the theory of 
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the Grievance-driven Pathway is one causal mechanism in which a state’s fragility shapes the 

formation of an NSAG’s social contract with a population in its influence or control.  In 

conclusion I offer these findings for use by other investigators to test and verify through other 

case experiences. 

 

3.0 Dissertation Overview 

My dissertation is designed to contribute to social contract theory applied to 21st Century 

conflicts.  I hypothesize that the state’s social contract affects the process of forming an NSAG 

social contract with a segment of the population through the Grievance-driven Pathway, and I 

test this on two case studies in northcentral Africa. 

 

3.1 Assessing the Variable of Interest: The Social Contract 

In Chapter 2, I focus on the social contract as the variable of interest, building on political 

contractarian theory as the theoretical foundation.  I develop a conceptual social contract 

framework delineating the key elements and corresponding sources of legitimacy.  I do this by 

drawing from social contract works by leading social contract theorists Thomas Hobbes, John 

Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and John Rawls.  From this, I define the three key elements of a 

social contract as: the society, the sovereign, and the pact of government.  I then identify 

corresponding sources of legitimacy: shared political culture or “shared values” upon which the 

pact of society and the society itself forms; the sovereign’s provision of public goods or 

“performance;” and, the formal and informal interaction mechanisms between the two referred to 

as “processes of exchange” which facilitates the pact of government.   
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Social contracts have a unique combination of sources of legitimacy specific to the context, 

historical processes, people, and culture.  However, an understanding and analytical application 

of the social contract are often biased by a Western perspective of the social contract.  This bias 

places preeminence on performance over processes of exchange and shared values, and assumes 

that the pact of society already exists and that the state has both a monopoly on violence and the 

legitimacy to use this violence.   

 

I propose a social contract framework that is non-normative and nonbiased without imbedded 

notions as to which source of legitimacy plays a more important role in contracting.  By 

eliminating normative undertones that the state is right and an armed group is inherently anti-

state by its very existence, this social contract framework can be used to analyze both state and 

nonstate social contracts alike.  Similarly, this social contract framework is not teleological 

suggesting that nonstate armed groups with social contracts are inherently state-like or embryo 

states.  The proposed social contract framework presented in Chapter 2 is further refined in 

Findings, Chapter 7.  Through the final social contract framework, I operationalize the concept of 

the social contract, offering accessibility to a once rather nebulous and often perceived esoteric 

concept. 

 

I first apply the social contract framework to the state.  Weber’s definition of the state is: “A state 

is that human community which successfully claims the monopoly of legitimate physical 

violence within a given territory.” (Weber, 2006) This definition reflects the initial conception of 

“the state” based on the historical process of state formation through the European state-

formation period.  Herbst characterized this state formation process as “explosion” in which the 
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society forms through a pact of society, identifies an authority, and pacts with this authority 

through the pact of government, and then draws the territorial boundary around this society and 

its authority.  (Herbst, 2000) 

 

This definition assumes the state has both a human community (society) and a monopoly of 

violence.  Neither should be assumed, particularly in contexts in which states formed through 

processes characterized by “implosion,” such as those formed during the 20th century in post-

world war, post-colonial, and post-Soviet Union contexts.  The state formation process of 

implosion has contributed to a myriad different types of states, some with divided or multiple 

“human communities;” sovereigns without a monopoly of violence and/or without the legitimacy 

to use violence; and, states with external sovereignty marked by an inability to extend their reach 

throughout their territory.2 Most states in Sub-Saharan Africa formed through the implosion 

process display a combination of these characteristics, resulting in tenuous state-level social 

contracts. 

 

3.2 Social Contract Variation Fragile States’ and Nonstate Armed Groups’ Social 

Contracts 

In Chapter 3, based on theory and literature, I establish that it is plausible that a tenuous state-

level social contract contributes to the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I first explore 

variation in the state-level social contract through the analytical lens of state fragility.   

 

                                                      
2 This has led some to suggest that the “state” is not an appropriate concept to apply in these contexts, and that the 

traditional definition represents more of an idealized type of state, than one based on reality.  Further to this, the 

notion of the state, or I would suggest, the state’s social contract, should be considered separately from the state’s 

institutions.   
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Most conflict-related discourse suggests that it is the unraveling of the state as a political order or 

the failure of the state to effectively establish a state-level social contract that enables and incites 

internal conflict.  The link between tenuous state-level social contracts and conflict is clear.  I 

present existing literature which delineates how weaknesses in state-level social contract 

elements contribute to conflict.  I describe how a weak sovereign contributes to insecurity and 

fosters economic and social grievances; a weak pact of government results in a lack of exchange 

between the sovereign and the population, or a segment of the population, and fuels political 

grievances; and, a weak pact of society contributes to disparate populations feeling marginalized.   

 

States with a tenuous state-level social contract experience fragility, which renders the state less 

capable of managing destabilizing events and more vulnerable to violent conflict.  This dynamic 

creates a reinforcing vicious feedback loop whereby a state experiencing fragility is more 

susceptible to instability and violent conflict; violent conflict places the state on a negative 

development trajectory; and, a negative development trajectory contributes to the further 

weakening the relationship between the state and society.  (Collier, Hegre, Hoeffler, Reynal-

Querol, & Sambanis, 2003) 

 

Citizens in states with a tenuous state-level social contract often view the state as ineffective 

and/or illegitimate, feeling a combination of apathy, alienation, fear, and contempt toward the 

state.  If the problem is unaddressed, some citizens withdraw their consent from the pact of 

government and withdraw their support of the state formally and/or informally, and even actively 

oppose the state’s authority.   
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In the absence of a healthy state-societal relationship, due to state absence, state contestation, or a 

combination of the two, alternative or nonstate social contracts can form between a nonstate 

political authority and segments of the population.  Nonstate social contracts vary widely with 

regards to how and if they cultivate or expropriate from the population, the nature of security and 

governance they provide, as well as the levels of insurgent-civilian violence.  These nonstate 

social contracts can exist in lieu of, in competition with, or in parallel to the state apparatus.   

 

I explore variation in nonstate social contracts through research focused on insurgencies, 

specifically on insurgency governance.  While not the explicit focus of research, insurgent 

theorists have provided key insights into the nonstate social contracts between NSAGs and 

populations within their control.  Mao’s writings on the need for legitimacy and contracting are 

most renowned and have been echoed in the writings of more contemporary instrument theorists.  

I provide a review of contemporary insurgency literature with a focus on contracting.   

 

Insurgent theorists focused largely on the type of territorial control, as noted by Kalyvas’s 

formation of a zone system to measure territorial control (Kalyvas, 2006), and Staniland’s use of 

this categorization to develop a typology of wartime political orders (Staniland, 2012).  The 

literature only nominally focused on NSAG’s strategic and tactical decision-making related to 

territorial control, how choice to pursue territorial control can change over time, or how an 

NSAG might achieve territorial control.  Insurgent theorists also made contributions to the role of 

the state in insurgency.  There is a clear link between state context and formation of nonstate 

social contracts and/or political orders: they occur in areas of limited state reach or contestation.   
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Throughout the literature on insurgency, I demonstrate how greater understanding is needed with 

regards to the actual micro-level process through which a social contract is formed between an 

NSAG and a segment of the population under its influence, the sources of legitimacy for this 

social contract, an NSAG’s strategic and tactical decision-making related to territorial control, 

and how a state’s social contract and the state as an actor contributes to the formation of NSAGs’ 

social contracts.   

 

3.3 Theory-Testing Process Tracing NSAG’s Social Contracts 

In Chapter 4, I articulate the theory of how a state’s social contract affects the formation of an 

NSAG’s social contract through what I propose as the Grievance-driven Pathway.  First, I 

present why the use of theory-testing process tracing is appropriate to assess how the state’s 

social contract affects the process of forming an NSAG social contract.  The two previous 

chapters demonstrated that there is a relationship between state fragility and NSAGs’ social 

contracts; yet, there is little understanding as to what the actual causal mechanism is that links the 

two, specifically – how a tenuous state-level social contract affects the process of forming 

NSAGs’ social contracts.  Theory-testing process tracing is an effective research tool to form a 

theory from the existing literature and then check whether there is evidence that the hypothesized 

causal mechanism is actually present in a given case.  This approach is used in contexts in which 

the researcher has identified the independent variable (X) and the dependent variable (Y), but as 

Beach and Pederson stated, “we are unsure whether a hypothesized causal mechanism exists at 

all.”  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 151)  

  

I define the independent variable, state context, through state fragility and the State’s Legitimacy 
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Gap.  I use the State Fragility Index by the Center of Systemic Peace.  (Marshall & Cole, State 

Fragility Index, 2016) to identify states with a tenuous state-level social contract.  This index 

ranks states’ fragility based on a combination of state effectiveness and legitimacy across social, 

economic, security, and political components.  However, while the State Fragility Index ranks the 

tenuousness of state-level social contracts, not all states have a weak social contract and lack 

legitimacy in the same manner.  For example, the 2017 State Fragility Index ranks both Sudan 

and South Sudan at 22 of 24 as “Extremely Fragile,” yet, there is a significant difference in the 

way the two state-level social contracts are strained.  Therefore, it is also necessary to analyze the 

nature of the tenuousness of the state-level social contract to better understand the unique 

combination of state contestation and state absence specific to the state and a specific population 

within the state.  To do this, I evaluate state context through the State Legitimacy Gap, which I 

develop by applying the social contract framework (developed in Chapter 2).  I map the state’s 

legitimacy gaps as perceived by a specific population within the state to the social contract’s key 

elements and corresponding sources of (il)legitimacy.   

 

After defining state context, I present a theoretical model of the causal mechanism, the 

“Grievance-driven Pathway,” which is the iterative process depicting how the state’s social 

contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I identify five interlocking parts of 

the causal mechanism, delineating how each part transmits change, or causal forces, to contribute 

to producing the outcome.  According to Beach and Pedersen, “the parts that we include in our 

conceptualization of a given causal mechanism are absolutely vital (necessary) for the “machine” 

to work, and in the absence of one part, the mechanism itself cannot be said to exist.” (Beach & 

Pedersen, 2013, p. 37) The proposed iterative process alternates in each of the parts between “the 
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state” and the “nonstate.”  

 

The five parts of the causal mechanism are: 

 

• Part 1: The tenuous state-level social contract creates insecurity; 

• Part 2: The nonstate actors form disparate self-defense groups;  

• Part 3: The state mobilizes the first actors in a segment of population from neutrality 

toward opposition by means of a symbolic event, or trigger;  

• Part 4: First actors establish an NSAG; and,  

• Part 5: The state consolidates the more general population of the targeted segment of the 

population toward opposition. 

 

Part 1 of the Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism is the initial context of a strained 

state-level social contract that creates an environment characterized by insecurity.  In Part 1, the 

actor is the state and Part 1’s insecurity is a macrolevel mechanism.  Part 2 of the Grievance-

driven Pathway is nonstate actors forming disparate self-defense groups.  In Part 2, the actor is 

the self-defense groups which acquire coercive capabilities outside of the official state security 

apparatus in response to the insecurity.  Part 2 is a macro-micro mechanism, through which the 

general insecurity shapes the way the ethnic, tribal, or neighborhood structures and cultural 

practices organize individuals’ actions.   

 

Part 3 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the state mobilizes the first actors in a segment of the 

population from neutrality toward opposition by means of a symbolic event.  This state-led 
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symbolic event, or trigger, can be violent or nonviolent, such as a state’s insincere gesture toward 

resolving the conflict.  The state’s trigger, drawing on social psychology of intergroup dynamics, 

causes an ingroup and outgroup process3 as individuals start to distinguish themselves from the 

rest of the state’s society as being treated differently and unfairly by the government.  In Part 3, 

the actor is the state, and Part 3 is a micro-macro mechanism - a transformational mechanism that 

describes processes whereby individuals through their actions and interactions, generate various 

social outcomes at the macrolevel.” (Beach & Pedersen, 2013)  

 

Part 4 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the first actors initially mobilized in Part 3 establish an 

NSAG at a collective level, from a segment of the population which is inclusive of more than one 

ethnic group.  The NSAG’s leadership uses the state’s trigger as a justification for both its 

coercive and political mandates.  In Part 4, the actor is those who establish the NSAG, and Part 4 

is a micro-level mechanism, focusing on the first actors’ incentives, ideals, and decision-making 

in establishing the NSAG.   

 

Part 5 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the state’s second trigger that consolidates the general 

segment of the population to form a pact of society and a pact of government in support of the 

NSAG’s political mandate.  This trigger pushes together late supporters from the segment of the 

population through a sense of shared grievances against the state and toward the NSAG.  It also 

contributes to a pull dynamic from within the segment of the population, fostering a more 

broadly shared identity and contributing to the congealing of the society.  While the first actors 

                                                      
3 Henri Tajfel made the term “ingroup” popular in “Social Identity and Intergroup Behavior.” (Tajfel, 1974) More 

recently, the theory of ingroup/outgroup social psychology of intergroups dynamics is being applied to 

radicalization, extremism, and terrorism. 
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established the NSAG with an inclusion of a political mandate, it is not until the broader segment 

of the population forms this society and contracts with the NSAG in support of this political 

mandate that the NSAG can claim legitimacy of having a mandate on behalf of its unique 

society.  The subject of Part 5 is the state, similar to Part 3, and Part 5 occurs at a micro-macro 

level mechanism whereby the state’s action causes a larger change within a segment of the 

society.   

 

I hypothesize that in fragile states, an NSAG’s social contract forms through this Grievance-

driven Pathway.  I define an NSAG’s social contract, the outcome of this causal mechanism, by 

the social contract’s sources of legitimacy, although, the exact combination of what constitutes 

legitimacy across these three categories for a particular population, culture, time, and geography 

is likely to differ from one context to another.  Rather than delineating “necessary” components 

of a social contract, I present seven components across these sources of legitimacy which could 

indicate the presence of an NSAG’s social contract: 

 

1. The leadership of the social contract is not officially part of the state’s central government 

or its outposts. 

2. The social contract has coercive power, coercive capability and mandate.   

3. The social contract has a political administration.   

4. The social contract provides some form of public goods (in addition to security).   

5. The social contract utilizes a process of exchange with its society.   

6. The social contract has a society that is contracted with the NSAG. 

7. The social contract’s sovereign resonates with its society’s shared values.   
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I use these components to guide my analysis of the NSAG’s social contract, but allow for 

additional components to present themselves and for the possibility that some of these 

components may not be present.  While no single component constitutes a social contract, but in 

a unique and specific combination, a social contract can be considered as existing. 

 

Lastly, I select the two case studies to test the proposed Grievance-driven Pathway through 

which an NSAG forms a social contract.  Beach and Pederson (2013) advised that when 

conducting theory-testing process tracing, the strategy to select case studies should be based on 

values of X, Y, and scope conditions.  Illustrative examples of what constitutes scope conditions 

include relevant aspects of a setting such as analytical, temporal, spatial, or institutional.  The 

first scope condition for the Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism is that the state is not 

100% effective in counterinsurgency; there needs be to an opportunity for opposition to form.  

The second scope condition relates to cultural context.  This causal mechanism is relevant in 

cultural contexts in which a traditional social system exists, or existed in the past.  This can 

include but is not limited to tribal systems, clanal systems, and neighborhood systems.  The third 

and final scope condition is that global jihadist organizations are not instrumental in supporting 

the NSAG.  This is not to say that NSAGs who receive support from global jihadist organizations 

cannot form social contracts with a segment of the population.  The introduction of a significant 

third actor in the process of forming an NSAG’s social contract with a segment of the population 

poses a different research question.  While interesting and deserving of further research, it is not 

the focus of the contracting process in this dissertation.   
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I test the proposed Grievance -driven Pathway theory by conducting detailed empirical analysis 

of two case studies, the Sudanese Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) in Sudan, and the Union 

of Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDR) in Central African Republic (CAR).  Both NSAGs 

formed social contracts with segments of these states’ populations, and neither NSAG received 

significant support from global jihadist organizations.  Both states are ranked as Fragile and do 

not possess 100% counterinsurgency capabilities.  Both case studies include cultural contexts in 

which a traditional societal system exists, or existed in the past. 

 

3.4 Case Studies: The SLM/A and Sudan, and the UFDR and CAR 

In Chapters 5 and 6, I present the detailed evidence of the two case studies to test the 

hypothesized causal mechanism.  I first describe the state context by presenting empirical data of 

Sudan’s and CAR’s fragility, and develop the State Legitimacy Gap narratives in Darfur and 

northeast CAR.  I then present detailed analysis demonstrating the presence of each of the five 

parts of the causal mechanism.  Lastly, I present the components which constituted the NSAGs’ 

social contract with a specific segment of the population.  I did this by drawing from personal 

accounts, subject matter expert interviews, evidence from primary and secondary documents, and 

note specific sequencing of events.   

 

In the two case studies, the combination of state absence and state contestation led to and were a 

consequence of a tenuous state-level social contract.  The Center for Systemic Peace ranked 

Sudan as “Extremely Fragile” from 1997 to 2017.  The center ranked CAR as “Highly Fragile” 

from 1997 to 2008, and as “Extremely Fragile” from 2009 to 2017. (Marshall & Cole, 2017) I 

augment these snapshots of relative strained state-level social contract with State Legitimacy Gap 
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narratives which formed over the 1980s and 1990s specific to Darfur, Sudan and northeastern 

CAR.   

 

Part 1 of the Grievance-driven Pathway was confirmed, as the tenuous state-level social contracts 

created instability in Darfur and northeastern CAR.  Security in Darfur was minimal in the 1980s 

and 1990s due to a lack of the Government of Sudan’s (GOS) political will, as the GOS was 

preoccupied with a global economic contraction and two conflicts (the regional war with Libya 

and Chad, and the North-South civil war with southern Sudan).  The GOS applied two security 

approaches for Darfur; the first was nonaction, and the second was to outsource security to 

specific ethnic militias and form a pro-state proxy militia, largely from groups considered Arab.  

Security in northeastern CAR was similarly minimal during this time due largely to a lack of the 

Government of CAR’s (GCAR) capability, made worse by a lack of political will.  The GCAR 

outsourced its security to France’s military, and then to state militaries from the region and 

numerous international missions, while establishing pro-state proxy militias and manipulating the 

state’s resources for personal, familial, and ethnic gains.  The neglected northeastern region fell 

prey to rebels, highway bandits, Chadian commando units, and poachers from Darfur, Sudan.  

The combined effects on these two regions was the states’ lack of a monopoly over the use of 

violence, the lack of legitimacy for their’ security forces to use violence, and general insecurity.   

 

In Part 2 of the Grievance-driven Pathway, instability in Darfur and northeastern CAR led to the 

formation of self-defense groups at the ethnic or tribal levels.  Self-defense groups formed during 

the 1980s and 1990s in Darfur among most of the region’s tribes, including the Fur and 

Zaghawa.  During the late 1990s in northeast CAR, self-defense groups formed and antipoaching 
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rangers were supported, including the Goula.  This dynamic led to the acquisition of coercive 

capabilities by specific segments of the populations in Darfur, Sudan and northeastern CAR.   

 

Part 3 in the causal mechanism occurred as state-led triggers mobilized first actors to oppose the 

state.  These state-led triggers also began a process of ingrouping/outgrouping among the non-

Arabs in Darfur and among those living in northeast, CAR.  Zaghawan first actors were 

mobilized in 1997 when Zaghawa tribal leaders were murdered in Kornoi and Dar Kobe, and the 

Zaghawa believed the GOS was involved.  That same year, Zaghawan Mustafa Mahmoud Tijani 

traveled to Chad to seek support for rebellion among the Zaghawan officers in Chad’s army, 

where he connected with other future leaders of the SLM/A.  Shortly thereafter, the Zaghawa 

hardened six of the seasonal camps into permanent armed camps and established a military 

structure with the Committee of Twelve.  While not the direct target of the GOS during Darfur’s 

Second War, which began in 1995, elite Fur in Khartoum recognized that the GOS was 

coordinating the military effort against the “African” tribes in this war.  In response, Fur 

university students in Khartoum formed secret organizations building on the self-defense 

committees for the defense of the Fur in Darfur.  The future Fur leadership of the SLM/A first 

met in Khartoum in 1996.   

 

In northeast CAR, the GCAR refused to appropriate funds provided by the GOS in March 2003 

for a monument in memory of Sheikh Ramadan, a religious leader killed by Darfuri poachers.  

The death of Sheikh Ramadan and subsequent GOS’s refusal to allocate the memorial funds 

mobilized the northeast’s first actors.  Zacharia Damane, a wealthy tribal leader returned to 

Tiringoulou, Vakaga Prefecture, as one of the main leaders and funders to help avenge Sheikh 
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Ramadan’s death.  Demane became successful militarily in leading the self-defense groups and 

politically as councilor to the Ouandja commune in Tiringoulou, Vakaga Prefecture.   

 

The Grievance-driven Pathway’s Part 4 of establishing an NSAG occurred in Darfur as the three 

tribes (the Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit) came together in November 2001 with the founding of the 

Darfur Liberation Front (DLF).  The movement became known to the rest of the world on July 

21,2003, when the Zaghawa and Fur met in Abu Gamra, shortly after the Zaghawa-Awlad Zeid 

violence, and the DLF changed its name to the SLM/A.  The future leaders of the SLM/A swore 

oaths on the Qur’an to work together to defend against government-sponsored attacks on their 

villages and against the Arab supremacy policies in Darfur.  In northeastern CAR the Grievance-

driven Pathway’s Part 4 occurred in May 2006, after President Bozizé’s Presidential Guard (PG) 

arrested a number of notables, including Demane.  Demonstrations by the population forced the 

GCAR to release Demane, at which point, there were celebrations across the region.  During 

these celebrations, the UFDR was formed and Demane was appointed its leader.  Ultimately, 

Demane provided the on-the-ground military leadership, and Michel Djotodia and ex-liberator, 

Justin Sabone provided the UFDR’s political leadership.  October 2006 is known as the date of 

the first official UDFR military attack. 

 

Each NSAG had a coercive mandate to protect the population from the state and general 

insecurity and a political mandate to redress the state-level social contract.  Each NSAG 

possessed coercive capabilities as their foundations were built upon the coming together of tribal 

and ethnic self-defense groups; the UFDR also drew upon formerly trained park rangers and ex-

liberators.  The NSAGs’ leaders had legitimacy among specific populations within Darfur and 
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northeastern CAR, and established NSAG sovereigns as independent authorities. 

 

Part 5 of the Grievance-driven Pathway occurred as the GOS and GCAR committed the second 

triggers, consolidating the ingrouping/outgrouping processes across a wider segment of the non-

Arab and northeastern populations, leading to the formation of societies from segments of these 

population.  These unique societies in turn pacted with the NSAGs in support of their political 

and coercive mandates to revise the state’s social contracts.  This process of founding the NSAGs 

and forming the NSAG’s society was sequenced differently in Darfur than in the northeast of 

CAR.   

 

In Darfur, there was a lag between when the SLM/A formed as a sovereign (July 2001) and 

dissolved (November 2005), and when its pact of society formed (September 2002) and 

dissolved (November 2005).  The formation of the non-Arab society across the Zaghawa and Fur 

(and later with the Masalit) and this society’s broader support for the NSAG occurred in 

September 2002, a year after the SLM/A formed.  In northeastern CAR, the formation of the 

northeastern society and the broader support for the UFDR within the northeast occurred almost 

simultaneously with the UFDR’s founding between May-October 2006.  September is considered 

the official founding date of the UFDR. 

 

The SLM/A and the UFDR formed social contracts with segments of the populations, the 

outcome of the causal mechanism.  The SLM/A’s social contract with the majority of the non-

Arab population in Darfur lasted for almost three years (late-2002 to late-2005) when the SLM/A 

broke into two tribal factions.  The SLM/A established political structures, charismatic 
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leadership, pursued the provision of security, and provided limited judicial services.  While the 

SLM/A failed to create a pan-Darfuri society inclusive of Arab tribes, it did create, for a time, a 

pan-tribal society of non-Arab tribes.  The SLM/A had been donned with the legitimate mandate 

to use coercive violence to protect Darfur’s non-Arab population.  The SLM/A was mandated by 

its society to pursue a political mandate on behalf of its society.  The SLM/A’s leadership was 

not officially coopted by the GOS until the Darfur Peace Agreement in May 2006.   

 

The UFDR’s social contract with the northeast population in CAR lasted approximately two 

years (May 2006 – June 2008), when the UFDR signed the Libreville Comprehensive 

Agreement.  The UFDR established minimal structures, had charismatic leadership, pursued the 

provision of security, and provided ad hoc judicial services.  The UFDR created, for a time, a 

pan-tribal society in the northeast.  The UFDR had been donned with the legitimate mandate to 

use coercive violence for protection, and the UFDR was mandated by its society to pursue a 

political mandate on behalf of its society.  Despite signing an agreement with the GCAR in April 

2007, the UFDR’s sovereign, pact of society, and pact of government remained until the signing 

of the Libreville Comprehensive Agreement in 2008.   

 

3.5 Findings  

I present the findings from the analysis of the two case studies in Chapter 7.  I situate these 

findings in the broader research related to social contracts and insurgency.  Finding #1 confirms 

that the SLM/A and the UFDR formed social contracts with segments of the population in Darfur 

and northeastern CAR respectively through the Grievance-driven Pathway in response to and in 

an iterative manner with fragile state contexts in Sudan and CAR.   
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While the two case studies followed the same Grievance-driven Pathway, there were microlevel 

differences in the nature of the states’ tenuous social contracts, the independent variable, and the 

prioritization and sequencing of the sources of legitimacy.  While both State Legitimacy Gap 

narratives developed in part as a response to the combination of state absence and contestation, 

dynamics in Darfur were driven more by state contestation whereas dynamics in northeastern 

CAR were driven more by state absence.  The impact of the differences in state context 

reverberates through subtle differences across the causal mechanism. 

 

One of the first discernable microlevel differences in the Grievance-driven Pathway is the 

differences in the first actors identified in Part 3.  The first actors in the SLM/A and Sudan case 

study, who ultimately established the SLM/A, were considered elite but none had an association 

with the GOS.  This contrasts with the first actors in the CAR and UFDR case study, who 

ultimately were part of the UFDR’s senior leadership.  All of the UFDR’s first actors had 

connections with the government, both within the northeast as well as in the capital of Bangui.   

 

In defining the political mandate of the NSAGs in Part 4, there are commonalities between the 

two political mandates included seeking more inclusive shared values of the state’s society, 

greater processes of exchange through increased representation, and an increase in services 

beyond security.  However, there was also a slight difference between the two NSAGs’ 

orientation toward the state.  Reflecting the significant breach of the state-level social contract by 

the GOS, the SLM/A’s orientation toward the state was to change the state-level social contract.  

This differs slightly from the UFDR’s orientation toward the state, which primarily sought 
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entrance into the state-level social contract and to petition the state to extend its presence to the 

region – to bring the state closer.   

 

I surmise that the legitimacy ascribed to the first actors’ different associations with the state was 

related to the different orientations of the NSAGs’ political mandates toward the state.  The GOS 

lost legitimacy with the non-Arab population in Darfur through its breach of the state’s social 

contract due to state predation and Arabization agenda.  This made being associated with the 

GOS perceived negatively.  The GCAR lost legitimacy with the northeast due to state absence.  

Being associated with the GCAR, and bringing the GCAR closer to the people at this time was 

perceived as desirable.  Those best placed to do this were those who had previously been part of 

the GCAR and/or had connections with the GCAR. 

 

Additional microlevel differences with regards to Part 4, the establishment of the NSAG, also 

occurred.  The difference between the level of the state’s security deterrence affected the form 

and function of the two NSAGs.  In Darfur, the GOS maintained, relatively, a stronger military 

presence through the GOS’s military forces and pro-state proxy militias.  To oppose this, the 

SLM/A needed to establish a higher level of organizational coercive and authoritative power at 

the initiation of an NSAG.  In the northeast in CAR, the GCAR maintained, relatively, a weaker 

military and authoritative presence.  To oppose this, with the exception of the two military 

engagements supported by France’s military, the UFDR did not require as much of an organized 

coercive and authoritative power when first establishing the UFDR. 

 

The SLM/A established a larger political leadership structure with three key political positions, 
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each allocated to one of the three participating ethnic groups.  The UFDR established a structure 

with one political leader and a military leader-both from the Goula tribe, and a Press Secretary-

not from the region.  The UFDR’s structure lacked the balance of power and official 

representation of the participating tribes.  The SLM/A formed a more integrated coercive force 

than that of the UFDR, with a stronger sense of command and control and integrated, mobile and 

deployed units.  This contrasts with the UFDR’s coercive force, which mainly entailed loosely 

coordinated self-defense groups whose troops resided within their village of origin and 

functioned more like minutemen, on-call when needed.   

 

In Part 5, while the formation of the societies was an iterative process, if one had to identify a 

more prominent process between these two binary descriptions of explosion or implosion, the 

latter process is more akin to the process in which the SLM/A’s society formed, and the former 

process is more akin to how the UFDR’s society formed.  In Darfur, the NSAG’s sovereign 

formed and the society and the pact of government formed later. The first actors began to 

organize collective self-protection and founded the SLM/A.  The tribal/ethnic leadership, more 

laden with the burden of the security for their population in the face of extreme state predation, 

and the different non-Arab tribes, similarly fearful of extreme state predation and lacking a 

stronger internal pull, were reticent to support an armed opposition movement.  Following the 

state-led triggers, the broader non-Arab populations’ support for the SLM/A transitioned the 

SLM/A from an NSAG to an NSAG with a social contract.   

 

In northeastern CAR, the society formed, and then the NSAG’s sovereign and pact of 

government. The GCAR did not pose the same deterrence to forming an armed movement, either 
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through a presence or state-led predation.  The internal pull within those living in the northeast 

was stronger, as a general and loose regional identity of “northeastern” had already begun to 

form.  The decision to mobilize to “get the state’s attention” occurred within the tribal leadership 

and the general population, with the arrest of Demane.  Upon his release, the tribal leadership 

approved, the population supported, and its new leader founded the UFDR. 

 

In Finding 2, I present a revised social contract framework and key observations regarding the 

sources and sequencing of the social contract’s legitimacy.  Through the course of my research, I 

adapted the initial social contract framework in Chapter 2. In the revised social contract 

framework, I disaggregated authoritative power into two categories, authoritative and coercive.  I 

also added additional components to the sources of legitimacy: the sovereign and coercive 

processes of exchange.   
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Figure 1 Social Contract Framework 

 

In the process of mapping the formation of NSAGs’ social contracts, a pattern of the components 

for an NSAG’s social contract became clear.  The following six components constituted 

legitimacy in the process of forming an NSAG’s social contract with a segment of the 

population: the society; the NSAG’s sovereign; coercive capabilities; the coercive mandate; the 

political mandate; and, leadership that resonates with the shared values of the population.  When 

combining these six components, a nascent social contract formed with coercive power, a 

society, and a minimalistic version of authoritative power.  The pathways of the two case studies 

suggest that coercive power and the formation of a society are necessary to form a social 
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contract, and appear binary in nature. This contrasts with the role which authoritative power 

played in forming the social contract, allowing for greater variance. 

 

The pathways of the two case studies not only confirmed the finding by others that coercive 

power is significant, but also provided insights as to why and how coercive power plays an 

important role in forming NSAGs’ social contracts.  In both case studies, through the Grievance-

driven Pathway, Coercive Power (coercive capability and coercive mandate) is the first 

component to form and is the first source of legitimacy for an NSAG’s social contract.  With the 

history of having already been protecting the people from the general sources of insecurity in the 

region as self-defense groups, the coercive mandate was transferred from that given to the self-

defense groups to that given to the NSAG: to protect a specific population from these same 

threats, as well as from the state.   

 

For both case studies, symbolic events, many of which were marked by violence, were key 

turning point events in the conflict dynamics and have become part of the NSAG’s narrative of 

opposition and justification, taking on a sense of local lore well-known at the household level.  

These notably violent events helped mobilize the first actors, and then consolidate broader 

opposition within the segment of the population to the state and in support for the NSAGs.  

Symbolic state-led predatory events fed the narrative of how the state was overtly predatory or in 

violation of the state-level social contract, attacking the Zaghawa and the Goula early on in these 

conflicts. 

 

Additionally, both NSAGs conducted watershed military operations against the state shortly after 
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their founding, shifting from a defensive to an offensive military posture by attacking Sudanese 

Armed Forces (SAF) and the Central African Armed Forces (FACA) military outposts.  The 

watershed military operation in Darfur occurred in April 2003 when a joint force of the Justice 

and Equality Movement (JEM) and the SLM/A successfully attacked the air base in El Fasher.  

The watershed military operation in northeastern CAR occurred in October 2006 when the 

UFDR attacked Birao, Vakaga Province’s administrative center and the region’s most important 

town.   

 

While also widely recognized that an NSAG’s society forms, the two case studies provide key 

insights on how the state context and the state’s actions contribute to this process, specifically, 

the differences in state predation and state absence.  The case studies presented two concurrent 

processes which contribute to the formation of the NSAG’s society: external push and internal 

pull.  The state affects the external sources of shared values, which are derived from outside the 

population, and served to push the segment of the population toward each other.  Simultaneous 

state economic and political marginalization with state predation and persecution pushed a 

segment of the population, those which it defined as non-Arab or northeastern toward each other 

through shared grievances.  The internal sources of shared values are affected less by the state, 

derived more from within the population, and served to pull the segment of the population 

toward each other.  The internal source of shared values was derived as the societies shared a 

self-ascribed identity, emphasizing what they shared in common.   

 

The process of forming the SLM/A’s society was dominated by the external push and 

supplemented by an internal pull.  The reverse occurred in the process forming the UFDR’s 
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society, in which the internal pull was greater than the external push.  This can be observed by 

the very name of defining oneself by what one is not, in the case with the “non-Arab” identity 

aspect of the SLM/A’s society, and a regional identity of what one is, in the case with the 

“northeastern” identity aspect of the UFDR’s society.  With the combination of the push and pull, 

the ingrouping/outgrouping process helped articulate the boundaries of the two societies.  (This is 

with the noted caveat that like with all identities, a number of people do not fit, and/or do not 

want to fit, entirely within one boundary, or another). 

 

Another insight based on these two case studies, was the role that the state plays in the formation 

of a nonstate society by shaping the opportunity cost for community members to support an 

NSAG.  In Darfur, the state security threat was more ominous, forming an effective deterrence to 

prevent community members contemplating opposing the government.  In the cost-benefit 

analysis from the community member’s perspective, it would require a significant (and/or 

sustained) breach of the state’s social contract to risk the state’s reprisals for supporting an 

NSAG.  This was observed by the reticence of the non-Arab ethnic groups in Darfur to commit 

to opposing the state.  While the first actors began mobilizing in 1996 and 1997, the Defense 

Liberation Front (DLF) was not founded until 2002, approximately five years later.  The 

opportunity cost for civilians to support or participate were extremely high, as witnessed by the 

ensuing genocide.  In northeast CAR, the GCAR posed much less of a security threat, forming a 

minimal deterrence to prevent community members contemplating opposing the government.  In 

the cost benefit analysis from the community member’s perspective, it would require less of a 

breach of the state’s social contract to risk opposing the state.  This was observed since the first 

actors began mobilizing in 2003 and the general support from the communities occurred only 
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three years later.   

 

The authoritative power components to form the NSAGs’ social contract in the two case studies 

were rudimentary: leadership, a political mandate, and a simple political structure.  The shared 

value elements of authoritative power constituted the most important and necessary source of 

legitimacy for the formation of the SLM/A and the UFDR.  The shared values of authoritative 

power include the leadership resonating with the shared values of the society and the political 

mandate on behalf of the society.  In both case studies, the provision of services did not 

constitute a source of legitimacy - it was not prioritized by the two NSAGs nor demanded by 

their societies.  This finding challenges the Western perception that the main source of legitimacy 

to forming a social contract is a sovereign’s performance related to service delivery.   

 

Neither of the two NSAGs prioritized the provision of services, nor did their populations demand 

these services from the NSAGs despite of the fact that there was more of a 

government/governance in Darfur and there was less of a preexisting government upon which to 

build in northeast CAR.  This finding challenges the hypothesis that civilian pressure for NSAG 

governance is a consenquence of preexisting state capacity.  Mampilly argued that in contexts in 

which there had been a more effective government prior to the outbreak of conflict, the 

population would have been habituated to expect the provision of robust public goods.  Mampilly 

argued that the converse is also true.  Although there was a pre-war governance presence, this did 

not affect the SLM/A’s society’s expectations as it did not ask the SLM/A to replace the existing 

government or to provide parallel governance.  In the absence of pre-war governance presence, 

the UFDR’s society also did not ask the UFDR to establish governance institutions, despite the 
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great need. 

 

The lack of prioritization of the provision of services similarly challenges Arjona’s findings that 

in communities with pre-war high-quality institutions viewed as both legitimate and effective, 

armed groups opt for surveillance; in communities with pre-war low-quality institutions 

perceived as ineffective, illegitimate, or both, armed groups opt for rebelocracy. (Arjona A. , 

2010) This finding conflates state illegitimacy with state ineffectiveness, although the two can be 

related in instances in which a population deems a state’s ineffectiveness as illegitimate.  

However, the two case studies presented in this dissertation offer examples in which one context 

is largely characterized by illegitimacy, through the pro-Arab agenda in Darfur, and another 

context characterized by ineffectiveness, through state absence in northeastern CAR.   

 

While neither NSAG prioritized the provision of services during the formation process, the focus 

of this dissertation, it is worth jumping forward for a snap-shot of the two NSAGs.  Both the 

SLM/A and the FPRC adapted fluid models regarding governance capabilities.  Where possible, 

the NSAGs would integrate into the governing systems on the ground, either by coopting the 

chiefs, or by obtaining key positions within the government’s administration on-the-ground, so as 

to be able to govern on behalf of the NSAG through the state apparatus.  This alleviated the need 

to sustain a military superiority or dominance over the state, as well as the political/financial toll 

of establishing a parallel government.  When this was not possible, the SLM/A established 

parallel systems.   

 

Based on these two case studies, I argue whether and how an NSAG provides governance 



36  

reflects the mandate for the NSAGs, the level of the NSAG’s organizational capacity, and the 

level of state deterrence.  Related to the NSAG’s mandates, these two case studies also suggest 

that rather than an interpretation of the presence/absence of prewar institutions in influencing 

whether an NSAG provides services, it is important to also consider the perception of these 

institutions, as ineffective or illegitimate. 

 

The remaining two components of authoritative power, the provision of services (beyond 

security) and the processes of exchange, did not contribute to the formation of a social contract 

between an NSAG and the population in their influence.  While this is beyond the scope of this 

dissertation, the pathways of the two case studies suggest that these two components are likely to 

be necessary to sustain the social contract and for the nascent social contract to transition into a 

nonstate political order, driven by a combination of need to meet the NSAG’s functions as well 

as its society’s expectations.  More pathway mapping of sustained NSAG’s social contracts 

would need to be conducted to assess the necessity of processes of exchange and the provision of 

services. 

 

The lack of internal and external political and coercive processes of exchange significantly 

contributed to the fragmentation of the SLM/A and the UFDR.  The lack of political processes of 

exchange prevented the NSAG sovereigns from being responsive to its own active members as 

well as its constituency, and for its members and constituency to not feel heard by the sovereign.  

This weakness enabled the states’ counterinsurgency tactics of divide and conquer through 

leadership decapitation and separation of the different tribes to be effective.  The lack of coercive 

processes of exchange prevented the NSAG sovereigns from maintaining military standards and 
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consequences for its soldiers, and signaled to the community that the NSAG’s soldiers were also 

a threat to the community’s security, with impunity.  This eroded the legitimacy of the NSAGs as 

protectors of the population, and being a better option than the state.  Interestingly, the lack of 

government services beyond security did not serve as a de-legitimizing source contributing to the 

breakup of these NSAGs.   

 

In Finding #3, I offer analysis with regards to territorial control, as my research focuses on the 

formation of the NSAGs’ social contracts with populations in their influence, with or without 

territorial control.  The two NSAGs showed that neither the SLM/A nor the UFDR “had” 

territorial control, yet they both formed social contracts with the population in their influence.  

Neither group achieved, nor ultimately aimed to achieve, full territorial control.  This is with the 

exception of the SLM/A’s control of the Fur territory under Abdel Abdel-Wahid and could be 

considered Kalvyas’s Zone 2 – Zone 1, SLM/A prominence-to-dominance. (Kalyvas, 2006)   

 

The case studies highlighted how the combination of strategic and tactical decisions defines the 

NSAGs’ position regarding territorial control as well as their mitigating approaches.  

Strategically, territorial control was not perceived as necessary for the coercive or political 

mandates of the two NSAGs.  For both NSAGs, the coercive mandate was more important than 

the political mandate.  In the case of the SLM/A, territorial control in North Darfur proved to be 

explicitly contradictory to their coercive mandate of protecting the population. This was because 

the GOS and its proxy militias attacked communities in which the SLM/A purportedly occupied.  

The SLM/A did establish territorial control in the Jebel Marra under the auspice of protecting the 

population in this territory, although this is difficult given the GOS’s military reach with 
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airplanes and aerial bombardments. (Agence France Press, 2016) In the case with the UFDR, at 

the time of formation, territorial control was not necessary for the coercive mandate of protecting 

the population from state predation or the regional insecurity, as the UFDR’s combatants resided 

within the communities and responded to incidents of insecurity as minutemen militia. 

 

Territorial control was also not perceived as strategic for the NSAGs’ political mandates at the 

time.  The political mandates for both NSAGs were reformist in their orientation, to revise the 

state-level social contract, and territorial control was not perceived as necessary to achieve this 

goal.  The goal was to use the NSAG’s asymmetric warfare against the state to get the state’s 

attention and demand the state to respond to their grievances regarding the state-level social 

contract.  Additionally, the provision of services did not constitute an initial source of legitimacy 

among the population and was subsequently not prioritized by the two NSAGs.   

 

Territorial control was not necessary to the existence of the NSAG.  Both NSAGs functioned 

without consolidating control over the territory where the people they claimed to be representing 

and defending lived, with the one Fur exception mentioned above.  They were able to physically 

move throughout the territory, communicate and coordinate within the organization and with key 

stakeholders, foster a relationship with the constituents, and collect the resources to function, 

including food and weapons.  Additionally, territorial control came at too high of an opportunity 

cost due to the state security presence and capabilities compared with that of the NSAGs.  This 

finding is in line with Jardine’s finding, in which “rebel groups under a significant amount of 

military pressure tend to devote more resources to military activity and relatively less to 

administrative tasks and to mobilizing the population.” (Jardine, 2014)  
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Both NSAGs implemented a similar mitigating strategy to compensate for not acquiring full 

territorial control; their strategy was “territorial influence.” Both had “sufficient-enough” military 

capabilities.  These “sufficient-enough” strategies regarding territorial control reflected more of a 

combination of Arjona’s social order of “surveillance” (Arjona A. , 2010) - although this is not a 

reflection of the legitimacy of the prewar institutions but more of the asymmetric balance of 

coercive capabilities, particularly in the more urban settings.   

 

While the NSAGs could not obtain an outright military success against the state and state-

sponsored security apparatus, through asymmetric warfare, they executed small tit-for-tat 

engagements, and a few sporadic outright military wins in one-off battles.  This was “sufficient-

enough” to sustain the narrative that the NSAGs were fighting for the population.   

 

Both NSAGs struggled to defend the population when the states were executing their “scorched 

earth” policies beginning in Darfur in 2002 and in northeastern CAR in 2005.  Yet their failure to 

succeed in this area fed the narrative that the state is “evil,” which was fuel for their political 

mandate.  The strategy of “territorial influence” served the political mandate as the asymmetric 

warfare was “sufficient-enough” and to bring the governments to the negotiating table, combined 

with international pressure.4  

 

                                                      
4 Although the FPRC decided that territorial control was necessary to increase their stature and perceived threat to 

the state, such that the FPRC would be better positioned to negotiate the terms of the social contract with the state 

and gain greater dividends.  The SPLA sought territorial control to increase their stature as a movement which had 

governing capabilities to the international community, such that the international community would take the SPLA 

more seriously during negotiations, which would better position them to negotiate the terms of the social contract 

with the state. 
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In Finding #4, I link the origins of the SLM/A and the UFDR with the effectiveness of 

counterinsurgency strategies and the duration of these conflicts.  Self-defense groups responding 

to the lack of state-provided security were the building blocks for the SLM/A and UFDR.5 The 

different ethnic self-defense groups united and transformed into NSAGs: the Fur, Masalit, and 

Zaghawa joined to form the SLM/A and the Goula, Runga, Youla, and Kara-Sara joined to form 

the UFDR. 

 

Drawing on Staniland’s typology of insurgent groups based on the prewar networks of different 

horizontal and vertical connections, the SLM/A and UFDR would be categorized as “Parochial 

Organizations,” with NSAGs having strong vertical ties and weak horizontal ties, resembling a 

coalition of distinct suborganizations resulting in fragile central processes and robust local 

processes.  Staniland’s conclusion that an effective counterinsurgency targets the specific NSAG 

based on the weak linkages, in this case, the horizontal ties between the leadership (Staniland, 

2012), proved to be true.  Khartoum and Bangui both pursued leadership decapitation, targeting 

the formal processes and informal linkages of trust and commitment among the leadership.  

Strategies of disembedding the NSAG from its society through intense social control and 

surveillance were not utilized, perhaps reflecting the limited state presence and capacity, and the 

challenge of applying this strategy in a context of strong vertical linkages.  Although Khartoum 

did apply the disembedding strategy of displacing populations from approximately 2003 to 2005.  

 

Despite the (predicted) effectiveness of these counterinsurgency strategies targeting the 

                                                      
5 In CAR, the anti-Balaka formed from self-defense groups protecting against road cutters and attacks by Muslim 

groups, however, the anti-Balaka are not perceived as a NSAG as they are considered to be more aligned with the 

government. 
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horizontal linkages by dividing and conquering, in both contexts, more than a decade later from 

the date of formation, the “essence” of these NSAGs continue, in the form of the SLM/A-AW, 

and the multiple NSAGs operating in the east, most notably the FRPC and possibly the RPRC.  

SLM/A-AW and UFDR cases suggest that for parochial NSAGs with deep vertical ties, “it is 

more difficult for states to quickly wipe out parochial groups because of their embeddedness on 

the ground.” (Staniland, 2012, p. 49) Counterinsurgency can dismantle an NSAG, but in the 

contexts with deep vertical ties, it does little to ally the “movement.”  

 

The current conflict dynamics in Darfur and northeast CAR, marked by the continued struggle of 

the SLM/A-AW and FPRC, suggest that as long as the state-level legitimacy gaps and 

consequent grievances persist, and the political means to redressing these issues remain 

ineffective or elusive, the promise of NSAGs to an aggrieved population to protect them and 

pursue change on their behalf remains attractive to some, and to others, the best least worst 

option. These conflicts will persist without an end in sight, despite the heavy toll and loss.  . 

 

In Finding #5, by mapping the SLM/A’s and UFDR’s Grievance-driven Pathway to forming an 

NSAG’s social contract.  I noted how this causal mechanism and pathway differs with that of the 

“Stationary bandit pathway.”  

 

The “bandit-derived state formation model,” or the stationary-bandit model, has been delineated 

by a number of scholars.  In general, the bandit-derived pathway to forming political orders is as 

follows: an NSAG forms for the purpose of extracting resources from the population and the 

territory which they inhabit, and then captures the territory and begins to administer governance 
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to the population in this territory to maximize their profit extraction from the population and the 

resources within their control.  In this pathway, the motivation is economic profit, and both 

territorial control and the provision of governance are consequences of this motivation.  

Subsequent scholars have applied this model to bandits, warlords, and rebels, noting how 

resources drive the behavior of these groups.   

 

My dissertation provides additional evidence to broaden the “new-wars” thesis by expanding the 

explanation for the formation of NSAGs from a strictly resource-based “greed” model.  Core to 

the conceptual social contract framework is the addition of coercive power, a clear delineation of 

social contract components, and the temporal/sequencing of which these components constitute 

legitimacy to form a social contract.  The main difference between the two pathways is the 

coercive mandate and the role which economic need plays.  In short, in the Grievance-driven 

pathway, the people’s need for protection drives the NSAG’s coercive mandate, which in turn, 

generates the NSAG’s economic need.  Territory may or may not be part of the NSAG’s strategy.  

In the Stationary-bandit pathway, the NSAG’s economic need drives the provision of security 

and need to control territory. 

 

3.6 Recommendations 

There is a growing body of research focusing on fragile states and rebel governance, but there is 

less analysis which evaluates state conflict dynamics within a unifying theory.  My research, in 

its successes and failures, identifies several important research topics.  I demonstrated the value 

of social contract theory for understanding 21st century conflicts.  I bring the two dynamics of 

fragile states and NSAGs together using social contract theory.  After extensive research into 
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social contract theory combined with detailed pathway mapping of the formation and breakdown 

of two nonstate social contracts– the SLM/A and the UFDR, I propose a clear conceptual social 

contract framework for understanding how an NSAGs’ social contract forms and develops in an 

iterative manner with the state-level social contract, the state’s legitimacy gaps, and its actions.   

 

In the final chapter, Chapter 8, I offer applications of the social contract framework, as well as 

identify areas in need of further research for academics and the practitioners.  My first 

recommendation is for academics to use this social contract framework as a common reference 

point for future insurgent research and theory development, and to map the adding-up of 

insurgent theories.   

 

There is a growing body of research focusing on fragile states and rebel governance, but there is 

less research which evaluates the two within a unifying theory.  My research does this using 

social contract theory.  Findings from these two case studies help address an important gap in the 

literature on insurgents: why and how certain NSAGs form a social contract with the population 

in their influence in fragile states.  However, additional detailed case study research to test this 

theory, expand the application, and provide more insights is needed. 

 

Social contracts ungird both explicitly and implicitly, the work of counterinsurgency, counter 

violent extremism, and counterterrorism; stabilization and strengthening states; and conflict 

mitigation and peace negotiations.  My second recommendation is for the application of this 

social contract framework in analysis, policy formation, and the design and implementation of 

interventions.   
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This social contract framework clearly delineates the social contracts categories (authoritative 

power and coercive power), its elements (the sovereign, pact of government, and pact of society), 

and, its sources of legitimacy (performance, processes of exchange, and shared values).  These 

components can be more easily assessed, measured, and compared – allowing for lessons to be 

added-up, synthesized, and inform future thinking.  This social contract framework minimizes 

bias; is comprehensive—making explicit and inclusive of coercive power; can be used to map 

different pathways; and enables harmonization.  This enables one’s analysis to be contextualized 

to the unique cultural, historical, geographic context specific to that moment.  This research 

expands on the work of other scholars whose research shifts from strictly focusing on the state as 

the only, preferred, or legitimate social contract and sole provider of governance.  This allows for 

alternative social contracts nested in the hierarchy of power, particularly in fragile state contexts.   

 

My third recommendation is for states to use the social contract framework to map its state’s 

legitimacy gap and augment an understanding of the potential impact of its actions on an already 

agitated population.  NSAGs are a harbinger of a state’s strained, abrogated, or absent social 

contract.  A state needs to understand the ramifications of how it projects itself and interacts, 

contracts with its population.  This framework can serve as a tool to systematically understand 

what constitutes legitimacy and the state’s gap in legitimacy.  a state needs to understand the 

when an overt aggressive act or violation of trust/norms at a specific time in the conflict dynamic 

could serve as a trigger propelling the state and NSAGs into more entrenched conflict dynamics.  

Ideally, this could help generate alternative options to mitigate rather than exacerbate the conflict 

dynamics.   
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Deconstructing the state’s narrative, and the competing narratives of NSAGs, could help 

prioritize how a state allocates its limited resources to stabilizing the state, and more specifically, 

to better target which aspect of the NSAG narratives can be reified or undermined for the greatest 

impact.  Conversely, this framework can be utilized by those seeking to destabilize a state.   

 

The conflict in Darfur and in northeast CAR have received intermittent and varying levels of 

attention, analysis, and efforts to mitigate these conflicts by the affected states and the 

international community.  Due to the combination of Sudan’s and CAR’s fragility and the 

parochial organizational structure of the SLM/A and the UFDR, it is not likely that these 

conflicts will just go away.  The first step in helping resolve and transform these conflicts is to 

truly understand the conflict dynamics, which includes but is not limited to, understanding the 

perspective of the NSAG and those who support it, and the state context which they are facing.  

The social contract framework is a means for supporting an honest and unbiased understanding 

of these conflict dynamics.   

 

In an effort to build human security and approach human security with more of a society-state 

orientation, research on the role of self-defense groups is emergent, focusing on how to 

categorize these groups within a nested language of security actors, and evaluating these groups 

in light of international law.  To be sure, the role of self-defense groups in conflict dynamics is 

not well understood.  The notable examples in today’s conflicts yield mixed results as to whether 

self-defense groups have a positive role to play and whether and how the international 

community, and states, can and should engage them.  For my fourth recommendation, I 
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recommend a research agenda which looks more closely at the role of self-defense groups in 

conflict dynamics. 

 

More research needs to seek a better understanding of self-defense groups, and include variables 

such as government support and the availability of lootable resources should be included.   

 

My final recommendation is for the academic community to relax the requirement of territorial 

control in analyses of NSAGs.  The transition from interstate wars to intrastate and 

internationalized intrastate conflicts has been accompanied by, among other things, the 

proliferation of armed actors and the prevalence for asymmetric warfare.  Territorial control no 

longer seems a necessary function of an NSAG for the NSAG to contract with its society or to 

affect the state-level conflict dynamics.   

 

Understanding NSAGs’ organizational strategies, mitigating approaches, and goals helps inform 

how to affect a state’s conflict dynamics.  Shedding preconceived notions of a state being 

inherently anti-state and that it seeks to establish a parallel state-like system limit our 

understanding.  Rather, we should seek to better understand NSAGs, their political mandates, and 

how territorial control may or may not fulfill this strategy.   

 

4.0 Conclusion 

My dissertation is theory-testing, applying social contract theory to 21st century conflicts, 

particularly in contexts with fragile states.  The purpose of this study is to contribute to 

expanding the way we understand and apply social contract theory, to shift from a normative and 
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biased application of social contract theory to conflicts, and to offer greater understanding as to 

why some organize for self-protection without preconceptions of what is good or bad. 

 

The shift I advocate for is the need to recognize and understand the existence of multiple social 

contracts.  The state is one organizing principle in the pursuit for, among other things, social 

harmony.  Not all states tend toward a centralizing of political authority.  Some states may never 

move in this direction, while others may, eventually.  The multiplicity of political authorities is 

not necessarily an inherent threat to “the state.” In some contexts, if understood and appropriately 

engaged, this could be a potential resource which can coexist and contribute toward social 

harmony.  While not necessarily always the case, self-defense groups and NSAGs may serve as 

building blocks for human security.    
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CHAPTER 2 

ASSESSING THE VARIABLE OF INTEREST: THE SOCIAL 

CONTRACT 
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Walter Lippmann observed, “I do know that there is no greater necessity for men who live in 

communities than that they be governed, self-governed if possible, well-governed if they are 

fortunate, but in any event, governed.” (Huntington, 1968, p.  2) 

 

1.0 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the variable of interest, the social contract, and translates the social 

contract theory into a systematized concept through a conceptual social contract framework. 

 

The social contract underlies the theorizing on the appropriate relationship between the 

governing and the governed—an authority and a human community, resulting in the 

establishment of a political order.  The nature and type of political order has changed and adapted 

over time, having transitioned, as Francis Fukuyama noted, from the tribal and clanal systems of 

political order to systems with a more centralized source of authority and greater expectations by 

the constituents.  In time, the various forms of political order became more complex and 

impersonal, ultimately converging on “the state” as the system of political order.  (Fukuyama, 

2011) While the nature of the political order has changed over time, the concepts of the social 

contract remain essential to understanding the society, the establishment of the hegemonic 

authority, and the relationship between the two. 

 

Social contracts consist of a dual pact: a pact of society in which a group of people agree to live 

together as a society and a pact of government in which the society agrees to live under the 

authority of a government.  The pact of government includes a two-way relationship: the 

government effectively provides security and other public goods as agreed upon and governs in 
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accordance with shared values, and in exchange, as the government is perceived as legitimate, 

the people consent to the authority of the government.  From this, I identify an analytical 

framework with the three germane elements of the social contract: the sovereign, the pact of 

government, and the pact of society.  Measures of a social contract include performance, 

processes of exchange, and shared values. 

 

In the state context, the social contract remains seminal to the functioning of the state as 

apolitical order.  It is the state-society relationship that provides the glue which is meant to hold 

the state together and enables it to provide for the citizens.  The reciprocal nature of the state- 

society relationship suggests that when the ability and/or will of the state to provide for, or 

resonate with, the citizens is eroded, the state-society relationship is similarly weakened or 

deteriorated.  Understanding what leads to tenuous state-society relationships draws from an 

understanding of how a state’s particular social contract is formed and maintained.  A geo- 

historical process led to the formation of “the state” as a political order in Europe, and “the state” 

as the dominant form of political order was subsequently transposed to other regions, including 

Africa.  The path of Africa’s state formation resulted in quite different social contracts between 

the governing and the governed. 

 

I first review the existing literature on the social contract in Section 2.0, identifying the three key 

elements of the social contract which serve as the organizing principles throughout the remainder 

of this dissertation, as well as what constitutes legitimacy and the right to rebel.  In Section 3.0, I 

focus on the state as a social contract.  I review the state formation processes in Europe and 

Africa as a process of forming a social contract between the people and the state.  I then discuss 
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the modern state’s social contract, and present a social contract framework with the key elements 

of legitimacy.  Each section provides an overview of the dominate theories and historical trends 

in the development of these theories relevant to the development of political order and the social 

contract. 

 

2.0 Social Contract Theory 

Discourse about the social contract is found in political and moral contractarianism.  Political 

contractarianism seeks to explain the legitimacy of political authority whereas moral 

contractarianism seeks to explain the origin of legitimate content of moral norms.  For purposes 

of this dissertation, political contractarianism, or social contract theory, will serve as the basis for 

understanding the social contract.  Ann Cudd, an author on social contract theory, explained 

political contractarianism as “focusing on the political theory of authority that claims that 

legitimate authority of government must derive from the consent of the governed, where the 

form and content of this consent derives from the idea of a contract or mutual agreement.” (Cudd 

A. , 2012, p. 1) Patrick Riley, also a author on social contract theory, summarized political 

contractarianism, stating that social contract theory is the popular doctrine that political 

legitimacy, political authority, and political obligations are derived from the consent of those 

who create a government and who operate it through some form of quasi-consent, such as 

representation, majoritarianism, or tacit consent.  (Riley, 1999) 

 

Social contract theory is composed of a double contract: a contract of society and a contract of 

government.  The contract of society, which Rousseau referred to as a pact d’association and 

which Gierke referred to as a Gesellschaftsvertrag, postulates that there is an organized 
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community—a political community—that coheres in virtue of a common social will that creates 

or establishes a society, a societas.  The contract of government, which Rousseau referred to as a 

pact de gouvernement and which Gierke referred to as the Herrschaftsvertrag, refers to the 

contract between rulers and subjects that establishes a power, or postestas.  Together, these two 

pacts form the social contract.  (Pruthi, 2005) For purposes of distinguishing between the two 

components of the social contract, I will use the terms “pact of society” and “pact of 

government,” rather than the contract of society and the contract of government. 

 

The logic of the social contract is as follows: the “State of Nature” is an imaginary situation 

where no State exists and no individual possesses political power.  Motivated by different 

rationales, endowed with personal autonomy or natural liberty, Man6 voluntarily consents to live 

together as a society and to accept the authority of a sovereign as an enforcer, an arbitrator, 

and/or as a representative.  This consent to a sovereign’s authority is more or less conditioned on 

the sovereign’s ability to protect and/or provide for those residing within its jurisdiction.  The 

provision of these public goods, whether in the form of stability, rule of law, participation, or 

shared political cultural values, constitutes legitimacy for the authority.  Perceived as legitimate, 

each individual incurs a political obligation, and voluntarily consents to the sovereign’s authority 

and use of violence.  Thus, the social contract contract is formed.  Some philosophers suggest 

that the sovereign’s failure to provide the public goods is a breach of contract and subsequently 

gives the individual the right to rebel against the government. 

 

                                                      
6 The term “Man” draws from the classical works used to reference humankind, which is not gender specific.  For 

consistency, I will continue to use the term “Man.” 
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Social contract theory has developed in an iterative process; political developments shape the 

debate of the social contract and are simultaneously causative, used to argue for and affect the 

nature of political developments. 

 

2.1 Social Contract Theorists 

In the wake of the destruction of the old political and cultural European order, many political 

thinkers turned toward understanding the contract of society, focusing on the transition from 

some form of “State of Nature” of Man to a contractually constituted political community.  This 

gave rise to the Great Age of the Social Contract, during the 17th and 18th centuries.  Sir Ernest 

Barker suggested that it occurred between Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan in 1651 and Jean-Jacques 

Rousseau’s Of the Social Contract in 1762.”7 (Barker, 1947) During this 100-year period, social 

contract theory was debated, developed, and in turn, significantly affected the political 

developments of the time.8 

 

The leading thinkers of the social contract tradition of the 17th and 18th centuries include Thomas 

Hobbes, John Locke, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau; and in the modern era, John Rawls.  The early 

theorists focused on will and voluntariness whereas in contemporary times the focus shifted 

                                                      
7 Riley suggested that this golden age includes Kant, extending from Hobbes in 1651 through 1797 when Kant wrote 

Metaphysical Elements of Justice.  Since Kant tended to focus on moral authority over political authority, I have 

chosen to reflect Barker’s interpretation of the Golden Era of the Social Contract and not to include Kant’s social 

contract theory. 
8 Two schools of social contract theory developed during this era; the first school is known as contractarianism and 

the second is known as contractualism.  The first is founded on Hobbes’s theory of the social contract and the 

second stems from Kant’s interpretation of the social contract.  The difference between the two schools is primarily 

the source of motivation to enter into the social contract; essentially one motivation is a rational self-preservation 

whereas the second is a rational morality.  In contractarianism, Man is primarily self-interested, and a rational 

assessment of the best strategy for attaining the maximization of their self-interest will lead Man to act morally   and 

to consent to governmental authority.  In contractualism, “individuals are not taken to be motivated by self- interest 

but rather rationality requires that we respect persons.… Thus, individuals are motivated by a commitment to 

publicly justify the standards of morality to which each will be held.” (Cudd A. , 2012) For purposes of this 

dissertation, I will focus on the contractarian arguments of the social contract. 
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toward consent and contract.  Each social contract theorist interpreted the social contract 

differently, reflecting the historical events unfolding at the time.  These differences are derived 

from the different interpretations of Man’s State of Nature and subsequently, the different 

motivations leading Man to enter into the contract and consent to an authority.  The motivations 

for Man to enter into the contract shape the expectations for what the sovereign ought to provide, 

giving rise to discussions of consent and legitimacy.  Debates as to what constitutes consent and 

legitimacy—the actual glue or binding factor of a social contract—continue and shape our 

expectations of “the state” in the modern era. 

 

2.2 Unpacking the Social Contract 

Social contract theorists focus mainly on four key elements: will, voluntariness, consent, and 

contract.  (Riley, 1999) From the rich history of social contract theory, I focus on the following: 

 

1. Pact of Society: Individuals create a human community or society by agreeing to live 

together, forming the pact of society. 

2. Pact of Government and the Sovereign: The society agrees to be governed by a political 

authority, the sovereign, and the political authority agrees to govern to meet the 

expectations of the society.  The relationship between society and the political authority, 

and between the political authority and society, is both iterative and reciprocal. 

3. The Dual Contract—The Social Contract: Through a pact of society and pact of 

government, a social contract is formed. 

4. Consent and Legitimacy: As a society, human beings’ consent, implicitly or explicitly, to 

entering into a pact of government with a political authority.  This consent is qualified, 
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based on the political authority providing public goods, maintaining a relationship 

between the governing and the governed through a process of exchange, and reflecting 

the shared values of the society. 

5. Rebellion: When a political authority fails to govern in a manner preferred by society the 

political authority is perceived as illegitimate.  Under conditions of illegitimacy, society 

can demand change, rebel against the political authority, and overthrow an illegitimate 

political order. 

 

2.2.1 Social Contract Element #1: Pact of Society 

The first key element of the social contract is the foundational pact of society, in which 

individuals create a human community or society by agreeing to live together, forming the pact 

of society.  According to social contract theory, the conditions of the State of Nature in which 

Man finds himself without political order is what motivates Man to enter into the pact of society.  

With different conditions of the State of Nature, there are different motivations to form the pact, 

leading to different constructs of the pact. 

 

Hobbes first described his political philosophy in Leviathan, written three years after the Peace 

of Westphalia (1648).9 Reflecting the violence and chaos of his time, Hobbes viewed the natural 

condition, or State of Nature, of Man as being in a state of insecurity and constant fear where 

brute force reigns.  According to Hobbes, due to Man’s constant pursuit of gain, of safety, and of 

glory or reputation, and an assumed mental and physical equality of Man, a perpetual state of 

                                                      
9 The timing is not a coincidence; in an effort to end the chaos of the preceding century, the Peace of Westphalia 

ended the Thirty Years’ War and the Eighty Years’ War in Europe and England, and codified a political order 

system based on the state and its sovereignty. 
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war will persist with “every man against every man.” (Hobbes, 1994, p. 78) The cumulative 

effect is that the life of Man will be “solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.” 

 

For Hobbes, Man is motivated to enter into a contract due to insecurity, and the contract is the 

means through which security is provided.  Hobbes’s Man is motivated to seek peace and the 

defense of himself.  Under the State of Nature conditions, an individual cannot be guaranteed 

that his or her pursuit of peace would not be threatened by another’s attempt to preserve one’s 

self.  This results in a prisoner’s dilemma in which cheaters win, and conflict becomes perpetual.  

Man is motivated to enter into a contract to establish an enforcer that will remove the threat of 

cheaters and enable Man’s efforts to pursue peace to be successful. 

 

John Locke, writing 38 years after Hobbes, described his political philosophy in Two Treatises 

on Government, Of The Social Contract, Of Principles of Political Right in 1689.  The year prior, 

the House of Lords agreed by vote that there was an original contract between the king and the 

people.  Perhaps more removed from the recent century of conflict, Locke’s understanding of the 

State of Nature was less focused on chaos and security than on injustice.  In Locke’s State of 

Nature, the natural right of punishment belongs to each individual in order to protect one’s life, 

liberty, or property.  As individuals, without a political society to protect one’s life, liberty, or 

property, men act as individual judges, passing partial judgments with inadequate force for the 

execution of judgments, resulting in inconsistent judgments.  Combined with the increasing 

scarcity of land, the self-administration of (in)justice becomes a source of conflict.  Man is 

motivated to enter into a contract due to a lack of impartial justice and the contract is the means 

through which impartial justice is administered. 
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Rousseau wrote the First Discourse (1750), the Discourse on the Origin of Inequality (1754), 

and On the Social Contract (1762), slightly less than a century after Locke’s works and during 

France’s intellectual Enlightenment Period.  More removed by the systemic political chaos of the 

past, Rousseau’s writings were affected by his childhood experiences witnessing inequality.  

Like Hobbes and Locke, Rousseau endowed Man with a desire for self-preservation (amour of 

soi meme) in the State of Nature.  With Man’s competing inclination of self-preservation, 

compassion, and an aversion to harm, in a situation of scarcity, Rousseau’s Man is similarly 

unable to prevent conflict.  Man is motivated to enter into a contract by inequality and the 

contract is the means through which “natural equality between men” is restored.   (Betts, 1994, p. 

10) To restore this natural equality, the social contract will provide for “the protection of person 

and property,” or “freedom from harm and the access to means for maintaining life” (Barker, 

1947, p. 180), or “to guarantee each member’s property, life, and liberty.” (Betts, 1994) 

Rousseau’s Man can live freely as well as together without being subjugated to others. 

 

There was a hiatus in social contract theory that lasted for almost two centuries.  The next 

significant contribution comes from Rawls10, writing A Theory of Justice in 1971.  (Rawls, 1971)  

Reflecting the shift in the focus from will and volunteerism to consent and agreement, Rawls 

focused primarily on qualifying what constitutes legitimacy.11 In the modern era when the state is 

the given system for political order, Rawls suggested that the State of Nature is a hypothetical 

                                                      
10 While David Gauthier also wrote about the social contract theory, drawing on game theory, his works are not 

summarized in greater detail as his focus is primarily on what governs motivation, suggesting that contrary to 

Hobbes’s theory, the sovereign is not needed to enforce cooperation as rational thought, or Morals by Agreement, is 

sufficient 
11 John Rawls’s writings were influenced by two 20th century wars; he actively participated in WWII as an 

infantryman and spoke out against what he considered an unjust Vietnam War. 
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condition, necessary to imagine before choosing to enter into a hypothetical contract.  

Individuals in this hypothetical condition live with a “veil of ignorance,” in which they are 

unbiased and are forced to select principles of impartiality and rationality.   (Wolff, 2006, p. 157) 

For Rawls, Man is motivated to enter into a contract by the desire for justice as fairness, which is 

liberty and equality.  This is obtained through an adequate share of primary social goods (rights 

and liberties, powers and opportunities, income and wealth, popularly referred to as liberties, 

opportunities, and wealth.  It is worth pausing to digest this analysis on the State of Man and 

apply it to the current context of the modern era.  Man is unable to remedy the ever-prevailing 

condition of scarcity in the State of Nature, in which conflict prevails.  To escape this conflict, 

Man seeks to form a social contract, a contract that will bring stability to Hobbes’s Man, 

impartial justice to Locke’s Man, equality to Rousseau’s Man, and liberty and equality to 

Rawls’s Man.  While at times feeling rather esoteric and removed, this analysis of social contract 

theory provides an understanding of what motivates Man to enter into a contract, mirroring the 

same motivations that drive today’s Man.  I argue in Chapter 3 that whichever political 

authority—be it the state or a nonstate—provides these essential needs for security, justice, and 

economic opportunity, that is the authority with which the people are motivated to contract. 

 

Returning our attention to the great theorists, each theorist’s Man is motivated to and forms a 

pact of society—in Rousseau’s language, the act by which a people become a people.  (Betts, 

1994) Hobbes’s Man determines that the best strategy for self-preservation is to cede some of his 

individual rights so that others would cede theirs.  By mutually transferring rights, a normative 

binding communal order forms, referred to as the covenant.  This is an interest-based contract for 

the mutual advantage of “Peace and Common Defense.” This covenant is based on trust and is 
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entered into voluntarily.  Locke speaks of the formation of a pact of society, when society agrees 

to establish a political society or commonwealth under law to guarantee Man’s natural rights: 

life, liberty, and estate (or property). 

 

Rousseau’s Man comes together as individuals to form a legal association, which includes, “the 

complete transfer of each associate, with all his rights, to the whole community.… Each of us 

puts his person and all his power in common under the supreme direction of the general will; and 

we as a body receive each member as an indivisible part of the whole.”  (Rousseau, 1994, p. 54) 

Rawls suggested that individuals in the hypothetical condition choose to agree to the principles 

of justice as fairness in the process of forming the hypothetical contract.  Rawls’s pact of society 

“is a society in which (1) everyone agrees to and accepts the same principles of justice; (2) these 

principles are generally realized in basic social institutions and are successfully enforced; and (3) 

all want to comply with their requirements out of their sense of justice.”  (Freeman, 2014, p. 23) 

 

In sum, while applying different terms, Man voluntarily comes together to be with his fellow 

Man and forms a pact of society in Hobbes’s covenant, Locke’s society, and Rousseau’s pact of 

association.  This analysis of social contract theory provides the precept that Man comes together 

and forms a society based on the desire of having particular needs fulfilled.  In the modern 

context, there is much discussion as to what drives some individuals toward wanting to form a 

society. 

 

2.2.2 Social Contract Element #2: Pact of Government and the Sovereign 

The second key element of the social contract is the pact of government, in which a society (Key 

Element #1) agrees to be governed by a political authority (Key Element #3) through a pact of 
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government (Key Element #2).  The political authority agrees to govern to meet the expectations 

of the society.  The relationship between society and the political authority is both iterative and 

reciprocal. 

 

In Hobbes’s absolutist interpretation of the social contract, once formed, by transferring His (the 

People’s) rights and power to the sovereign, society no longer exists as an independent party 

entering into a pact with the government with the ability to confront the government—essentially 

eliminating the pact of government.  Hobbes’s Man forms the government, or sovereign, as Man 

exercises his will and voluntarily transfers his rights to this beneficiary, to the leviathan.  Hobbes 

described this process, stating that “every man should say to every man, ‘I authorize and give up 

my right of governing myself to this man, or this assembly of men, on this condition, that though 

I give up thy right to him, and authorize all of his actions in like manner’….  This is the 

generation of the Leviathan.” (Hobbes, 1994, p. 109) 

 

After forming the pact of society, Locke’s society appoints a fiduciary or trustee government, 

thus forming the pact of government.  According to Locke, Man only gives up the right to the 

single power of exacting retribution himself in return for impartial justice backed by 

overwhelming force.  Thus, Man retains the right to life and liberty, and gains the right to just, 

impartial protection of property.  Locke sees the sovereign as remedying the imperfections of the 

State of Nature by providing a judicature to administer law impartially, an executive to enforce 

the decisions of the judicature, and a legislature to lay down a uniform rule of judgment. 

 

Since, as Rousseau stated, all men are made equal and no one has the natural right to govern 
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others, a pact of society, once formed, may be self-governing, without distinction between rulers 

and subject.  However, the contract is greater than the sum of the individuals.  By transferring the 

individual rights to an association, a single body or a “public person” is formed.  Rousseau’s pact 

of government is formed as an act of association that “involves a reciprocal commitment 

between public and private persons; each individual enters on a contract with himself so to 

speak, and becomes bound in a double capacity, namely toward other individuals inasmuch as he 

is a member of the sovereign, and toward the sovereign inasmuch as he is a member of the state.” 

(Rousseau, 1994) Rousseau states that “there is only one contract in the State, that of association, 

and it excludes all others.” 

 

Each theorist identified the need for a political authority to govern; Hobbes’s society transferred 

all rights to a sovereign who governs with absolute authority, Locke’s society formed a pact of 

government, and Rousseau’s society retained all rights and is both society and governance at 

once.  Yet, each theorist applied different authorities and conditions for governing.  According to 

Hobbes, the sovereign power is the authorized representative of the people and therefore granted 

absolute authority to ensure the common defense.  The sovereign is responsible for protecting the 

security of the Commonwealth and breaks the prisoner’s dilemma that develops in the State of 

Nature by severely punishing those who disobey the laws.  As such, the sovereign has a 

monopoly on violence, taking of property, and other actions.  In Hobbes’s perspective, whatever 

the sovereign does is just by definition. 

 

Contrary to Hobbes’s sovereign, Locke’s sovereign is not an absolutist power.  For Locke, 

political power of the sovereign is for the benefit of the people and the people themselves are the 
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creators and the beneficiaries of that trust.  The government exists through its obligation to 

society, but is not an independent party confronting the community.  Rousseau’s pact of 

government seeks to establish a political order whereby the sovereign does not make the laws; 

the people make the laws and the sovereign applies and administers the laws.  Laws are made by 

the people through popular assemblies.  Rousseau referred to politically organized society as “the 

state.” (Betts, 1994) It is a true state, the progressive state formed by the free will of all rather 

than the despotic state. 

 

It is worth noting the contrasting perspectives of Hobbes and Rousseau with regards to the pact 

of government in their social contracts.  With Hobbes, the government is all powerful and does 

not have a reciprocal relationship with society; whereas with Rousseau, the people are all 

powerful and the government is powerless without the consent of the people.  It is only with 

Locke that both pacts, pact of government and pact of society, are equally empowered.  This, 

among other reasons, is why most contractarians draw upon Locke’s social contract theory over 

that of Hobbes’s and Rousseau’s. 

 

This analysis of social contract theory suggests that Man has need for a political authority to 

govern its people.  In the modern context, the current international system of political 

organization dons the state as the supreme authority.  Yet, in the modern context, the pact of 

government is not always formed with, and only with, the state, but with other competing or 

parallel political authorities.  I posit in Chapter 3 that a single state can have a number of 

political authorities nested within it, in competition, parallel, and/or fused. 
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2.2.3 Social Contract Element #3: The Dual Contract 

Through a pact of society and a pact of government, a dual pact, a social contract is formed. 

 

In its most familiar or commonly used form in the modern era, the social contract is considered 

as the dual contract, connoting a two-directional relationship between society and the political 

authority.  This use of the social contract contrasts with the theories of the Golden Era of the 

Social Contract, whereby the pact of government is one of two pacts in the social contract.  Thus, 

the term “dual contract” is applicable to both interpretations: the social contract as a dual 

contract reflecting the two-directional relationship between society and the government; or the 

social contract as a dual contract due to the existence of two pacts, the pact of society whereby 

the pact exists within and among a population to agree to live together as a society, and the pact 

of government whereby the pact exists between the society and the political authority.  In the 

latter interpretation, referring more to Locke’s interpretation, the two pacts that compose the 

social contract also refer to a two-directional relationship, first among the individuals within the 

society and second, between the society and political authority.  Figure 2 below depicts the social 

contract with the two pacts, with each pact being two-directional. 
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Figure 2 The social contract with the dual pacts 

I argue that the latter, more precise interpretation of the social contract is essential to 

understanding some of the modern-day challenges within states.  An incomplete analysis results 

from restricting the understanding of the social contract to only the two-way pact of government 

with an implicit assumption that the pact of society already exists and is functioning. 

 

2.2.4 Social Contract Element #4: Consent and Legitimacy 

Consent and legitimacy both sustain and result from a functioning social contract.  The doctrine 

of authority is based on consent; consent is what provides legitimacy to the sovereign.  For a 

functional social contract, society must perceive the political authority as legitimate, and the 

political authority must receive society’s consent.  To abbreviate the equation: if legitimacy, then 

consent; if consent, then legitimacy. 

 

Hobbes and Locke identified two necessary performance functions of the government, stability 

and justice, for a political authority to be considered legitimate.  Hobbes’s doctrine of authority 

is based on consent, and the incentive to consent to the sovereign is based on the sovereign 
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offering Man a peaceful way out of the brutish State of Nature.  The predominant interpretation 

of Hobbes’s consent is that it is binary and not qualitative, by consenting to the mere 

establishment of the sovereign, Man incurs the political obligation to comply with the sovereign.  

Hobbes rationalized that a subject consenting to the rule of the sovereign power gives tacit 

consent to the sovereign power to do whatever is necessary to keep the society from returning to 

the State of Nature.   

 

With voluntary consent, once established, by existence, the authority of the sovereign is 

considered politically legitimate.  The less known interpretation of Hobbes’s writings suggests a 

qualitative nature of consent and legitimacy.  In this interpretation, there are two qualitative 

conditions for consent.  The first is that the sovereign not directly attack the subjects under the 

sovereign, and the second is that the sovereign provides adequate protection to the subjects.  

Thus, rather than deriving legitimacy by its means of establishment and very existence, a 

qualitative source of legitimacy is derived from the sovereign’s ability to prevent the brutish 

nature from threatening Man.  (Riley, 1999)12
 

 

Locke’s logic regarding consent is as follows: the only way for Man to come under another 

person’s authority is to give this person their consent.  The sovereign, who claims authority over 

an individual, has no right to that authority unless the individual has voluntarily placed 

themselves under the sovereign’s authority through consent.  (Wolff, 2006) For Locke, consent is 

not binary; the quality of the government matters for individuals to consent to the contract of 

                                                      
12 I have chosen to focus on Hobbes’s second and qualitative interpretation of legitimacy as it is more applicable to 

the modern context. This suggests that a political authority’s provision of security for the population under the 

political authority’s purview or control is an essential requirement for the political authority’s legitimacy. 
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government.  The government must apply justice appropriately to ensure that civil peace and 

prosperity are maintained.  For Locke, political legitimacy is defined in terms of the 

appropriateness of the government.  While Locke believed in express consent, he also believed 

that political obligations can be created through tacit consent, when an individual enjoys the 

benefits of the political authority. 

 

Rousseau and Rawls identified two necessary qualities of the political authority for consent: 

interactive and shared.  Rousseau’s notion of consent is qualified, based on interaction between 

citizens and government that ensures the conditions of consent, the general will.  In short, the 

general will is that it must come from all and apply to all.  (Betts, 1994) Rousseau stated that 

political authority does not lie with the government, but with the people as a whole, expressing 

the general will.  When the general will is absent, or in the case in which the political community 

is differentiated into factions and one faction imposes its collective will on the state as a whole, 

the state or political authority lacks legitimacy.   

 

While Rousseau’s writings on the process in which the general will is identified are 

contradictory, what is clear is that the general will is derived from the assembly of citizens and 

codified into laws that converge on and correspond with the general will.  Rousseau’s broad 

brush of interaction between the government and the citizens entails the citizens convening in 

reGoular, periodic assemblies to determine the general will and, in such assemblies, the lowliest 

citizen has as much of a voice as the most powerful magistrate.  Wolff points to the conditions of 

Rousseau’s consent, stating that Rousseau suggested that residence constitutes consent, but only 

within a free state, as one is free to leave if one does not consent to the authority of the 
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government.  Should an individual reside in a country against his will then this no longer itself 

implies his consent to the contract. 

 

Rawls’s notion of consent is qualified, based on a shared political conception of justice.  A 

political conception of justice is “a moral conception generated from the fundamental ideas 

implicit in that society's public political culture.” (Rawls, 1971) The political conception of 

justice serves both as the basis to bring citizens together to cooperate, as well as the source of 

legitimacy for a political power.  Rawls states that the only way citizens can be expected to 

endorse the laws in a liberal society is if political power is exercised in accordance with a 

political conception of justice.  This means that the political power needs to resonate and act in 

accordance with society’s public culture, thus both the government and its citizens share the 

same political culture.  While legitimacy means that the law may be permissibly enforced, Rawls 

stated that it is up to each individual to resonate with the political conception of justice based on 

his or her own rationale.  At the societal level, this results in an overlapping consensus, in which 

citizens support the political conception of justice undergirding the laws—although the 

individual rationale may differ to some extent. 

 

This analysis suggests that individuals consent to be governed by a sovereign authority, based on 

that authority providing a specific good or quality.  Consent can be afforded to the political 

authority based on the political authority’s ability to provide some combination of public goods 

in the form of Hobbes’s order and Locke’s justice.  It can also be afforded to the political 

authority based on a shared quality, such as Rousseau’s general will, reflecting the process by 

which the general will of the citizens is reGoularly conveyed by the citizens to the government 
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and enacted into law, or Rawls’s political culture shared by both the public and the government.  

Fulfilling these qualitative conditions—specific to the unique social contract formed between a 

particular society and particular political authority, the political authority is perceived as 

legitimate by its society and therefore receives the consent of society, and the political authority 

has the right to govern—that is, to extract, penetrate, reGoulate, and appropriate as necessary. 

 

In sum, these theorists have identified three sources of legitimacy: public services, interaction, 

and shared political culture.  The relative combination of these categories, and the nature of what 

each element means, is context specific.  I argue in Chapter 3 that the predominant focus of the 

modern social contract and what constitutes legitimacy emphasizes the public goods provided by 

the government, to the neglect of understanding and considering the second two sources—the 

manner in which a state’s government interacts with society, and whether or how this 

government resonates the shared values of the public political culture of society. 

 

2.2.5 Social Contract Element #5: Illegitimacy and Rebellion 

Rebellion is as essential to the social contract as consent.  Rebellion occurs when the political 

authority is perceived as illegitimate—a political authority fails to provide public goods, or to 

govern in a manner preferred by society, or to resonate with the shared values of the society.  

Under conditions of illegitimacy, society can demand change, rebel against the political 

authority, and overthrow an illegitimate order. 

 

As noted above, Hobbes’s writing on consent, legitimacy, and the related right to rebel is 

inconsistent. (Lloyd & Screedhar, 2011) Most interpret Hobbes’s contract as one without an 

inclusion of the right of society to rebel against the sovereign.  Focusing on Hobbes’s qualitative 
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rather than binary notion of covenant, Hobbes included limits to political obligations, suggesting 

that the subjects have the liberty to disobey some of the government’s commands should the 

sovereign fail to provide security for its subjects.  With Locke’s contract, if the sovereign power 

violates Man’s natural laws—the right to the pursuit of life, liberty and estate, and trust reposed 

by the people, then the people have the right to dismiss or overthrow the government.  Locke 

stated, “I say, using force upon the people, without authority, and contrary to the trust put in him 

that does so, is a state of war with the people.” (Locke, 2012, p. 134) When overthrowing the 

government, society does not return to the State of Nature, as Hobbes’s theory purported, since 

the pact of society remains intact; rather, it is merely the pact of government which is 

renegotiated. 

 

Rousseau suggested that the pact of government is based on the notion that “the sovereign 

derives its being solely from the sanctity of the contract, it cannot oblige itself to do anything that 

derogates from this original deed; … To violate this act through which it exists would be to 

destroy itself.” (Rousseau, 1994, p. 57) Rousseau stipulated that there are two ways in which 

government degenerates: through a contraction in size from a democracy to aristocracy to 

royalty, and when the state is dissolved.  The state dissolution can occur “when the ruling body 

no longer administers the state in accordance with the laws, and usurps sovereign authority” and 

when members of the government separately usurp the power that they ought only to exercise as 

a body.” Rousseau suggested that when “the government usurps sovereignty, the social contract 

is broken.” (Rousseau, 1994, pp. 119–120) 

 

Under conditions in which the political authority has failed to fulfill its obligations for consent 
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& 

ces of Legitimacy So 

and is therefore perceived as illegitimate, society has the right to break the pact of government 

and rebel.  Depending on the nature of the social contract, the level of and nature of the loss of 

legitimacy of the political authority grants the society the right to withdraw its consent.  At a 

minimum, it is supported that under conditions in which the political authority fails to provide 

stability and protect its population from the nasty and brutish life, society has the right to rebel.  I 

argue in Chapter 3 that in the context of an absent or failed social contract with a state’s political 

authority, specific populations within the state form alternative social contracts with nonstate 

political authorities, who can provide security and resonate with shared values, and perhaps also 

provide public goods with acceptable processes of exchange. 

 

Thus, the social contract is a reciprocal relationship between the governed and the governing; the 

governing provides for and protects the governed, and the governed offer noncoerced acceptance 

or consent by to those governing and their authority.  Through this dual pact, a social contract 

and a political order are formed.  The political authority’s lack of legitimacy constitutes a  

Figure 3 The social contract key elements and corresponding sources of legitimacy. 
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withdrawal of consent, and rebellion can be sanctioned to break the social contract.  I propose a 

conceptual social contract framework of the key elements and the corresponding sources of 

legitimacy.  Each of the key elements of the social contract corresponds with a related source of 

legitimacy.  This is depicted in Figure 3. 

 

For a social contract to have legitimacy in the element of the pact of society, the pact of society 

needs to have a public political culture that is shared and reflected with the government.  For a 

social contract to have legitimacy in the element of the pact of government, the pact of 

government needs to encompass a process in which the citizens interact with the government for 

the purpose of exchanging perspectives and expressing their needs and interests to identify the 

general will and for the government to enact laws resonating with this general will.  For a social 

contract to have legitimacy in the element of the sovereign, the sovereign needs to provide 

specific services, and not attack its own people. 

 

Different social contracts require more of one source of legitimacy than the other to be viable 

depending on the specific context, historical processes, people, and culture.  Correspondingly, 

differing strengths or weaknesses of the key components can be cause for, or not cause, the 

people to perceive the social contract as legitimate or illegitimate. 

 

At the end of the following section, I introduce social contract variation based on this model and 

relate it to the social contract between the state and its citizens. 
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3.0 The Social Contract as “the State” 

The contributions of these philosophers to social contract theory led to the conceptual foundation 

upon which the notion of “the state” was formed.  Centuries later, the strength of a state is 

evaluated by its social contract, and the explanation for the failure of a state similarly returns to 

the integrity of a state’s social contract.  While the context has changed, with “the state” now the 

given norm for political order, concepts of consent, legitimacy, and the right to rebel continue to 

dominate scholar and practitioner debates in the search of how best to facilitate and enable a 

peaceful and fruitful life for Man. 

 

It is not a coincidence that social contract theory developed through an iterative process during 

the time when Europe’s political systems were reordered, with various paths converging toward 

a political system of “the state.” This transition can be witnessed by the very words used by the 

Golden Era philosophers.  Writing in 1689, Hobbes used the terms “the sovereign” and “the 

leviathan”; Locke used “the sovereign” and “the government”; and by 1762 Rousseau referred to 

“the State.” Essentially, the state is the modern form of the political order, with the social 

contract elements similarly applied—a pact of society as those living within a state’s territory, a 

political authority as the state’s government, and the pact of government as the relationship 

between the state’s government and society.  There are parallels between establishing the social 

contract of a political order and establishing the social contract of a state. 

 

Max Weber suggested that, like the political associations [or orders] stemming from the social 

contract, the state is similarly a relationship of rule (or domination Herrschaft) by men over men.  

(Weber, 2006) Weber identified three stages of institutional development for the state: political 
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power, the state, and the modern state.  Michael Mann, who wrote volumes on the sources of 

social power, cited Weber’s theory describing “political power” as a prestate political 

organization: “A ‘ruling organization’ will be called ‘political’ insofar as its existence and order 

is continuously safeguarded within a given territorial area by the threat and application of 

physical force on the part of the administrative staff.” He went on to say that a state emerges 

from a political power when there is a monopoly over use of physical force and the use of the 

force is legitimate, stating, “insofar as the administrative staff successfully upholds the claim to 

the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force in the enforcement of its order.” (Mann, 

1993, pp. 54-56) 

 

While each state forms by responding to these transformational challenges in a unique and 

nonreplicable manner, trends in the historical and geopolitical context affecting the state 

formation process can be identified.  These trends have resulted in states with different strengths 

and weaknesses and the likelihood of experiencing internal conflict.  Understanding the state 

formation process and how the social contract formed is essential to understanding the stability 

and instability of the states of today. 

 

The social and historical processes that led to the formation of “the European state” up to World 

War I (WWI) differed from those processes that lead to the formation of the non-European state 

after WWI.  Through an iterative and violent process of war and the establishment of 

bureaucracies, the political order of the state in Europe slowly developed.  The state gradually 

replaced other forms of political organization in Europe and became the principal unit of political 

order by the 20th century.  Following WWI and the end of decolonialization, the European state 
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was grafted onto other forms of political orders in non-European contexts to establish new states.  

The African experience of state formation contrasts significantly from the European state 

formation process; rather than developing from a long history of violence, social contracting, and 

the state gradually providing for the constituency, Africa’s experience occurred over a short 

period with minimal violence, orchestrated contracting, and challenges in providing for the 

constituency. 

 

The following sections trace the development of the social contract of a state through the state 

formation process in the European and African experiences.  I use the key conceptual elements 

of the social contract—the pact of society, the sovereign, and the pact of government—to present 

this information.  Although the state formation process is presented through the lens of each of 

the social contract elements, the formation of the social contract elements and the formation of 

the state did not occur sequentially, but concurrently, and it did not occur in isolation, but in an 

iterative and complex process. 

 

3.1 The European State Formation Process 

The European state formation process occurred over approximately three centuries, and “the 

state” culminated as the dominant form of political authority in Europe by the end of the 19th 

century.  Charles Tilly, a leading scholar on the European state formation process, stated, “The 

system of states that now prevails almost everywhere on earth took shape in Europe after AD 

990.” (Tilly, 1992, p. 4) He continued, “Sometime after 1490 Europe…set off decisively toward 

the creation of a system consisting almost entirely of relatively autonomous national states.” 

(Tilly, 1992, p. 44) According to Gruhn, “the modern state is a Western European creation.… 
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Between the 17th and 19th centuries it [the state] became the name of a particular type of 

European political organization.”  (Gruhn, 2001, p. 14972) However, as Max Beloff noted, “In 

the 16th and 17th centuries, the modern idea of political sovereignty, the notion that over every 

Man and every foot of ground, there must exist some single supreme authority was still 

something to be argued and fought over rather than the underlying presumption of all political 

action.”  (Migdal J. S., 1994, p. 11) 

 

Milliken and Krause, writing on state failure, identified three interconnected schools of thought 

explaining the European state formation process: the narrative of war, order, and security 

through war making and state making; the liberal narrative of social contracting including 

representation and legitimacy; and the narrative of political economy focusing on wealth and 

welfare. (Milliken & Krause, 2003) The narrative of war making and state making in the 

sovereign section and the narrative of social contracting are presented under the pact of society 

section below. 

 

3.1.1 Pact of Society: Multinational Societies 

The body that is formed when individuals agree to live together was referred to by Hobbes as the 

covenant, by Locke as the political society, by Rousseau as an association, and by Weber as a 

human community.  In the modern state context, these terms reflect a pact of society among 

citizens within a state, which differs from that of a nation.  Recent literature tends to focus on 

what forms a nation, rather than what forms a pact of society.  It is worth understanding the 

difference between the two before looking more closely at the pact of society. 

 

Conner Walker, a scholar of nationalism, astutely commented on how defining and 
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conceptualizing the nation is difficult because the essence of nation is intangible.  (Walker, 1978) 

There are three branches of definitions for nation, and although they are not mutually exclusive, 

each branch emphasizes a different explanation linking people to groupness.13 The terms used to 

link a population to a territory are similarly unclear.  The term nation-state, as Connor noted, 

grew from describing a territorial-political unit whose borders coincided or nearly coincided with 

the territorial distribution of a nation’s population.  This is quite different from, although often 

conflated with, either a nation or a state.  As of 1971, there were only 12 states (9.1%) that could 

legitimately be described as nation-states; whereas the other states had some combination of 

multiple nations.   (Walker, 1978, p. 379) Tilly referred to national states which are states 

governing multiple contiguous regions [and therefore assumed multiple peoples or nations] and 

their cities, which is quite different from nation-states.14 (Tilly, 1992) 

 

Thus, while most states contain nations, the pact of society for a state is typically larger than a 

pact uniting a single nation; rather, it is pluralistic by nature, in which individuals share a 

specific sentiment of solidarity toward each other and the state.  As with nation, there is similar 

confusion in defining the concept of nationalism.  Nationalism has been defined by some as 

identification with a nation rather than with a state.  What distinguished nationalism from 

                                                      
13 The older branch focuses on ethnicity or objective qualities, as the source for group solidarity.  (Hechter, 2000) 

This branch can be expanded to include common characteristics of people, including elements such as language and 

culture. A second branch focuses on the self-awareness or self-consciousness, subjective qualities of the group. 

Proponents of this interpretation include Benedict Anderson, who describes a nation as “an imagined community.”  

(Anderson, 1991) Conner’s myth of common descent is an example which combines these two branches.  (Connor, 

1994) The third and more recent branch of nation increasingly focuses on political qualities. This branch is closer to 

the notion of a multination pact of society, with an emphasis on elements such as being historically constituted  

(Stalin, 1994), the territoriality of the nation  (Brubaker, 1996), self-determination, and the solidarity relating to 

common values for governance—a civic nation (Greenfield, 1992). Miscevic notes that, according to the “purely 

voluntaristic definition, a nation is any group of people aspiring to a common political state-like organization.”  

(Miscevic, 2010) 
14 I will similarly adapt the term national states to refer to states that have multiple nations within it. 
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patriotism is loyalty to a nation as opposed to a state (and the society within the state). 

Hutchinson defined patriotism as, “a sense of identification with a particular state and its 

territory and people.”  (Hutchinson, 1994) When nationalism is used to refer to loyalty to a state 

and its society, nationalism and patriotism are synonymous.15
 

 

A number of explanations have been offered about the formation of the pact of society: identity, 

war making, aggregation, and by design.  Much of the focus on what brings nations together—

identity of some sort—can be similarly applied to what brings people to agree to live together in 

a pact of society: language and culture, self-awareness or self-consciousness, or 

political/historical qualities.  Alternatively, Hobbes and Tilly spoke to the motivations for 

forming a pact of society.  Tilly stated that the national state became more effective in war 

making than city-states, city-empires, federations, kingdoms, and territorial empires.  Returning 

to Hobbes, one might draw the conclusion that the desire for stability that successful war-making 

states conjured is what motivated individuals and nations to want to cohabitate within a territory 

governed by a national state, and therefore, entering into a pact of society is typically broader 

than a nation. 

 

Others discussed the historical process by which nations became part of states.  Historically, in 

some places, the process of political authorities—for example, kingdoms and empires—

transitioning from indirect rule to direct rule facilitated and sometimes forced individuals to 

expand or realign their loyalties from their collective or nation to be inclusive of the broader 

population or society residing within the state.  Ernest Gellner and Eric Hobsbawm focused on 

                                                      
15 To avoid confusion, I will use the term patriotism to refer to loyalty to the state rather than nationalism. 
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the role that industrialization played in the development of nationalism [patriotism].  Gellner 

suggested that the industrialization of societies led to the need for generic universal education 

rather than clan-based education, and schools, rather than communities, became the medium for 

transmitting culture.  Gellner linked the process of forming a statewide culture to nationalism 

[patriotism], stating, “the movement is nonetheless the external manifestation of a deep 

adjustment in the relationship between polity and culture.” (Gellner, 1983, p. 35) Hobsbawm 

suggested that the development of nationalistic feelings were less a consequence of the 

industrialization process but overt acts by the state conducted with the intention of recreating the 

notion of belonging, substituting a belonging to a nation to that of a state.  He concluded that the 

result of these invented traditions was to socially engineer the population, inculcating them with 

values such as patriotism, loyalty, duty, and playing the game. (Hobsbawm, 1983, p. 9) 

 

Thus, through some form of collective identity, self-preservation, and historical and intentional 

processes, a notion of a human community—as defined by the boundaries of a state living 

together—gradually formed, creating pacts of society.  As the state formation process in Europe 

concretized, so did the process of developing the pacts of society, such that by the late 20th 

century, most Western European states developed a contract in which legitimacy was established 

through an extensive franchise linked to the language and practice of nationalism and the nation-

state. (Milliken & Krause, 2003, p. 6) 

 

3.1.2 The Sovereign: Domestic order of authority and control 

This section includes a description of the narrative of political economy focusing on wealth and 

welfare as an explanation of the European state formation process.  State formation theorists of 

the European state formation process tend to focus on the interplay between the military, the 
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economy, and institutionalization, although with different emphases, that lead to the formation of 

a state and its political authority.  Such authors include Tilly (1992), Rasler and Thompson  

(Rasler & Thomsom, 1985), Mann (Mann, 1988), and Downing (Downing, 1992). 

 

Tilly described this European state-building experience pre-WWI, concluding that war propelled 

the formation of a political authority’s government.  Essentially, over a process of several 

centuries, designated populations of people in Europe slowly became associated with specific 

territories, governed by specific political authorities.  This occurred through a feedback process 

of competition for control of territory and population.  As a consequence of the Industrial 

Revolution, populations grew as did the demand for land, and wars over territory and the people 

inhabiting these territories ensued.  A positive feedback dynamic developed between coercion 

and capital accumulation and concentration.  With the increase in war, a central organizing 

authority became necessary to collect taxes to sustain the armies.  Tilly concluded, “Extraction 

and struggle over the means of war created the central organizational structures of states.”  

(Tilly, 1992, p. 15) 

 

The European experience of forming states informed the founding principle undergirding the 

definition of a state, which is that a state must have a monopoly on the domestic ordering of 

authority and control.  Stephan Krasner noted Hobbes as stating that there could be only one 

source of law and that the source, the sovereign, is in practice or theory not subject to any higher 

authority.  (Krasner, 2001) Jeffery Herbst, the foremost author on state formation in Africa, 

similarly endorsed this fundamental definition of a state, stating “States are only viable if they 

are able to control the territory defined by their borders.” (Herbst, 2000, p. 3) Tilly described a 
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state’s essential minimum activities to ensuring just this—that there is only one source of law.  

Henrik Spruyt, a state scholar, identified the essential minimum activities as state making, 

attacking and checking competitors and challengers within the territory claimed by the state, war 

making, attacking rivals outside the territory already claimed by the state, and protection, 

attacking and checking rivals of the rulers’ principal allies, whether inside or outside the state’s 

claimed territory.  (Spruyt, 1994) 

 

States with a government authority that can claim a monopoly on control are referred to as states 

with domestic sovereignty.  This has also been referred to as internal sovereignty, or empirical 

statehood.16 Krasner defined this as “the formal organization of political authority within a state 

and to the ability of public authorities to exercise effective control within the borders of their 

own polity.”  (Krasner S. D., 1999, p. 4) Thus, reflecting Europe’s state formation process, the 

first criterion of a state is to possess domestic sovereignty.  As Europe’s political associations 

gained domestic sovereignty, these states began to confer mutual recognition through the 

conduct of foreign affairs to other states that were deemed to have domestic sovereignty. 

 

Spruyt suggested that the sovereign state became the dominant and ultimately successful form of 

political organization over city-states and city-leagues through the interaction between markets 

and hierarchies in the emerging precapitalist economic environment.  Spruyt argued that the 

sovereign territorial state proved to be successful because it was more effective at preventing 

defection by its members, reducing internal transaction costs, and making credible commitments 

to other units. 

                                                      
16 For purposes of this dissertation, the term “domestic sovereignty” will be used. 
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3.1.3 Pact of Government: Negotiated 

Less has been written about how the pact of government formed during Europe’s state formation 

process.  The conceptual path of the term “the state” reflects the evolution of how the concept of 

a pact of government became applicable to describing the relationship between a state and its 

population. 

 

According to Quentin Skinner, the modern term “the state” has come to reflect a doubly 

impersonal character: 1) a distinction between the state’s authority from that of the rulers; and 2) 

a distinction between the state’s authority and that of the whole society.  Initially, there was no 

conceptual distinction made between these elements.  “The state” is an older term, transforming 

from approximately the 12th to the 16th centuries.  Skinner’s research into the origins of the term 

“the state” explored how the use of the term reflected a changing relationship between the four 

key elements—leadership, territory, the political apparatus (government), and the people 

(citizens) in Europe.  (Skinner, 1989) 

 

The first distinction separated the king (leadership) from the estate (territory); shifting from a 

context in which a king’s rule defined the territory, to the territory being defined, a res publica, 

over which a ruler needs to exercise control.  The second distinction separated the ruler 

(leadership) and the power structure (government).  This involved two shifts: first, separating the 

ruler (leadership) from the power structure (government) and second, separating the ruler 

(leadership) from the manner in which the ruler ruled (form of government).  By separating the 

ruler from the authority of the position, the ruler was transient while the authority was 

permanent.  The term “status” referred to the manner in which the ruler ruled, or the condition of 
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a res publica, giving rise to different forms of government—status paucorum (aristocracy), status 

popularis (democracy), and status unius (monarchy).  Both transitions brought the concept of 

authority from Hobbes’s unquestioned leviathan toward Locke’s sovereign, where the manner in 

which a ruler ruled the people mattered and the people could rebel and replace an individual 

while maintaining the notion of the authority. 

 

The third distinction was to flip the relationship between the ruler (leadership) and the people of 

the territory (citizens).  Rather than a ruler owning the people, and the people are subjects of the 

ruler, the people became the ultimate recipients and beneficiaries, and thus owners of the state—

the optimus status rei pulicae.  This was a further conceptual shift from Hobbes’s social contract 

theory toward Locke’s notion of pact of government, in which the people are the beneficiaries 

and can have expectations about what the sovereign should be and how it should provide for the 

people.  The sovereign needs to fulfill the expectations of the people for the sovereign to receive 

consent from the people.  Skinner concluded after tracing the evolution of use of the term “state” 

to gradually reflect the social contract with a sovereign and a pact of government, that the use of 

state in this modern manner does not come about until the middle of the 18th century—which 

mirrors the timeframe of the Golden Era of the Social Contract and the later period of Europe’s 

tumultuous time of reorganizing its political orders. 

 

Tilly’s work described how the process of negotiations between the people and the government 

formed a pact of government during the state formation process.  While Tilly pointed to war as 

the primary driver to developing government authorities and the formation of states, Tilly also 

noted the growing reciprocal nature of the relationship between the government authorities and 
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population—the slow formation of the pact of government.  Tilly offered that beyond the state’s 

wartime activities of state making, war making, and protection, states also provided services of 

adjudication, distribution, and production.  As rulers extracted more resources from the 

population for war, the major classes could successfully demand more state intervention beyond 

its war-related activities.  Collective action and bargaining ensued, creating or confirming 

“individual and collective claims on the state, individual and collective rights vis-à-vis the state, 

and obligations of the state to its citizens.… The core of what we now call “citizenship” indeed 

consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and the ruled in the course of their 

struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.” (Tilly, 1992, p. 102) 

 

Thus, a two-way relationship, the state-society relationship, began to develop concurrently with 

the development of the government apparatus.  The pact of government was such that if the 

population provides taxes, soldiers, and consent/acquiescence, then the government provides 

opportunities for a voice for the population.  Tilly stated, “Simultaneously, as rulers bargained 

directly with their subject populations for massive taxes, military service, and cooperation in 

state programs, most states took two further steps of profound importance: a movement toward 

direct rule that reduced the role of local or regional patrons and placed representatives in the 

form of elections, plebiscites, and legislatures.” (Tilly, 1992, p. 63) While the rulers “attempted 

to avoid the establishment of institutions representing groups outside their own class….  In the 

long term, however, those institutions were the price and outcome of bargaining with different 

members of the subject populations for the wherewithal of state activity, especially the means of 

war.” (Tilly, 1992, p. 64) 
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Part and parcel with the pact of government is what Locke called the right by the people to rebel 

against the government, which is a form of negotiation between the people and the government 

about the terms of the pact of government.  Tilly noted that during the formation of these new 

states, citizens exercised their right to rebel.  New arrangements of citizen’s claims on the state, 

for example the conditions under which the state could extract or control, formed—albeit not 

always peacefully.  Tilly identified rebellions inspired as citizens felt offended by the standards 

of justice practiced by the government or when the government attacked their primary collective 

identities.  He suggested that the Thirty Years’ War (1618–1648), and particularly the 1640s 

were indicative of the state-society relationship being molded and tested through rebellions. 

 

J.  P.  Nettl explained in his seminal article on the state, Europe’s state formation process was a 

process of implosion, in which socially bonded entities formed and then created states. (Nettl, 

1968) The state system emerged from Europe’s tumultuous period, when a people conceded to 

live together in a bounded territory, under the authority of one sovereign, in exchange for certain 

services provided by the state.  A pact of society formed, and then a pact of government with a 

sovereign. 

 

3.2 The African State Formation Process 

States had become the principal unit of measure within the international system by the end of 

World War II (WWII) and with the establishment of the League of Nation’s successor 

institution, the United Nations.  As Robert Jackson surmised, “in the decades since 1945, the 

international world has been formally leveled into one and the only constitutional category: 

sovereign states.” (Jackson, 1996, p. 17) While the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 promulgated the 
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state to being the organizing principle of the international system, it was not until the beginning 

of the 20th century when the U.S.  President Woodrow Wilson’s gave his famous “14 Points 

Speech”, which introduced the relationship of the international system with that of individual 

states—“mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small 

states alike”.17 In defense of the establishment of the League of Nations, Herbert George Wells, a 

British author, stated, “The League is a League not to end sovereignties but to preserve them.”  

(Williams, 1934, p. 49) 

 

While “the state” became the norm for political order and the international system, not all states 

shared the same state formation process as Europe.  Herbst described Africa’s experience of state 

formation as a process of explosion, rather than that of Europe’s experience of implosion.  In the 

African context, states formed in almost the reverse order, with states being mandated and 

delineated, governments established, and then socially bonded entities formed.  A political 

authority was donned, a pact of government and pact of society assumed.  However, the 

processes were not quite this sequential, as Berman observed that all four transformational 

challenges were faced simultaneously. 

 

For most of sub-Saharan Africa, the populations are sparse and the territory vast.  In precolonial 

Africa, this resulted in populations not clearly identified or bounded by a particular piece of land 

nor were the populations bound to a particular leadership.  The low population density resulted in 

the ability of African societies to shift from one society to another.  If a group of people felt that 

                                                      
17 This system was formally adopted in 1920 in Article 10 of the Covenant of the League of Nations as Part 1 of the 

Treaty of Versailles, stating: “The Members of the League undertake to respect and preserve as against external 

aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence of all Members of the League.” 
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the leadership was not providing effective governance or was violating the terms of their 

agreement, these groups could leave the political unit and remain separate or join another 

authority.  Herbst summarized the cumulative impact of these dynamics, by presenting what has 

been referred to as “the precolonial theory of sovereignty” in Africa in which power was 

primarily exercised over people rather than land, and where “sovereignty” was often shared with 

“nominal obligations and allegiances to more than one political center.” (Herbst, 1997, pp. 127-

128) Before colonialism, Africa consisted of a mélange of political orders, including empires, 

kingdoms, acephalous societies, and city-states. 

 

The links between territory, leadership, government, and populations were tenuous; the social 

contract existed largely at the clanal and tribal levels, with populations loyal to their leaders, but 

feeling less association with larger aggregates of populations or to larger territories.  The 

transformation of these African political orders into states did not occur through a 300-year 

process marked by violence, as in the European experience.  Rather, states were formed in Africa 

beginning in the declining phase of colonialism, over a period of approximately 20 years, 1955–

1975.  Beginning with the independence of Sudan in 1956, by 1969 37—or more than three 

quarters of sub-Saharan Africa’s 48 states—had gained their independence.  There were two 

ideal types of paths to independence, the path of nationalist movements demanding their 

independence and the path of planned decolonization.  It was largely a combination of these two 

for those colonies that became independent in the 1960s. (Nugent, 2004) 

 

In short, the colonial powers negotiated (to varying extents) with the African leaders to transition 

the colonies into states.  These states resulted from the following process: 
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1. Colonial powers delineated the territorial boundary of the state to largely mirror the 

borders of the former colonies; 

2. Colonial powers and African leaders identified and propped up governments, donning the 

hat of authority to an African elite—sometimes self-identified, sometimes imposed; 

3. The delineation of the territorial boundary as a state de facto defined the state’s 

population as those residing on the territory; and 

4. The United Nations provided external recognition to these states. 

 

The three interconnected schools explaining the European state formation process are not as 

applicable in explaining the African state formation process.  Rather than war and state making, 

scholars focus on the narrative of state formation based on decolonization and negotiation; rather 

than the narrative of the pact of society, scholars focus on ethnicity and state politics; and rather 

than the narrative of economic development and pact of the government, the narrative focuses on 

state survival and personal power.  As with the narratives of the European state formation 

process, these African-specific narratives of state formation are interconnected.  Most authors 

focus on the unique interaction between ethnicity, the official and unofficial institutions, and 

economic and political security to create the unique process of state formation and state building.  

New names were created to refer to this dynamic—with some conveying a more optimistic 

outlook and others conveying cynicism. 

 

The section below is similarly structured around the key elements of the social contract to 

present the different aspects of the African state formation process.  The narrative of 
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decolonization, violence, and negotiation are presented in the analysis of the Sovereign; the 

narrative of social contracting is presented in the analysis of the Pact of Society; and the narrative 

of state survival and personal power is presented in the analysis of the Pact of Government. 

 

3.2.1 The Sovereign: Decreed 

The initial concept of the state was based on domestic sovereignty, as Weber cited Trotsky’s 

description, “every state is founded on force (gewalt)” (Weber, 2006, pp. 84-87).  This 

transformed between WWI and WWII.  The African state did not rise from war as the European 

state did, but rather from decolonization processes and international recognition. 

 

Decolonization occurred as a result of the unique interaction between the colonizers and the 

Africans, as well as changes in the global context, affecting both.  As Paul Nugent described it, 

the third stage of colonialization—the deconstruction of the colonies—began following the end 

of the Second World War.  (Nugent, 2004) During this time, a combination of Europe’s 

reconstruction costs and the loss of legitimacy of the colonial institution led to the realization by 

the metropoles—namely the British and French—that the continuation of the colonies did not 

make financial sense, and that they could likely continue to benefit from their relationship with 

the colonies if the colonies became independent. 

 

At the same time, the African intelligentsia and intermediaries, and in some cases their colonies, 

began to clamor for independence (Wallerstein, 2005) (Young, 1994).  Through increased 

education and government participation, the new elites felt that they were equally capable and 

deserved the right to rule their own countries.  The new African bourgeoisie drew upon an 

ideology of legitimization to support their aspirations. (Ekeh, 1975) This ideology initially was 
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used to form an anticolonial sentiment, justifying to the colonizers that they were capable of 

leading their own country and justifying to their internal constituency that they, as Africans, 

should not be dominated by the colonizers and that they had the necessary skills to lead them 

into independence. 

 

State boundaries were drawn by decree to more or less reflect the boundaries of the colonial 

powers without regard to the precolonial structures of power and society in Africa.  Clapham 

noted this, stating, “The previously fuzzy borderlands between indigenous centers of 

government, together with the large areas which possessed no formalized government structures 

at all, were placed… by precisely demarcated frontiers of the sort that European concepts of 

statehood deemed to be necessary… These frontiers were rarely guided by any concern for the 

identity of indigenous states, societies, or ecological units.” (Clapham, 1996, p. 31) There was 

pressure from the African elites and the international community to preserve the colonial 

borders.  The indigenous elites who led the movements for independence were strongly 

committed to maintaining the states created under colonial rule.  (Clapham, 1996) The 

international community was not open to considering changes to the colonial boundaries in the 

process of creating new states and the Organization of African Unity has continued in this vein, 

similarly working to preserve boundaries.  (Herbst, 1997) 

 

As much as the borders were inherited from foreigners, so were the governments.  The state 

governments were limited in size, capacity, and reach.  The small administrative governments 

that the colonialists established in their territories formed the basis for the central governments in 

the new states, despite the fact that the government structures were alien to the population, 

rudimentary in function, and had only been established for a relatively short period of time.  
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State reach was similarly limited.  Without the need to defend one’s border from external attacks, 

in much of Africa, the colonial governments and the successor states invested their limited 

political and economic resources prudently, favoring capital cities, the few urban centers, and the 

limited usable territories.  The government structures radiated outwards from the capital with 

functions that barely extended beyond simple law and order.  Noticeably, transport and 

communication networks did not penetrate throughout the territories, so the links between urban 

capital and hinterlands were weak.  (Herbst, 2000) 

 

These new African states struggled to build the state government and state capacity.  As 

Clapham described, “territories came first, and the state was then established inside.” (Clapham, 

1996, p. 47) In short, African states were, as Thomas Callaghy dubbed them, lame leviathans.   

(Calleghy, 1987) These new “states” did not meet the criteria or definition of a traditional 

European “state,” with internal or domestic sovereignty—a monopoly on the domestic ordering 

of authority and control.  Yet, these lame leviathans were considered “states” in the international 

system of political order.  This very process of establishing new states by decree gave rise to a 

second form of sovereignty—international legal sovereignty.  This occurred when the source of 

state recognition in the international system is based on mutual recognition (i.e., one state such as 

France recognizing another state such as Sierra Leone), rather than—as had been in the past—a 

recognition based on a state possessing internal sovereignty.  International legal sovereignty18 is 

also referred to as external, de jure, negative sovereignty, or juridical statehood.19
 

 

                                                      
18 Krasner defined this as the practices associated with mutual recognition, usually between territorial entities 

that have formal juridical independence. 
19 For purposes of this dissertation, I will use the term “external sovereignty”.  
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States in the 20th century onwards are now constituted through a combination of two criteria: 

domestic and external sovereignty.  As a result, states can exist by possessing varying 

combinations of these two types of sovereignty; states can possess external sovereignty with little 

domestic sovereignty—for example Somalia, and vice versa, Taiwan.  While the term “the state” 

refers to a generally accepted concept of political organization, the mélange of sovereignties 

combine to create states with unique combinations of capabilities.  The state can no longer be 

assumed as a given with states being more or less equal. (Migdal J. S., 1988) In 2013, there were 

196 states in the world, although not all of these states are recognized by all other states; the 

United States recognizes 195 states and there are 193 members in the United Nations. 

 

Ashraf Ghani and Claire Lockhart identified this conundrum, stating, “Legal recognition alone, 

however, does not suffice to define the sovereignty of a state.  Many governments that are legally 

recognized as sovereign consistently fail to meet the basic prerequisites of a sovereign 

government.  There is a clear gap between the de jure sovereignty that is assumed … and the de 

facto absent or compromised sovereignty that exists in many of these states.” (Ghani & Lockhart, 

2005, p. 4) This second type of sovereignty, external sovereignty, is perceived as enabling or 

propping up states that would otherwise not exist.  Jackson noted, “weak, marginal, or 

insubstantial states are now exempted from the power contest, at least in part.” (Jackson, 1996, p. 

23) 

 

External sovereignty has been viewed as a tool that artificially sustains the African leviathan.  

Since Africa’s new states existed largely due to external sovereignty, the state formation process 

primarily focused on establishing domestic sovereignty.  The leaders embarked on building 
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domestic sovereignty by simultaneously addressing the transformational challenges that Berman 

identified: building state capacity (state formation); political liberalization and economic 

development (pact of government); and to negotiate ethnic diversity (pact of society). 

 

3.2.2 Pact of Society: Grafted 

As previously mentioned, Africa’s geography, sparse population density, and nature of political 

organization facilitated migratory patterns of societies across Africa with relatively limited wars.  

This resulted in protean identities, meaning that the identities were fluid and not strictly defined, 

and that these groups of people were not threatened by continual conflict.  Rather than forming a 

pact of society motivated by a desire for stability, which successful European war-making states 

promised, the short-lived motivation to form a pact of society in Africa’s new states was the 

threat of external dominance.  The process of forming the new states and delineating its citizens 

without regards to the natural societal cleavages resulted in new states that essentially lacked a 

pact of society among the state’s population, and thus the new state leaders struggled to unify the 

divided populations. 

 

Before colonialism, Africa’s societies were differentiated by their economies, forms of 

governance, and societal structures.  The overlay of these differences created unique African 

societies.  Their economies varied widely, from pastoralism, to trading (entrepots), to agrarian 

economies.  With political history dating from before colonialism (Coquery-Vidrovitch, 2001), 

the forms of government similarly differed, reflecting the different requirements of these modes 

of production.  The African societal structure tends to resemble a web with various autonomous 

social organizations affecting and shaping society; this contrasts with the society resembling a 

pyramid often found in states from the West and the Socialist bloc, where society is controlled at 
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the apex, enabling the government leaders to control society. (Migdal J. S., 1988, p. 35) 

 

During colonialism, the colonies often did not represent the natural social cleavages of the 

populations, creating loose associations of fractured populations.  To enable the colonizers to 

control the indigenous populations, the colonizers assimilated, fragmented, and rigidified African 

identities.  In areas in which groups were dispersed, sometimes the colonizers brought them 

together as one.  In other areas—in regions where African societies were strong—colonizers 

separated them.  To facilitate the administrative duties, the colonizers, and particularly the 

British, tended to create administrative units, which they tried to draw around groups with 

similar cultures and languages.  As a result, new identities were formed, other groups were 

separated, and all of the identities became more delineated. 

 

During the process of the African states gaining independence, the pact of society for the new 

states was formed by a sense of being unified by a common external threat—colonialism—and 

desire for independence.  The pact of society had not been formed by an internal process of 

agreement from across and between various groups of people to live together as a newly 

constituted society.  With independence and colonialism no longer a threat, the shallow 

foundation upon which the pact of society was built quickly fell apart.  Once independent, the 

focus of the different populations shifted inwards, focusing on domestic politics and the 

cleavages within.  Symbolic of the lack of cohesion among the state’s population and given the 

way the state borders were drawn, the new African states encompassed a number of different 

ethnic groups with different languages and identities—and often, there was no common 

language. 
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The rigidification of ethnicities occurred concurrently with the state formation process.  As 

Berman highlighted, “the challenge of ethnic conflict is magnified by the fact that it is occurring 

simultaneously with other radical transformations of the state and the economy.” (Berman, 2004, 

p. 14) Following the establishment of the new states, there was great uncertainty and arbitrary 

rule. (Ake, 1996) To make one’s requests appealing to the state patrons, one needed to identify a 

reason why this requesting individual, above others, should be the recipient.  As a result, with 

little else to identify or differentiate, the individual used the justification that they shared kinship, 

culture, or language.  Along these same lines of identity, the client promised to return his loyalty. 

 

It is through this process that the system of neopatrimonialism formed, a web of patron-client 

relations based on identity.  Neopatrimonialism and its related politics affected African states and 

the formation of nationalism [patriotism] in several ways.  First, as Jean-Francois Bayart 

described, neopatrimonialism forms a system in which the winner takes all, meaning that if one 

tribe holds the leadership position, then this tribe will greatly benefit—politically, socially, and 

economically, and in some cases, to the exclusion of others. (Bayart, 1993) For the most part, 

under a system of neopatrimonialism, access to resources is carefully distributed through a 

system of relations that is designed to maintain a balance of power.  This further entrenches, 

calcifies, and politicizes identity.  The system of neopatrimonialism heightens ethnic tensions 

and loyalties that run vertically with tribal affiliations. 

 

Neopatrimonialism quickly became the state system in which true power and access was 

managed.  The state was perceived as a resource to secure political appointments and thus, a 
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predictable revenue stream flowing from those employed for the benefit of the tribe.  Thus, a 

sense of nationalism (loyalty to one’s nation) was reinforced by and superseded a sense of 

patriotism (loyalty to the state).  The impact of this is that the leaders themselves wear two hats: 

the president of a state and the head chief of a tribe.  With these two hats, political survival is 

most closely associated with the promotion of one’s tribe rather than the promotion of the state, 

so the leaders tended to not endeavor to form a national identity.  In instances where the new 

state leaders did in fact employ a “top-down” process of social engineering to foster a sense of 

patriotism to the state, their efforts were not successful.  (Clapham, 1996) 

 

The dichotomy between the administrative rational-bureaucratic system and the patrimonial 

relations as the true system of managing power has led many academics to apply colorful 

metaphors to reflect the duality of this system.  These include: a rhizome or iceberg state, a state 

with two publics (Ekeh, 1975), a pays real and a pays legal, with high and deep politics and 

verandah-and-air-conditioning politics.  All of these suggest that ethnicity is politicized, and in 

fact, deeply affected the manner in which the states governed and politics were pursued; hence, 

as Bayart refers to it, the shadow theater of ethnicity. (Bayart, 1993) Many of these descriptions 

of the state’s authority and structure conjure up images of Migdal’s web-like description of 

society. 

 

In Africa’s newly formed states, unifying a divided population to form the pact of society 

remained a debilitating challenge for the state, the national leaders, and citizens alike.  Both the 

bottom-up and top-down approaches remained ineffective.  In short, in the African state 

formation experience, the pact of society was weak at best and most would agree that the new 
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African states lacked a coherent human community. 

 

3.2.3 Pact of Government: Absent 

By 20th mid-century, political liberalization and economic development were attractive attributes 

of states, ones much desired by the populations of Africa’s new states.  While lacking a pact of 

society and divided by the politicization of ethnicity, the citizens of Africa’s new states had a 

General Will expressed by their desire for political liberalization and economic development. 

There was neither an ability on behalf of the government to fulfill the General Will of the people 

nor a general consent of the population to the state’s political authority.  Under these conditions, 

there was no pact of government between the state government and the state’s population.  The 

new African state governments had to develop alternative means to the pact of government for 

sustaining the sovereign—personal power and oppression. 

 

In response to the political experience under colonialism in which the indigenous population had 

limited to no political participation in the colony, the new state leaders promised liberal political 

systems with constitutions and political participation.  Shortly after independence, in an effort to 

forge a pact of government with the people and reflecting the desires of the new states’ citizens, 

Africa’s people experienced one vote for one person.  However, with stability as one of the key 

objectives, African leaders perceived the divided societies as a potential threat to their leadership 

and the stability of the new states.  In the name of postcolonial national unity, Africa’s leaders 

quickly consolidated power by amending their constitutions from the liberal institutions that 

facilitated participation and competition, to centralizing authority and limiting competition.  

With these changes, there was little dialogue between the leadership and the population, and for 
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most states, the one vote for one person occurred only once.20 The authoritarian regimes quickly 

transcended into one party, all the time, and then from the single party state to the single Man 

state.  Jackson and Rosberg refer to this as the personally appropriated state. (Jackson & 

Rosberg, 1982) Africa was ruled for its people, but not by its people. (Nyongo, 1992) 

 

In response to the chronic underdevelopment during colonialism in which the indigenous 

populations had limited and unequal economic development, the new state leaders promised 

economic development.  As a means for quick, visible economic development while 

simultaneously fulfilling patronage promises, with independence, the state government quickly 

bloated its administration through over-hiring.  This was both unsustainable and a poor substitute 

for sustainable and impactful economic development.  Additionally, the limited state capacity 

meant that states struggled to maintain an enabling environment for economic development and 

to provide welfare for the citizens.  To compound the situation, much of the economic exchanges 

moved to the shadow economy outside of the state’s purview but often was conducted by current 

and former state actors.  This led to what William Reno, who has written much on Africa, 

referred to as the “shadow state.” (Reno W. , 1998) With bloated payrolls and a lack of tax base, 

the state coffers became empty.  The levels of violence and civil war further undermined the 

state’s ability to meet the expectations of economic development and welfare. 

 

As the African states struggled to meet the new expectations of the citizens, and the leaders’ 

promises of political participation and economic development were quickly perceived as hallow, 

                                                      
20 Robert Bates noted that of 46 African states in the 1980s, over 60% of the country-year observations were 

classified as authoritarian regimes, nearly one-third were military; and for those that were civilian, they were no- or 

single-party states.  (Bates, 2008) 
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the pact of government was tenuous at best.  Rather than fulfilling the mandate of the General 

Will, under the system of neopatrimonialism, reGoular patronage from the politicians was 

distributed to key constituent populations as well as key populations to maintain the balance of 

power and order.  Through this reGoular payout, a large portion of the population was minimally 

satiated.  This alleviated the pressures from the people on the government for the government to 

perform in a systematic manner in fostering political participation and developing the state’s 

economy.  It is largely under these conditions that, as Bayart described it, the politics of the belly  

(Bayart, 1993) and the political instrumentalization of disorder (Chabal, 1986) became tools of 

domestic survival and accumulation, for the leaders as well as for the constituents. 

 

While the leaders attempted to project their power within and across ethnic groups through the 

patron-client network, there were always some parts of the society which remained outside the 

influence of the state.  The limited state reach resulted in rural populations being alienated, with 

limited to no interaction with the state.  The implication of is this that in many areas of Africa, 

the pact of government with the state was entirely absent.  Bratton summarized this, stating, 

“Large areas of Africa have never experienced effective penetration by the transformative state, 

and rural folk there continue to grant allegiance to traditional institutions such as clan, age-set, or 

brotherhood.” (Bratton, 1989, p. 411) 

 

Citizens increasingly became disillusioned with the state government.  In lieu of the state-society 

relationship, leaders attempted to develop a leader-society relationship, separate from the state 

system itself, giving rise to personalistic rule.  Reno articulated how without a functioning social 

contract in which the state enjoys the support of the population, government officials resort to 
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buying loyalty through patronage, using the state’s ability to allocate economic power and 

resources as the medium of exchange.  This results in the state’s coffers being pilfered and the 

state’s institutions being weakened; the ultimate impact is to destroy the state. (Reno W. , 2000) 

 

With the individual nationalist leaders using their role during the precolonial nationalist 

movements to cast themselves as heroes, Africa’s new state leaders drew upon their own 

charisma as their source of legitimacy.  However, since the new state leaders were unable to 

meet the expectations of the new citizens, those leaders increasingly drew upon the state 

apparatus and its military capabilities to control the population and resorted to the use of 

coercion and violence.  This was made possible since the new state leaders inherited 

bureaucracies that had primarily focused on force, and so the stronger component of the new 

states tended to be its military component. 

 

By relying on such force, the new state leaders lost the ability to maintain a legitimate order, and 

its use of violence was perceived as illegitimate.  While in the European context, war making led 

to a strengthening of the state, Clapham observed how this worked to the converse in the African 

context; war makes states weaker.  Citizens began to passively and actively express their 

discontent with the state power.  Without the pact of government, the state and its society fell 

into a negative feedback loop: the leadership was perceived as illegitimate, the population 

rebelled, violence ensued, and although the government used violence and oppression to counter 

the rebellions, it was limited in its effectiveness at reestablishing stability.  This demonstrated 

that the central government lacked a monopoly over the use of force.  The lack of stability 

further undermined the pact of government and contributed to a lack of perception of legitimacy.  
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With the lack of legitimacy, the leadership no longer maintained legitimacy over its use of 

violence.  Reno’s calculations of the unrest in Africa are demonstrative of the pervasive unrest.  

From 1970 to 1990, rulers faced a 72% chance that they would leave office under violent 

circumstances.  By 2002, military rulers had supplanted civilian governments in more than half 

of Africa’s states.  (Reno W. , 2003) 

 

With an ineffective leviathan, limited-to-no pact of society and pact of government, the social 

contract of the new African states was either absent or tenuous.  Milliken and Krause noted that 

in hindsight it was naive to have expected anticolonial states to build legitimate states when it 

took the European state five centuries to do so.  (Milliken & Krause, 2003) Postcolonial, and 

more specifically, African states would not have qualified as states if the expectations for a state 

of effective government with centralized administrative and legislative institutions were applied.  

African states, in their infancy, persisted through external sovereignty, but rarely experienced 

domestic sovereignty.  Jackson and Rosberg identified this dynamic, suggesting that it was the 

juridical (external) sovereignty basis for statehood that enabled the African states to persist 

during the postcolonial period, despite the limitations of their empirical (domestic) sovereignty.   

(Jackson & Rosberg, 1982) 

 

3.3 The Modern State 

Over the last century, the definition of “the state” has expanded, mirroring the expanding 

expectations of the state.  Weber provided the classic definition of the state, “A state is that 

human community which successfully claims the monopoly of legitimate physical violence 

within a given territory.” (Weber, 1919, p. 1) But states are now expected to do more than claim 
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the monopoly of legitimate physical violence, they are expected to provide for the population.  

Many states have proven unable to not only provide for their constituencies, but prevent the 

outbreak of violence.  Despite efforts at building state institutions to provide for their 

constituents, the modern state has experienced instability and conflict.  The World Development 

Report 2011 stated that “one-and-a-half billion people live in areas affected by fragility, conflict, 

or large scale, organized criminal violence.” (World Bank, 2011, p. 2) 

 

3.3.1 Defining “the State” 

Most definitions of “the state” rely on Weber’s notion of state, a definition which focuses on 

domestic sovereignty.  Migdal highlighted that, “at the core of these definitions lies the question 

of domination or authority in the state’s claimed territory and the degree to which the state’s 

institutions can expect voluntary compliance with their rules (legitimacy) or need to resort to 

coercion.”  (Migdal J. S., 1994, p. 11) 

 

Weber’s definition of the state reflects the lens through which states were analyzed at the time, at 

the turn of the 20th century.  By the end of the 20th century, states had become the given form of 

political authority, and a combination of internal and external sovereignty defines and enables 

states to persist.  Additionally, the expectations for states greatly exceeded those of the previous 

centuries.  The modern state is expected not only to provide foundational notions of the pact of 

government, such as security and justice, but also to include modern notions of rule of law, 

participation, and economic development and welfare.  Milliken observed that the addition of the 

welfare function is a much more recent phenomenon in the 19th century, and it includes a concern 

for the economic wellbeing of the citizens and for the overall management of the national 
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economy. (Milliken & Krause, 2003, p. 8) 

 

Thus, as Fukuyama noted, the size, function, and scope of the 20th century state also expanded 

significantly. (Fukuyama, 2004) Founders of the Institute for State Effectiveness, Ashraf Ghani 

and Clare Lockhart, made a similar observation, stating, “In the interdependent world of today, 

states must perform a constellation of interrelated functions that range from provision of 

citizenship rights to promotion of an enabling environment for the private sector.  This 

multidimensional role stands in marked contrast to the 19th century when states were one- 

dimensional providers of security.” (Ghani & Lockhart, 2005) The World Development Report 

in 1997 identified the scope of the expanding state functions: from minimal functions reflecting 

the more 19th century concept of the state—providing pure public goods such as defense, law and 

order, and property rights well as improving equity by protecting the poor; to intermediate 

functions addressing externalities such as education and the environment as well as providing 

social insurance; to activist functions with industrial policy and wealth distribution.   (World 

Bank, 1997) 

 

These growing expectations of the citizens for the state to perform, and the dominance of the 

state-centric lens, resulted in the developmental analysis and response during much of the 1990s 

and early 2000s on the effectiveness of the state government in these expanded functions.  

Essentially, the emphasis was on the supply side of the social contract and, more specifically, on 

how the state performs for the people.  Practitioners focused the developmental response on the 

strength and scope of the state, adapting an approach referred to as “state building.” Fukuyama 

defined this as, “the creation of new government institutions and the strengthening of existing 
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ones.” (Fukuyama, 2004, p. ix) The Governances, Social Development and Resource Center 

(GSDRC) surmised that this focus resulted in a “top-down approach” centered on formal 

institutions. (Haider, 2011) 

 

3.3.2 The State’s Social Contract: Measures of Legitimacy 

While many have written on the term legitimacy, from the founding social contract theorists to 

modern peacebuilding practitioners, there has yet to be a consensus among academics and 

practitioners about what constitutes legitimacy.  This lack of consensus most likely reflects the 

fact that legitimacy is context specific and is dynamic, as well as the fact that legitimacy is 

intangible.  While intangible, legitimacy can be evaluated through analysis of the causes and 

effects of legitimacy, through perceptions and behavior. 

 

Reflecting on social contract theory, the theoretical notion of legitimacy is the health or “state” 

of a social contract, ranging from illegitimate to legitimate.  While each theorist specified the 

most meaningful component of the social contract upon which to determine whether the social 

contract is legitimate or illegitimate, with the new era of states in the 20th century, these sources 

have been fused to reflect what constitutes legitimacy for the modern state’s social contract.  The 

general understanding of legitimacy reflects some form of acceptance or consent by a population 

of a government and its authority.  Brinkerhoff defined legitimacy as the acceptance of a 

governing regime as correct, appropriate, and/or right.  Legitimate authority is governance by 

voluntary consent. (Brinkerhoff, 2005) According to the OECD, “people’s perceptions of 

legitimacy reside at the core of their willingness to engage with the state, to accept its ‘right to 

rule’.… The different narratives of legitimacy and systems of trust become the basis for 

constructing widely held or common understandings of state-society relations and public 
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authority.” (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2011) 

 

Reflecting the time when only internal sovereignty constituted a state, Weber offered some of the 

first observations as to what constitutes legitimacy.  Weber identified the inner justifications for 

obedience, or legitimacy based on internal sovereignty, as the internal dynamics that bind a 

population to its state.  Weber was one of the first to combine the sources of legitimacy with both 

a normative element and a performance element.  Weber suggested that there are three sources of 

legitimate rule: the authority of the eternal past of custom (the normative element); the authority 

of the exceptional and personal gift of grace, constituting the charismatic rule; and the authority 

of laws, by virtue of belief in the validity of legal statute and appropriate competence based on 

rationally devised rules (the performance element).  (Weber, 2006) 

 

Drawing heavily from Weber as well as from other relevant literature, the OECD identified four 

sources of legitimacy.  The first three sources of legitimacy help constitute internal legitimacy, 

the inner justification for obedience.  Weber’s normative element, the authority of the eternal 

past, can be mapped to Rawls’s political conception of justice and to OECD’s third source of 

internal legitimacy, shared beliefs.  Essentially, these three concepts suggest that political power 

must be exercised in a manner which mirrors society’s public political culture.  According to the 

OECD, shared beliefs are shared narratives about what public authority should be, shaped by 

tradition, historical processes of collective identities, and structures of socialization (these 

include for instance nationalism, culture, religion, gender roles, and ethnicity). 

 

This source of legitimacy relates to the health of the pact of society, a key element of the social 
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contract.  It reflects that a society shares a particular set of beliefs, morals, and/or civic or other 

values which serves as the unique normative binding element to enable and facilitate these 

individuals to constitute and function as a society.  I propose that the source of the normative 

component of legitimacy, drawing on these various explanations, is Shared Values.  This slight 

relabeling and recategorization expands this source of legitimacy to be inclusive of society’s 

beliefs and morals, as well as civic and other values. 

 

Weber’s performance element, the authority of laws—with some interpretation prioritizing 

“validity of legal statute and appropriate competence”—can be mapped to Hobbes’s and Locke’s 

performance elements of stability and justice, and to the OECD’s second source of legitimacy, 

Output Legitimacy (performance).  This source of legitimacy is derived through the effective 

fulfillment of society’s expectations for what the state government should provide.  This depends 

on perceptions about state performance, and the effectiveness and quality of the services 

delivered.  In the modern context, the ability to provide security, basic social services, and an 

enabling framework for economic development and employment are fundamental.  This source 

of legitimacy relates to the health of the sovereign (or state government) element of the social 

contract.  Performance legitimacy, as the OECD described it, is a reflection of the “performance, 

effectiveness and quality of services and goods that the state delivers.” (Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development, 2011, p. 23) I similarly adapted the OECD’s label for 

this source of legitimacy, Performance.21  

                                                      
21 I do not incorporate Weber’s charismatic rule as a source of legitimacy for the state’s social contract given 

that the nature of the social contract is between society and the sovereign and its authority, regardless of the nature 

of the leadership through an individual, or multiple individuals. And, as noted in the African state formation process 

in the state context, under conditions of a failed social contract at the state level, the social contract’s state-society 

relationship is replaced by the leader-society relationship. 
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Beyond Weber’s sources of internal legitimacy, the OECD identified a third source, Input 

Legitimacy (process).  This relates to the observance of agreed rules of procedure through which 

the state takes binding decisions and organizes people’s participation.  (Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development, 2011) In making this slightly less supply-side in its 

definition, I expand this to include the state’s two-way relationship with society and refer to the 

institutional capacity, policies, and practices of the government to interact with society—and the 

capacities, organization, and practices of society to interact with the government—to engage in a 

dialogue regarding society’s and state government’s needs and interests, and to accommodate 

oppositional demands.  This source of legitimacy relates to the health of the pact of government 

element of the social contract.  I have slightly expanded the OECD’s label for this source of 

legitimacy for clarity from Process to Processes of Exchange. 

 

The fourth source of legitimacy that OECD identified is external legitimacy, referred to as 

International Legitimacy.  This is derived from recognition of the state’s sovereignty and 

legitimacy by external actors.  This may also be a source of internal legitimacy, or may conflict 

with it: to have a positive effect, international legitimacy needs to resonate with internal notions 

of legitimacy. 

 

USAID offered a slightly different interpretation of the “inner justifications for obedience,” 

proposing that legitimacy is derived from the same shared beliefs and inner legitimacy, but it 

separated output legitimacy, or state effectiveness, as an additional element forming the state- 

society relationship, rather than as an element contributing to legitimacy.  The World Bank’s 
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definition of legitimacy emphasized the supply side of the pact of government, focusing more on 

the performance or tangible expectation theme, stating that legitimacy refers to the 

responsiveness of institutions and is used as shorthand for capacity, inclusion, and 

accountability. (World Bank, 2011) 

 

For purposes of this dissertation, I use the OECD definition of legitimacy, with legitimacy 

derived from a combination of normative and performance sources.  I focus on the internal 

sources of legitimacy with the three sources of legitimacy defined as: Performance, Processes of 

Exchange, and Shared Values.  The key elements of the state’s social contract and corresponding 

sources of legitimacy are depicted in Figure 4. 

Figure 4 The key elements of the state's social contract and corresponding sources of legitimacy. 

 

Despite efforts in state building to build and strengthen state institutions, the international 

community witnessed a number of states failing to fulfill the expectations for the state and 

certain states were increasingly experiencing repeated cycles of violence and conflict. 
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I presented the variable of interest: the social contract.  In Section 2.0 I reviewed the existing 

literature on social contract theory, unpacked the social contract, and identified three key 

elements of the social contract which serve as the organizing principles throughout the remainder 

of the chapter.  In Section 3.0 I focused on the social contract of a state.  I reviewed and 

compared the state formation processes in Europe and Africa as a process of forming social 

contracts between the people and the state.  Finally, I presented the modern state’s social 

contract, with a framework for the key elements of a social contract and the corresponding 

sources of legitimacy. 
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1.0 Introduction 

States experiencing a tenuous social contract are considered fragile.  Fragile states tend to 

become trapped in a vicious cycle of fragility, instability, conflict, and underdevelopment, 

further undermining the state-societal relationship.  Within some fragile states, there is territory 

that remains outside the control of the state government.  While often labeled “ungoverned,” 

these territories are not devoid of governance.  In the absence of a healthy state-societal 

relationship, nonstate forms of political authority develop in lieu of, or in parallel to, the state 

apparatus, to provide “alternative governance.” These territories can be governed through 

nonstate authorities with social contracts with a segment of the population.  The nonstate social 

contact can compete, be parallel to, or compliment the state’s social contract with the population.  

Nonstate social contracts vary widely with regards to how and if they cultivate or expropriate 

from the population, the nature of security and governance they provide, as well as to the levels 

of insurgent-civilian violence they experience. 

 

This chapter discusses variation in the variable of interest, the state and nonstate social contracts.  

In Section 2.0, I explore variation in the state-level social contract through the analytical lens of 

state fragility, identifying how weaknesses in the three social contract elements contribute to 

conflict.  In Section 3.0, I focus on variation in nonstate social contracts.  I review insurgent 

research and include findings relevant to nonstate armed group (NSAG) governance.  I conclude 

with Section 4.0, in which I develop seven components for NSAG’s social contracts which 

correspond to the social contract’s key elements and sources of legitimacy. 

 

2.0 The Modern State’s Social Contract 
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The perception of what a modern state should be is far from the realities that many states find 

themselves in, particularly for many of the post-World War states, anticolonial, and post–Soviet 

Union states.  The apparent gap between the realities of the modern state and the enlightened 

concepts of the state from the 18th century, combined with an increased rate of civil wars in the 

1990s led to the current discourse of failed or collapsed states.22 A number of terms were initially 

proposed to describe a state’s “state of being,” including “fragile,” “weak,” “failing,” “failed,” 

“collapsed,” “at risk,” “precarious,” “vulnerable,” or “recovering.” Due to the normative 

judgment and binary implication of the term “failed” there has been a shift toward and growing 

consensus around the term “fragile.”23
 

 

In this section, I review the literature on variation in state-level social contracts and how weak 

state-level social contracts relate to conflict. 

 

2.1 Fragility: A Tenuous State-Society Relationship 

The first operational definitions of fragility were state-centric and accordingly, focused on 

performance as the primary measure for legitimacy.  The United Kingdom’s Department for 

                                                      
22 Milliken et al made a distinction between state collapse, the crumbling of institutions, state failure, and the 

nonperformance of key state functions.  (Zartman I. W., 1995, p. 5) I. William Zartman expanded the functional 

definition of state failure, defining it as a state in which “a structure, authority (legitimate power), law, and political 

order have fallen apart.” Zartman defined a collapsed state as no longer functioning: “with neither traditional nor 

charismatic nor institutional sources of legitimacy, it has lost the right to rule.”  (Zartman I. W., 1995, p. 5) 
23 Milliken and Krause noted that, with the exception of I. William Zartman’s work in 1995, Collapsed States, 

practitioners have focused more on state collapse than the scholarly community has. Thus, most definitions are 

derived from the works of the practitioner community. The earliest works addressing this notion of state failure 

occurred in 1994 and 1995 with I. William Zartman’s book, Collapsed States, and the establishment of The Political 

Instability Task Force (PITF), a panel of scholars formed at the request of senior policymakers in the U.S. 

Government. The earliest works focusing on fragile states, by the OECD and USAID, appeared seven years later. At 

the DAC  High Level Meeting in 2003, the OECD DAC established the Fragile States Group (FSG), and in the same 

year, USAID convened a core group of high-level professionals to support the development of a fragile state 

strategy. 
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International Development (DFID) and the U.S.  Agency for International Development 

(USAID) first presented the concept of fragility in 2005.  DFID defined fragility in 2005 as 

“where the government cannot or will not deliver core functions to the majority of its people, 

including the poor.” (DFID, 2005, p.  7) This same year, USAID’s Fragile State Strategy used 

“fragile states” to “refer generally to a broad range of failing, failed, and recovering states.”  

(United States Agency for International Development, 2005) While still state-centric, the term 

became more refined as demonstrated by the OECD’s definition of fragility in 2006, “a state’s 

inability or unwillingness to provide physical security, legitimate political institutions, sound 

economic management, and social services for the benefit of its population.”  (Organisation for 

Economic Cooperation and Development, 2006) The inclusion of these four domains—security, 

political, economic, and social—has remained seminal to the definition even as it became further 

refined. 

 

Led by the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC), World Bank, and USAID, 

states experiencing fragility are now understood as those experiencing a strained or tenuous 

state-society relationship.  The OECD’s definition of fragility reflected a shift from being state-

centric to focusing on the state-level social contract and state-society relations, defining fragile 

states as those with state structures that “lack political will and/or capacity to provide the basic 

functions needed for poverty reduction, development, and to safeguard the security and human 

rights of their populations.” (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2007) 

DFID’s definition demonstrated a similar shift, defining state-society relations as “interactions 

between state institutions and societal groups to negotiate how public authority is exercised and 

how it can be influenced by people.  They are focused on issues such as defining the mutual 
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rights and obligations of state and society, negotiating how public resources should be allocated 

and establishing different modes of representation and accountability.” (Department for 

International Development, 2010, p. 15) 

 

The shift toward understanding fragility as a two-way relationship between state and society 

expanded the measures for legitimacy to include processes of exchange.  As Huma Haider 

identified, this now reflects an understanding that developing institutions that are responsive to 

the demands of citizens and inclusive processes are considered important. (Haider, 2011, p. 6) 

However, the third element of a social contract— a pact of society— and its corresponding 

source of legitimacy, shared values, remains less explicit in these definitions.  Kevin Clements et 

al.  noted the need for shared values as part of the understanding of state fragility, stating, “State 

fragility is not only a problem of political will, functions, institutions, and powers of enforcement 

and implementation, but also a problem of preferences, perceptions, and indigenous legitimacy.” 

(Clements, Boege, & Brown, 2007) 

 

In fragile states, the state does not function as a coherent political order and there is a frayed 

social contract at the state level.  Some combination of the social contract’s key elements (the 

sovereign, the pact of government, and the pact of society) were not fully developed or have 

deteriorated, and consequently lack or lost legitimacy.  Not all states have a weak social contract 

and lack legitimacy in the same manner.  Fragility does little to denote the specific nature of the 

tenuous social contract.  While fragility is not unique to Africa, most fragile states are 

consistently African states. 
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The state-level social contract can be weak through two main dynamics: state absence or state 

contestation.  These dynamics are not mutually exclusive and can occur concurrently, but for the 

purpose of this dissertation I will present state absence and state contestation as two distinct 

dynamics.  State absence occurs when a state lacks the political will and/or capacity to project 

itself throughout the state’s territory, resulting in territories where the state’s central government 

has limited to no presence.  State absence, or a lack of state reach, is correlated with civil war 

through James Fearnon and David Laitin’s research (Fearnon & Laitin, 2003), through which 

they concluded that low state reach and capacity impede counterinsurgency and facilitate 

insurgency mobilization in peripheral areas.  Collier et al.  (Collier, Hoeffler, & Rohner, 2009) 

and Helge Holtermann (Holtermann, 2013) provided the explanatory power of this observation, 

stating that in contexts of low state reach, insurgents are able to gain the effective use of 

coercion, organization, persuasion, and economic rewards to mobilize recruits and other 

resources. 

 

In the context of state absence, there are four sources of illegitimacy or weakened legitimacy.  

The first source of illegitimacy is based on a true absence of the state, where there is no state 

presence with which to form a social contract—no government officials present, no services 

provided, no reGoulations to adhere to or enforce, and no state identity or sense of inclusion in 

the state promulgated.  In this context, “the state” exists more as an unknown entity in the distant 

capital city, disassociated from one’s own experience of political authority and order.  The 

second and third sources of illegitimacy are based on state performance and processes of 

exchange.  In such contexts, there is a lack or limited supply of state-provided stability and other 

social services, and/or weak means for interacting or exchanging views and interests with the 
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state’s central government. 

 

The fourth source of illegitimacy is based on the legitimacy element of shared values.  This 

occurs in the context in which the state maintains limited to no presence in a territory that is 

dominated by a specific population, whether this subnational population is mainly identified by 

ethnicity, religion, culture, or region.  The state maintains limited to no presence in this territory 

due to the need to prioritize where to extend its presence and/or due to these perceived 

differences of shared values.  Those living within this territory perceive that the state’s central 

government neglects, marginalizes, or excludes them, and that this is based on perceived 

differences of shared values.  This results in the population in this territory feeling disconnected 

from the state’s central government and not part of the state-level social contract. 

 

Contestation occurs when a state’s central government is present, but in the perception among a 

segment of the population, there is disagreement related to the state’s central government’s 

presence and/or governance.  The corresponding sources of illegitimacy can occur within a 

segment of the population or across the state’s population in general.  Wickham-Crowley’s first 

proposition summarized this: “The greater the failure of governors to fulfill the social contract—

and, a fortiori, severe violations of the contract—the greater the chance they will be converted 

into predatory authorities in the eyes of the populace.”  (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987, p. 478) 

 

In the context of state contestation, there are three sources of illegitimacy.  The first is based on 

the legitimacy element of state performance, and specifically the provision of security.  In this 

context, the state is a hard state, in which “the state over plays its control functions and the 
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balance between coercive and rewarding functions are disrupted in favor of coercion.” (Zartman 

I. W., 1995, p. 6) The second and third sources of illegitimacy are based on the legitimacy 

element of processes of exchange and shared values.  In this context, as I.  William Zartman 

observed in his seminal work on state collapse, it is not whether there are state institutions but 

whether the state’s institutions are the appropriate or proper institutions.  (Zartman I. W., 1995) 

Despite the fact that the state’s central government is present, the population, or a segment of it, 

disagrees with the central state government’s mechanisms for facilitating exchange, or feels that 

the state’s central government does not resonate with the shared values of the population. 

 

3.0 The State in Conflict 

The modern state has been embroiled in conflict.  Chester Crocker et al.  stated that the 

international community’s hopes for a more peaceful world—following the end of the Cold War 

and collapse of the regimes in Easter Europe and the former Soviet Union—have gone unmet.  

Not only is the world not more peaceful, but as Crocker summarized, the world has witnessed 

“the outbreak or continuation of sectarian violence in the Balkans, Africa, the Middle East, and 

other corners of the globe; the emergence of a more lethal and global brand of terrorism; and a 

growing cultural divide between Islam and the West.” (Crocker, Hampson, & Aall, 2007) 

 

Fragility, due to state absence, contestation, or a combination of the two, renders the state more 

vulnerable to and less capable of managing destabilizing events.  States considered as being “at 

risk” of instability have an increased likelihood of an event—such as revolutionary wars, ethnic 

wars, adverse regime change, and genocide or politicide—that leads to political instability or the 

outbreak of violent conflict.  Fragility can be seen, although not always, as a precursor to 
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instability and armed civil conflict. 

 

This dynamic creates a reinforcing negative feedback loop in which a fragile state is more 

susceptible to instability and violent conflict; violent conflict places the country on a negative 

development trajectory, further weakening the relationship between the state and society.  Collier 

identified this dynamic as the “conflict trap”—once a country has experienced conflict, it is far 

more likely to experience a conflict in the future. (Collier, Hegre, Hoeffler, Reynal-Querol, & 

Sambanis, 2003) The 2011 World Bank Report highlighted this trap, reporting, “Every civil war 

that began since 2003 was a resumption of a previous civil war.”  (World Bank, 2011, p. 57) 

According to research conducted by Lotta Harborn and Peter Wallensteen using data from the 

Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), the year 1992 witnessed the highest number of armed 

conflicts (53) during the 20th century, and 94% of these armed conflicts consisted of civil wars. 

(Harbom & Wallensteen, 2009) While the total number of conflicts has decreased, the rate of 

recidivism remains alarming.  The World Bank, among others, identified an ominous harbinger: 

that many countries and subnational areas face cycles of repeated violence, weak governance, 

and instability. 

 

Conflict is antithetical to the development of a country; civil war is development in reverse.  The 

cost of war is felt twofold as resources that would have been used for development are redirected 

to destructive purposes, undermining the productivity of developmental resources and increasing 

the capacity of destructive resources to further pursue violence.  The economic and social costs 

of civil war are not just sustained during war but have lasting negative legacies.  The 2011 World 

Development Report (World Bank, 2011) stated: 
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• On average, a country that experienced major violence over the period from 1981 to 2005 

has a poverty rate 21 percentage points higher than a country that saw no violence. 

• No low-income fragile or conflict-affected country has yet achieved a single Millennium 

Development Goals. 

• People in fragile and conflict-affected states are more than twice as likely to be 

undernourished as those in other developing countries, more than three times as likely to 

be unable to send their children to school, twice as likely to see their children die before 

age five, and more than twice as likely to lack clean water. 

 

The link between weak social contracts, state failure, and conflict is clear.  Commenting on the 

state-society relations, Zartman noted that state and society are connected; while civil society is 

distinct and independent of the state, it can be potentially under its control, performing demand 

and support functions in order to influence, legitimize, and/or replace the state.  Zartman 

concluded that state collapse shows that the degeneration of one necessarily entails the 

debilitation of the other. (Zartman I. W., 1995) Addressing the fragility of a state, particularly 

improving state-society relations through increased effectiveness and legitimacy, are seen as 

paramount to mitigating conflict, breaking the cycle of violence, stabilizing the state, and 

maximizing opportunities for development impact.  The 2011 World Development Report 

concluded, “In short, countries and subnational areas with the weakest institutional legitimacy 

and governance are the most vulnerable to violence and instability and the least able to respond 

to internal and external stresses.”  (World Bank, 2011, p. 2) 
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The 9/11 attacks exemplified the global insecurity that permeates when fragile states and their 

“ungoverned territories” persist.  The risks posed by these fragile states are heightened as, 

“regions with failed states are at risk of becoming failed regions.”  (Haims, Gompert, Treverton, 

& Stearns, 2008, p. xi)  To strengthen U.S.  national security, U.S.  foreign policy dedicates 

significant diplomatic, developmental, and military resources to mitigate the destabilizing effects 

of these fragile states.  However, U.S.  national security does not bear this risk alone; the world’s 

bottom two billion are directly affected by the manifestations of the confluence of fragility, 

underdevelopment, and conflict.  Collier calculated that the cost of civil wars is now estimated at 

over US$100 billion a year, double the global aid budget. (Collier P. , 2007) Robert Zoellick, 

then-President of the World Bank, identified fragile states as “the toughest development 

challenge of our era.” (Ghani & Lockhart, 2008, p. ix) 

 

With the significant increase in the rate of intrastate conflicts, 21st century conflict management 

scholars shifted their focus from interstate conflicts to intrastate and internationalized conflicts.  

For many conflict management scholars, the focus is on the relationship between the fragile 

nature of the political order and the violence it experiences.  Most discourse suggests that it is the 

unraveling of the state as a political order or the failure of the state to effectively establish a 

political order that enables and incites internal conflict.  The dissolution of the political order and 

incidence of violence exacerbate both dynamics in a negative feedback loop.  Mohammed Ayoob 

described this dynamic: 

 

The relationship between state failure and internal conflict is not a one-way street with 

the former inevitably leading to the latter.  The relationship is, in many cases, circular, 



120  

with the two phenomena feeding upon each other and state weaknesses providing the 

political space for the intensification of conflicts among political factions and/or ethnic 

groups, and the latter in turn further eroding the capacity of the state to maintain order 

and provide security to its citizen. (Ayoob, 2001) 

 

For example, Edward Azar identified four preconditions of protracted social conflict, with the 

first three related to the social contract as: the salience of group ideology (creed), the distribution 

and relative access to economic resources/livelihoods (need), and the state government’s 

capacity to provide and protect its population (stability). (Ramsbotham, Woodhouse, & Miall, 

2005) The salience of group ideology relates to the pact of society, and the distribution and 

relative access to economic resources and protecting its population relates to the state 

government’s provision of services.  Christopher Clapham identified four categories of 

insurgencies based on the insurgent’s motivations, two of which stem from a weak state-level 

social contract: reform insurgencies and separatist insurgencies.  (Clapham, 1996) 

 

The weak or lack of a state-level social contract in some combination across the three social 

contract elements results in grievances, when the state’s population, or a segment of the 

population, perceive and/or experience resource or political deprivation.  The debate about need, 

creed, and greed is centered on the breakdown of the social contract and the role of grievances.  

Reflected in Zartman’s Rethinking the Economics of War, with the latest understanding of 

conflict as it relates to need, creed, and greed, it is a combination of the three rather than just one 

of these aspects.24  (Zartman I. W., 2005) Grievances are often considered as “root causes” for 

                                                      
24 The argument typically follows: In the context of the failure of the government to provide the public goods, 

the population—or segments of the population—are said to have grievances, that is, unfulfilled needs. When there is 
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conflict and can serve as motivation or an ideology for armed conflict, but grievances alone are 

insufficient to cause conflict.   (Collier, Hoeffler, & Soderbom, 2004) 

 

The following sections focus on the state’s weakened social contract and how this generates 

grievances and contributes to conflict.25 A summary of these grievances is provided in Figure 5 

below. 

Figure 5 The state’s social contract in conflict 

 

                                                      
the belief and feelings that public goods are delivered by the government to only a selective portion of the 

population, then the deprivation experienced by the others, such as those sharing a common religion and/or identity, 

is considered to be based on creed and represent in part a failure of the pact of society. In this situation, the 

grievance-oriented motivation for conflict takes on an ethnic/identity-based interpretation. The need to secure 

economic resources to support conflict agendas can, in certain contexts, transition from being the means to the ends 

of the conflict agenda, and together with ambitions for private gains, give rise to the greed component of the 

argument. 
25 While grievances are key, evidence suggests, more is needed for the context to elevate into an overt conflict. For 

example, in line with Tilly’s argument, peacebuilding practitioners, led by USAID’s Office of Conflict Management 

and Mitigation, define conflict drivers or dynamics as grievances that have been mobilized by key actors. (Office of 

Conflict Management and Mitigation, 2012) 
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While weaknesses across the state’s social contract elements are interconnected and iterative, I 

present the research below based on the social contract that is identified as the most prominent in 

the explanation for conflict.  It should be noted that the factors leading to the outbreak of violent 

conflict are not insular, and each conflict has a unique combination and interaction of these 

factors.26
 

 

3.1 A Weak Sovereign and Conflict: Public goods and stability 

Two main analytical lenses relate weak state institutions with conflict: institutions matter and 

institutions are endogenous.  Under the auspices that institutions matter, when the government 

fails to perform—by design, will, or capacity, the government institutions are no longer 

perceived as legitimate.  The institutions matter analytical lens is state-centric and focuses on 

institutional effectiveness, whereby effectiveness leads to credibility and trust, and therefore 

legitimacy. 

 

Theories focusing on the effectiveness of institutions hypothesize that effective governance can 

prevent or mitigate conflict whilst ineffective institutions can exacerbate conflict.  (Brinkeroff, 

2005) The school of conflict theory that focuses on the weak performance of the government 

provides state government-based explanations of conflict with a constant theme of institutional 

failure. 

 

The stability grievance focuses on the breakdown of the social contract based on the government 

                                                      
26 This can be seen by the meta-analysis of quantitatively derived conflict theories of the 

causes and consequences of war, for example by Christopher Blattman and Edward Miguel. They conclude that 

“low incomes [pact of government], weak state institutions [the sovereign], and social division [pace of society] 

may contribute to the onset of civil wars.”  (Blattman & Miguel, 2010) 
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failing to fulfil its most basic function, stability.  This dynamic creates a vicious feedback loop 

whereby the lack of stability weakens the government and causes the government to lose 

legitimacy, and with weakened legitimacy, the government is less capable of maintaining 

stability. 

 

Ulf Engel and Andreas Mehler identified two ways states lose (or never had) a monopoly of 

violence.  The first is through state absence, in which the lack of state effectiveness causes 

instability.  (Engel & Mehler, 2005) Limited state-sponsored security can occur due to: the state’s 

central government being unable to impose its rule of monopoly of violence or underperforming 

in providing security; the state’s central government having limited will and/or capacity to 

facilitate early problem solving around grievances, intergroup cooperation, or social 

accommodation; and/or the state’s central government lacking the means for crisis 

management—be it capability, policy, or structural.  These crises become destabilized when 

triggers occur, such as elections, rhetoric, institutional change, or accidents.  (Lewis & 

Habereson, 2016) The second is through state contestation, in which states behave as a despot or 

are arbitrary, and through illegitimate state action slowly lose the monopoly of violence and the 

legitimacy to use it erodes.  (Engel & Mehler, 2005) 

 

The public goods (economic and social services) grievances27 focuses on the breakdown of the 

social contract based on the government failing to perform economically and/or to provide 

sufficient social infrastructure and services.  This can mean different things in different states, 

                                                      
27 A brief description of the political grievance field of study is provided in the analysis on the pact of government 

below (Section 3.2) as this tends to focus more on grievances related to the process of exchange between a state 

government and its citizens. 
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but essentially, it means failing to enable positive economic conditions, and/or health care, 

education, and transport/communications infrastructure and services.  This harkens back to 

Rousseau’s social contract theory, suggesting that the social contract ensures “the access to 

means for maintaining life.” 

 

Collier et al.  concluded that the key root cause of conflict is the failure of economic 

development.  (Collier, Hegre, Hoeffler, Reynal-Querol, & Sambanis, 2003) Ted Gurr’s research 

identified the role of relative deprivation and ethnic conflict, which identifies not just the lack of 

economic development but the unequal economic development as contributing to increased 

ethnic tensions. (Gurr, 1970) Francis Stewart conducted nonempirical research related to 

economic need by focusing on horizontal inequalities. (Stewart, 2008) When the government 

fails to provide these public goods equally across the population, as the need, creed, and greed 

argument suggests, the belief and feelings that the government delivers the public goods to only 

a selective portion of the population sharing a common religion and/or identity are formed, then 

the grievance-oriented motivation for conflict takes on an identity-based interpretation.  This 

deepens social divisions, affecting and reflecting the weak pact of society element of the social 

contract. 

 

The institutions are endogenous analytical lens is more societal-centric and focuses on the 

government resonating with society’s shared values, positing that legitimacy, or lack thereof, is 

derived from the cultural foundation—historical power structures that sustained past institutions 

as the primary source of legitimacy.  (Brinkeroff, 2005) This is based on the concepts in “new 

institutionalism” that institutions form and their functioning depends on the conditions 
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underwhich they emerge and endure.   (Przeworski, 2004) This theory shifts from legitimacy 

based on performance toward legitimacy based on shared values, whether the institutions are 

perceived as correct, appropriate, and/or right for a population.  (Brinkeroff, 2005) The logic of 

this hypothesis suggests that historical power structures derived from a society’s traditional and 

cultural foundations lead to credibility and trust, and therefore legitimacy.  Many of these 

traditions and cultural practices related to governance emphasis and function largely based on 

relationships, relationships built upon and maintained by trust and respect.  If these relationships 

are trusted and respected, then the governance that stems from these relationships is perceived as 

legitimate.  Without these relationships binding the constituency to the governance, the 

institutions are perceived as illegitimate, and the social contract is weakened. 

 

An additional way in which a state’s institutions can be perceived as illegitimate based on shared 

values occurs when the state is perceived as unjust or exclusionary.  This can occur when state 

leaders and officials are perceived as: working for their personal benefit rather than for the 

benefit of the state’s society; giving advantage to one segment of the state’s population over 

another; and/or not representing the various cultural values included in the state’s population. 

 

3.2 A Weak Pact of Government and Conflict: A lack of exchange 

The school of conflict theory that focuses on political grievances is based on an incomplete or 

breakdown of the pact of government as the state and society struggle to negotiate and agree on 

the means through which the government and the people interact.  As such, political grievances 

focus on the nature of the political system, and within this, political representation, participation, 

and responsiveness to citizen’s needs.  Without effective processes of exchange, the pact of 
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government is weak and the government is perceived as illegitimate. 

 

Political grievances focusing on the political system to facilitate the pact of government evaluate 

the design of the state’s political system.  Within the discourse on liberal systems, there is 

significant debate regarding the design of a political system to ensure that the interests and 

desires of an individual are translated into a vote and the selection of the policy.  Donald 

Horowitz concluded that in divided societies, the political system that generates centripetalism is 

more likely to reduce political competition between ethnic groups and therefore, the likelihood of 

the outbreak of political violence. (Horowitz, 2000) Horowitz posited that centripetal systems, 

which maximize centralized authority and the inclusion of diverse interests, ideas, and identities, 

are more likely to prevent ethnic mobilization, whereas Arendt Lijpart argued that majoritarian 

systems are more conducive. (Lipjart, 2006) Political liberalism holds that democracies are the 

best mechanism to allow for the peaceful resolution of grievances.  This is a “catch-22” as the 

process of democratization generally is less conducive for stability in the shorter term, thereby 

undermining the government’s ability to foster stability. 

 

With the increase in the number of peace settlements, there is a growing field of theory focusing 

on power-sharing arrangements or consociational democracy.  According to Philip Roeder and 

Donald Rothchild, power-sharing strategy embraces three main objectives: inclusive government, 

group self-government, and proportionality.   (Lipjart, 2006) Rothchild identified two grand 

strategies for representing groups in state institutions: political and security arrangements based 

on formal group rights arrangements; and political and security systems resting on individual 

rights and participation of a unitary, centralized state. 
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Political grievances, perhaps more so than the others, can be related to the endogenous 

institutions matter analytical lens, in which the cultural and historical institutions and 

mechanisms play a greater role.  In some cultures, predominantly the Western cultures, the main 

means through which this exchange occurs is through more reGoulated and periodic events, such 

as elections, or through ongoing dialogues facilitated through the court system, or 

demonstrations of dissatisfaction through protests.  In other cultures, more so with African 

cultures, the means through which this exchange occurs is through community dialogue, town 

hall meetings, patrimonial relationships and communication channels, and civil unrest. 

 

When these processes of exchange or key actors fail to facilitate or be responsive to the needs 

and interests of the population, then the pact of government is weak and people feel irrelevant to 

or abandoned by the government and their needs and interests remain unaddressed, providing 

fuel for conflict.  Derick Brinkerhoff highlighted the importance of paying attention to local 

governance.  (Brinkeroff D. W., 2007) The discussion regarding reforming and rebuilding local 

governance institutions in the anticonflict context focuses on the resiliency of the institutions and 

the role of customary and statutory institutions. 

 

3.3 A Weak Pact of Society and Conflict: Disparate populations 

The school of conflict theory that focuses on ethno-political conflicts tends to focus on the 

deteriorating condition of the pact of society.  This school is based on the premise that the pact of 

society is either incomplete or breaks down as the state and the intended state’s society struggle 

to form or maintain the state-level social contract.  This gives rise to social grievances, which 
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focus on how the government fails to embody, incorporate, or reflect the shared values of all of 

those living within the state.  Without shared values at the state level, the pact of society is weak 

and the state’s central government and the state-level social contract is perceived as illegitimate.  

The cumulative effect is that the self-perception as a citizen of the state is either never fully 

established or is eroded. 

 

In the context of a weak or failing pact of society, the sovereign fails to perform equally for all 

segments of the state’s population, favoring and disenfranchising segments of the population 

disproportionately, creating grievances based on creed.  Through and because of this process, 

differences between segments of the population become politicized, fueling a security dilemma 

based on identity, further dividing the state’s population—moving from a state society to 

multiple societies within the state.  If left unaddressed, in time, these social grievances can 

become a root cause and justification for conflict.  Robert Rotberg observed, “There is not a 

failed state without disharmonies between communities.” (Rotberg, 2004, p.  5) It should be 

noted that Doornbos observed that state collapse does not necessarily necessitate societal 

collapse.  (Doornbos, 2003) 

 

The role of ethnicity, and I would add the state-level pact of society, in conflict remains 

contested.  Many have posited that the more society is factionalized—meaning composed of 

different segments of population based on ethno-linguistic ties—the more likely conflict is to 

break out.  Michalopoulos and Papaioannou concluded, “Our most conservative estimates 

suggest that civil conflict intensity, as reflected in war casualties and duration, is approximately 

35% higher in areas where partitioned ethnicities reside.” (Michalopoulos & Papaioannou, 2011, 
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p. 2) 

 

However, Collier’s and Hoeffler’s research concluded that it is the polarization rather than the 

factionalization of society that is a larger determinant.28 They reported that highly homogenized 

or fractionalized populations are less likely to experience conflict than polarized groups.29  

(Collier & Hoeffler, 1998) Contrary to these findings, research of Fearnon and Laitin concluded 

that after controlling for per capita income, more ethnically and religiously diverse states are no 

more likely to experience civil war.  Rather, their research concluded that the factors that explain 

which states are at risk for civil war are the conditions that favor insurgency: poverty—which 

marks weak states and also favors rebel recruitment, political instability, rough terrain, and large 

populations.   (Fearnon & Laitin, 2003) 

 

This is reinforced by the World Bank’s report on social capital, which identified two main 

features of social capital that are increasingly relevant as potential kindling to fuel the fire of 

hostility: vertical and horizontal relations.  The report stated, “Vertical relations plagued by 

inequality and an unequal distribution of power and opportunity (and thus often accompanied by 

exclusion and indignity) can instigate violent conflict.  Horizontal relations, or the lack of ties 

between unlike groups in a multicultural society can erupt into hostilities.  …Thus, violent 

                                                      
28 I posit that it is because a society can be fragmented, but as long as it has horizontal social cohesion across the 

different segments, it is less likely to experience conflict. The converse holds that polarization is indicative of a lack 

of horizontal social cohesion, which is why conflict among populations is more likely to occur. 
29 They surmised, in contexts in which a pact of society mirrors that of a single ethnic group (i.e., a nation-state) or 

has a number of nations without a single dominant ethnic group, there is less likely to be ethnic-based conflict. In 

this latter context, diversity is sufficient to prevent the ethnic security dilemma from becoming entrenched. It is in 

contexts in which polarized groups, perhaps with political, economic, or cultural dominance, are perceived to 

threaten the existence of other groups and the ethnic security dilemma becomes entrenched within society that the 

pact of society deteriorates. In this context, one group feels their political, economic, or cultural existence is 

threatened by another. 
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conflict is triggered by the presence of strong exclusionary bonds combined with a lack of 

horizontal and vertical bridging links.” (Coletta & Cullen, 2000, p. 6) 

 

In sum, the impact of a weak state-level social contract is that it leaves citizens regarding the 

state as ineffective and illegitimate, and viewing the state with apathy, alienation, fear, and/or 

contempt; at times, it leads to withdrawal of their consent and active opposition to the 

government.  With the lack of voluntary consent, the state’s central government is more likely to 

rely on coercive means to compel consent, becoming further entrenched in the negative feedback 

cycle and propelling the state and its population toward conflict. 

 

4.0 Nonstate Armed Groups’ Social Contract 

I presented a summary of literature regarding the variation in state-level social contracts and how 

weak state-level social contracts contribute to conflict.  I now turn my attention to literature on 

social contracts between nonstate political authorities and the population under their influence or 

control. 

 

Territories experiencing limited to no state reach in which the state’s central government cannot 

or will not project itself effectively have been referred to as ungoverned territories.  According to 

the RAND Corporation, ungoverned territories can be failed or failing states or areas within 

otherwise viable states where the central government’s authority does not extend.  RAND 

defined ungoverned territories as territories outside the control of the government that holds 

nominal sovereignty over the territory in question.30  (Rabasa, Boraz, Chalk, Cragin, & Karasik, 

                                                      
30 This identification is based on the four categories that indicate the nature of ungovernability: (1) the level of state 

penetration of society; (2) the extent to which the state has a monopoly on the use of force; (3) the extent to 
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2007) While labeled ungoverned, these territories are not a vacuous space. 

 

Rather than a Hobbsian anarchy, while the state is unable or unwilling to perform its functions in 

these territories, most of these regions have some type of governance from an alternative source 

of political authority.  Zartman concluded that in these conditions of state collapse, “authority 

structures around elders, traditional conflict management procedures, active trading networks, 

and inventive community operations grow up to fill local vacuums.” (Zartman I. W., 1995, p. 

268) Doornbos similarly noted this dynamic, stating, “Even in extreme cases of total state 

collapse, such as Somalia, numerous forms of reGoulating authorities have sprung up and now 

provide the local population with varying levels of local governance.” (Doornbos, 2003) 

 

In recognition of the presence of nonstate authorities providing some form of political authority, 

a number of terms have recently been identified in lieu of “ungoverned territories”, including 

“alternatively governed spaces” (Clunan & Trinkunas, 2010), and “areas of limited statehood” 

(Risse, 2011).  31 In some instances of limited state reach or state contestation, alternative sources 

of, or nonstate, political authorities and orders develop.  These can fill a power vacuum, be in 

lieu of, or parallel to the state’s central government’s authority. 

 

There is a large body of research dedicated to revolutions, insurgencies, and rebellions, and the 

actors involved.  Few scholars have dedicated their research to focusing on the social contract 

between these groups and the population in their control.  However, while not the explicit focus 

                                                      
which the state controls its borders; and (4) whether the state is subject to external intervention by other states. 

(Rabasa, Boraz, Chalk, Cragin, & Karasik, 2007) 
31 For the purposes of this dissertation, I will use the term “alternatively governed spaces” to highlight the nature of 

the governance that does occur in these territories. Additionally, Risse chooses to exclude those areas in which the 

state exercises the choice not to extend its state reach. 
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of research, insurgent theorists have provided key insights into the nonstate social contracts 

between NSAGs and populations within their control. 

 

In Section 3.1, I present a summary of key insurgent theorists’ research, and in Section 3.2, I 

identify common themes in their findings as they relate to nonstate social contracts. 

 

4.1 A Review of Contemporary Insurgent Theories 

The works of Mancur Olson, Timothy Wickham-Crowley, and Nelson Kasfir focus more acutely 

on the notion of the social contract, through the lens of legitimacy and popular support. 

 

Olson (1993)focused on the relationship between armed groups and the population in host 

communities, creating categories of bandits: the roving bandit and the stationary bandit.  Olson’s 

premise was based on the assumption that the driving motivation of the armed group leadership 

is to extract resources.  Armed groups are incentivized to maximize their ability to extract, and 

the most efficient model for extraction is the stationary bandit model, in which their local 

“victims” can continue to produce wealth. 

 

Wickham-Crowley (1987) conducted a comparative study of insurgents and regimes in Latin 

America (Columbia, Cuba, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venezuela) to assess what 

conditions are necessary for successful revolutions.  Wickham-Crowley evaluated four variables: 

military strength, peasant support, regime weakness (patrimonial praetorian regimes), and 

foreign intervention.  He concluded that military strength together with peasant support is highly 

interrelated.  Popular support and regime type are highly interrelated, but the two sets are not 
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highly interrelated.  Successful regimes require all five variables—guerrilla attempt, 

peasant/worker support, guerrilla military strength, patrimonial praetorian regime, and 

government loses foreign intervention. 

 

Kasfir (2008) focused on consent and the guerrilas’ pact of government through civilian 

participation, the sovereign through civilian administration, and on performance through the 

production of high-value goods or services.  Kasfir evaluated the level of coercion as opposed to 

voluntary support for encouraging civilian participation. 

 

Three scholars focused their research on insurgent-civilian violence; Stathis Kalyvas, Jeremy 

Weinstein, and Claire Metalits each identified different variables including territorial control, 

natural resources, and contestation. 

 

Kalyvas (2006) developed his theory of selective violence against noncombatants, or insurgent-

civilian violence, during the Greek Civil War in the Argolid region, in southern Greece; he 

evaluated variance in violence, the level of hostility within this violence, the nexus between 

military control and popular collaboration, and the link between macrolevel causes of war and 

microlevel patterns of violence.  Kalyvas formulated a control-collaboration model built on the 

premise that armed groups must maximize the support they receive from that population and 

minimize the support that rival groups receive from the same population.  Through this Kalyvas 

presents a model of territorial control (Zone 1–5).   

 

Weinstein applied a political-economy approach and argued that insurgent-civilian violence is a 
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consequence of variation in the initial conditions that leaders confront.  Through analysis from 

the National Resistance Army (NRA) (1981–86), the Mozambican National Resistance 

(RENAMO) (1976–92), and two factions of the Shining Path (1980–92).  Weinstein concluded 

that the ease of mobilizing material resources to finance warfare without civilian consent shapes 

the types of individuals who elect to participate, the sorts of organizations that emerge to fight 

civil wars, and the strategies of violence that develop.  (Weinstein, 2007) 

 

Metelits (2009) researched insurgent-civilian violence by examining the Sudan People’s 

Liberation Army/Movement (SPLA), the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia (FARC), 

and the Kurdistan Worker’s Party (PKK).  Metelits posited that the treatment of civilians by 

insurgents occurs on a spectrum from coercive (violent) to contractual (nonviolent), and that this 

treatment is shaped by whether the insurgents face competition, or “active rivalry.” Without 

active rivalry, insurgents can adapt a contractual relationship with the local population, providing 

an administration that supplies public goods.  This domination experiences greater legitimacy as 

the order is established through compliance and acceptance rather than domination by force.   

 

Ana Arjona and Zacharia Mampilly focused on rebel governance.32 Arjona (2010) focused on the 

level or depth of governance in the affairs of the local population, while Mampilly focused on 

the effectiveness of governance across three sectors.  Arjona focused on a social contract 

between the insurgent group and population and the scope of the group’s intervention into 

                                                      
32 Arjona noted that rebel governance, guerrilla governance, and armed group governance are based on two 

characteristics: first, governance takes place in areas where the armed actor has some territorial control (either 

partial or total); and second, it entails the establishment of rules or institutions to reGoulate civilian populations, the 

relation between combatants and civilians, or both. (Arjona A. , 2009)  Weinstein defined rebel governance “as the 

series of institutions established by a rebel group to manage relations with civilians living in the territory under its 

control, that set in place a series of rules (formal or informal) that govern civilian life and a system of taxation.” 

(Weinstein, 2007, p. 282) 
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civilian affairs. 

 

Through her research on insurgent groups in Columbia, she identified the type of wartime rebel 

institutions and territorial control based on the legitimacy and effectiveness of the prewar 

institutions.  In territories with effective and legitimate prewar institutions, the NSAG develops a 

social order of “surveillance” whereby the NSAG has a narrow scope, respects the existing 

governance scheme and only demands civilian obedience that favors the NSAG’s security and 

the fulfillment of material contributions.  In territories with ineffective and/or illegitimate prewar 

institutions, the NSAG develops a social order of “rebelocracy” whereby the NSAG has a deep 

scope, and shapes the economic, political, and social life of the community in ways that benefit 

the NSAG’s interests.   

 

Mampilly’s research sought to understand why some rebels provide effective civil administration 

structures that provide public goods to civilians, and others do not.  He used the insurgent 

organizations of the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) in Sri Lanka, the SPLA/M in 

Sudan, and the Rally for Congolese Democracy-Goma (RCD-Goma) in the DRC.  Mampilly 

evaluated effective insurgent governance by the ability to police the population and provide a 

degree of stability, a developed dispute resolution mechanism, other public goods beyond 

security, and feedback mechanisms to foster civilian participation in governmental issues.  

(Mampilly, 2011) 

 

Mampilly concluded that neither ideological underpinnings nor political economy are sufficient 

to signal insurgent leader’ preferences regarding civilian treatment.  Rather, he argued for an 
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iterative approach from the initial preferences of rebel leaders, and the interaction of insurgent 

organizations with a variety of the other social and political actors active during the conflict 

itself.  He posited, governance is an evolutionary process in which the outcome (more or less 

effective civilian governance) needs to consider a variety of concurrent processes on the 

behavior of the insurgent leaders— namely, the nature of the preconflict relationship between the 

state and society and the ethnic composition the ultimate strategic objective of the group. 

Organizational structures, centralized or more fractious bodies determine the capacity of an 

insurgent group to handle the demands placed upon it.  The effect of competition requires the 

insurgency to focus on the military endeavors with less to devote to its governance system.  

Lastly, the presence of societal and commercial actors can affect an insurgent leader’s treatment 

of civilians, positively and negatively.  (Mampilly, 2011) 

 

While Weinstein focused on insurgent-civilian violence and Mampilly focused on insurgent 

governance, both analysis included conclusions regarding insurgent organizational structures. 

 

However, Paul Staniland’s research focused exclusively on insurgent organizational structures.  

Staniland used comparative evidence from South and Southeast Asia (Kashmir, Afghanistan, and 

Sri Lanka) to explain how insurgent groups are constructed and why they change over time.  

Staniland identified four types of insurgent groups based on their preexisting social bases with 

different combinations of central and local control: integrated, vanguard, parochial, and 

fragmented.  The starting points create different pathways for change in response to war, but these 

paths are shaped by historical legacies of prewar politics with insurgent strategies, insurgent 

innovation, and international intervention during war.  Staniland linked patterns of violence with 
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different organizational patterns. (Staniland, 2014) 

 

4.2 Nonstate Social Contract Observations 

A brief summary of the recent insurgent theorists’ research highlighted that their findings extend 

beyond insurgent-civilian violence, insurgent governance, and/or insurgent organizational 

structures.  Key insights were also identified related to the social contract of insurgents and the 

population in their control, the role of the state’s social contract, territorial control, and insurgent 

governance. 

 

On NSAG Social Contracts and Political Orders: Albeit not the explicit focus of these 

theorists, many of these researchers refer to NSAGs with social contracts as having formed 

political orders, through different names.  Wickham-Crowley (1987) observed that, in my 

analytical terms, political orders were able to form temporarily in the rural areas.  Wickham-

Crowley concluded that with military strength and peasant support, insurgents can obtain dual 

power in which the insurgents became effective rural “governments” in the rural areas in which 

they dominated for shorter (Guatemala) or longer (Columbia) periods of time.  Kalyvas (2006) 

identified dual sovereignty and Arjona referred to them as new social orders or local orders.  

(Arjona, 2008) Metelits (2009) referred to the order as the contractual relationship with the 

population.  It is not just insurgent theorists who refer to these nonstate political entities or 

orders.  Others have identified a number of terms, including “parastate” (Tull, 2004), “states 

within states” (Kingston & Spears, 2004), “rule of the intermediaries” (Trotha, 2006), “enclave 

formations” (Richards, 2005), “second state and legitimate polities” (Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development, 2009), “counterstates” (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987), “proto-
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state”  (Giustozzi, 2003), and “de facto states” (Doornbos, 2003). 

 

Mao’s writings on the need for legitimacy and contracting are most renowned and have been 

echoed in the writings of more contemporary instrument theorists.  Wickham-Crowley (1987) 

identified the legitimacy of the movement among the population as critical.  Peasant support is 

considered a necessary condition for both dual powers and successful revolutions; the insurgent 

group needs to be perceived as legitimate by the peasants for a movement to form, and by the 

broader population for the movement to be successful in a revolution.  Weinstein also discussed 

legitimacy and contracting under his social endowment scenario.  Weinstein argued that the 

NSAG leadership is required to appeal to the nonmaterial interests of the population, bargain 

with the population for resources from the population, and maintain discipline and share power 

with the military. (Weinstein, 2007) Drawing from my analytical framework, Weinstein argued 

that the political authority of the NSAGs is forced to forge a social contract with the population.  

While Staniland (2014) discusses prewar social bases of vertical and horizontal ties, he did not 

extend his analysis to how these ties might influence how contracting might occur. 

 

Along the lines of contracting, Weinstein also addressed the purpose or intent of an insurgency 

through his analytical lens of incentives.  He focused on participation and specifically, 

recruitment strategies to motivate participation.  Where participation is risky and the short-term 

gains are unlikely, rebel groups attract committed investors dedicated to the cause of the 

organization, leading to “activist rebellions.” In the converse context, in which participation 

involves fewer risks and individuals can expect to be rewarded immediately for their 

involvement, rebel groups attract consumers seeking short-term gains for their participation, 
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leading to opportunistic rebellions.  (Weinstein, 2007) What is important here is that Weinstein 

depicted two types of rebellions that are not mutually exclusive, and this distinction is prescient 

of the different formation pathways that NSAGs can follow.  Olson (1993) similarly addressed 

the two different pathways, between the stationary and roving bandits.  Arjona (2010) offered an 

additional insight regarding the pathways of insurgent groups, in that insurgent groups behave 

differently depending on their horizons, short or long, which are shaped by competition and 

internal principal-agent problems. 

 

The research of Weinstein, Metelits, and Staniland includes observations about how NSAGs can 

change over time, although Staniland’s research focused on this dynamic more acutely.  

Weinstein noted that the “activist” rebellion is more vulnerable to transitioning toward 

opportunism.  (Weinstein, 2007) Metelits (2009) observed that while insurgent groups can have a 

predisposition to pursue political and ideological goals, they can become distracted and shift 

away from this path.  Staniland (2014) identified the likely pathways for consolidation and 

fragmentation of the four different types of insurgency groups. 

 

These various forms and terms given to these political orders suggest alternative nonstate 

political authorities contracting with segments of the population to form nonstate social contracts 

and political orders.  Extraordinarily insightful as the research mentioned above is, which 

acknowledges that contracting occurs, a microlevel analysis of how contracting occurs, or rather, 

how different sources of legitimacy are formed and contribute to the formation of social 

contracts between NSAGs and a population, could further refine insurgent social contracting 

theory.  Secondly, a clear delineation is lacking between what constitutes NSAG governance, 
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NSAG social contracts, and nonstate political orders.  It is likely that there are similar qualities 

and overlap; yet, the three are not the same. 

 

On State Context: Wickham-Crowley and Kalyvas provided key observations regarding the 

role of the state, focusing on how the prewar state-level social contract affects the social contract 

that forms between the NSAG and the population.  Wickham-Crowley concluded that the 

condition of the state-level social contract with the rural, largely uneducated population is 

critical; if the population views the state-level social contract favorably, then they are less likely 

to embrace insurgency, and the converse is also true.  Wickham-Crowley explained that a 

peasantry considered occupied ground occurs when a political party is delivering on its promises 

and the peasantry has favorable attitudes toward the party or landlord, rendering this population 

likely to reject the guerrillas, and the converse is also true, and the peasantry is considered 

“virgin soil.” (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987) Kalyvas concluded, in my words, that the 

condition of the state’s social contract prior to the onset of civil war affects support for the 

government or insurgents.  Kalyvas posited that initial patterns of control are predicted by some 

combination of prewar preferences (for or against the government) and existing military 

resources, but as the war evolves, control is more likely to trump prewar preferences in 

determining collaboration.” (Kalyvas, 2006, p. 112) Insurgents are likely to develop and acquire 

civilian support where state control has declined or collapsed. 

 

As the next chapter presents, these conclusions resonate with my hypothesis that the state context 

shapes in an iterative manner the process by which the social contract of NSAGs and the 

population in their influence forms.  Yet, a microlevel analysis as to how, explicitly, the state 
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context affects the contracting process remains needed. 

 

Arjona and Mampilly offer a slightly different interpretation, concluding that prewar intuitions 

shape the preferences and expectations of the population for NSAG governance.  Arjona 

incorporated the role of the state through the value placed on the legitimacy of the state’s prewar 

institutions.  She argued that, in part, in communities with prewar high-quality institutions 

viewed as both legitimate and effective, armed groups opt for surveillance; in communities with 

prewar low-quality institutions perceived as ineffective, illegitimate, or both, armed groups opt 

for rebelocracy.  In communities with prewar low-quality institutions (perceived as ineffective, 

illegitimate, or both), the community members have weak preferences for the status-quo (the 

state), and the converse is also applicable.  (Arjona A. , 2010)  Mampilly’s research evaluated the 

broader political environment that insurgents operate in, and the transformative impact of the 

interactions between insurgent leaders and other key actors on insurgent governance efforts.  He 

concluded that four broad dimensions shape the political environment, including state reach, as 

the state’s prior relationship with the population shapes civilian political expectations and how 

this affects insurgent efforts to form governance systems.  (Mampilly, 2011) 

 

The contributions of both theorists that prewar state institutions shape preferences for NSAG 

governance are significant.  However, at times in their analyses, effectiveness is conflated with 

legitimacy.  This prevents an analysis from exploring how expectations for NSAG governance 

may be shaped differently based on the different sources of (il)legitimacy of the prewar 

institutions (performance, processes of exchange, and shared values).  Secondly, since 

Mampilly’s conclusions are based on findings from “mature” insurgencies with territorial 
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control, this does not account for how expectations of NSAG governance might change in 

accordance with the level of organizational development of the NSAG and the presence or 

absence of the state. 

 

Metelits and Staniland provided key observations on how the state can affect the way in which 

the NSAG changes.  Metelits (2009) included the state as one of the potential competitors in her 

active rivalry theory, noting that the nature and capabilities of the state are critical for shaping 

insurgent response to local communities.  Staniland (2012) “brings in the state” through the lens 

of a state’s counterinsurgency strategies and how the effectiveness of these strategies vary 

depending upon whether there is a match or mismatch between the counterinsurgency strategy 

and the type of insurgent group. 

 

There is a clear link with state context and formation of nonstate social contracts: they occur in 

areas of limited state reach or contestation through an iterative process in which citizens turn 

toward a nonstate political authority and alternative sources of authority begin to provide some 

combination of security, public goods, a mechanism to engage with the community members, 

and resonance with their shared values.  What requires further elucidation is how the state’s 

context affects the formation of a nonstate social contract and nonstate political orders. 

 

On Territorial Control: Kalyvas’s research focused most on territorial control, specifically 

through the formation of a Zone system to measure territorial control: Zones 1 and 5 marked by 

full control by the government or insurgents, respectively; Zones 2 and 4 marked by government 

or insurgent prominence yet incomplete control, and Zone 3 marked by equal levels of control.  
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(Kalyvas, 2006) Staniland drew on Kalyvas’s categorization of territorial control, and developed 

typology of wartime political orders based on the distribution of territorial control.  He 

distinguished between situations with a distinct, segmented distribution of control in which each 

side controls some territory, and situations with an overlapping, fragmented distribution of 

control in which both sides have presence throughout the area under contestation.  (Staniland, 

2012) 

 

This literature only nominally focused on territorial control as a strategic option for the 

NSAGs—that is, on whether an NSAG wants or needs to control territory.  Mampilly connected 

territorial control with the political agenda of the insurgent group, with secessionist groups more 

likely to develop a parallel system of governance and seek territorial control while reformist 

groups would not.  However, this does not take into consideration that territorial control could be 

a means rather than an end for an NSAG, in which reformist groups use territorial control as a 

tactic to bolster their negotiating capacity with the state, or with other NSAGs for that matter. 

 

This literature also nominally addressed the question of how an NSAG might achieve territorial 

control.  Arjona’s and Mampilly’s research did not include a strong focus on territorial control; 

both their analyses began with the critical assumption that NSAGs do have territorial control.  

Kalvyas (2006) observed that initial patterns of control are predicted by some combination of 

prewar preferences and existing military resources, but as war evolves, control is more likely to 

trump prewar preferences in determining collaboration.  He argued that control is a function of 

military effectiveness and geography. 
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Both Kalyvas and Arjona addressed the link between territorial control and collaboration.  

Kalyvas noted that there is robust empirical observation that the allocation of collaboration 

among belligerents is closely related to the distribution of control.  In short, high levels of 

territorial control results in higher levels of civilian collaboration, and that the two are self- 

reinforcing.  (Kalyvas, 2006) Arjona stated that if success depends on territorial control, then 

collaboration is crucial. (Arjona A. , 2008) 

 

I propose removing assumptions about territorial control and problematize it in my research. 

 

5.0 Conclusion 

To summarize, I applied the conceptual social contract framework to identify variation in the 

state and nonstate social contracts.  I analyzed variation in the state social contract through the 

analytical lens of state fragility in Section 2.0, identifying how weaknesses in the three social 

contract elements contribute to conflict.  In Section 3.0, I reviewed the literature on NSAGs and 

insurgent governance.  Drawing from social contract theory and political science and conflict 

management research and analysis, I established that it is plausible to suspect that a tenuous 

state-level social contract contributes to the formation of an NSAG’s social contract. 

 

The next chapter presents my proposed theory-testing research design to evaluate how state 

reach affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 4 

THEORY TESTING PROCESS TRACING: NSAG SOCIAL 

CONTRACTS AND HOW STATE CONTEXT AFFECTS THE 

FORMATION PROCESS 
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1.0 Introduction 

Timothy Raeymaekers (2005) called for a shift away from a reaffirmation or rejection of the 

African State toward a detailed analysis of the societal response to processes of state implosion, 

with insights into the workings of authority and of the actors engaged in its formulation.  This 

dissertation is a response to such a call, focusing on nonstate social contracts and as a societal 

response to states experiencing fragility.  This dissertation focuses on understanding how state 

fragility, or strained state-level social contracts, contribute to the formation of nonstate armed 

groups’ (NSAG) social contracts.  The key question is: How does state fragility influence the 

formation of the social contract between NSAGs and the populations they control or influence? 

 

My dissertation is theory-centric to test social contract theory as it applies to 21st century 

conflicts.  Theory-testing process tracing is an effective research tool to deduce a theory from the 

existing literature and then test whether there is evidence that a hypothesized causal mechanism 

is actually present in a given case.  This approach is used in contexts in which the researcher has 

identified the independent variable (X) and the dependent variable (Y), but as Beach and 

Pederson stated, “We are unsure whether there is an actual causal mechanism linking X and Y.” 

(Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 12) 

 

Beach and Pedersen identified the appropriate sequencing of theory-testing process tracing: 1) 

Conceptualize; 2) Operationalize; and 3) Collect evidence.  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) In line 

with research that aims to test theory, I drew from social contract theory to develop a conceptual 

social contract framework delineating the key elements and corresponding sources of legitimacy, 

as presented in Chapter 2.  Then, drawing upon theory and literature, I established that it is 
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plausible to suspect that a tenuous state-level social contract contributes to the formation of an 

NSAG’s social contract in Chapter 3.  I demonstrated that greater understanding is needed to 

delineate how a state’s social contract actually contributes to the formation of NSAGs’ social 

contracts. 

 

This chapter focuses on first operationalizing the theory of how a state’s social contract affects 

the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I do this by defining state context, the independent 

variable.  I then present a theoretical model of the causal mechanism, the iterative process, 

depicting how the state’s social contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I 

refer to the proposed causal mechanism of how a state’s social contract affects the formation 

process of an NSAG’s social contract as the “Grievance-driven Pathway (or causal mechanism).” 

In Section 3.0, I define the outcome: an NSAG’s social contract.  I do this by drawing from the 

conceptual social contract framework, and define seven components of an NSAG’s social 

contract.  Lastly, I identify the scope conditions and select the two case studies with which I will 

conduct detailed empirical analysis to test the theory. 

 

2.0 Theory-testing Process Tracing 

I articulate my theory of how a state’s social contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s social 

contract through what I propose as the “Grievance-driven Pathway.”  This is depicted in Figure 

6.  I describe the variable of state context and the five parts of the causal mechanism below.  In 

Section 3.0, I define the outcome, an NSAG’s social contract. 
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Figure 6 Depiction of the theory-based process-tracing causal mechanism, the Grievance-driven Pathway 

 

2.1 Independent Variable: State Context 

Leading insurgent theorists have evaluated the explanatory power of preexisting factors on 

insurgent governance: Mampilly argued that preexisting state structures shape the effectiveness 

of civilian administration (Mampilly, 2011); Kasfir (2008) focused on civilian organization by 

the rebels themselves prior to becoming a guerrilla group; Wickham-Crowley (1992) focused on 

prewar governance at the subnational level.  For purposes of this dissertation, I propose that the 

“state context” affects and interacts with an NSAG’s process of forming a social contract. 

 

State context refers to the nature of the state’s social contract with the population within its 
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territory.  I define this through two units: state fragility and the legitimacy gap.  A detailed 

discussion of the concept of state fragility is provided in Chapter 3.  Fragility measures 

effectiveness and legitimacy across the social, political, economic, and military sectors.  These 

measures of fragility focus on the state-society relationship, taking the first pact (the pact of 

society) for granted, and shared values are measured implicitly through some of the indicators 

included in the fragility indices.  Of the 11 main fragility indices,33 six include the four 

conceptual components of fragility (security, political, economic, and social).  I chose to use the 

State Fragility Scale by the Center of Systemic Peace primarily authored by Monty G.  Marshall.   

(Marshall & Cole, 2016) This index focuses on fragility, includes 169 countries across all 

regions, and is not value based; the data is available and covers an extensive period of time 

(1995–2017). 

 

The reasons for not selecting the other five indices include: 

 

1. Country Indicators for Foreign Policy (CIPF) Fragility Index: Data not available. 

2. Index of African Governance: Limited to African countries and focuses on governance 

rather than fragility. 

3. Index of State Weakness: Focuses on state weakness rather than fragility, and has limited 

data availability. 

4. Peace and Conflict Instability Ledger: Focuses on state instability rather than fragility; it 

is predictive rather than descriptive and has limited data availability. 

                                                      
33 The UNDP developed a User’s Guide on Measuring Fragility based on “a desk review of state-of-the-art research 

and policy debate and tools on measuring situations of fragility by quantitative means.”  (Mata & Ziaja, 2009) 
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5. Failed States Index: Focuses on state failure and has limited data availability (2005 – 

2013). 

Note: Not included among the United Nation’s Development Program’s (UNDP) guide is 

United States Agency for International Development’s (USAID’s) Fragility Index.  This 

was also not applicable because the data is not available. 

 

The Fragile States Index classifies fragility into six categories based on the total fragility scores: 

Extreme (24–20), High (19–16), Serious (15–12), Moderate (11–8), Low (7–4), and Little to no 

(3–1).  The Index is a composite of the Effectiveness and Legitimacy Scores for each sector. 

 

According to the Center for Systemic Peace’s State Fragility 2017 Index, seventy-five percent of 

the states in the world rated “Highly Fragile” or “Extremely Fragile” are in Sub-Saharan Africa.  

In other words, almost one in two of Sub-Saharan Africa’s’ states are rated “Highly Fragile” or 

“Extremely Fragile.”  This makes Sub-Saharan Africa the most fragile region in the world, and 

of all the countries in the global system, the Central African Republic (CAR) has experienced the 

greatest net increase in state fragility since 1995.  (Center for Systemic Peace 2017) 

 

The second measure of state context is the state’s legitimacy gap.  Not all states have a tenuous 

state-level social contract and lack legitimacy in the same manner.  By mapping the specific 

grievances of the affected population in this dynamic, I will develop a State Legitimacy Gap 

narrative, drawing upon the social contract’s key elements (sovereign, the pact of government, 

and the pact of society), much like Figure 2.2 in Chapter 2. 
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In some part causing and, in some part, reflecting the state’s fragility, insecurity within the 

region of interest persists, reflecting either the state’s lack of the legitimacy of its monopoly of 

force, the state’s lack of actual monopoly of force, or a combination of the two.  A detailed 

description of this will be detailed in the case studies. 

 

2.2 Grievance-driven Pathway Causal Mechanism: An iterative process 

Beach and Pederson posited that “a mechanistic understanding of causality is the dynamic, 

interactive influence of causes on outcomes and in particular how causal forces are transmitted 

through the series of interlocking parts of a causal mechanism to contribute to producing an 

outcome.” In short, a causal mechanism is defined as a theory of a system of interlocking parts 

that transmits causal forces from X to Y.  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, pp. 25-29) By studying 

mechanisms, scholars gain deeper explanatory knowledge.)  

 

I labeled the causal mechanism as the “Grievance-based Pathway to forming an NSAG’s social 

contract,” or in short, the Grievance-based Pathway.  I hypothesize that this mechanism includes 

five “parts”; each part entails an entity and an action, which transmit change or causal forces 

through the mechanism.  Each part of the mechanism is by itself insufficient to produce an 

outcome.  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) And, according to Beach and Pedersen, “the parts that we 

include in our conceptualization of a given causal mechanism are absolutely vital (necessary) for 

the “machine” to work, and in the absence of one part, the mechanism itself cannot be said to 

exist.” (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 17)  It is important to note that each of these parts are causal 

links within the mechanism, rather than each part representing an event and together, tell the 

story of the case, or that each part is an intervening variable.   
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As I propose that this is an iterative process, the entities34 alternate in each of the parts between 

“the state” and the “nonstate.” The “nonstate” entities are a combination of the nonstate actors 

who become leaders in the NSAG and the nonstate actors who participate in the social contract 

with the NSAG as part of its society.  A brief synopsis of the five parts with the entities and 

actions is as follows: 

 

• Part 1: The tenuous state-level social contract creates insecurity 

• Part 2: The nonstate actors form disparate units of self-defense 

• Part 3: The state mobilizes the first actors from a segment of population from neutrality 

toward opposition through a symbolic event, or trigger 

• Part 4: Early actors establish an NSAG; and,  

• Part 5: The state consolidates the more general population of the targeted segment of the 

population toward opposition. 

 

In Part 1 of the causal mechanism, I expect that the tenuous state-level social contract enables 

insecurity as a result of state absence and/or state contestation in a specific sub-national region.  

The state’s weakened legitimacy and/or monopoly of violence in the sub-region creates an 

environment conducive to heightened criminality and armed nonstate actors.  In Part 2, I expect 

nonstate actors to form self-defense groups for protection, developing coercive capabilities.  In 

Part 3, I expect the state to conduct an act which mobilizes the first actors from the targeted 

                                                      
34 According to Beach and Pedersen, “Entities can be individual persons, groups, states, classes, or structural  

phenomena depending on the level of the theory.… Entities have causal powers that can be understood as 'a capacity 

to produce a certain kind of outcome in the presence of appropriate antecedent conditions.’” (Beach & Pedersen, 

2013, p. 50) 
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segment of the population to move from neutrality toward opposing the state.  In Part 4, these 

early actors establish an NSAG with the coercive mandate to protect a wider segment of the 

population than a sinGoular ethnic or tribal group.  In Part 5, the state consolidates the general 

population of the segment of the targeted population to support the NSAG.  Through this, the 

NSAG forms a social contract with the targeted segment of the population, with a sovereign, pact 

of government, and pact of society. 

 

2.2.1 Part 1: Tenuous State-level Social Contract Enables Insecurity 

Recall that in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.1, the stability grievance focuses on the breakdown of the 

social contract based on the government failing to fulfil its most basic function, stability.  This 

dynamic creates a vicious feedback loop whereby the lack of stability weakens the government 

and causes the government to lose legitimacy, and with weakened legitimacy, the government is 

less capable of maintaining stability.  Ulf Engel and Andreas Mehler identified two ways states 

lose (or never had) a monopoly of violence.  The first is through state absence, in which the lack 

of state effectiveness causes instability. (Engel & Mehler, 2005) Limited state-sponsored security 

can occur due to: the state’s central government being unable to impose its rule of monopoly of 

violence or underperforms in providing security; the state’s central government’s limited will 

and/or capacity to facilitate early problem solving around grievances, intergroup cooperation, or 

social accommodation; and/or the state’s central government lacks crisis management—be it 

capability, policy, or structural, and these crises become destabilized when triggers occur, such 

as elections, rhetoric, institutional change, or accidents (Lewis & Habereson, 2016).  The second 

is through state contestation, in which states behave as a despot or are arbitrary, and through 

illegitimate state action slowly loose the monopoly of violence and the legitimacy to use it 

erodes.  (Engel & Mehler, 2005) 
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Thus, the initial context of a tenuous state-level social contract, either due to state absence, 

contestation, or a combination of the two, creates an environment characterized by insecurity.  

The entity of Part 1 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the state—specifically, the state’s 

absence and/or predation in a specific area within the state.  The state’s action enables an 

environment of insecurity.  This “enabling insecurity” is the causal force that drives change in 

this causal mechanism.  Part 1 is a macrolevel mechanism at the structural level, which cannot be 

reduced to the actions of an individual. 

 

In a context rife with instability resulting from a tenuous state-level social contract, I anticipate 

indicators of instability as well as links between the specific form of instability with the tenuous 

state-level social contract.  This link requires a more wholistic and conceptual view, linking the 

armed actors to how the state’s social contract is tenuous.  There is a conundrum with measuring 

instability as contexts characterized by instability typically lack functioning institutions and 

organizations with reporting capabilities.  Instability can be measured through evidence of small 

arms, armed actors, and nonstate military skills/organization, available through statistics, primary 

and secondary documents, and personal accounts.  The link of this instability to the tenuous 

state-level social contract requires a more holistic and conceptual view, linking the armed actors 

to how the state’s social contract is tenuous.  In these contexts, anecdotal information and 

secondary effects will be used as evidence. 

 

2.2.2 Part 2: Nonstate Actors form Disparate Self-Defense Groups 

The second link in the iterative process to forming an NSAG’s social contract with the 

population under its control or influence is the formation of disparate self-defense groups.  The 
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insecurity generates opportunity for armed actors to rise and fill the power vacuum, to contest the 

state, and/or provide protection for a population.  The sequencing of this dynamic of the supply 

and demand for nonstate security is not step-wise, but rather, iterative, in which the demand for 

security develops, as do the suppliers of coercive force. 

 

Not all nonstate political authorities, such as some traditional leadership authorities and civil 

society, develop coercive capabilities.  I.  W.  Zartman identified how in a collapsed state 

context, civil society can grow to fill local vacuums, including actors such as authority structures 

around elders, traditional conflict management procedures, active trading networks, and 

inventive community operations.  (Zartman, 1995) As the World Bank report on conflict, social 

capital, and social cohesion noted, “A strong, civil society founded on cross-cutting ties that 

operates in a weak state environment can “substitute” for the state’s inadequacies.” (Coletta & 

Cullen, 2000, p. 3) 

 

That said, in contexts with insecurity, nonstate actors with coercive capabilities will enter the 

market to fill the security vacuum.  Raeymaekers identified two analytical extremes: one in 

which there is a single force that dominates locally and extends its coercion toward a statewide 

domination, and one in which the struggle for social control remains undecided, resulting in a 

dispersed domination and a fragmentation of social control.  (Raeymaekers, 2005) Mehler 

identified that in anticonflict societies, and I would add fragile states, security markets can 

exhibit varying degrees of concentration.  Mehler observed that frequently, markets will be 

supplied by a small number of competitors without any single competitor monopolizing it 

completely, creating an “oligopoly of violence.” (Mehler A. , 2004) In such contexts, there is “a 
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fluctuating number of partly competing, partly cooperating actors of violence from the public 

and private sectors, as well as community-based. (Mehler A. , 2009)  

 

Self-defense groups are one such entity operating in these fragile states with insecurity.  

Jerónimo Mohar researched four self-defense groups and concluded, “In spite of the differing 

histories of self-defense groups in various parts of the world, it is possible to find a common 

thread: the issue of statehood.  When the state does not have a thorough monopoly on violence —

whether through incompetence or by design—it risks spiraling into a situation where violence 

supplants the rule of law.” (Mohar, 2014) The International Crisis Group (ICG) defined self-

defense groups as: 

 

Typically recruited from local communities, their members likely share the same ethnic 

or political identity, collective interests and threat perceptions, raising the odds that they 

will act as local militias—potentially more powerful than state authorities—and pursue 

narrow ethnic agendas. (International Crisis Group, 2017, p. i)  (International Crisis 

Group, 2017, p.  i) 

 

Self-defense groups can take the form of the following entities: village minutemen; ethnic self- 

defense groups or ethnic militias directly under an ethnic group’s traditional leadership; and, new 

formations of politico-military leaders/entrepreneurs leading ethnic-based self-defense groups 

with the condoning from traditional leaders.  To provide security for one’s ethnic group, these 

self-defense groups organize and equip themselves with self-defense instruments, ranging from 

simple pangas or long knives and bows and arrows, to small arms. 
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While these groups focus on self-protection against insecurity, some may be supported by the state 

and/or receive the state’s official or unofficial approval, highlighted by the ICG’s report, which 

detailed how weak states subcontract certain security functions to nonstate actors or vigilante 

groups, many of which had taken up arms to protect their communities.  (International Crisis 

Group, 2017) 

 

Thus, the nonstate actors react to the general insecurity by forming self-defense groups.  The 

entity of Part 2 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the nonstate actors—specifically, those who 

organize to form self-defense groups.  Although some of these groups may receive support from 

the state, at this point in the causal mechanism, I maintain the entity title of “nonstate” as they 

are not officially employed by the state as proxy state militias and as these armed groups retain 

the status of self-defense groups.  The focus is on coercive capabilities forming outside of the 

official state security apparatus. 

 

The formation of self-defense groups is the causal force that drives change in this causal 

mechanism.  Part 2 is a macro-micro mechanism, in which “situational mechanisms describe 

how social structures constrain individuals’ action and how cultural environments shape 

individuals’ desires and beliefs.” (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) In this case, the general insecurity 

(macrolevel mechanism in Part 1) shaped how the ethnic, tribal, neighborhood social structures, 

and cultural practices organized individuals’ actions, the collectivizing self-defense around a 

collective, common feature including the community, ethnicity, region, religion, or livelihood. 
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I would anticipate nonstate actors forming self-defense groups in response to a context rife with 

instability.  Nonstate actors forming self-defense groups can be identified via trace—by their 

very existence, reported in secondary documents, the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data 

Project (ACLED) database, and via personal accounts.  The ACLED project codes reported 

information on the exact location, date, and other characteristics of politically violent events in 

unstable and warring states.  ACLED focuses on tracking a range of violent and nonviolent 

actions by different actors. (Raleigh & Dowd, 2017) The link of the formation of these units to 

the instability would be derived from a combination of a sequencing of events, secondary 

documents, and personal accounts. 

 

2.2.3 Part 3: State Mobilizes the First Actors of the Population through a Trigger 

Partly in response to a combination of the insecurity and the increasing nonstate coercive 

organization by segments of the population that the state deems as a potential threat, the state 

will conduct an event, perceived as a violation of the state’s social contract, which that triggers 

the shift of a segment of the population to shift from neutrality, and for first actors, among this 

population, to mobilize toward opposing the state, as they will see the state’s act as a violation of 

the state’s social contract. 

 

This state-led mobilizing event could be a repeated event which the state had done in the past.  

What makes this event the trigger is that this event—at this particular moment and location 

within the conflict dynamic—has a different impact than this similar event had had in the past.  

Roger Petersen cautioned that “we may be able to isolate mechanisms, but we seldom know the 

necessary and sufficient conditions under which the necessary mechanisms are switched on.” 
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(Petersen, 2006, p. 12)  

 

Petersen (2006) presented a Trigger Mechanism, which first pushes one out of neutrality as Stage 

1, and then toward organized opposition as Stage 2.  I posit that the Stage 1 Trigger occurs 

during this part (Part 3) and the Stage 2 Trigger occurs during Part 4 of the Grievance-driven 

Pathway.  The state’s act of predation functions as a trigger mechanism and pushes the segment 

of the population “out of neutrality.”  The state’s second trigger in Part 5 causes Petersen’s Stage 

2, pushing the population toward organized opposition.” I posit that in this context, neutrality 

implies identifying as a member of the state-level social contract and its society.  The trigger 

pushes individuals from the segment of the targeted population out of neutrality and away from 

the pact of government and pact of society, toward each other. 

 

This segment of the population may have some commonalities, but through the state’s action, 

drawing on social psychology of intergroup dynamics, an ingroup process begins.35 This occurs 

as individuals begin to psychologically identify as an “us.” In this regard, the membership is 

greater than it is at the ethnic or tribal level, at a higher collective sense of group.  The ingroup 

dynamic of “us” also begins an outgroup dynamic, in which the “us” is being distinguished from 

“them.” The ingroup/outgroup narrative begins as individuals start to distinguish themselves 

from the rest of the state’s society as being treated differently, and unfairly by the government.  

The narrative includes something along the lines of, “We are being targeted by the state unfairly 

compared with other groups.” 

                                                      
35 Henri Tajfelmade the term “ingroup” popular in “Social Identity and Intergroup Behavior.” (Tajfel, 1974) More 
recently, the theory of ingroup/outgroup social psychology of intergroups dynamics is being applied to 
radicalization, extremism, and terrorism. 
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Peterson (2006) identified first actor or fanatics, as subsets from within specific populations 

more likely to engage in resistance and rebellions.  According to Pederson, first actors tend to 

come from strong communities, with intermediate density of ties, and the presence of social 

groups. (Petersen, 2006) While this part causes the general population to shift from neutrality, it 

also causes first actors from this population to mobilize in opposition to the state. 

 

Thus, the state mobilizes a segment of the population to begin to distinguish itself from the rest 

of the population as being treated differently, and unfairly by the government.  The entity of Part 

3 of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the state, and depending on the nature of the trigger event 

that they commit, the actors could be civilian and/or military.  This “mobilization of a segment of 

the population toward an ingroup/outgroup dynamic with regards to the state’s social contract” is 

the causal force that drives change in this causal mechanism.  Part 3 is a micro-macro 

mechanism, which is a transformational mechanism that describes processes whereby 

individuals, through their actions and interactions, generate various intended and unintended 

social outcomes at the macrolevel.” (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) In this case, the action of the state 

generates a social dynamic of ingrouping at the macrolevel.   

 

Following the formation of self-defense groups in contexts rife with insecurity, I would 

anticipate that the state would conduct an act which violates the trust of the segment of the 

population.  This violation could be either military or nonmilitary but the impact would be to 

push first actors within the targeted segment of the population from neutrality.  The act by the 

government that serves as the trigger could be identified through a sequence of events, statistics, 
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and primary and secondary documents.  The reaction by the first actors within the targeted 

population would be evaluated based on sequencing of events, personal accounts, and primary 

and secondary documents. 

 

2.2.4 Part 4: First actors establish NSAG  

The next part in the causal process is that these first actors from the segment of the population 

form an NSAG. 

 

For some, the state-led trigger fortifies the need for a self-protection coercive mandate and 

provides additional evidence in support of a narrative that there is a growing need to redress the 

state-level social contract, and perhaps even that the state went so far as to “violate” the state-level 

social contract with this segment of the population.  Eric Jardine argued that it is these first actors 

who start rebellions due to their preferences which are strongly against a regime. (Jardine, 2014, 

p. 76) I would add that it is these first actors from within the “ingroup” who form the NSAG—its 

leadership and first members.  This fulfills the second stage of Peterson’s “trigger mechanism” in 

which the opposition organizes. 

 

The NSAG is established at a collective level, inclusive of more than one ethnic group.  I diverge 

from the common lexicon of NSAGs in stipulating that, for purposes of this causal mechanism, 

the NSAG needs to be composed of more than one ethnic group.  This is due to the fact that 

armed groups organized around a single identity are communal militias.  Additionally, when 

referring to an NSAG’s social contract, this social contract is different, albeit perhaps related, 

from the social contract which may already exist at the tribal or ethnic level with the self-defense 

group.  Some of the first actors for the NSAG’s leadership form the NSAG’s sovereign, and its 
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leadership receives the blessing, but is separate, from the traditional leadership structure. 

 

From the mobilizing effect of the trigger, the NSAG’s leadership takes on the mandate to protect 

the population from general insecurity as well as state predation.  This forms the coercive 

mandate and grants the NSAG the legitimate use of violence.  The NSAG coalesces or 

collectivizes the coercive capabilities from the disparate self-defense groups forming coercive 

capabilities.  The coercive capabilities and the coercive mandate create the NSAG’s coercive 

power.  The authoritative mandate forms from the need to redress the state-level social contract, 

and the authoritative capabilities are formed through the creation of the NSAG’s sovereign. 

 

Thus, the first actors form an NSAG with a coercive and political mandate.  The entity of Part 4 

of the Grievance-driven Pathway is the first actors.  The “establishment of an NSAG” is the 

causal force that drives change in this causal mechanism.  Part 4 is a microlevel mechanism, in 

which “purely microlevel theories relate to how individuals’ interests and beliefs affect their 

actions and how individuals interact with each other.” (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) In this case, the 

first actors “make their move” so-to-speak, for a combination of incentives, ideals, and 

social/group dynamics.   

 

I would anticipate that the nonstate first actors from the segment of the population would 

establish an NSAG.  The formation of the NSAG could be identified through trace, the very 

existence of the NSAG, and substantiated through sequences of events, personal accounts, 

secondary documents, and if available primary documents such as official documents or 

statements. 
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2.2.5 Part 5: State Consolidates General Segment of the Population 

In response to the formation of the NSAG, I theorize that the state’s second trigger consolidates 

the general segment of the population to form a pact of society and a pact of government in 

support of the NSAG’s political mandate.   

 

As with Part 3, the state’s trigger could be violent or nonviolent.  The nonviolent trigger could be 

a gesture toward resolving the conflict.  However, the gesture is, in effect, false or insincere—

reflecting and perpetuating the tenuous nature of the state-level social contract.  The insincerity 

of this gesture could rise from a lack of the state’s ability to pursue a sincere gesture, perhaps due 

to indecision, a lack of internal cohesion within the state-level government with regards to the 

gesture, or the inability to follow through on the commitments made.  Alternatively, the 

insincerity of this gesture could rise from a lack of the state’s will or desire to pursue a sincere 

gesture, perhaps due to an assessment of the NSAG and conflict dynamics on the ground which 

determines that the state does not need to negotiate, a perspective that the NSAG is in the wrong 

and the state is in the right, or as part of the state’s continued policy in the region.  It could also 

be due to a combination of the two: the state’s lack of capacity and will.  Despite the lack of the 

state’s commitment, it makes the gesture to “go through the motions” as a stalling or delay tactic, 

to use it as an opportunity to sow dissent and fragment the opposition, or in response to internal 

or international pressure to go through with it. 

 

For the NSAG, the state’s trigger furthers the NSAG’s narrative regarding the need for a political 

mandate, due to a need to seek redress from the state, and that pursuing this change through 

political means is no longer viable; the state has left the people with no option but to pursue this 
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change through armed opposition.  This state-led trigger helps to catalyze those who had been 

more reluctant to endorse the NSAG and its armed position of the state.  For those late 

supporters, this final breach of trust by the state serves as the final tipping point, pushing them to 

self-identify with the segment of the population.  This congeals the targeted segment of the 

population as a society, with a more broadly shared ingroup dynamic of identity, and the 

collective grievances against the state serving as the main pull or “glue” within this pact of 

society.  In addition to forming the pact of society, the newly formed society engages in a pact of 

government and with the NSAG.   

 

This argument of late supporters differs slightly from that of Jardine’s, who argued: 

 

The later supporters were more likely the people who have a very strong preference 

against the insurgency, such as regime elites, or individuals in government-controlled 

areas …that for an insurgency to get the popular support of these people, it would need to 

provide a lot of remunerative compensation, but a large enough bundle of payment could 

still persuade them to support a rebellion. (Jardine, 2014, p. 77) 

 

Jardine pointed to the NSAG’s provision of services as inducement and the source of legitimacy 

for the late supporters, and there are likely those for whom this source of legitimacy serves as the 

individual reason for supporting an NSAG.  However, the provision of services would only be 

feasible at a later point in the NSAG’s development when the NSAG has the mandate and 

organizational capacity to provide such services.  I argue that in the Grievance-driven Pathway, 

the initial decision to support the NSAG by a broader portion of the targeted segment of the 
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population is grievance driven.  For these, the primary source of legitimacy for the late 

supporters is that the political mandate to redress the state-level social contract.  So, while the 

first starters founded the NSAG with an inclusion in its mandate to seek changes to the state-

level contract, it is not until the broader part of the segment of the population forms this society 

and contracts with the NSAG that the NSAG can claim legitimacy of having a mandate on behalf 

of its people or society. 

 

Thus, the state consolidates the general segment of the population to form a pact of society and 

pacts with this society to pursue the political mandate.  The entity of Part 5 of the Grievance-

driven Pathway is the state.  The “consolidates the general segment of the population” is the 

causal force which drives change in this causal mechanism.  Part 5 is similar to Part 3, and is a 

micro-macro–level mechanism, in which the state’s action causes a larger change within society. 

 

Much like in Part 3, in Part 5 I would anticipate that the state would react harshly to the 

establishment of NSAGs, and conduct an act that violates the trust of the segment of the 

population.  Rather than just pushing the early actors to organize, this act consolidates opposition 

away from neutrality more broadly within the targeted segment of the population.  The act by the 

government could be identified through a sequence of events or statistics.  The reaction by the 

population within the targeted population would be evaluated based on events, statistics, and 

personal accounts.  This latter component, evaluating the mobilization of popular support in 

response to the state’s actions will likely be the most speculative.  This is because it is difficult to 

assess a “general population’s perspectives,” without conducting extensive surveys, and this is 

nearly impossible in instable contexts rife with armed actors.   
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In line with Beach and Pedersen’s encouragement: 

 

Empirical testing (operationalization) can be nearly impossible when we lack full access 

to the empirical record.  It does not mean we should give up the endeavor when we face 

difficulties, merely that we should be realistic and accept that when we are using process-

tracing methods, our conceptualizations and operationalized empirical tests will be less 

than perfect.  But we should continue to strive to push our tests in the direction of the 

ideal.  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 119) 

 

I will draw on secondary documents and personal accounts demonstrating support and the link 

with the state’s actions, recognizing that this will likely be the weakest link in terms of evidence. 

 

In sum, I hypothesize that through the Grievance-driven Pathway, this causal mechanism 

comprising these five parts, a state’s tenuous social contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s 

social contract.  The following section defines the outcome, an NSAG’s social contract. 

 

3.0 Outcome: NSAG Social Contracts 

In the previous chapter, I presented a summary and short analysis of the main contemporary 

insurgent theorists, noting specific opportunities for further exploration.  I now turn to defining 

an NSAG’s social contract based on the social contract framework, the dependent variable in this 

research. 
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I propose that an NSAG’s social contract with a population under its control or influence must 

have key elements of a social contract: coercive authority, performance, processes of exchange, 

and shared values.  However, the exact combination of what constitutes legitimacy across these 

three categories for a particular population—culture, time, and geography— differs from one to 

the next.  Rather than delineating “necessary” components, I present seven components which I 

propose are illustrative components across these sources of legitimacy.  I will use these 

components to guide my analysis of the NSAG’s social contract, but will allow for additional 

components to present themselves, and for the possibility that some of these components may 

not be present.  While no single component constitutes a social contract, but in a unique and 

specific combination, a social contract can be considered as existing. 

 

I delineate the following components below: 

 

1. The leadership of the social contract is not officially part of the state’s central government 

or its outposts. 

2. The social contract has coercive power, coercive capability and mandate. 

3. The social contract has a political administration. 

4. The social contract provides some form of public goods (in addition to security). 

5. The social contract utilizes a process of exchange with its society. 

6. The social contract has a society that is contracted with the NSAG. 

7. The social contract sovereign resonates with its society’s shared values. 
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These components are depicted in Figure 7, listed in each of the corresponding social contract 

elements. 

Figure 7 An NSAG’s social contract components 

 

I avoid the extreme of identifying NSAGs, nonstate authorities, or nonstate actors as inherently 

bad, illegitimate, or against the state by their very existence and potentially maintaining nonstate 

social contracts.  This allows for an unbiased understanding of the role that these groups play in 

establishing their relationship with the population.  I also avoid the other extreme of the states in 

waiting argument, a teleological perspective, which automatically places NSAGs with social 

contracts on the path toward becoming a state. 

 

I evaluate the NSAG’s social contract based on its internal legitimacy using the social contract’s 
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three sources of legitimacy.  This avoids: 1) a Western-biased analytical lens of the social 

contract, placing preeminence on performance over processes of exchange and shared values; 2) 

a top-down bias focusing on rebel leadership to the exclusion of the community; and 3) an 

assumption that a pact of society already exists. 

 

I do not require that the NSAG have some form of territorial control.  This diverges from the 

research of others, which focuses on NSAGs which already have territorial control.36 My 

rationale is in line with Boas and Dunn (2007) and Mkandawire (2002), who noted that the 

distinction between Olson’s stationary and roaming bandits is no longer as distinctive, 

suggesting that “no movement completely fits into either category.”37  This is because a group 

can be simultaneously roving or stationary but in different spaces, or shift from one to the other 

depending on the group’s control of a territory.   

 

The following sections focus on the NSAG’s elements of a social contract and seven 

components, acknowledging that these elements are not separate, and that it is the interaction 

between these elements that leads to the formation of a social contract.  While I use the term 

NSAG under each component, it is not until the unique combination of these components are 

fulfilled for a specific context/population that an NSAG forms a social contract with its society. 

 

3.1 The Sovereign: Reconstituted 

                                                      
36 The nature of the presence of the NSPO can range from non-existent, transient or sporadic presence, to a 

permanent presence. Kalvyas identified three zones of control: 1) areas under the control of the insurgent group; 2) 

areas of divided or contested control, and 3) areas under the control of the incumbent state. (Kalyvas, 2006) 
37 Boas and Dunn (2007)note that an oversimplified typology could be made between road-roaming rebel groups 

and bush-path rebel groups, with that later being less interested in the central government.  
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The first four components of an NSAG relate to its sovereign and are presented in this and the 

following section. 

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component #1: The leadership of the NSAG is not officially part 

of the state’s central government or its outposts 

The first component is that the leadership of the NSAG cannot officially be part of the state’s 

central government or its outposts.  The NSAG leadership could have been part of the state 

apparatus in the past, or becomes part of the state apparatus in the future, but at the time of 

serving as the NSAG’s leadership, the leadership is not officially part of the state’s apparatus.38 

 

While I specify that the NSAG’s leadership needs to be nonstate, I do not specify whether the 

political mandate of the NSAG should be with regards to the state (such as state or substate 

territorial capture), with regards to reform of the state-level social contract, or with regards to 

seeking exist from the state’s social contract.  I separate the orientation of the NSAG with 

regards to the state from the existence of the NSAG itself.  This differs from research on 

warlords and insurgencies, in which motive is definitional for these terms.  I place motive and 

political mandate as variables in my research rather than making it part of the definition.  This 

disaggregation affects my research in several ways.  This allows for the motive and orientation to 

change over time; it allows for a nonbinary interpretation of political mandate such as pro-state 

or anti-state; and it allows for different motives or political orientations from the different levels 

of actors within the NSAG. 

 

                                                      
38 This eliminates any state proxy militias to be considered as an outcome of a NSAG’s social contract. 
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Boas and Dunn make an argument as to why, in Africa, the state is less of a focus of armed 

groups than before.  In the 21st century, there is a crisis of the neopatrimonial state, whereby the 

neopatrimonial state system has “failed to deliver on the promises of the patronage system.  

Specifically, the capacity of ruling elites to maintain the vertical distribution of resources and 

reciprocity that the patron-client relationship relies upon has been undermined.” This resulted in 

more of a focus on the perceived bankruptcy of the state model itself than on the perceived 

illegitimacy of specific ruling elites.  This has three implications.  The state no longer is seen as 

the primary objective of the insurgency, with some groups exhibiting the enclave mentality.  The 

state and its institutions may not be the primary actors within the struggle, with more proxy 

armed groups engaged.  The issue of state sovereignty has by de facto, labeled all armed groups 

(with a few exceptions), as “the problem in itself.”  (Boas & Dunn, 2007, pp. 23-25) 

 

The source of legitimacy for the NSAG related to this requirement is that, in a context in which 

the state is perceived as ineffective, illegitimate, or both, and the NSAG is explicitly separate 

from the state, then the NSAG and its leadership is perceived as relatively, more legitimate than 

the state.  Local leadership and their structures are generally ascribed greater legitimacy than a 

distant central state.  (Wulf, 2007, p. 9) (Menkhaus, 2007).   

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component #2: The NSAG has coercive power 

Before presenting the second component, I will briefly discuss Max Weber’s power, and how I 

draw on this to inform my dissertation.  The need for both coercive and authoritative power has 

been identified by a number of academics, including Moore (predatory and rational authority) 

(Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987) and Gramsci (domination and hegemony) (1992).  My research 
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uses Weber’s two categories of power: coercive and authoritative.  According to Weber, 

coercion is power supported by the threat or actual use of force, the ability to “force people into 

action.”  When applied to a social contract and/or political order, it is the use of legitimate force 

against outsiders and to control violence within.   

 

Drawing from this key observation, I delineate coercive power into two components: the 

capability to use violence, or coercive capability; and the legitimacy of this use of violence, or 

coercive mandate.  Coercive capabilities include the military wing of the political authority to 

provide security, including capacity, financing, organization, and military supplies, and are 

typically acquired through the assets and capabilities of the new formations.  (Kalyvas, 2006).  

Coercive capabilities are separate from, although it contributes to “military effectiveness” as this 

includes effects such as civilian support and competition with other armed actors, including the 

state.  The coercive mandate is the authorization by a segment of the population to use these 

capabilities to protect this same segment of the population.  The combination of coercive 

capabilities and legitimacy form Coercive Power, the second component. 

 

Weber defines authority, the second type of power, as power based on individuals complying not 

because they feel threatened or are forced, but because they accept it, and this acceptance is 

based on a combination of obedience, interest, belief, and reGoularity.  I delineated four sources 

of authoritative power: the sovereign (Component #3); provision of services (Component #4); 

processes of exchange (Component #5); and based on shared values, legitimate political 

leadership and the political mandate granted to the political authority and its leadership by the 

society (Component #7).  Depending on the society with whom the political authority is 
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contracted, the sources of legitimacy for this leadership can draw from traditional, charismatic, 

and/or rational.   

 

After defining coercive power and delineating it from authoritative power, I now return to 

Coercive Power (Component #2).  Both state absence and state contestation can generate a 

demand by the people for protection.  In the former, the state lacks a monopoly of force and there 

is a security vacuum.  Under such condition, there are likely at least several armed groups 

competing to fill this space as well as general insecurity caused by bandits and the likes.  In the 

latter, the state may provide security, but the legitimacy of the state’s use of force has been 

eroded, and/or the state’s coercive apparatus may itself be predatory on the population and is a 

source of insecurity.  In these contexts of a power vacuum or weakened state legitimacy, the 

state’s assumed monopoly over coercive means to exert violence is challenged.   

 

I apply Gramci’s and Weber’s language, that an NSAG needs a degree of domination for its 

coercive capabilities rather than a monopoly of violence.  Kasfir stated that the degree of 

domination can be measured by the extent to which an NSAG controls an area and the degree of 

civilian compliance, which allows for contested to fully dominant control (Kasfir, 2008), and 

Kalyvas identified five different degrees of domination through the zone system described above 

(Kalyvas, 2006) 

 

As mentioned, the context of state absence or contestation creates a security vacuum in which 

there is a demand for protection. (Lambach, 2007, p. 5) While not all nonstate political 

authorities with coercive capabilities use these abilities to provide security for the population, 
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some do.  Research has shown that in a context which lacks security the physiological needs (the 

physical requirements for human security) are typically prioritized above others.  This reflects 

both Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and Hobbe’s prioritization of stability.   

 

Wickham-Crowley described the provision of security as: the police and administrative functions 

and the defense of the populace and maintenance of internal peace and order.  Both of these, he 

noted, are “crucial in generating guerrilla government.” (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987) 

Weinstein observed that the provision of security is the first step in enabling the rebels to provide 

additional collective goods. (Weinstein, 2007) Kalyvas identified the protection from threats of 

violence by a rival violent actor as “shielding”, one of the six mechanisms for rebel organizations 

to gain control of territory to push the civilian inhabitants toward the insurgent agenda.  

(Kalyvas, 2006) Kasfir posited that only after establishing territorial control and acquiring the 

military capability to defend the area, can the capacity to govern evolve.  (Kasfir, 2008) 

Killcullen noted that community members look for security and justice to be provided first, over 

other governance and public services.  (Kilcullen, 2010) Mamphilly found that shielding is the 

first and most important service provided by rebel organizations, stating, “the establishment of a 

force capable of policing the population, followed by a broader judicial mechanism to reGoulate 

disputes was often the first step taken by any rebel group and easily the most important.” 

(Mampilly, 2011, p. 63)  

 

When a nonstate entity provides security for the population, in response to the population 

demanding this entity to provide security, this generates the second component of coercive 

power, coercive mandate.  This authorization “by the people” gives legitimacy to the nonstate 
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political authorities; the use of these coercive capabilities is legitimated.  Thus, when an NSAG 

provides some measure of security through a degree of domination to a segment of the 

population which asks for this security, the NSAG meets both conditions of coercive power, 

capabilities and mandate, and fulfills this requirement. 

 

An NSAG’s coercive power, capability and mandate, generates legitimacy for the NSAG from 

the perceptions of a specific segment of the population.  First, the provision of security fosters 

performance legitimacy—security is a good or service provided by the NSAG’s political 

authority.  When NSAGs’ political authorities provide security to a segment of the population, 

the expectation is that the provision of security is offered in exchange for consent (actively or 

passively) from the population.  The provision of security gives cause for, or creates, the first 

“glue” that binds the people to the NSAG’s political authority, thus beginning the formation of a 

social contract.  Scheye noted that when these services are offered as private goods, and no 

longer offered as public goods by the state, then there is a payment, I would add including in the 

form of loyalty, demanded or extorted in exchange for these services.  (Scheye, 2009) Second, 

the NSAG fosters legitimacy through shared values, in which the NSAG resonates with a 

segment of the population by being responsive to the population’s demand for security and 

pursuing the coercive mandate.  Pursuing the coercive mandate is one of the three ways in which 

an NSAG resonates with its society (Component #7). 

 

Coercive power is an essential tool, but an overreliance on coercive power will prevent or erode 

the NSAG’s performance legitimacy, effecting the group’s ability to generate popular support.  

(Mampilly, 2011) Kalyvas explained, “[F]ear alone does not suffice to sustain rule in the long 
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term; however, it operates as a first order condition that makes the production of loyalty 

possible.”  The provision of security by NSAGs’ political authorities can be nuanced and 

complicated, given that one group can be an agent of intimidation/repression and at the same 

time, an agent of protection for different groups of the population.  Additionally, under the 

auspices of providing security for a population, a group can exercise violence against its own 

soldiers or population to maintain intragroup order and discipline, to extract information, or to 

compel compliance through fear.  An NSAG can happen serve as a protector and predator for a 

given population at the same time, or as a protector and predator for a given population at 

different points in time in the conflict.   

 

NSAGs’ political authorities need to adapt the appropriate combination of coercion and consent 

with the community. (Mampilly, 2011) When the NSAG’s political authority’s use of violence 

shifts from primarily guardian to being primarily predatory, this signals that the intragroup 

violence is no longer a function of providing security for the population.  In this case, the 

NSAG’s political authority has shifted from exercising coercive power to exercising control, 

with the latter denoting a lack of consent. (Mampilly, 2011) There are likely to be different 

interpretations as to where this line exists.  Additionally, NSAG’s political authorities can intend 

to use intragroup violence for guardian rule, but the level and nature of how it is conducted can 

also cross the line into predatory rule, despite the intentions.   

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component #3: The NSAG has a political administration 

In addition to coercive power, an NSAG needs authoritative power.  Components #3, #4, #5, and 

#7 address Weber’s authoritative power.  First, an NSAG needs a sovereign inclusive of a 
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nonmilitary administration.  I use the term political administration rather than “civilian 

administration” as this administration is inclusive of both military, political, and administrative 

components.  The term civilian administration conveys a focus on bureaucratic or administrative 

systems for the provision of public goods.  While NSAGs can provide public goods, the NSAG’s 

administration is also responsible for political aspects, such as pursuing the political mandate and 

processes of exchange.   

 

In the absence or contestation of the state, different nonstate authorities develop to serve as the 

nonstate sovereign and enter the market to fill the security and public goods vacuums.  These 

nonstate authorities do not form or develop from, in Hobbe’s terms, “a tabula rasa”—a blank 

slate. (Scruton, 2001) NSAGs draw from three sources of governance administration: traditional, 

inherited state structures, and newly established structures-or some combination of the three.   

 

In the context of state absence or state contestation whose institutions are perceived as 

illegitimate, populations have most likely reverted to the traditional systems which typically are 

still in place, albeit to varying degrees sidelined or prejudiced by the state system.  Traditional 

society structures include extended families, clans, tribes, religious brotherhoods, village 

communities; traditional authorities (such as village elders, headmen, clan chiefs, healers, 

bigmen, religious leaders); and religious authorities (such as imams, priests, and monks).  Pre-

existing local institutions/mechanisms tend to be perceived as more responsive as they are 

‘closer to home,’ either distance-wise, moving down the levels of administration to the closest 

levels of government, or shifting from the formal to informal leadership at the community level.  

Leaders who are ‘closer to home’ are likely to be more accessible, can be held more accountable, 
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and are perceived, though not always, to be more sympathetic to the populations’ feedback.  The 

closeness to the local space is likely to promote realistic and bottom-up decisions.  (Wulf, 2007, 

p. 9) These leaders tend to be perceived as having more in common with the community 

members, such as having priorities more closely aligned with those of the community than the 

state; share a common religious, cultural, historical, and/or religious identity; and/or represent 

other shared values of the population.39  

 

The traditional mechanisms tend to be more familiar and already in use, making it easier for 

NSAGs to empower and/or co-opt these mechanisms.  However, if the traditional structures and 

authorities are perceived as illegitimate due to having been corrupted, manipulated, or aligned 

with the state, then communities tend to turn toward the new formations as alternative power 

structures.  New formations include warlords and their militias, gang leaders, vigilante-type 

organizations, ethnically-based protection rackets, millenarian religious movements, 

transnational networks of extended family relations, organized crime or new forms of tribalism.  

Guistozzi described entrepreneurs as “not traditional tribal or clan leaders, but ambitious modern 

politicians, former army officers, civil servants, members of parliament, merchants or university 

professors and owe their position not to any military role that they might have played, or to the 

traditional influence exercised by their family, but to their political skills in emerging as 

representatives of the local population from among a larger number of elders and notables.”  

(Guistozzi, 2005, p. 10) This can also occur when traditional structures and authorities lack the 

                                                      
39 As the OECD’s Report Enhancing the Delivery of Security and Justice noted, “non-state systems may often be 

more effective, accessible, fairer, quicker, cheaper and in tune with people’s values.” (Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development, 2007) Scheye summarized that there is a consensus that non-state/local justice and 

security networks are often perceived as more effective, accountable, efficient, legitimate, and accessible than state 

institutions and are considered compatible with the dominant norms, cultural legacies and written/spoken languages 

of the people who need and rely on these services. (Scheye, 2009) 
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coercive capabilities to provide security against outsiders and within their strongholds.  Given 

the relative strengths of the two, more often than not, the emerging nonstate sovereign typically 

draws from a combination of the two—the customary sphere offering legitimacy and the new 

formations offering coercive capacity, creating hybridity of the customary sphere and the new 

formations.40  

 

David Kilcullen noted that there is a process of power diffusion which occurs from formal 

central levels to local informal power structures, and from civilian to military leaders; most 

often, power lies with the local leaders with coercive means. (Kilcullen, 2010) The formation 

process of nonstate political authorities tends to be organic and iterative with existing informal 

power structures and actors rising from within the community in some manner.  Zartman 

described one way in which the two can be combined, “In contexts of state failure, organization, 

participation, security, and allocation fall into the hands of those who will fight for it—warlords 

and gang leaders, often using the ethnic principle as a source of identity and control in the 

absence of anything else.” (Zartman I. W., 1995, p. 8)  

 

Staniland argued that the structure of the preexisting social networks upon which an armed group 

is built determines the organizational integration or fragmentation of the group.  These insurgent 

organizations “socially appropriate” the networks within which they are enmeshed, and then 

reconfigure, appropriate, and convert them for new functions of the insurgency.  New insurgent 

organization building follows lines of social connection.  Groups created by insurgent leaders 

                                                      
40 This is different than the state hybridity, which draws upon the formal (state) institutions and the informal 

(customary) institutions 
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embedded in overlapping social bases use preexisting ties of information and commitment to 

rapidly “layer” new or modified formal institutions atop prior social relationships.  They leverage 

horizontal ties to build strong central control processes and vertical ties to forge robust local 

institutions.  The social and the institutional are intertwined.  (Staniland, 2012) 

 

The element of an NSAG’s political administration generates legitimacy from the perceptions of 

a specific segment of the population based on the element of shared values (Component #7).  

This occurs when the NSAG’s leadership is grounded in the customary sphere and resonates with 

the values, traditions, and perceptions of the society, and can be organized along historical power 

structures.  Local leadership and their structures are generally ascribed greater legitimacy than a 

distant central state.  (Wulf, 2007) Menkhaus observed, that however vulnerable these local 

systems of governance are, they have the added advantage of enjoying a high degree of 

legitimacy and local ownership.”  (Menkhaus, 2007, p. 82)  

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component #4: The NSAG provides some form of public goods (in 

addition to security) 

The fourth component to be considered is that the NSAG provides some form of public goods, 

beyond security, for a segment of the population.  In the context of state absence or contestation, 

the state lacked or lost legitimacy based on the provision of services.  An NSAG’s ability to 

provide services beyond security contributes to the formation of the NSAG’s political authority’s 

authoritative power.   

 

Wickham-Crowley noted that in addition to the defense of the police and administrative 
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functions, contributions to material security (the welfare function) help construct and maintain 

the new authority.  Wickham-Crowley posited that the more such services are provided, the more 

solidly the new authority will root itself in the region. (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987) Kalyvas 

identified the provision of benefits as another of the mechanisms for a rebel organization to gain 

control of territory to push the civilian inhabitants toward the insurgent agenda.  This is the 

provision of other benefits, beyond security/shielding, such as schools and hospitals. (Kalyvas, 

2006) I apply this observation to NSAG’s social contracts, such as the provision of benefits, and 

specifically public goods. 

 

As described, in contexts of insecurity, the provision of security can be the first essential public 

good provided by the NSAGs’ political authorities to create an obligation of the population 

toward the political authority.41 However, for some, security alone is insufficient to fully form 

the social contract with the NSAG’s political authority; or alternatively, in time, once security 

has been provided by the NSAG’s political authority, the expectations of the NSAG’s political 

authority by the population expand beyond the provision of security, seeking the provision of 

additional public goods.  Mampilly, among others, noted that while force alone may have been 

essential to enable the rebels to gain control over a territory and population, it is not a sustainable 

strategy over the life of the conflict. (Mampilly, 2011)  

 

Kasfir put forward the premise that the initiative to form civilian governments comes from 

insurgents, and once they make this commitment, other factors, such as civilian response, comes 

                                                      
41 Contrary to the theories described above that security is the first service to be provided by the nonstate 

authority, Wickham-Crowley suggests that it is the welfare function, “contributions to material security of the 

peasantry, various actions that raise peasant incomes or improve the quality of life,” that is provided first (Wickham-

Crowley, 1987, p. 483) 
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into play. (Kasfir, 2008) The incentives to provide public goods by NSAGs can vary, and are 

rarely entirely guardian-oriented or predator-oriented.  Drawing from the predominant literature, 

the incentives for NSAGs to not provide public goods include: 

 

• Natural resources: The presence of natural resources or external resources influences 

whether a guerilla group even sets up an NSAG’s administration and ignore the 

population.  Insurgent groups with access to natural resources do not need the 

population’s consent.  (Weinstein, 2007) 

• Shortened horizon: Strategic calculation about resources for survival against a more 

powerful enemy (Arjona A. , 2010).  (Metelits, 2009) 

 

Drawing from the predominant literature, the incentives for NSAGs to provide public goods 

include: 

 

• Expectations: The shadow of hierarchy, the institutional shadow of the state government 

which sets expectations of the population (Scharpf, 1994) for governance by a nonstate 

authority (Risse, 2011).   

• Optic management: To persuade outsiders that the group has popular support or are 

competent governors (Kasfir, 2008).   

• Economic: To become stationary, thereby shifting from income generation means of 

looting toward taxation.  (Olson, 1993) 

• Economic: To organize or facilitate civilians to generate high-value goods or services that 

result in income to guerrilla organizations.  (Kasfir, 2008) 
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• Tactical: To obtain noncoerced compliance and support.  (Gramsci, 1992) (Wickham-

Crowley T. P., 1987)  

• Tactical: To minimize population defections to other competing providers.  (Mampilly, 

2011) 

• Tactical: To ensure the insurgency’s legitimacy and overall achievement in their goals.  

(Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987)  

 

Mampilly focused on rebel groups’ governance based on the effectiveness of services provided: 

strategic services (police force and judicial mechanisms); technical services (health and 

education); and the development of feedback mechanisms that seek to represent the population 

on the ground.  Among others, Mampilly noted that following the establishment of a force 

capable of policing the population, a broader judicial mechanism to reGoulate disputes is often 

the first service provided by the rebel group.  (Mampilly, 2011) In fact, the OECD’s report 

Enhancing the Delivery of Security and Justice42 summarized that research in many fragile states 

suggests that nonstate systems are the main providers of justice and security for up to 80-90 

percent of the population. (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2007) 

 

Insurgent theorists have posted that an insurgent’s provision of services can be a factor of 

institutionalization and/or competition.  Risse observed that the more institutionalized the 

NSAG, the more effective it becomes in contributing to public services in areas of limited 

                                                      
42 The OECD defines nonstate justice “as all systems of justice and security operating alongside formal state 

institutions ‘that exercise some form of… authority in providing safety, security and access to justice.’” This 

includes “a range of traditional, customary, religious and informal mechanisms that deal with disputes and/or 

security matters”. Nonstate justice may include systems that employ varying mechanisms to mediate, arbitrate and 

resolve conflicts through restorative and/or reparative justice procedures, including (but not limited to) traditional 

courts, village elder councils, market associations and religious hearings. 
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statehood.  (Risse, 2011, p. 17) Mampilly and Metelits concluded that with the presence of 

relative peace (Mampilly, 2011) or less competition (Metelits, 2009), insurgents will devote 

more resources to the civil administration and this results in more effective governance systems 

over time.  Mampilly also concluded that the greater the state penetration prior to the conflict, the 

more likely the insurgent organization is to develop an effective governance system.  Arjona 

identified the relative horizon of the rebel groups as a critical factor contributing to the how 

devoted the armed group is toward governance and how institutionalized it becomes. (Arjona A. 

, 2010) 

 

The source of legitimacy for the NSAG is performance, that the NSAG is providing some 

minimum level of public goods for its population beyond security.  The NSAG provision of 

services is often what contributes to the perception of NSAGs as being “state-like” or attempting 

to compete with or replace the state.  Mampilly summarized that the hope is that through 

consistent efforts to normalize the social and political order by developing a comprehensive 

system of governance, rebel leaders can, over time, legitimize the insurgent political authority in 

the eyes of the civilians.” (Mampilly, 2011, p. 58) When NSAGs’ NSAGs’ political authorities 

provide these services to a population, the expectation is that the provision of these public goods 

is offered in exchange for consent (actively or passively) from the population. 

 

3.2 Pact of Government: Adapted 

In state absence or contestation, the formal and informal state-oriented mechanism for 

exchanging needs and interests are likely to be ineffective or absent, often leaving the population 

feeling marginalized, excluded, unheard, devalued, or irrelevant, and the state government loses 
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its legitimacy in the processes of exchange.  Corrupt politicians, rigged elections, co-opted 

traditional leaders, overbearing central authority, and identity requirements limiting participation 

are examples of dysfunctional feedback mechanisms in the process of exchange.  With an 

NSAG’s political authority and a segment of the population with which it contracts, the NSAG’s 

political authority will establish some means for exchanging perceptions with this population, as 

described below in Component #5.   

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component #5: The NSAG utilizes processes of exchange with its 

society 

The fifth component is that the NSAG’s leadership utilizes processes of exchange with its 

society.  This contributes to its authoritative power.   

 

Civilians play an essential role in establishing and the success of NSAG governance, and the 

locus of agency is as likely to be at the bottom (from civilians) as the top (leadership). (Kalyvas, 

2006) The focus of research on the role of citizens has been whether civilians participate, and 

more specifically, if this participation is voluntary or coerced.  Most literature in this vein 

focused on the level of coercion as opposed to voluntary support for encouraging civilian 

participation.  The debate regarding whether the governing rule by consensus or coercion dates 

back to Socrates and Thrasymachus, and has continued in the modern era through the debate 

between Parson and Mills. (Wickham-Crowley T. P., 1987) In line with Wickham-Crowley’s 

argument, I recognize that: popular support is moderated and dynamic; most situations typically 

include both components of coercion and consensus, to different degrees; popular support and 

the use of coercion differ across locations, populations, and time; and, more often than not, there 
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is an asymmetrical exchange relationship between the governing and the governed.   

 

Kalyvas noted that there are two ways of thinking about popular support, attitudinal preference 

and behavior, and that while the two are linked—particularly in irreGoular war—the gap 

between the two “swells.” Kalvyas listed the numerous problems with measuring support based 

on either of these, but concludes that a focus on behavior is more appropriate. (Kalyvas, 2006) 

The level of participation casts the population’s relationship into a spectrum from active support 

to active resistance or flight.  Kasafir identified a number of incentives for participation (Kasfir, 

2008), including: 

 

• Personal survival: Direct coercive violence compelling participation; 

• Personal survival: Implicit coercive threats of violence; 

• Peer/social pressure; 

• Personal gain: Political, economic, or justice (to settle personal disputes); and 

• Buy-in: Persuaded by the rhetoric, identity, or ideology of the NSAGs. 

 

In line with the focus of this dissertation, I use social contract theory and organizational 

development theory to better understand an NSAG’s processes of exchange.  In support of the 

perception that civilians have agency, that it is to the NSAG’s political authority’s benefit to not 

rely solely on coercion, and that contracting includes processes of exchange, I include processes 

of exchange as a component for NSAGs social contracts.  With this, I propose a slightly different 

orientation rather than further exploring the different incentives and reasons that shape attitudes 

for support or opposition, and the range of behaviors.  Extending the premise that NSAGs draw 
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on preexisting structures and mechanisms, be it from the state or traditional systems, I argue that 

NSAGs incorporate processes of exchange, through formalized or ad hoc exchanges. 

 

This assumption is supported by Kasfir’s research which included analyzing guerilla 

commitment to popular support by encouraging civilians to participate in their own governance.  

He had several relevant insights.  First, Kasfir observed that guerrilla organizations that deepen 

their commitment to popular support by encouraging civilians to participate in their own 

governance are unusual.  Second, he noted that those which pursue this are required to make 

strategic decisions, including: how they balance voluntary participation against pursuing military 

goals, whether to adapt the means of exchange to the values held by civilians, and how to 

respond to civilians who manipulate these structures for their own interest.  Third, related to the 

earlier discussion of territorial control, Kasafir argued that only when guerillas have established 

safe zones can they introduce structures supplying social services or voluntary participation.  

And finally, he concluded that the prospects for civilian participation are constrained by the 

relative military strengths of the guerrillas and the existing government. (Kasfir, 2005) 

 

The previous section illustrated how NSAG political authorities typically include some form of 

the customary authority.  The customary authority likely included both structures as well as 

processes that facilitate exchange and feedback between the population and customary 

leadership.  Even if the NSAG political authority is derived more from the new formations than 

the customary sphere, or is more foreign, the NSAG political authority is likely to incorporate, 

build on, and adapt some elements of the customary mechanisms for exchange for legitimacy or 

ease of facilitation.  Kasfir observed this as well, reflecting the iterative or reciprocal adaptation 
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process between the NSAG political sovereign and the civilians, he noted that guerillas must 

adapt their message to persuade civilians to participate to the local beliefs or educate civilians to 

their preferences. (Kasfir, 2005) 

 

The source of legitimacy for the NSAG is based on it fulfilling the contractual obligation of the 

pact of government through processes of exchange.  The NSAG’s incorporation of processes of 

exchange serves as a source of legitimacy, as the population feels that there is a mechanism 

through which their needs and interests can be heard.  The second source of legitimacy with 

regards to the NSAG’s processes of exchange is derived from shared values.  The NSAG is 

likely to be grounded in the customary sphere and the processes of exchange would resemble— 

if not be directly grafted from— the customary processes of exchange, and therefore offers 

legitimacy by resonating with the values, traditions, and perceptions of the society. 

 

3.3 Pact of Society: Forged 

The uncertainty and conflict experienced in contexts of state absence or contestation can have 

different effects on the cohesiveness of the NSAGs and the effected population. 

 

Within the conflict-affected populations, the impact on the group’s social capital depends on the 

nature of the conflict; there can be a positive or negative effect on social capital. (Nussio & 

Oppenheim, 2014) The social capital of affected populations can be strengthened in fragile state 

and conflict contexts with the loss of state function, populations tend to resort to “groupings and 

older forms of solidarity.  This can provide the social safety net and support, which tend to be 

family-based and local networks of support and loyalty.  Arjona noted that conflict can help to 
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create new institutions.  (Arjona A. , 2009) 

 

A strengthening of internal group cohesion can have negative effects as well.  An increase in 

internal group cohesion can result in antisocial capital against the other groups.  Enzo Nussio 

noted that studies have shown that NSAGs, terrorist organizations, mafia syndicates, and 

criminal gangs are quite cohesive.  Concluding from his research in Columbia, there is strong 

social capital among the group members which reinforces intragroup bonding and limits 

outgroup bridging, referred to as “antisocial capital.  (Nussio & Oppenheim, 2014) This same 

kind of antisocial capital can occur within polarized populations, and not just to the group 

themselves.  The World Bank referred to this as “perverse social capital.” Based on research on 

Cambodia and Rwanda, the World Bank offered an explanation, stating, “While conditions that 

led to the conflict led to and resulted from diminishing social capital—in terms of weakening 

primary relations, dissolving secondary associations, and the absence of state organizational 

integrity and synergy, perverse social capital seemed to flourish under these adverse conditions.  

The same social dynamics that enable actors to engage in integrative relations or linkages for 

positive end-outcomes can also result in the formation of groups with very negative effects.”  

(Colletta & Cullen, 2000, p. 26) Conversely, within these conflict-affected populations, social 

capital can also be destroyed.  For example, trust within communities can be impaired, social 

networks can be destroyed, or existing institutions can be weakened.  (Arjona A. , 2009) 

 

NSAG’s Social Contract Component#6: The NSAG has a society with which it is 

contracted 

The sixth component is that the NSAG has a society which is a segment of a population that is 
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contracted with the NSAG.   

 

The formation of a society through the pact of society is necessary for a “society” to contract 

with the NSAG’s political sovereign through the pact of government.  As detailed earlier in this 

dissertation, a “society” is often overlooked as an intrinsic element of the social contract.  Here, I 

make it an explicit element of the NSAG’s social contract.  In this requirement, the “society” is a 

conglomerate of individuals who have contracted among each other, and have contracted with 

the NSAG’s political sovereign—the dual contract. 

 

The NSAG’s society can be based territorially (such as community, town, or suburb level), or 

functionally, such as by identity within a multiple-identity context (such as urban), or a 

combination of the two.  However, the “society” needs to include more than just one ethnic 

group.  I diverge from the common lexicon of NSAGs in stipulating that, for purposes of this 

causal mechanism, the NSAG’s society needs to be composed of more than one ethnic group.  

This is due to the fact that armed groups organized around a single identity are communal 

militias.  Additionally, when referring to an NSAG’s social contract, this social contract is 

different, albeit perhaps related, from the social contract which may already exist at the tribal or 

ethnic level with the self-defense group.   

 

The source of legitimacy for the NSAG is through the “dual contract” in which there is a pact of 

society based on shared values, and that this society contracts with the NSAG’s political 

authority to form a pact of government with the NSAG.  The source of legitimacy for the NSAG 

is based on the NSAG fulfilling the element of a having a society based on shared values.   
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NSAG’s Social Contract Component #7: The NSAG resonates with its society’s shared 

values 

The seventh and final component is that the leadership of the NSAG needs to resonate with the 

population’s shared values.   

 

There are four main ways in which an NSAG can resonate with the society’s shared values: the 

coercive mandate is derived from the NSAG’s society (Components #2); the NSAGs political 

authority (its administration (Components #3) and processes of exchange (Components #5)) 

reflect or resonate with its society’s shared values; and, the NSAG’s political mandate is derived 

from the NSAG’s society (Components #7).  The first three were discussed in greater detail 

above under Components #2, #3, and #4. 

 

The fourth way in which an NSAG can resonate with the society’s shared values is through a 

political mandate.  This is similar to the coercive mandate but refers to a nonmilitary or non–

security-oriented mandate.  The political mandate is given by the NSAG’s society to the NSAG’s 

political authority and its leadership.  The mandate is likely to be derived from a combination of 

purpose and ideation.  I emphasize that the political mandate comes from the NSAG’s society 

and the society “demands” the NSAG’s political authority to pursue this mandate to highlight the 

two-way and contractual nature of the relationship.  However, like most dynamics described 

herein, the political mandate is likely formed through an iterative process between both the 

NSAG’s political authority and the society.  Both the leadership and the society have agency and 

play an active role in shaping the political mandate.  While it is true that the political mandate 
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need resonate with the population, it is similarly true that the NSAG’s political authority plays an 

active role in shaping the narrative and the mandate.   

 

The perspective on whether ideology plays an important role in mobilizing or uniting 

populations is split.  Both Wickham-Crawley and Mampilly argued that ideology does not play a 

role.  Weinstein and Keister counter these positions, concluding that in contexts in which rebels 

do not have access to lootable resources, ideology positioning or social endowments are an 

essential tool, “Rebels' generation of support from the domestic population depends on both 

coercion and service provision, but the relative effectiveness of service provision depends on the 

ideological content of their policies—making ideology itself a tool of rule.” (Keister, 2011, p. 

18) Kalyvas argued that the initial patterns of control are predicted by some combination of 

prewar preferences and existing military resources, but as the war evolves, control is more likely 

to trump prewar preferences in determining collaboration. (Kalyvas, 2006) 

 

Staniland acknowledged that his research did not focus on understanding how ideology relates to 

organization, but rather, took ideation/social linkages as a given, recognizing that they were one 

of several causes of network formation and endurance, stating, “the social and the ideational 

were intertwined in the roots and evolution of the social bases.”  He concluded that “identities 

and shared beliefs are both absolutely necessary for the formation of insurgent groups and quite 

insufficient for explaining the structures those organizations take on.” (Staniland, 2014, p. 222) 

By including political mandate as an aspect of resonating with the society’s shared values, I 

reflected Staniland’s observation that it is necessary, yet insufficient.  Through tracing the 

process how NSAGs form social contracts, I explore how ideas motivate, reshape, and structure 



193 

 

 

organizational behavior and the social contract.   

 

When an NSAG’s political authority pursues a mandate in addition to security for the population, 

in response to the population demanding this entity to pursue this goal, this generates the final 

aspect of authoritative power, the political mandate.  This authorization “by the people” to 

pursue the mandate confers legitimacy to the NSAG’s political authorities through shared values, 

in which the NSAG resonates with a segment of the population by being responsive to the 

population’s demand for the political mandate.   

 

4.0 Case Selection 

When using theory-testing process testing as the research methodology, after proposing the 

theoretical causal mechanism of how a state’s social contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s 

social contract, the next step is case selection.  Beach and Pederson advised that the strategy to 

select the case studies needs to be specific to theory-testing process tracing research method.  

Beach and Pederson surmised, “Simply put, if we take the study of mechanisms seriously, 

choosing a typical case should be solely based upon values of X, Y, and scope conditions, and 

not other potential causal conditions.”  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p. 14) 

 

4.1 Scope conditions 

In theory-testing process tracing, it is important to make explicit the scope conditions.  Scope 

conditions are the contextual specificity of the mechanism necessary for the mechanism to 

function.  (Beach & Pedersen, 2013, p.  54) Scope is defined as the context within which the 

mechanism is expected to operate. (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) It is important to define the scope 
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conditions as the same causal mechanism placed in two different contexts can hypothetically 

contribute to producing two very different outcomes. (Tulia G. Falleti, 2009) Illustrative 

examples of what constitutes scope include relevant aspects of a setting (analytical, temporal, 

spatial, or institutional). 

 

The first scope condition for the Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism is that the state is 

not 100% effective in counterinsurgency.  This is similar to Jardine’s assumption that the state 

does not perform its counterinsurgency tasks with either exceptional acumen or large-scale 

ineptitude. (Jardine, 2014) The reason for this is that there needs to an opportunity for opposition 

to form.  For example, prior to the death of President Karimov in Uzbekistan in 2017, it was 

forbidden for citizens to congregate with four or more other citizens, including during prayers.  

This unique context would have made it not possible for the Grievance-driven Pathway to occur. 

 

The second scope condition for the Grievance-driven Pathway is the cultural context.  This 

causal mechanism is relevant in cultural contexts in which a traditional social system exists, or 

existed in the past.  This can include but is not limited to tribal systems, clanal systems, and 

neighborhood systems.  For example, this mechanism cannot be expected to operate in a context 

such as England, which has more of a class-based and socioeconomic societal structure than one 

based on ethnicity and/or tribe.   

 

The third and final scope condition for the Grievance-driven Pathway is that global jihadist 

organizations are not be instrumental in supporting the NSAG.  This is not to say that NSAGs 

who receive support from global jihadist organizations cannot form social contracts with a 



195 

 

 

segment of the population.  The introduction of a significant third actor in the process of forming 

an NSAG’s social contract with a segment of the population poses a different research question.  

This phenomenon has received attention and could benefit from further study, but is not included 

in the scope of this research. 

 

4.2 Selection Based on the X (State Fragility) and Y (NSAG’s Social Contract) 

I detailed the Center for Systemic Peace’s State Fragility Index that I apply to measure state 

fragility in Section 2.1.  The Fragility State Index ranks 26 African states as Extremely and 

Highly Fragile from 1997 – 2017.  Of these, I evaluated states with regards to the context-related 

scope conditions (100% counterinsurgency and cultural context).  I then eliminated South Sudan 

and Sudan (after South Sudan’s independence in 2012) due to the short period of the existence of 

these states in this geopolitical configuration.  I then eliminated potential case studies based on 

the NSAG-specific scope condition of being supported by a global jihadist organization.  This 

eliminated both the Somali Supreme Islamic Courts Council and Al Shabaab. 

 

With regards to the selection of the outcome (Y), Beach and Pederson recommend choosing 

“typical” cases of the outcome, or dependent variable, and to conduct a cross-case comparison 

prior to conducting the process tracing to be sure that both cases fulfil the requirements for being 

a positive outcome.  Beach and Pederson noted how this recommendation is not entirely 

congruous with some guidance in the current literature.  Figure 8 is a recreation of the figure that 

they presented to sum the core of their argument related to theory-testing process tracing. (Beach 

& Pedersen, 2013)  
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Y Zones 

Y Present IV 

       Case 3 

I                         Case 4 

    Case 6 

 

Y Not Present III 

    Cases 1 and 2 

II 

        Case 8 

X X Not Present X Present X 

Figure 8 Potential cases for selection in theory-testing process tracing 

 

Beach and Pederson’s core argument is that only typical cases within zone 1 should be chosen in 

theory-testing process tracing.  In this example, both Case 4 and Case 6 are members of zone I, 

but are examples of the least likely and most likely cases.  King et al suggested that this 

descriptive comparative research can be undertaken where the scholar gains enough knowledge 

about the cases to be able to make informed choices about whether cases are typical or not.  

(Keohane, Verba, & King, 1994) 

 

I then evaluated the NSAGs in the remaining 24 Extremely and Highly Fragile Sub-Saharan 

African states.  I eliminated potential NSAGs from consideration in these states if they did not 

originate from those states such as the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) in Guinea; those which 

demonstrated a clear lack of a social contract with a segment of the population, such as the 

Lord’s Resistance  Army (LRA); and NSAGs which signed a peace deal in the early 2000s, 

which suggested the majority of the fighting occurred prior to 1997, which is when the state 

fragility indexes began.   
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Through this process I chose two of seven potential NSAGs.  The two cases which I selected for 

this research are the SLM/A in Sudan and the Union for Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDR) in 

CAR.   

 

Sudan is ranked in the “Extremely Fragile” category from 1997 to 2017.  The SLM/A is an 

NSAG known for opposing the Government of Sudan (GOS) during Darfur’s Third War, a time 

in which genocide occurred.  Prior to the SLM/A splitting into factions, it was known for its 

multi ethnic “society,” and for administering governance/security in the Jebel Marra.  Central 

African Republic (CAR) fell into the “High Fragility” category from 1997 to 2008, and then 

became “Extremely Fragile” from 2009 through 2016.  The UFDR was an NSAG, less known as 

the SLM/A, and opposed the Government of CAR (GCAR).  The GCAR also had a multiethnic 

“society,” and struggled to provide security to the population in its region. 

 

5.0 Conclusion 

This chapter operationalized the theory of how a state’s social contract affects the formation of 

an NSAG’s social contract.  I first defined the state context, the independent variable.  I then 

presented a theoretical model of the causal mechanism, the Grievance-driven Pathway.  I 

identified an iterative process, depicting how the state’s social contract affects the formation of 

an NSAG’s social contract—the Grievance-driven Pathway (or mechanism).” In Section 3.0, I 

defined the outcome, an NSAG’s social contract.  I did this by drawing from the social contract 

framework, and defined seven components of an NSAG’s social contract.  Lastly, I identified the 

scope conditions and selected the two case studies with which I will conduct detailed empirical 

analysis to test the theory. 
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The next chapter presents my first case study to evaluate how a state’s social contract affects the 

formation of an NSAG’s social contract through the “Grievance-driven Pathway 
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CHAPTER 5 

CASE STUDY 1: THE SLM/A IN DARFUR, SUDAN 
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1.0 Introduction 

Darfur, a region in the west of Sudan, is well known, given its dubious distinction in history as 

home to the first genocide of the 21st century.  Much has been written about the widespread and 

horrific nature of the violence in Darfur, and equally so, of the action and inaction, laws and 

legal constraints by the international community in the face of this tragedy.  Less attention has 

focused on those within Darfur seeking to redress the state’s social contract through military and 

political solutions, shedding light on why and how these groups formed.  Darfur’s conflict with 

the central government in Khartoum, the Government of Sudan (GOS), continues today, despite 

taking place against a backdrop of a purportedly more activist international community. 

 

Francis Deng (1995) aptly labeled the civil war between southern Sudan and the GOS as a “War 

of Visions.” Yet, this insightful observation can be applied to Sudan’s other internal conflicts as 

well.  Some within each of these regions seek to redesign the political system, revise the 

economic calculus for their region, and pursue equality with those in Khartoum.  The GOS’s 

responses to each of these conflicts has reflected an occult stance with regards to the state’s 

social contract, and particularly how the state’s society is defined.  South Sudan chose to exit the 

state’s social contract and secede, subsequently becoming what many in Khartoum portended, a 

failed state.  Those in Darfur and eastern Sudan have consciously chosen to stay within Sudan’s 

social contract and pursue, unsuccessfully, revisions to the state-level social contract. 

 

While each of these conflicts relate to the state’s center, Khartoum, and the state’s social 

contract, each conflict is imbedded within different regional conflict watersheds; the conflict in 

eastern Sudan is part of the Horn of Africa’s conflict and the conflict in western Sudan is part of 
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the northcentral African region.43 

 

There are a number of rebel groups in Darfur that have sought to contest the GOS’s systemic 

marginalization, ethnic exclusion, and state military-sponsored violence.  Between 1997 and 

2011, there were 23 nonstate armed groups (NSAG)—and factions of armed groups—opposing 

the GOS (not including ethnic militias).  From the beginning of Darfur’s Third War (2003–05), 

two rebel groups were at the center of gravity for Darfur’s opposition to the GOS: the Sudan 

Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM).  Domestic 

and international expectations were heaped on these groups in 2005 in the hope that they might 

help usher in a much-needed peace.  These two groups and their leadership had international and 

domestic visibility, rebel organizations, and engaged in significant military encounters with the 

GOS and its military proxies.  More than two decades later, the grievances within Darfur have 

multiplied, with each new wave of violence generating its own source of additional layers of 

grievances. 

 

This chapter focuses on the SLM/A as a case study to analyze how the state’s social contract 

affects the process of forming an NSAG’s social contract.  The SLM/A and the JEM both play a 

central role in the conflict’s dynamics.  However, due to the fact that the JEM is composed of 

one ethnic group, the Zaghawa, and the SLM/A is composed of individuals from three different 

ethnic groups, I focus on the SLM/A as the NSAG for analysis for the Darfur case study. 

 

Section 2.0 provides background on Sudan.  Section 3.0 analyses the GOS’s state-level social 

                                                      
43 Northcentral Africa includes the triborder area of CAR, Chad, and Sudan. 
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contract—the independent variable, focusing on the level and nature of the GOS’s penetration 

into Darfur prior to and during the formation of the SLM/A.  I also present evidence to 

demonstrate the presence of each part of the hypothesized causal mechanism for the Grievance-

driven Pathway.  Section 4.0 analyzes the SLM/A’s social contract with Darfur’s non-Arab 

population and the relevant sources of legitimacy. 

 

I focus on two social contracts: the social contract between Darfuri citizens and the GOS, and the 

social contract of those living within Darfur.  The social contract between those living within 

Darfur and the GOS affects, and is affected by, the social contract between those living within 

Darfur.   

 

The cause and effect between the ongoing exchanges of two contracts is iterative and amplifying 

in impact.  It is near impossible to unravel the yarn to find the end of the string to suggest where 

the effect of one social contract begins and the other ends.  Rather, it is more accurate to identify 

a key dynamic, and demonstrate how the two social contracts interacted to generate this 

dynamic, and how in turn, this dynamic created a new context which then informs the two social 

contracts.  I begin with the social contract between Darfur and the GOS in the 1980s and explore 

how this social contract contributed to creating an ethnic security dilemma among the people 

within Darfur.  I then analyze how the ethnic security dilemma in Darfur ultimately led to the 

formation of the SLM/A, which sought to reform the terms of Darfur’s social contract with the 

GOS. 

 

2.0 Background: Sudan 
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Sudan was the largest country in Africa and the Middle East (until South Sudan succeeded in 

2011), covering one million square miles.   (Korany & Dessouki, 2008, p. 398) Figure 9 provides 

a map of Sudan (prior to South Sudan’s secession in 2011) delineating the Darfur region.  Due to 

Sudan’s size and location, the country straddles the African and Arab geography, economic 

linkages, politics, and identities.  It is geographically designated in a number of regions; 

depending on which of Sudan’s borders is the focus, Sudan can be situated in North Africa, East 

Africa, at times the Great Lakes region, and at times the Arab Mashriq.  The African and Arab 

parallels are also noticeable in Sudan’s membership in economic institutions: the African 

Economic Committee, the East African Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), 

and the Arab Maghreb Union.  Sudan’s global allegiances are similarly overlapping—Sudan is a 

member of two distinctive political institutions: the African Union and the Arab League.  

Sudan’s religious roots are founded in traditional African beliefs but have been influenced by 

both Christianity, beginning in the 6th century, and then by Islam, beginning in the 10th century. 

 

Figure 9 Map of Sudan, prior to South Sudan’s independence in 2011, depicting the Darfur region. 

 

Reflecting this mosaic of association, the people of Sudan have two main elements of identity: 
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race44 and religion45.  The various combinations of race and religion lead to identities loosely 

categorized as African/Christian, African/Muslim, and Arab/Muslim.  Within these cleavages, 

there are additional layers of identity.46 The southern half of Sudan has greater consensus on its 

race, self-identified as predominantly African, with variety regarding its religion.  The northern 

half of Sudan has greater consensus on its religion, as predominately Muslim, with variety 

regarding race between Arab and non-Arab.47For sure, Sudan’s complex identity mosaic has 

contributed to the causes and changes of Sudan’s internal conflicts, with its complex identity 

being reduced, manipulated, calcified, and politicized.  Yet, as Jerome Tubiana, a Darfur 

researcher (personal interview, 2015), highlights, the heterogeneous populations and fluidity of 

identity calls into question exactly how core identity is as a root of Sudan’s conflicts.  Like all 

conflicts, it is a combination of factors, of which identity is only one of many complex aspects.  

Some have highlighted the conflict in Darfur as symbolic since it portends the type of conflicts to 

come from the effects of global warming, with the desertification of the Sahel desert in northern 

Darfur pressuring populations southwards, creating population pressures on Darfur’s scarce and 

fragile resources.  Others emphasize how the conflicts in Darfur’s regions are ripple effects of 

the power plays and delicate détente within the center, Khartoum.  Lastly, others suggest that it is 

the local politics that drives the conflict, largely focused on economic access and land tenure. 

 

2.1 Darfur 

                                                      
44 Sudan’s Arab population comprises 39% of the population and its black population comprises 52%.  
45 Sudan’s main religions are Sunni Muslim, Christian, and indigenous beliefs. 
46 The subelements of identity include regionalism (southern Sudan, eastern Sudan, Darfur, northern Sudan, and the 

center), livelihood (nomad, semi-pastoralist, and agrarian), ethnicity (597 tribes), and language (over 400 different 

languages and dialects). 
47 Some have described this division along Arab and African identities; however, I have chosen to describe this 

division more along the identity lines of Arab and non-Arab, given the nature of some groups, which straddle this 

identity but do not consider themselves as African. 



205 

 

 

Darfur, approximately the size of Spain, is largely semiarid plains with a volcanic mountain 

range in the country.   

 

Figure 10 provides a map of Darfur.48The identities of the people in Darfur are multifaceted and 

complex, reflecting a common Muslim religion with genealogies from further west and north, 

overlapping patterns of settlement and migration, interethnic marriages, and shifts between 

nomadic and sedentary livelihoods and related languages.  Darfur’s pact of society, in which the 

people agreed to live together in Darfur and as part of the state of Sudan, was largely left 

unaffected by Sudan’s independence in 1956, as Khartoum left Darfur largely to itself.  

Reflecting the recent political and military mobilization based on identity, the once fluid and 

complex identities of the people of Darfur are now polarized and more ossified into loosely 

grouped non-Arab (or African) and Arab populations.  Robert Collins provided a deeper 

understanding from the cultural history, suggesting that the definitional differences are derived 

from the adaptation of Islamic ritual and Arab practices in the 19th century, with those of the 

western Fur differing from those adopted by the Darfuri east of Jabal Marra.  Collins posited that 

it is these differences that marked the divide between Arabization and Islamization in Darfur.   

(Collins, 2008) 

                                                      
48 For purposes of this dissertation, I refer to the administrative borders of Darfur that were prevalent during the 

period of focus: 2003 to 2005. At this time, Darfur was divided into three states: North, South, and West. Darfur’s 

administrative borders have since been changed to create five states in place of the three 
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Figure 10 Map of Darfur’s regions and main towns 

 

There are 14 languages further delineating the populations, but race and ethnicity are the 

predominate cleavages.  Darfur’s non-Arab populations are many, but primarily the Fur, the 

Masalit, and the Zaghawa.  The Fur are traditionally agricultural people but can also practice 

cattle-based pastoralism based in West Darfur State and at the point of confluence between 

Darfur’s three states in the Jebel Marra.  The Masalit reside in West Darfur State along the 

border with Chad.  Since the mid 1980s, many Zaghawa have shifted from camel-based 

pastoralism to a sedentary life of farming and small trading, developing a strong business 

community.  This shift in livelihoods created a divide within the Zaghawa, with some identified 

as non-Arab Zaghawa and some identified as Arab Zaghawa.  Darfur’s Arab population is 

composed of two distinct ethnic groups.  The Abbala (Northern Rizeigat) practice camel-based 

pastoralism and are mainly based in North Darfur State with migration into West Darfur State.  

The Baggara (Southern Rizeigat) practice cattle-based pastoralism and are largely located in the 
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mountains in South Darfur State with migration into South Sudan. 

 

While a process of state formation was underway along the Nile River ultimately leading toward 

the development of an Arab identity, a process was simultaneously occurring in Darfur leading 

toward the development of an African identity. (De Waal, 2005) The Darfur ethnic groups had a 

well-established history of political systems they became part of the modern state of Sudan.  The 

region of Darfur was governed by simultaneous and successive empires.49 Circa 1667, the Fur 

founded the Keira Dynasty, which was initially focused on a Fur ethnic identity but evolved 

toward an administrative hierarchy.  Through its direct and indirect control of trade from Dar Fur 

to Egypt along the Forty Days Road, Dar Fur became a great power and active trading hub of the 

Sahel, administering to a multiethnic population.  Weakened by fighting with the Sennar from 

the east and the Wadai from the west, Darfur’s self-rule ended in 1874 when the Egyptians 

conquered the region, ruling from Khartoum.  The British annexed the region in1916; they too 

governed remotely until Sudan’s independence in 1956. 

 

The newly independent GOS followed suit and governed Darfur remotely from Khartoum and 

through the traditional leadership (indirect rule for Dar Masalit and through a Native 

Administration50 of a new hierarchy of tribal administrators for the others).  (De Waal, 2005) The 

GOS has drawn the political and administrative borders of Darfur numerous times to serve the 

                                                      
49 It was first settled by the Daju circa AD 350 by a people from the Nile Valley. Around AD 1400, the Tunjur from 

Arabia conquered the Daju and established the Dartunjur Sultanate. “The Zagawa are an ancient society that dates 

back to the seventh century, with their kingdom lasting through circa 1400, and married into the ruling Keira 

Dynasty, serving as administrators and soldiers.” (De Waal , 2005, p.184) “The Masalit established an independent 

state between 1884 and 1922 called Dar Masalit. The majority of Darfur’s Arab tribes migrated into the sultanate 

between the fourteenth and the eighteenth centuries, from the west.” (De Waal, p.188) The Baggara  are 

descendants of the Juhayna group in Saudi Arabia who came through North Africa and settled in the region from 

the 14th to the 18th century. 
50 This system of governance was abolished in 1971, but remnants lingered. 
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political mechanizations of Khartoum and weaken/strengthen different tribes within Darfur.  

Khartoum’s infrastructure and policies benefit the Nile River communities (Sudan’s riverine 

populations) to the detriment of the other regions. 

 

The region suffers from chronic economic indifference and marginalization by Khartoum, as 

well as from within due to the dar (formerly referred to as hakura)51 land tenure and governing 

system inherited from the Dar Fur Sultanate’s system of land governance.  This system favored 

those tribes who had been bequeathed dars and negatively affected those without, primarily the 

nomadic populations in the north—largely the northern Rizeigat camel herding Abbala.  While 

48unequal, the dar system was maintained for hundreds of years as the system facilitated seasonal 

migration of tribes from the north toward the south during the dry season, extending hospitality 

to settlers, and enabled the absorption and legal administration of tribes of other tribes into the 

dars.  Environmental factors such as creeping desertification and severe droughts (Worldwatch 

Institute, 2013), as well as anthropogenic factors, such as increased population through 

immigration and land cultivation practices, have disrupted this balance/system, increasing 

competition for highly coveted land. 

 

3.0 Grievance-driven Pathway: Forming the SLM/A’s Social Contract 

This section details the independent variable, and the five parts of the Grievance-driven Pathway 

causal mechanism.  Beach and Pedersen stated that evidence in process tracing is more analogous 

to causal-process observations, with four distinguishable types of evidence: 1) pattern such as 

                                                      
51 The term ‘dar’ came primarily to refer to an ethnic territory in which the dominant group had legal 

jurisdiction. By the 1970s, Sudan’s leading land law scholar could conclude that tribes have become ‘almost the 

owners of their homelands’. (De Waal, 2005) 
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statistics; 2) sequencing such as events; 3) trace—mere existence; and 4) account of what 

occurred such as meeting notes or an oral recounting. (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) Information 

below presents evidence across these four categories. 

 

3.1 The Independent Variable: GOS’s Social Contract with Darfur 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, the independent variable is the state’s social 

contract, and specifically, a state’s fragility or strained social contract.  The Center for Systemic 

Peace ranked Sudan as “Extremely Fragile” from 1997 to 2017. (Marshall & Cole, 2017) This 

section elaborates the strained state-level social contract specifically in Darfur during the 1980s 

and 1990s. 

 

Darfur is intrinsic to the region’s and to Sudan’s politics related to identity due to its geographic 

location bordering Libya and Chad, and historical settlement patterns of populations from the 

Arab peninsula and central Africa.  Thus, while not vested in the development of Darfur as a 

region, the GOS was vested in the local dynamics within Darfur insofar as these dynamics 

related to the regional and national Arabization52 agenda for Sudan.  However, the GOS’s ability 

to pursue its national political agenda was shaped by the strength of the GOS and the 

corresponding tools available to pursue this agenda in Darfur. 

                                                      
52 De Waal (2005) makes an argument that it was not an “Arabization” policy, citing Paul Doornbos: “Arabization is 

not adequate, because Darfur’s Bedouin Arabs were also subject to the same process, and because it did not result 

in people who were culturally ‘Arab’.” Instead, De Waal chose the term “Sudanized,” suggesting that the agenda 

sought to corral individuals to joining “a category of Sudanese who spoke Arabic, wore the jellabiya or thoub, 

prayed publicly, used paper money, and abandoned tribal dancing and drinking millet beer.” (De Waal, 2005, p.198) 

However, I choose to use term “Arabization” as it reflects the agenda to develop a politicized Arab identity for 

Sudan in place of an identity for Sudan that reflects it multiethnic and multireligious composition. Doornbos’s 

choice not to use based on the example provided focuses too narrowly on the cultural component of the Arabization 

agenda and does not allow sufficiently for the politic component. 
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The GOS’s social contract with Darfur can be characterized by two periods.  Period 1 occurs in 

the 1980s and is characterized by the GOS’s passive role with little to no reach.  Period 2 occurs 

in the 1990s and is characterized by the GOS’s active role from a figurative arm’s distance.  The 

sequencing of these two periods, combined with environmental crises, created a context in 

Darfur in which some within Darfur pursued armed rebellion to reform the state-level social 

contract.  Rebel groups too numerous to count, genocide, and irrevocable loss and damage 

ensued in the early 2000s. 

 

The following sections detail how the GOS’s state reach into Darfur shaped the context which 

led to the formation of the SLM/A’s social contract. 

 

3.1.1 GOS’s Passive Role with Little Reach into Darfur (the 1980s) 

In the 1980s, the GOS exercised limited to no state reach into Darfur to create a weakly 

controlled territory.  Sudan was in economic downfall, in part due to and indicated by the World 

Bank’s mandated austerity measures introduced in 1978, which culminated in an economic 

crisis-induced State of Emergency in 1987.  There were two coup d’états in the 1980s, led by 

Jaafar Nimeiri53 (1969–85), and Sadiq al-Mahdi (1985–89).  During their tenures, these leaders 

were preoccupied with maintaining internal cohesion within their governments against divisions 

along ideological, domestic, and foreign policy differences—which ultimately paralyzed both 

governments.  During this decade, the GOS’s role in Darfur was passive with intermittent reach 

through outsourcing security to proxy militia on an as-needed basis, and passing legislation on 

                                                      
53 There are numerous spellings for this name. I have chosen to follow the Small Arms Group spelling of the word. 
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Darfur to manipulate Darfur from afar. 

 

The GOS provided governance in Darfur, remotely and inconsistently to the detriment of those in 

Darfur.  The political disconnect between the GOS and Darfur occurred in both directions.  There 

was a weak presence of the GOS in Darfur, and Darfur had a weak presence in Khartoum. 

 

According to the Black Book, which cataloged the political marginalization of the warring 

regions of Sudan (detailed in Section 3.4), Darfur was woefully underrepresented in Khartoum.  

The book noted that from 1969 to 1985, only 3.5% of the Ministerial Posts in Sudan’s central 

government were held by Westerners (including Darfur), when the ratio based on population 

should have been 31.5%, although this number did rise to 22.4% under Prime Minister Sadiq 

from 1986–89.  This is in comparison to the Northern Region having 68.7% of the Ministerial 

Posts from 1969 to 1985, when it should have been 5.3% based on the region’s population, 

although this number decreased to 47.4% under Prime Minister Sadiq.  (Yongo-Bure, 1996) 

 

The GOS passively undermined governance in Darfur from an arm’s reach through legislation.  

In 1974, President Nimeiri divided Darfur into two provinces, Southern and Northern.  He further 

weakened internal governance within Darfur by dismantling the Native Administration in 1971, 

replacing the traditional authorities with local councils whose members had little to no 

knowledge of the indigenous rules by which disputes had been settled in the past.  President 

Nimeiri weakened the GOS’s governance of Darfur through his decentralization scheme in 1980, 

the Regional Government Act.  The authority of the central ministries was devolved to each of 

the five regions in Sudan, which would have an elected assembly and nominate names for the 
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president to select as regional governor, who would then appoint regional ministers.  This led to 

the expansion of patronage networks between the regionals and Khartoum, while funding and 

development were delegated to the regions.  (Collins, 2008) 

 

The lack of presence and political connection exacerbated the lack of social and economic 

services in Darfur.  The GOS did not exercise state reach into Darfur economically or socially 

through social infrastructure.  Sudan’s official economy is driven by rain-fed agriculture and the 

extractive industries.  Darfur had little to offer in terms of agriculture beyond subsistence 

farming and no extractive industries.  Sudan’s social infrastructure is limited; the pattern of 

distribution of water, electricity, health, and information and communication technology (ICT) 

mirrors that of its transport systems—a narrow supply to the urban areas and a sharp decline in 

the rural areas with North Darfur lacking just about any state penetration through social 

infrastructure. 

 

The GOS’s economic and social services were disproportionally allocated, with Darfur receiving 

scant support from the GOS.  The International Labor Organization (ILO) documented the 

comparative underdevelopment of Darfur in 1971, noting how both economic and social services 

were concentrated in the Khartoum-Kosti-Gedarif triangle.  Darfur failed to benefit from the 

public investment programs or development plans of the 1960s or from the utilization schemes of 

the 1960s-70s.  As an indicator of economic reach, in 1988, there were only two branches of the 

Agricultural Banks of Sudan (ABS), the main source for agricultural credit, in Darfur, compared 

with five branches in the Northern Region.  Southern Sudan and Darfur did not receive any from 

the ABS for irrigation, whereas the North/East regions received LS8 million (Sudanese pounds).  
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Southern Sudan and Darfur received LS17 million for mechanized farming, with the majority 

going toward a northern-controlled town—Renk, whereas the North/East regions received LS29 

million.  (Yongo-Bure, 1996) Darfur Province had abysmally poor social services, with only 17 

health centers in 1980 for a population of 3,111,000, a ratio of one health center for almost every 

200,000 people.  This is in comparison to the ratio of one health center for slightly more than 

50,000 people in Khartoum Province, and one health center for approximately 25,000 in 

Northern Province.  Darfur had approximately 4,500 primary teachers for a student population of 

137,310.  (Yongo-Bure, 1996) 

 

3.1.2 GOS’s Active Reach at An Arm’s Distance (The 1990s) 

On the eve of the GOS’s signing a ceasefire with southern Sudan and suspending the September 

Laws in 1989, the National Islamic Front (NIF) orchestrated a coup d’état against the GOS, 

bringing to power President Omar al-Bashir and Turabi.  This coup d’état was a decisive win for 

the Islamist agenda and decidedly silenced the voice of moderation and conciliation in this 

debate.  (Collins, 2008) Along with Prime Minister Sadiq, any notion of a moderate Islamic 

identity or inclusion of an African identity were ushered out.  With the NIF replacing the ruling 

Umma Political Party, Darfur became politically relevant—if not expedient.  Both the ruling NIF 

and the ousted Umma Political Party sought to consolidate political power by harnessing the 

Darfur elites, and drew upon the local surges of Arab ethnonationalism to reinforce the national 

Arabization agenda. (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007, p. 15) The GOS changed its passive and 

intermittent approach to Darfur to one of active reach, but still from an arm’s distance.  During 

the 1990s, the Darfuri politics and Qaddafi-supported Arabization agenda mixed with the 

national politics and the Turabi-supported Arabization agenda to ossify the African-Arab identity 

schism in Darfur. 
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President Bashir inherited a nonexistent security presence in Darfur with limited national 

capacity from Sadiq’s regime.  Newly in power, the NIF became more active in Darfur but did 

little to increase the GOS’s security presence in Darfur.  The GOS used two tools to increase its 

security presence in Darfur remotely: parallel military forces and proxy state militias.  This 

approach contrasted with the ad hoc and intermittent approach during the 1980s of arming one or 

two tribes on an as-needed basis; this approach was persistent, well organized, and supported. 

 

The GOS’s coercive power in Darfur was defined by its support to and the effectiveness of the 

proxy state militias and the parallel military force.  The GOS’s military capabilities consistently 

ranked as the fifth strongest among African countries from 1995–2007 based on the Correlates of 

War (COW) Project National Materials Capabilities. (Singer, 1987) This takes into account 

military expenditure, military personnel, energy consumption, iron and steel production, urban 

population, and total population, and serves as the basis for the most widely used indicator of 

national capability, the Composite Indicator of National Capability (CINC).  Further to this, the 

GOS has a successful domestic military industry that receives international support.  Sudan 

claims to be the third largest weapons manufacturer in Africa, behind Egypt and South Africa.   

(Human Security Baseline Assessment (HSBA) for Sudan and South Sudan, 2014) 

 

Sudan’s military reach is significantly hampered by its inability to project itself throughout its 

territory due to the state’s poor infrastructure.  Compared to having the fifth strongest military 

capabilities, Sudan (and South Sudan) are ranked among the lowest in Africa and the world for 

road density.  There are a few well-developed internal corridors centered on Khartoum as the 
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hub.54 Connections to southern Sudan are fragmented, and rural connectivity is almost 

nonexistent.  The condition of Sudan’s rural roads in general, and all roads in South Sudan, are 

patchy at best, often with seasonal access based on the rainy seasons.  Many of the roads are in 

“Poor” condition.  North Darfur is virtually absent of any roads and Darfur’s southern regions 

have a sparse pattern of road density.  Sudan’s railroad and communication infrastructure mirrors 

the road infrastructure patterns. 

 

The GOS shifted from passively undermining governance in Darfur to actively meddling in the 

Darfur Administration level and below.  It used the governance tools of continued political 

appointments biased in favor of the Arabization agenda and then, through these appointments, 

redistricting. 

 

The GOS co-opted Darfur’s leadership by appointing pro-Khartoum individuals.  Under then 

Presidents Nimeiri and Sadiq, the two Governors of Darfur State, Ahmed Diraige and Sese, came 

from the Fur tribe (although Diraige was appointed after protests challenging Nimeiri’s 

appointment by a non-Darfurian).  President Bashir appointed his regime’s hard-liner and 

architect of the GOS’s policy in Darfur, El-Tayib Khayr,55 as the Governor of Darfur.  Khayr had 

hunted down Boulad and later became President Bashir’s Security Advisor. (International Crisis 

Group, 2004) In addition to appointing the Governor, the NIF “settled on creating barons in the 

periphery to rule on its behalf and in exchange, gave those barons a free hand in satisfying their 

own agendas.  Moreover, as a prize for protecting the centralizing state from the threat of war, 

                                                      
54 One artery connects Khartoum with the coastal gateway of Port Sudan, a second connects Sudan with Egypt and 

North Africa, a third connects Khartoum with the Eritrean border, and a fourth leads to Ethiopia. 
55 Also spelled Al-Tayeb Mohammed. 
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these barons were allowed to loot the areas under their control with impunity.”  (Khalid, 2006, p. 

39) 

 

The GOS also made administrative changes to politically weaken the Fur and Masalit and 

redistribute some of their lands (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 2012), to the benefit of the 

Arab groups—and more specifically, smaller and disenfranchised Arab tribes.  (Flint & De Waal, 

2008) To weaken the Furs’ political strength, the GOS redistricted Darfur from one region into 

three states in 1994, dispersing the Furs’ constituency across all three states. 

 

President Bashir appointed pro-National Congress Party (NCP)56 governors of these states to do 

the GOS’s bidding.  For example, the new Governor of Western Darfur, Mohammed al-Fadul, 

was a pro-Islamist Fur who subsequently divided the Masalit lands (described in the next 

paragraph).  He was followed by Hassan Suleiman, a leading member of the NCP.  The GOS 

weakened the Fur in Southern Darfur by breaking up the magdumate, traditionally led by a Fur 

over multiethnic communities (the Birgid, Dajo, and Beigo communities as well as over small 

groups of the Baggara, mainly Missiriya and related groups).  This break-up removed the Dajo, 

the Birgid, and the Missiriya Arabs from the Furs’ leadership, created a multiplication and 

fragmentation of chieftaincies, aggravated conflict between the Fur and Arab groups, and created 

parallel and competing administrative and judicial systems.  (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 

2012) 

 

The Governor of West Darfur weakened the Masalit’s political strength and undermined a 

                                                      
56 The NCP formed when it split from the NIF in 1998 and became President Bashir’s ruling political party. 
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support base of the Umma Political Party in 1995 when he divided the traditional homeland of 

the Masalit, Dar Masalit, into 13 Amarat (principalities) gave five of them to Arab groups.  He 

created eight new administrative chieftaincies and gave all but one to Arab groups.  (Abdul-Jalil, 

Mohammed, & Yousuf, 2007) What remained of the Native Administration was Islamicized, 

replacing indigenous structures, titles, and symbols with Arab titles and entitlements.  (El-

Battahani, 2009) 

 

These GOS-led governance and administrative actions pushed the non-Arab tribes to develop 

tribal self-defense mechanisms.  The non-Arab tribes lacked the shared value of identity and did 

not have a sovereign to functionally pull them together.  The threat to the non-Arab tribes was 

perceived as occurring at the tribal level with each tribe experiencing sinGoular wars: the Fur-

Arab war; the Masalit-Arab war; and, the Zaghawa-Arab war.  The Arab tribes were perceived as 

the enemy rather than a collective entity, such as the GOS.  This contrasted with the GOS pull of 

the Arab tribes to form coercive power at the collective Arab level, whereby the Arabization 

agenda functioned as the shared values to pull the Arab tribes together and the GOS served as the 

sovereign to actively pull the Arab tribes together. 

 

Sudan’s state-level social contract between the GOS and a segment of Darfur’s population was 

strained, with the state having a legitimacy gap in the perception of a segment of Darfur’s 
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population.  The GOS’s legitimacy gap is depicted in Figure 11.   

Figure 11 The GOS-Darfur legitimacy gap. 

 

The State Fragility Index combined with this detailed description of the state’s legitimacy gap 

with the non-Arab population in Darfur demonstrates the level (Extreme) and nature of the 

strained state-level social contract.  Specifically, the sequencing of historical events and 

statistical data demonstrating the political and economic marginalization confirm both certainty 
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Insecurity in Darfur 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism, for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 1 of the causal mechanism is that the 

GOS’s social contract enables insecurity.  The entity is the GOS’s social contract with Darfur, 

and the element of change is creating instability, and in this case study, specifically in Darfur. 

 

Security in Darfur was minimal in the 1980s due to a global economic contraction, and two 

conflicts: 1) the regional war with Libya and Chad and 2) the North-South civil war with 

southern Sudan.  These two dynamics simultaneously led to a very limited state security 

presence in Darfur and a proliferation of weapons and trained militiamen.  To address the 

consequent insecurity, the GOS applied two security approaches for Darfur; the first was 

nonaction, and the second was to outsource security.  The combined effect resulted in the GOS’s 

loss of its monopoly over violence in Darfur. 

 

To the extent that the presence of armed regional actors served the political machinations of 

some in Khartoum, the GOS chose not to ensure security in Darfur.  It was Sudanese Prime 

Minister Sadiq’s relationship with Libyan President Mu’ammar al-Qaddafi57 (1969–2011) during 

the 1980s that proved most harmful to Darfur:58 Darfur became the battleground for the 40-year 

war over control of the Chad Basin between Libya and Chad, most intensely in 1988–89.59  

                                                      
57 There are numerous spellings for the last name, including Gaddafi, Gadhafi, and Qaddafi. I have chosen to follow 

the Small Arms Group spelling of the name. 
58 The GOS oscillated in its friendship with the successive governments of Chad and Libya. During the early 

years of Sudanese President Nimeiri’s leadership (1971–1985), the GOS was friendly with Libya, and then again, 

under Sudanese Prime Minister Sadiq Al-Mahdi (1966–1967, 1986–1989) and President Hassan Omar Al Bashir 

(1993–Present). Having previously been hosted by President Qaddafi in Libya when in exile, in 1985, Prime 

Minister Sadiq reconciled with President Qaddafi. 
59 Collins suggested that the battleground for the Chad Basin occurred 1988-89, but I suggest that it occurred 

over the entire decade. 
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(Collins, 2008) Libyan President Qaddafi was afforded unlimited access to Darfur for his support 

(financial, weapons, and oil) to the GOS, which enabled the GOS to wage war with the south. 

 

President Qaddafi proclaimed himself a reformer for “Libya, Arabism, and Islam.” As part of his 

irredentist agenda for a Greater Arab Libyan Islamic State of the Sahara, he sought to unify 

Libya, Egypt, and Sudan into a single state.  To this end, President Qaddafi hosted the exiled 

Asnar, the military wing of the Umma Political Party, whose fighters were disproportionately 

from the Baggara tribes.60 During this time, the Ansar Baggara trained alongside President 

Qaddafi’s Islamic Legion.  Following the failed coup d’état against Sudanese President Nimeiri 

by the Ansar in 1976, as part of the National Reconciliation, the first wave of Ansar Baggara 

returned to Sudan from Libya and were resettled onto farming schemes, rather than integrated 

into the army as they had hoped.  A second wave of Ansar Baggara returned in 1985-86, 

following the fall of President Nimeiri in 1985.   (De Waal, 1994) The Ansar Baggera set up rear 

bases in Darfur for Libya’s war in Chad, where they continued to receive support from Libya.  

(Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

Chad actively countered Libya’s presence in the region on Darfur’s soil.  In 1986–87, President 

Hissene Habre conducted an assault into Darfur to drive President Qaddafi’s Islamic 

Legionnaires and Acheikh ibn Umar’s Vulcan Force back through northern Darfur.  The proxy 

war in Darfur between President Qaddafi and President Habre resulted in overt meddling in 

Sudan’s military and political affairs and a significant presence of armed actors and weapons 

                                                      
60 The Baggara are a part of the Rizeigat grouping of Arab ethnic groups in the Sahel, between Lake Chad and 

southern Kordofan, who are traditionally cattle herders. In Sudan, they reside primarily in southern Darfur, North 

and South Kordofan. The Baggara’s four main tribes in Darfur (Ta’aisha, Beni Helba, Habbaniya, and Reizegat 

Nazir (Ma’aliya?)) were all awarded dars. 



221 

 

 

across Darfur—including both countries’ national armies and proxy militias and rebel troops.  

Through President Qaddafi’s proxy state militias composed of Chadians (the Democratic 

Revolutionary Council (CDR)), President Qaddafi distributed 1,500 arms to pro-Sadiq tribes 

(primarily to the Salamat 61) in northern and central Darfur (April 1987) (Human Rights Watch, 

1997), and the Abbala Mahariya and Um Jalul.  By the end of the decade, Chad’s armed forces 

controlled most of western Darfur while President Qaddafi focused on supporting those who 

were pro-Sadiq in northern and central Darfur. 

 

An additional layer of conflict added fuel to Darfur as Chad’s civil war for its presidency was 

waged on Darfur’s soil.  In 1980, the Chadian army drove then-rebel leader Habre’s Armed 

Forces of the North (FAN) into Darfur, where 10,000 Zaghawa and Bedeiyat took residence.  

And then again, Chadian’s conflict between Chadian President Habre (1982–1990) and then-

rebel Idriss Déby (who later became president from 1990 to the present) was also pursued in 

Darfur. 

 

Given the very weak road infrastructure in Darfur, despite its military capabilities, one might 

perceive that the GOS is severely limited in its ability to project its military power throughout the 

state.  This is in fact, quite contrary to reality.  The GOS was incredibly effective at penetrating 

Darfur with a military presence through the Popular Defense Forces (PDF), janjawiid62, and 

support to Arab militias.  Following the 1989 coup d’état, the GOS formed the PDF.  The PDF 

was a solution to several issues facing the government.  First, conscription was unpopular and 

                                                      
61 The Salamat are a large tribe in Chad with populations along the borders of Chad, Sudan (Darfur), and the CAR.  

They migrated to Darfur and settled with the Ta’aisha and the Misseriya.  (The International Crisis Group, 2015, p. 

17) 
62 Also spelled as Janjaweed. 
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the GOS needed to augment its security numbers on the ground.  The GOS had supported proxy 

state militia groups, but this too was becoming unpopular, particularly with Sudan Armed Forces 

(SAF).  The PDF was a way to transform the “party militias” into a more formal military 

structure as a paramilitary force.  This served the Murahaleen militia and the NIF agendas, as the 

Murahaleen militias were now legitimatized and beholden to the NIF rather than the SAF.  

Second, it served the new government’s cultural transformation agenda as part of the Islamist-

inspired policies of popular cultural mobilization.  (Salmon, 2007) 

 

The PDF was essentially a dedicated Islamist militia which required mandatory participation and 

served to indoctrinate Darfur’s population into the Arabization position of the NIF.   (Sudan 

Human Security Baseline Assessment, 2011) The PDF reduced the fiscal burden on the GOS and 

compensated for the GOS’s limited presence in Darfur by facilitating the extension of the GOS 

into remote areas.  (Salmon, 2007) Following its formation, GOS and the Native Administration 

supported Arab tribal militias were gradually integrated into the PDF. 

 

Until this point, the government had pursued its agenda with tribe-specific support, focused on 

insular events.  Darfur’s Arab groups had not yet been organized with the specific and sole 

purpose of unleashing violence onto their fellow Darfuri.  With the PDF, the government shifted 

to forming the Arab population into a proxy state army, overtly distributing weapons and training 

to the Baggara (Beni Halba), Abbala (Mahamid Um Jalul and Mahariya), and the Misseriya.  

Three years after the coup d’état, when the Islamists’ regime in Khartoum was consolidated, the 

PDF became the primary instrument for Islamist political and popular mobilization.  (Salmon, 

2007) By 1996, the PDF vastly outnumbered the reGoular army, with 80,000 reGoular troops in 
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the Sudan armed forces, 3,500 NIF commissioned army officers, and 150,000 PDF by 1999  

(Salih, 2005, p. 9) 

 

The term “janjawiid” was used for the first time in the mid-1980s to refer to the Chadian Abbala 

militias who used western Darfur as a base.63 (De Waal, 2005) Beginning in the late 1980s, it 

was used to describe Darfur’s Arab militias as proxy state militias writ large.  The janjawiid were 

different from the PDF in that the janjawiid were initially mobilized by Chadian Arabs under 

Libyan sponsorship in the 1970s and 1980s. (Haggar, 2007) In addition to the Abbala, other Arab 

groups also participated, including the Baggra (Beni Halba and Ta’aisha), Ma’aliya Arabs,64 

Sa’ada Arabs,65 Tarjam Arabs, and the Salamat.  After the formation of the PDF, the janjawiid 

were integrated into the PDF or fought side by side the PDF.  The government also recruited 

from other countries, including Cameroon, Niger, and Nigeria, augmenting the numbers in these 

military-funded and organized training camps.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

The effect of the GOS’s paramilitary was to pull the Arab tribes toward each other to form 

coercive power at the collective Arab level.  The Arab Gourane, riverine Sudanese (from central 

Sudan), and the Baggara increasingly gained unity of identity at the “Arab” level.  With this 

broader identity came a broader purpose.  The Abbala benefited economically and politically 

from their partnership with the GOS.  The GOS government policy granted the landless and 

minority Arab groups land, title, and political power.  The GOS gave militia leaders money and 

promised them loot and land in return for their support.  While training the Arab militias, the 

                                                      
63 Historically, the term “janjawiid” was used to refer to outlaw bandits of Bedouins. 
64 The Ma’aliya inhabit the border areas between West Kordofan and East Darfur. (International Crisis Group, 2015) 
65 The Sa’ada migrated from Chad beginning in 1938, and settled in the southern side of the Jebel Marra in the 

1980s. (Flint J. , 2007) 
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soldiers were indoctrinated with the Arabization agenda, and acquired a purpose and justification 

for their acts.  Darfur’s Arab groups became vested in their newly elevated status within Darfur.  

Gradually, their military endeavors were affiliated less at the tribal level and more at the 

collective level, with Musa Hilal playing a key leadership role. 

 

As the incentives and organization to come together militarily were supply-side driven by the 

GOS, there was no inclusion of the Arab voice or real Arab ownership of this process.  The Arab 

population had significantly increased in number but remained without political representation.  

While the GOS offered benefits to the Arab groups in line with their grievances, there was no 

vocalized agenda or request for a systematic response to the grievances of the Arab groups at the 

collective level.  The leaders who led the janjawiid, such as Musa Hilal, were incentivized at the 

personal level. 

 

During the 1980s three key dynamics placed additional pressures on the abandoned government 

system, societal fabric, and resources in Darfur.  The first was the Chadian-Libyan regional war 

mentioned above; the second was waves of migration into Darfur and internal displacement, and 

the third was the divisive Arabization policy of Khartoum toward the end of the decade.  

Migration and displacement placed significant pressure on, and in a relative short period of time, 

altered Darfur’s land-use system and social fabric.  There were two main flows of refugees from 

Chad into Darfur.  The first occurred in 1980, when 10,000 Zaghawa and Bedeiyat sought safe 

haven in Darfur resulting from the Chad-Libyan conflict.  The second occurred in 1986–87 with 

the Chadian assault, when President Habre drove the Islamic Legionnaires back through northern 

Darfur.  A terrible drought and famine occurred in 1983–85 between these two conflict-induced 



225 

 

 

migration waves, which drove refugees and migrants from Chad and the Arab pastoralists 

(mainly the Abbala) from northern Darfur toward southern lands in Darfur, mainly onto Fur 

lands.  This significantly disrupted the largely Arab societal structures of those in northern 

Darfur. 

 

The land-use practices of the people of Darfur undergirds the political, social, and identity 

systems of Darfur.  Whether one is a pastoralist or farmer largely determines the tribe or group of 

tribes one ascribes themselves to, where they reside, their access to (or lack of) land ownership, 

and the administrative system that governs them.  A delicate balance between the fragile 

ecological system and the people dependent upon the land was maintained through a carefully 

articulated system of land use between the pastoralists and farmers.  Small changes in the 

ecological environment or the balancing system of land use between the pastoralists and farmers 

had repercussions across the political, social, and identity systems of Darfur.  The mutually 

dependent nature of the shared land-use system, and the germane role that it plays within 

Darfur’s society, makes Darfur’s land-use system a shared value which has bound its people 

together. 

 

Left unto itself and underresourced financially and in capacity, the Darfuri administration failed 

to accommodate the need for change following the dramatic population shifts in the 1980s. 

These dramatic shifts eroded the respect for and the effectiveness of Darfur’s land-use, political, 

and adjudication systems during the 1980s.  Darfur’s government and governance systems 

needed reforming to reflect the new composition of its society, including political representation, 

land tenure rights, and adjudication.  The system of political representation, intrinsically 
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connected to the dar system of land tenure, had not been updated since the time of the Dar Fur 

Sultanate to reflect the newest mosaic of society.  Those who had initially been bequeathed dars 

under this system, namely the Fur, Masalit66, Zaghawa, Baggara, and the Abbala Erigat, retained 

political power and control of their land.  This left most of the other Abbala groups and the 

newer migrant groups, such as the Salamat, without dars and denied the accompanying political 

representation, control of one’s land, and related economic power. 

 

The judicial system was one of the primary means for Darfur’s processes of exchange—

facilitating the manner in which the people live together within Darfur.  Abu Sufian Elbanan, 

who worked with USAID contractors, explained: 

 

Communities were governed through tribal-based structures.  Before this crisis, people 

governed and protected themselves based on the tribal structures.  There is a form of 

agreement, co-allegiance within the tribes themselves.  Formal and informal structures, 

for example, how to do business.  Including how to provide protection, local disputes, 

make agreements and sustaining them.  The reason that there has not been a complete 

collapse in the communities is because of these structures from before.  President Nimeiri 

dismantled the traditional dispute system but did not put in a replacement.  So in practice, 

we still used the old system.  The Native Administration is more broken at the higher 

levels, but was less affected at the community level.  (personal interview, 2015) 

 

                                                      
66 There are numerous spellings for this name, including Massalit, Messalit, Masaleit, and Mesalit. I have chosen to 

follow the Small Arms Group spelling of the name. 
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Since time immemorial, conflicts had been settled by traditional reconciliation mechanisms.  The 

traditional authorities’ responsibilities included managing issues within their tribes and for those 

from other tribes residing in their administrative areas, and between tribes.  At the beginning of 

the 1980s, there was relative agreement regarding the processes of exchange—facilitated by the 

traditional authorities.  However, the judicial system was unable to effectively adjudicate the 

conflicts that arose from the new settlement patterns and altered migratory routes. 

 

The third key dynamic of the 1980s was the Arabization agenda in Darfur.  According to Theo 

Murphy, Director of the Africa Programme Berghof Foundation (personal interview, 2015), at the 

beginning of the 1980s, there was relative agreement regarding the “public political culture”—or 

the shared values which helped garner consensus among the tribes to live together as a society, in 

the pact of society.  At this time, Darfur was not polarized around the Africa-Arab identity fault 

line.  To be sure, tribal conflicts and tensions existed, but the grievances occurred between 

individual tribes.  Darfur’s tribes were not organized militarily, and the Arabist political agenda 

for Darfur had not yet begun.  The political, social, and identity structures in Darfur from the 18th 

and 19th centuries were largely carried forward into the 20th century, and reified (at times 

artificially) by the British colonial power.  Darfur’s shared public political culture consisted of 

consensus regarding a shared religious identity (being Sudanese and Muslim) and shared land-

use practices between the pastoralists and farmers. 

 

The strain on Darfur’s shared values began in the 1980s when Libya and some of Sudan’s 

riverine population pursued a regional and Sudanese Arabization agenda within Sudan and 

Darfur.  The Arabization agenda developed within Darfur through the support of President 
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Qaddafi, who pursued a policy of regional Arabization in the form of The Arab Gathering, 

Tajamu al Arabi, an Arab supremacist discourse.  The Arab Gathering gained popularity with 

some Darfur Arab leaders (Flint & De Waal, 2008), and visible indicators of its divisiveness 

surfaced with the 1981 regional election in which a Fur (Ahmad Ibrahim Diraige) became 

Governor of Darfur.  The Arab Gathering stated that the zurga, a pejorative word for “African” 

meaning “black,” had ruled Darfur long enough and it was time for Arabs to have their turn.  

(Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

As part of President Qaddafi’s Arabization influence in the region, the Sudanese national debate 

increasingly shifted in favor of the Islamic fundamentalists, whose vision for Sudan included a 

strict Arabic-Islamic identity.  This dynamic was marked by the September Laws passed in 1983, 

which enacted Sharia Law (which consequently reignited the North-South war).  South Darfur 

served as a means for the GOS to manage the North-South civil war,67 although the GOS had yet 

to direct its full political attention toward Darfur.  Despite this, the Umma Political Party enjoyed 

significant political support from Darfur; 34 of 39 Parliament seats in Darfur were won by the 

Umma Political Party.  The Arabization agenda for Darfur was largely pursued indirectly, 

namely through Hassan al-Turabi.  Under President Nimeiri, Turabi used his position as the 

Darfur Political Overseer on behalf of the Sudanese Socialist Union (SSU), the ruling party at the 

time, to build up support for the Islamist cause and for his future political party, the NIF.  

(Khalid, 2006) In 1986, Turabi and the NIF successfully challenged Prime Minister Sadiq’s 

weak leadership under the Umma Political Party, further indicating the shift toward Islamic 

fundamentalism. 

                                                      
67 The GOS armed ethnic groups among the Baggara, creating the “Human Belt,” to weaken the SPLA’s resolve by 

attacking their Dinka stronghold and to prevent incursions into Darfur by the SPLA. 
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The Arabization agenda in Darfur caused polarization among the population between those 

within Darfur who shared the values of being Sudanese and Muslim, but self-identified as either 

Arab, non-Arab, or African.  Beginning under Prime Minister Sadiq, the GOS slowly co-opted 

some of the Native Administration in Darfur by appointing to Darfur’s Native Administration 

positions those who had pro-Arabist sympathies, rather than filling these positions with the 

tribes’ people—as was the tradition.  The downstream effects on Darfur were significant.  The 

means to pursue change or to help one’s self through nonviolent means appeared limited for both 

groups.  The Native Administration’s acts of governance and the traditional authority figures 

themselves were perceived as biased in favor of the Arab groups and were no longer trusted by 

the non-Arabs. 

 

The more sedentary populations felt at-risk with a government increasingly biased in 

adjudicating conflicts.  The displaced populations that had been pushed south felt disempowered, 

as they were without political representation, land rights, and means of employment.  Traditional 

migratory routes since time immemorial were no longer respected, with farmers putting up 

barriers to these routes and pastoralists burning farmers’ land.  The historical agreements 

negotiated between tribes also were no longer respected, with tribes travelling earlier, staying 

longer, and bringing more cattle or camels than agreed to, and farmers denying access to their 

lands. 

 

This fundamental shared value of seasonal migration that facilitated life, identity, systems, and 

livelihoods was lost without an agreed-upon means to address these challenges.  The supply of 
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arms emboldened both sides, leading them to think they could prevent the other from accessing 

their land-use rights and violating the terms of agreement through a show of force.  The 

increased flow of armed refugees from Chad and armed pastoralists migrations southwards in the 

1980s, led to an increasingly hostile reception by the sedentary populations. 

 

The loss of the traditional system of conflict resolution created further insult and grievances for 

the conflict-affected tribes, and the unmitigated grievances festered and served to exacerbate the 

tensions between the tribes.  The second effect of the GOS’s passive reach into Darfur in the 

1980s was an ineffective and illegitimate government in Darfur, unable to peacefully mediate the 

growing needs and reflect the new composition of Darfur’s society.  Inter-Darfuri tensions were 

heightened, with a weakened pact of society, weak shared values, and pact of government unable 

to respond. 

 

The cumulative impact of the GOS’s passive reach into Darfur in the 1980s and 1990s led to an 

ample supply of weapons and heightened tensions between Darfur’s groups.  Darfur’s population 

was undergoing rapid change in the 1980s concurrently, overburdening the government and 

social structures alike and neither were able to accommodate the need for change at a pace that 

could prevent an escalation of tensions.  The GOS’s Arabization agenda exacerbated tensions 

between the different groups within Darfur and further separated Darfur’s populations from one 

another.  The main impact was the loss of shared values and thus, the pact of society between the 

non-Arabs and the Arabs, and, the loss of the government’s legitimate use of violence.  While 

still sharing the Islamic religion, the non-Arab-Arab identity schism left Darfur’s population 

without consensus on the shared values of identity—to be inclusive or not to be.  The shared 
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values of land-use practices and conflict mitigation were similarly eroded.  The tribes were 

without a unifying feeling of belonging, their livelihoods and lives were threatened, and the 

system for repair was broken. 

 

Together, these led to a vicious positive feedback dynamic for those within the region—an ethnic 

security dilemma and increased instability. 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 4, statistics-concrete data proving insecurity is elusive due to the very 

nature of insecurity.  Despite this, there is sufficient evidence verifying the insecurity in Darfur 

as a result of the strained state-level social contract.  First, due to the lack of the GOS’s 

monopoly of violence in Darfur, by consent and an inability to prevent it, there are a number of 

different armed actors from the region and within Sudan operating in Darfur at this time, 

including: Asnar, the military wing of the Umma Political Party; Qaddafi’s Islamic Legion; 

Vulcan Force; Qaddafi’s proxy state militias (the CDR); then-rebel leader Habre’s FAN; the 

PDF, janjawiid; and the Sudan People’s Liberation Army/Movement (SPLA/M). 

 

In addition to these armed groups operating in the region, I noted the availability of small arms.  

Two indicators of the increased availability of weapons in Darfur are in the form of a Small Arm 

Survey Report and a UN Resolution.  Although it was written later than this period of instability, 

the Small Arms Survey in 2007 demonstrates the proliferation of small arms in Darfur, and 

specifically in Darfur.  It estimated that in 2007, the PDF and janjawiid had 116,000 small arms 

(4.5% of all Sudanese small arms), compared with the Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) which had 

260,000 (10% of all Sudanese small arms).  These statistics highlight that the PDF/janjawiid had 
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almost as much as half of what the entire state’s military force had in a concentrated area of 

Darfur.  Additionally, the report estimated that 1 in 20 civilians had possession of an unlicensed 

gun.  The report also reported that the Darfur rebel groups had 10,000 small arms (0.5% of all 

Sudanese small arms).   (Human Security Baseline Assessment, 2007) 

 

In response to the growing proliferation of small arms in Darfur, Darfur was subject to a UN 

Security Council arms embargo (Resolution 1591), first established in July 2004 in response to 

an international outcry over the humanitarian impact of the conflict.  The UN Security Council 

resolution demanded that the GOS “fulfil its commitments to disarm the Janjaweed [janjawiid] 

militias” (para.  3) and “established a ban on supplies of arms and related materiel to ‘non-

governmental entities and individuals, including the Janjaweed’” (para.  7) operating in North, 

South, and West Darfur.” (LeBrun & Leff, 2014, p. 218) 

 

The evidence that demonstrates the insecurity resulting from the strained state-level social 

contract includes: 

 

• sequencing of events by Chad and Libya operating in Darfur; 

• the confirmed list of armed actors operating in Darfur; 

• statistics to highlight the comparatively high rate of small arms in Darfur, notably with 

the janjawiid; and 

• the UN Resolution for an arms embargo on Darfur. 

 

The combined evidence is fairly unique as well as certain. 
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3.3 Causal Mechanism Part 2: Nonstate Actors Form Self-defense Units 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 2 of the causal mechanism is that 

nonstate actors form self-defense units.  The entity is the nonstate actors who form the self-

defense units, and the element of change is the forming of self-defense units.  However, it is 

worth noting that, as Chapter 4 highlighted, these parts of the causal mechanism occur in an 

iterative manner.  In this case, Part 1 and Part 2 are closely interconnected; insecurity caused 

nonstate actors to form self-defense units, which contributed to insecurity, which caused other 

nonstate actors to form self-defense units. 

 

The cumulative impact of the GOS’s active reach into Darfur from an arm’s distance in the 

1990s led to a pull dynamic bringing Darfur’s Arab tribes together militarily, and a push 

dynamic forcing Darfur’s non-Arab tribes to build military capacity at the tribal level.  With the 

unfolding of the polarizing events of the 1980s, the ethnic security dilemma of the 1990s led to 

the creation of three separate coercive powers in the 1990s: the Arabs, the Zaghawa, and the Fur.  

The GOS increased its presence in Darfur militarily and politically via the rise of the NIF during 

the late 1980s and then through the PDF in the 1990s.  In pursuit of the Arab agenda and political 

power in Khartoum, the GOS increasingly supported the Arab population in Darfur—militarily, 

politically, and judicially—at the expense of the non-Arab tribes.  Each non-Arab tribe came to 

the separate conclusion that they needed to mobilize self-defense groups against the different 

Arab threats.  By the end of the 1990s, the Arab groups, Zaghawa, and Fur had developed 

coercive power. 
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3.3.1 Darfur’s Arab Armed Groups 

While the Chadians and Libyans armed various tribes in Darfur, the GOS also armed select tribes 

in Darfur, but its rationale for doing so had less to do with the region’s conflict in Darfur than 

with the GOS’s North-South war.  There are two instances in which the battleground of the 

North-South war crept toward Darfur and the GOS acted to project its security in Darfur: against 

the SPLM/A threat into Darfur in 1987–88, and again against the SPLM/A charge into Darfur led 

by Darfuri Yahi Dawood Bolad in 1991. 

 

The North-South civil war generated a constant drain on the GOS’s armed forces, and with the 

high toll on the forces, conscription was viewed negatively in Khartoum.  This left the GOS’s 

armed forces short in numbers.  Prime Minister Sadiq turned toward a legislative tool in 1988 to 

legitimize the use of the Muraheleen68 and other proxy state militias, but the Constituent 

Assembly opposed the bill.  The GOS then resorted to informally supporting select tribes to 

oppose the SPLM/A advances into Darfur, and the perceived friends of the SPLM/A—the Fur.  

The GOS turned to the Baggara tribes (mainly the Missiriya69) as a proxy state militia to shore 

up the southern border of Darfur against the SPLM/A, and provided minimal support to the 

Abbala against the perceived rising internal threat of the Fur in 1988.  This support was on an as- 

needed basis and poorly organized until 1989. 

 

The Baggara and Abbala were susceptible to recruitment into the GOS’s and President Qaddafi’s 

                                                      
68 There are numerous spellings for this name, including Murahiliin. I have chosen to follow the Human Rights 

Watch’s spelling of the name. 
69 There are numerous spellings for this name. I have chosen to follow the Small Arms Group’s spelling of the 

name. 
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proxy state militias.  They were displaced by the 1983–85 drought, causing the Abbala to lose 

their primary source of wealth—their camels.  Their vulnerability was exacerbated by the fact 

that they had lost access to their pastoral routes and watering holes as sedentary populations 

grew and blocked these routes.  Their traditional social structures were disrupted, and they 

needed food and a source of income.  Even though they had grievances with the political system 

as they did not have dars, administrative control, or political representation for their tribes, many 

accepted the GOS’s offer to participate in the proxy state militia.  They were incentivized by 

captured loot, including the cattle or Dinka people to be sold as slaves, and the GOS granted the 

Baggara impunity for these crimes.   (Human Rights Watch, 1999) 

 

With a supremist agenda and sufficient training, organization, and small arms, the former Ansar 

fighters were instrumental in the creation of the first Baggara militias in the mid–1980s.  (De 

Waal, 2005) The Baggara received support first through Sudan’s Umma Political Party and its 

Ansar supporters, and then through the NIF’s Committee for the Defense of Islam and the 

Nation, a political lobbying group on behalf of the Murhaleen.  President Nimeiri, of the Umma 

Political Party, played upon the traditional Dinka/Baggara (Misseriya Humr and Rizeigat) rivalry 

to turn the Baggara (the Misseriya, Rizeigat,70 and Beni Halba) into a counterinsurgency tool for 

the government against the Dinka (perceived as the backbone of the SPLM/A).  Later, after the 

NIF gained political power in the 1986 elections, the GOS recruited and armed the Baggara, 

notably one part of the Beni Halba, to fight against the SPLM/A in 1987. 

 

Drawing upon their training in Libya, returned Ansar Baggara Mubarak el Fadl el Madhi (cousin 

                                                      
70 There are numerous spellings for this name, including Rizaigat. I have chosen to follow the Small Arms Group’s 

spelling of the word. 
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to Prime Minister Sadiq) and Fadlallah Burma Nasir (a military officer) formed the Muraheleen 

strategy.  (Human Rights Watch, 1997) Former army officers and Ansar commanders led the 

Baggara in military offensive strikes into Bahr El Gazal and Southern Kordofan and provided 

defense along the south Darfur border, where they gained the name Muraheleen or Fursan.  The 

Baggara Rizeigat augmented their supply of arms from the GOS through their access to the arms 

trade on the Sudan-Chad border.  Although the Baggara were the first Darfuri tribe to develop 

coercive power, the Baggara Beni Halba did not draw upon this coercive power again until the 

turn of the century, when they became active in Darfur’s Third War. 

 

Like the Baggara, the Abbala71 were mobilized by both President Qaddafi and the GOS during 

the 1980s.72 President Qaddafi’s troops provided relief to the Abbala through food and money, 

and integrated some into the Islamic Legion.  While with the Islamic Legion, they received 

training in guerrilla camps in Libya, arms, a source of income, and were indoctrinated into a 

racist and militant ideology.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) It was through this training and 

indoctrination that the Abbala Mahamid leader, Musa Hilal gained his first military experience 

and leadership.  The Abbala Mahamid um Jalul and Mahariya tribes and the Salamat developed 

coercive capabilities but lacked the military organizational aspect to be an effective coercive 

power.  While the Baggara formed actual militia entities, the Abbala were largely absorbed into 

the Islamic Legion.  Their training and arms nonetheless were antecedents for them to transform 

a decade later into an effective coercive power. 

                                                      
71 The Abbala are a part of the Rizeigat grouping of Arabic ethnic groups in the Sahel, who are traditionally camel 

herders. In Sudan, they reside primarily in north Darfur. The Abbala consists of five main tribes (Mahamid, 

Mahariya, Eteifat, Awlad, and Ereigat), none of whom were awarded dars during the Fur Dynasty. 
72 At the tribal level, the Rizeigat were mobilized as the Marahiil Protection Force, formed during the Sadiq 

government to protect the Arab nomads as they moved on their migration routes. (Haggar, 2007) 
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The Baggara (specifically the Rizeigat, Misseriya, and Beni Halba tribes) formed coercive power 

during the 1980s, but the Abbala only developed coercive capabilities in the 1980s while they 

fought on as part of another organization, the Islamic Legionnaires on behalf of Libya.  The 

Abbala developed coercive power at the end of the 1990s when it developed a separate military 

organization as Abbala militias, with GOS support.  As part of the GOS’s policy of outsourcing 

its security, the GOS recruited Darfur’s Arab population for militia training camps and the PDF.  

At times, the two coincided, but other times, they were separate.  Attacks were conducted with 

the SAF, PDF, and janjawiid fighting side by side, so it was difficult to differentiate between the 

forces.  The Abbala militias participated in all three of Darfur’s wars: Darfur’s first war involved 

the Fur and the Abbala (1987–1989); the second war occurred between the Masalit and the 

Abbala (1995–1999) in West Darfur; and, a parallel conflict occurred between the Zaghawa and 

the Abbala (the Zaghawa-Arab war) in 1994 and in 1996 in North Darfur. 

 

3.3.2 Darfur’s non-Arab Self-defense Groups 

The combined effect of the GOS’s passive reach into Darfur and outsourcing security in an ad  

hoc manner resulted in Darfur being awash with weapons and military expertise, which broke the 

GOS’s and Darfur government’s monopoly on coercive power within Darfur.  The loss of the 

monopoly of violence and security in Darfur triggered an ethnic security dilemma.  Darfurians 

could not look to the government for security, but rather, they needed to begin self-arming, easily 

drawing from the available weapons and experience.  The arming of the Abbala precipitated 

Darfur’s first war: the Fur-Abbala war (Fur-Arab war).  Upon seeing the Abbala arms buildup, 

the Fur began to mobilize their own self-defense mechanism, and in turn, Prime Minister Sadiq 

al-Mahdi provided additional arms to Musa Maddiby shaykh of the Rizeigat to supplement those 
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coming from Libya.  By 1989, the GOS lacked control throughout the northern, western, and 

much of the central regions of Darfur.  (Collins, 2008) 

 

The Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa did not develop a strong African or non–Arab-Islamic identity in 

the same manner or for the same reasons that the Arabization identity developed.  Faced with a 

growing “Arab” identity in Darfur, Sudan, and the region, the alternative was “non-Arab.” 

However, an association based on what one is not, is not an effective mobilizing or congealing 

agent.  The other term used as a counter to the Arab identity is “African,” but even fewer of the 

non-Arab tribes fit comfortably within this category.  In fact, the political and economic 

structures and cultural ties at this time were a disincentive to self-identify as non-Arab, in 

comparison with the incentives to identify as Arab.  Thus, the pull for the Fur, Masalit, and 

Zaghawa to develop an identity at the collective level greater than the tribal level did not exist at 

this time.  Of the three groups, the Fur perhaps fit more easily within the “African”-Islamic 

identity and therefore supported an identity for Darfur inclusive of those who self-identified as 

non-Arab or the “African”-Islamic identity.  They were also the first non-Arab tribe to engage in 

an official “war” and experience the ethnic security dilemma.  The Masalit and Zaghawa were 

less vulnerable to the tribal security dilemma, as they held important positions within the 

government—the Masalit with the Umma Party and the Zaghawa with the security apparatus.  

Additionally, their tribal identity was less easy to categorize as they were considered both 

African and Arab at the time, and were both pastoralists and farmers. 

 

Years of intermarriages made racial distinctions difficult, if not impossible, rendering ascription, 

self-identity, mobilization, and targeting based on one clearly defined category more difficult. 
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The Zaghawa are perhaps the least likely to fit into the “African”-Islamic identity, as they 

straddled the division both in terms of identity and political affiliation.  First, the Zaghawa are 

considered a mixture of Arab and non-Arab groups.  Additionally, beginning in the early 1980s, 

when the political alliances began to crystallize, the Zaghawa were more closely aligned with 

other nomadic Arab groups and the Muslim Brotherhood doctrinaire, while the Fur, Tanjur, and 

elements within the urban Darfur elite were more aligned on the other side.  (El-Battahani, 2009) 

 

Despite the GOS’s passive and intermittent security and governance in Darfur, and the 

government’s poor performance in a biased manner, the social contract between those living in 

Darfur with the GOS was strained, but not broken.  Rather, the impact of the government’s poor 

performance and bias, at the Darfur or Khartoum level, was the deteriorating pact of society 

between the non-Arabs and Arabs.  It was the NIF’s policies over the next decade that helped 

break Darfur’s pact of society. 

 

Darfur’s first war, the Arab-Fur war (1987–1989), is indicative of this negative dynamic 

stemming from the GOS’s passive and remote reach.  By 1987, the stage was set for Darfur’s 

first civil war: the region was awash with tensions, low-level incidents of violence, and small 

arms.  The Fur felt threatened by two vicious feedback dynamics.  First, the Fur felt increasingly 

surrounded by less friendly and hostile populations due to the increase of nomads from the north 

traveling south through their land, internally displaced people (IDP) and refugees from the 

drought and the fighting in Chad settling on their land, and increased population pressures 

decreased the overall availability of land.  Second, the nomads, IDPs, and refugees were 

increasingly armed—the Salamat and Abbala Mahamid armed by the CDR and the Baggara 
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armed by Libya and the GOS.  The traditional reconciliation methods were no longer effective as 

the government was biased against the Furs and many, although not all, traditional leaders had 

lost the ability to negotiate and sustain an agreement. 

 

Up until 1987, the Arab-Fur conflict had largely remained political but with the infusion of 

Chad’s rebel group, the CDR, Darfur quickly turned violent.  (Haggar, 2007) In pursuit of the 

Arab domination agenda in Darfur, the CDR and local Darfur Arab groups attacked the symbolic 

and strategic heartland of the Fur, Gulu, the capital of Jebel Marra Province in western Darfur, in 

1988, marking the beginning of the war.  This region would sustain recurring attacks in the wars 

going forward for this same symbolic reason.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) With the Abbala-

Libyan/Baggara threat, the Fur had self-mobilized and their nobility established their own 

Federal Army of Darfur, with 6,000 jakab Fur fighters.  With an office in N’Djamena, Chad, 

they were able to receive arms from Chadian President Habre (Flint & De Waal, 2008) to fight 

the Patriotic Salvation Movement (MPS), a Chadian Zaghawa rebel group formed by Déby with 

the support of Sudanese Zaghawa and the NIF.73 The Fur’s Federal Army of Darfur were 

thoroughly defeated in this battle, decimated by the Abbala and Baggara with support from the 

Islamic Legionnaires.  However, the Fur used their arms to attack Arab groups where it hurt 

them the most—their animals, by denying migratory passage, burning pastures, and erecting 

fences. 

 

The second war, the Masalit-Arab war, is indicative of this vicious dynamic stemming from the 

GOS’s active reach but an arm’s distance.  By 1994, the stage was set for Darfur’s second civil 

                                                      
73 This supply line dried up in December 1990 when Déby deposed President Habré. (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007) 
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war: the NIF’s Arabization agenda had pulled the Abbala (specifically the Mahamid, Mahariya, 

and one other tribe) together to form coercive capabilities at the collective level.  Darfur’s 

Masalit and Zaghawa did not side with the Fur or the Arab groups and had not developed 

coercive capabilities or power.  Following the redistricting by the West Darfur Governor in 1995, 

violence began between the Masalit and approximately 27 other groups, mostly Arab groups, 

marking the beginning of Darfur’s second war.  As it did during Darfur’s first war, the 

government remained silent and partial to the Arab groups and failed to facilitate peace in 1996, 

and even began to harass, torture, and kill the Masalit. 

 

As part of Darfur’s second war, the Masalit became mobilized and formed coercive power 

through self-defense units in 1996, called the Masalit warnang.  Under the leadership of Khamis 

Abaker, Abaker built on these units to form the Front for the Liberation of Dar Masalit.  (Haggar, 

2007) In 1997, Khamis led an offensive with 130 men against Arab militiamen.  From 1997 to 

2000, the Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project (ACLED) recorded four incidents of 

political violence between the Arab Ethnic Militia and the Messalit Ethnic Militia.74 (Armed 

Conflict Location and Event Data Project, 2018) More than 100,000 people were displaced from 

their homes in the fighting.  (Hamilton, 2011) Abaker was arrested in 1999, and for all practical 

purposes that ended the Masalit mobilization at that time (Flint & De Waal, 2008); it was not 

until Abaker’s escape from prison in 2003 that any real form of coercive power and resistance 

among the Masalit resumed. 

 

                                                      
74 In one of these incidents, the two actors described are the Masalit Ethnic Militia and an Unidentified Ethnic 

Militia, but based on the event description and the events at the time, it is inferred that the Unidentified Ethnic 

Militia is the Arab Ethnic Militia 
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Just as the Abbala gained valuable experience fighting with the Islamic Legionnaires, the Masalit 

gained military experience fighting with the SPLM/A.  Following the establishment of the 

National Democratic Alliance (NDA) in 1995, a broad military coalition led by the SPLM/A, 

many Masalit were recruited and trained in camps in Eritrea.  Darfur’s Masalit Adam Mohamed 

Musa, known as Adam Bazooka, returned to Darfur, after helping then rebel-leader Déby in 

Chad, to recruit men to fight the Arab groups.  However, after disagreeing with Abaker’s focus 

on self-defense for the Masalit, Bazooka joined the SPLM/A’s Eastern Front, where hundreds of 

other Masalit, including former PDF members, joined him to form a Masalit unit within the 

SPLM/A’s New Sudan Brigade, where they were trained and provided political orientation.  

Following a failed attempt in 2001, Bazooka returned to Darfur in October 2003, as the head of a 

30-strong SPLM/A-trained unit of Masalit Guerillas.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

There were tensions between the Zaghawa and Baggara Rizeigat in 1986, but a violent 

confrontation was averted due to government and tribal interventions.  These tensions reignited 

and erupted into violence in 1994 (El-Battahani, 2009), driving the Zaghawa to develop coercive 

power.  The Baggara Rizeigat claimed that the Zaghawa control of Chad made it difficult for 

their herders to migrate to the desert-edge pastures and the Zaghawa outlaws attacked them on 

their way to Libya.  The Zaghawa were motivated to protect their livelihood—business and trade 

and remain a part of the government.  However, tit-for-tat incidents of violence continued along 

the animal migration routes and the Zaghawa trade routes, and they escalated under the 

leadership of Musa Hilal, who led Arab militias in reprisal attacks against Zaghawa villages.  

This created a cycle of escalation and punishment between the two.  By 1998, the Zaghawa had 

developed six permanent armed camps with support from Eritrea and Chad.  The Zaghawa had 
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financial support, arms, experience fighting with the Chadian armies, and ready recruits.  After 

helping place then rebel Déby in the Presidency in Chad (1990–Present), many Sudanese 

Zaghawa returned to Darfur and were ready recruits for these training camps. 

 

Darfur’s first war primarily between the Fur and Abbala marked the peak of violence during this 

decade.  In 1989, police records from el Fasher listed the destruction of 4,000 Fur villages, 2,500 

Fur deaths and 500 Arab deaths, and the death of 40,000 Fur livestock and 3,000 Arab livestock.  

(Hamilton) Both sides felt that their livelihood—their very way of life—was under threat, and 

that the other side was responsible (Tanner, 2005), and each accused the other of ethnic 

exclusivism, attempting to establish an “Arab” or “African” belt in Darfur, and the polarization 

continued.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The government failed to broker peace between the warring 

factions; the Governor of Darfur Tigani Sese hosted two peace conferences in 1989 between the 

Fur and Darfuri Arab groups, but neither of the deals was implemented. 

 

The peace efforts proved futile, leaving the Fur with the perception that their survival required 

more efficient self-defense and the Arab groups with the belief that their survival was contingent 

on removing the Fur. 

 

With the exception of the short-lived Fur’s Federal Army of Darfur in 1988, the Fur did not 

develop effective coercive capabilities or coercive power until the late 1990s.  The Fur were first 

brought into the greater identity battle at the national level in 1991 when Fur activist Bolad, 

disillusioned with the Islamist movement, joined the SPLM/A to bring the SPLM/A uprising to 

Darfur.  The GOS successfully deployed the Ben Halba Baggara to put down Bolad’s uprising by 
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attacking whole villages suspected of being associated with Bolad’s efforts.  Under the auspices 

of supporting the SPLM/A, the GOS quickly dismantled the Fur’s leadership through 

harassment, detention, and other violent means.  With the exception of Bolad’s efforts, for most 

of the 1980s and 1990s, the Fur’s efforts to mobilize militarily were limited.  The Fur formed 

self-defense committees, Fur warnang, which were poorly equipped and coordinated.  They 

relied on small traders and a few local officials, bartering sugar rations and livestock for light 

weapons and ammunition from the Chadian military.  There was little cooperation between them: 

if Arab militias attacked one village, the self-defense force in the next village would do nothing 

until it, too, was raided.  (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007) 

 

By 2001, non-Arab tribes had formed separate self-defense units: the Fur formed warnang; the 

Zaghawa formed six permanent armed camps; and the Masalit formed warnang as self-defense 

units in response to, and contributing to, insecurity in Darfur.  In addition to the evidence of the 

formation of these self-defense units summarized above, the ACLED database (Armed Conflict 

Location and Event Data Project, 2018) listed seven ethnic or clanal militias from 1997 (when 

the database begins) through 2001:  

 

• Abu Darak Clan Militia (Sudan) 

• Arab Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 

• Habbaniyah Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 

• Masalit Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 

• Fur Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 

• Rizaygat Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 
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• Zaghawa Ethnic Militia (Sudan) 

 

3.4 Causal Mechanism Part 3: State Mobilizes First Actors 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 3 of the causal mechanism is that the 

state mobilizes opposition by triggering a shift in a segment of the population from neutral to 

opposition.  The entity is the state—specifically, the state’s security apparatus—and the element 

of change is mobilized opposition.  I define the disparate ethnic groups’ position with regards to 

the GOS as “neutral” as long as the population seeks redress of grievances through the current 

political system.  It is when these groups begin to mobilize to engage the GOS outside of this 

system that I deem as having shifted away from neutral. 

 

There is a strong history of Darfurians seeking to redress Darfur’s marginalization at the national 

level with the GOS.  It is significant to note that, with the exception of the Sooney Movement75, 

up until 1990, these efforts76 were nonviolent and pursued from within the political system.  The 

aim was to address elements of the pact of government between the people of Darfur and the 

                                                      
75 The Sooney Movement of June 1966 was led by veteran Darfuians who fought in the civil war with the south, 

who believed the war in the south was immoral and illegal. They returned to Darfur and encountered the Darfur 

Development Front (DDF) but realized that the DDF lacked support from the military wing—so the Sooney 

Movement included an armed resistance component. This was to be inclusive of all tribes. It was brutally crushed 

during its early years of foundation. 
76 The Red Flame was a political movement established in 1957, one after year Sudan’s independence. It was 

established by Darfur’s intellectuals living in Darfur’s major cities, working to enlighten the people of Darfur about 

the negligence and lack of development in the region. (Abuelbashar, 2006) The Darfur Development Front (DDF) 

was formed in 1965 by the respected shartay Ahmad Ibrahim Diraige. Its members included native Darfuri educated 

elite and it focused on the issue of marginalization, specifically—the appointment of non-Darfur natives into 

bureaucratic and political positions and the exclusion of Darfur’s political representatives in the Sudanese 

government. (Bassil, 2013) It was effective because there was a united front, transcending tribal and racial identities 

in Darfur. Although the DDF supported the Umma Party 1965, the machinations of Khartoum’s political elite, the 

split within the Umma Party, and the failure of the political system and weakness of the state left these grievances 

unattended to. The DDF is considered the mother to Darfur’s modern political movements. (Abuelbashar, 2006) 
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GOS.  These efforts transcended tribal affiliations within Darfur.  Crippled by elite squabbling 

and a lack of political will, the GOS failed to heed the people of Darfur’s requests to address 

Darfur’s political marginalization and development needs. 

 

These efforts were disparate and uncoordinated.  Zaghawan elders sent a memorandum (the first 

Zaghawa complaint), to President Basiher in 1991, accusing the government of committing 

crimes against humanity in Darfur. (Flint & De Waal, 2008) Much later, in Khartoum, Darfur’s 

elite students in Khartoum tried to form a political party or group to uphold the rights of the 

communities with respect to their development and insecurity.  Mukhtar Abdelkarim Adams was 

an SLM/A Commander; he participated in the Doha Peace Negotiations as part of the SLM-

Mainstream, later joined the Liberation and Justice Movement (LJM), and served as a federal 

state minister in Khartoum.  He explained (personal interview, 2015), “At the university level, 

we formed Darfur Union of Students in Khartoum.” Other cultural groups, such as the Ali Dinar 

Centre for Education and Culture, were also established beginning in 2000 to raise awareness, 

but also to provide a front for political activity and fundraising.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

Following the first rebel joint operation on February 25, 2002, 17 Fur Members of Parliament 

(MP) signed a petition demanding a debate.  The petition documented attacks on villages, the 

number of people killed, and the number of stolen animals.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

There was slightly more coordination among Darfur’s disillusioned Islamists.  A cell of NIF 

members, including Zaghawan Khalil Ibrahim—the former Darfur Minister of Education and 

future leader of JEM, began meeting in secret in Al-Fashir to discuss reforming the NIF from 

within.  A second clandestine cell formed in 1994 in Kordufan and a third in Khartoum in 1997.  
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The year that the Khartoum cell was formed, the dissidents decided that their first step should be 

to inform the populace of the structural problems; a 25-man committee was established to gather 

information and begin writing the Black Book.  The Black Book was released in 2000, detailing 

the structural and political disparities between Darfur and Sudan. 

 

Perhaps the most coordinated and earliest effort occurred among the Arab population.  They first 

expressed joint political needs in 1987, when a group of Darfur’s Arabs submitted a letter to 

Prime Minister Sadiq, demanding a better deal for Darfur’s Arabs and appealing to him as “one 

of their own.” A year later, the Executive Committee of the Arab Gathering released an unsigned 

directive that became essentially a war cry for Darfur’s Arab population, known as the “Qoreish 

1.” A decade later (approximately 1998 or 1999), a second Qoreish (Qoreish 2) was released, 

describing the aims and strategies of the Arab Gathering to take power at the national and 

Darfuri/Kordofan levels, and served as a call to arms to join Darfur’s Arab’s militias.   (Flint & 

De Waal, 2008) And, as part of the janjawiid agenda, a report furthering this agenda was 

released by the Coordination Council of the Arab Congress. 

 

Despite these efforts by the disparate groups within Darfur, the GOS proved unwilling or 

incapable of heeding their calls for reform.  By the turn of the 21st century, the government was 

ineffective at providing security and biased on behalf of Darfur’s Arab population; the pact of 

society was largely dissolved, the processes of exchange were broken, and the pact of 

government was absolved.  Political upheaval marked the end of the century with President 

Bashir’s ousting of Turabi as head of the NCP and declaring a state of emergency.  With the split 

in the Islamist movement at the end of 1999, most Darfurian Islamists, who aligned themselves 
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with Turabi, went into opposition.  This, and Turabi establishing his own political party in June 

of 2000, led to increased political disorganization and intensified political competition in Darfur, 

triggering the non-Arab populations to shift from “neutral” to opposition. 

 

3.4.1 State Triggers Zaghawa’s First Actors 

Initially, like the Fur and Masalit, the majority of the Zaghawa supported the notion of 

mobilizing for self-defense to fill the security vacuum left and caused by the government.  The 

majority of the Zaghawa were willing to fight just the Awlad Zeid Arab nomads, with whom 

they had clashes since the early 1980s; they did not want to fight the GOS.  (Flint J. , 2007) The 

government had been less aggressive with the Zaghawa (compared with their treatment of the 

Fur and Masalit) due to their prominence in senior positions within the NIF, and their close ties 

to Chad’s new president.  In light of the increasing violence during Darfur’s first war and in the 

buildup of the GOS against the Masalit, a few among the Zaghawa were moving toward 

mobilizing against the GOS.  In 1995, Sharif Harir, Deputy Chairman of the Sudan Federal 

Democratic Alliance (SFDA) force led by former Governor Ahmad Diraige, began to actively 

foment armed rebellion for the Zaghawa from Eritrea.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

Despite this, it was the Zaghawa who first transitioned in 1997 from supporting mobilization for 

self-defense against a specific tribal threat to supporting mobilization against the GOS and 

breaking the social contract.  The mobilizing event occurred in 1997 when Zaghawa tribal 

leaders were murdered in Kornoi and Dar Kobe, and the Zaghawa believed the GOS was 

involved.  The Zaghawans had already begun to refuse to pay their taxes to the government, 

claiming the government did not provide security for them, a clear indicator that the pact of 

government was beginning to unravel. 
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That same year, Mustafa Mahmoud Tijani traveled to Chad to seek support for rebellion among 

the Zaghawa officers in Chad’s army, where he met Abakir, an artillery officer at the time who 

became the first military leader of the SLM/A.  Shortly thereafter, the Zaghawa had concretized 

six of the seasonal camps into permanent armed camps and established a military structure with 

the Committee of Twelve—including Khater Tor al Khalla and Abakir. 

 

3.4.2 State-led Predation Triggers Fur’s First Actors 

There was less unity of purpose among the Fur on the Fur’s position regarding the social contract 

with the GOS.  In the 1980s and well into the 1990s, the Fur self-mobilized for purposes of self-

defense, first at the village level and then by establishing a coordinated area defense militia.  

According to A.S.  Elbanan (personal interview, 2015), from the perspective of the majority of 

Furs the purpose of their mobilization was purely defensive: to protect themselves—their identity 

and their homeland—against the Arab militias.  There was not yet wide agreement about the link 

between the organization of the Arab militia with the GOS.  The majority of the Fur and their 

leadership did not accept the notion of fighting the government, noting that they were not the 

Zaghawa. 

 

While not the direct target of the government during Darfur’s second war (between the Masalit 

and some Arab groups) which began in 1995, some Fur—mainly the elite Fur in Khartoum—

recognized that the Arab groups had changed their motus operandus: the Arab groups were no 

longer acting at the individual tribe level, but were linked with and by the GOS—the GOS was 

coordinating the military effort against the “African” tribes.  In response, Fur university students 
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from Darfur in Khartoum formed secret organizations for the defense of the Fur in Darfur, 

building on the self-defense committees. 

 

The future Fur leadership of the SLM/A first met the following year after the war commenced 

between the Masalit and the Abbala, in Khartoum in 1996: Abdel-Wahid Mohamed al Nur (the 

SLM/A’s future First Chairman); Ahmed Abdelshafi (the future SLM/A’s first coordinator); and 

Abdu Abdalla Ismail (the SLM/A’s first representative in the Ceasefire Commission 

headquarters).  The three agreed to raise funds from Fur within Sudan and in the diaspora to 

purchase ammunition and distribute to the self-defense village militias, aqa’id.  In Qatar Babikir 

Abdalla began fundraising among the expatriates.  Some of Darfur’s elite in Khartoum returned 

to Darfur to begin the mobilization of the Fur’s defense.  One year later, Darfur students in 

Khartoum had distributed weapons and mobilized the Jebel Marra (Flint & De Waal, 2008) and 

regions outside of the mountains in Zailingei and Wadi Saleh.  Sean Brooks, formerly with the 

U.S.  Government’s Office of the US Special Envoy for Sudan as a team member and policy 

analyst, observed that the broader objective of mobilizing to oppose the government or to form a 

political movement was largely not disclosed to the Fur at this time.  (S. Brooks, personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

Abedelshafi “Toba” Bassey, founder and former SLM/A Commander and leader of an SLM/A 

splinter faction, explained: 

 

The situation in Darfur was getting tense due to the government’s new policy of Turabi, 

when they started producing national summit agendas shortly after he came into power in 
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1989.  The government came up with the plan to weaken those communities, and to 

divide them, so it would be easier to do what they wanted.  They started recruiting the 

foreign elements in the communities and focusing on the Arabs.  The government 

provided support for their militias and disturbed the livelihoods of the African tribes, the 

Fur and Masalit.  This prompted us to see that there was something unusual.  We needed 

to find a way to stop this, so we suspended our studies in Khartoum and returned home to 

form a group.  We started talking to people, visiting the whole region.  We thought of 

ways of how to protect our people and property; we thought of organizing militia to 

protect villages from the Arab militias.  We were successful in the beginning.  (T. Bassey, 

personal interview, 2015) 

 

Another interviewee Concerned Sudanese #1 (personal interview, 2018), quite close to the 

movement, detailed the numerous nonviolent efforts pursued through the political channels, and 

then exclaimed in frustration, “The people were ready to accept the idea of armed struggled after 

all the peaceful means failed to meet the demands.”  

 

The state-led trigger for the Fur was the beginning of Darfur’s second war in 1995, on top of an 

increased ethnic security dilemma and frustration.  The state-led trigger for the Zaghawa was the 

murder of Zaghawan tribal leaders in 1997.  These events are considered triggers due to the 

sequencing of the events.  Following these events, educated Fur elite in 1996 and educated 

Zaghawa elite in 1997 became these tribes’ first actors, taking concrete steps to mobilize 

opposition to the state. 
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3.5 Causal Mechanism Part 4: Nonstate Actors Establish NSAG 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 4 of the causal mechanism is that the 

nonstate actors establish an NSAG.  The entity is the nonstate actors, and the element of change 

is that the nonstate actors establish an NSAG. 

 

The process through which the SLM/A formed dictated how it was structured: along tribal lines 

with self-defense provided at the village levels, sustained through significant support from 

community members.  The SLM/A formed through bringing together the Fur and Zaghawa, with 

the Masalit joining later.  The event that led to the founding of the SLM/A occurred shortly after 

the Zaghawa-Awlad Zeid violence in 2001.  Daud Taher Hariga—a Zeghawan with close ties to 

Chad, met Abdel-Wahid in Khartoum and discussed a joint effort against the GOS.  (Flint, 2007) 

Shortly thereafter, on July 1, 2001, Abdel-Abdel-Wahid and Daud Taher Hariga travelled to 

Darfur to begin mobilizing for the movement.  First, they attempted to meet with the leaders of 

the Masalit resistance, travelling to Geneina and again to Kebkabiya without success.  On July 

20, 2001, they met with the Zaghawa Committee of Twelve in Kornoi, which oversaw the 

Zaghawa’s self-defense camps, and the Zaghawa agreed to join efforts with the Fur.  (Flint & De 

Waal, 2008) 

 

The union between the Fur and the Zaghawa was a less likely alliance (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

as the Fur had more in common with the Masalit.  Initially, in 1999, Abdel-Abdel-Wahid sought 

to form an alliance with the Masalit to unify their efforts, but the Masalit were embroiled in a 

war, Abakir was in solitary confinement, and Bazooka was in Eritrea seeking support from the 
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SPLM/A.  Despite not forming an official alliance at the time, the Fur remained in contact with 

Masalit activists and these efforts proved successful at the end of 2001. 

 

The beginning of the SLM/A’s rebellion is identified as July 21, 2001, the day after Abdel-

Wahid and Daud Taher Hariga met with the Zaghawa Committee of Twelve in Abu Gamra.  On 

this momentous day, the Zaghawa and Fur swore oaths on the Qur’an to work together to defend 

against government-sponsored attacks on their villages and against the Arab supremacy policies 

in Darfur.  Abdel-Wahid and Juma Mohamed Hagar represented the Fur.  The Zaghawa 

representatives included Khatir Tur al-Khalla, Abakir, and Juma’a Muhammad Hagar—all from 

the Tier branch of the Zaghawa who had accompanied then rebel leader Déby on his march to 

N’Djamena in 1990.  The Zaghawa committee overseeing its self-defense efforts appointed Daud 

Tahir Hariga to work with Abdel-Abdel-Wahid.  The two groups agreed to continue to solicit the 

Masalits’ participation and not to declare themselves a movement until they had the political and 

logistical support to buttress any military reprisal attacks. 

 

July 21, 2001 marked the SLM/A’s transition within the Formation Phase of organization 

development from the nascent to the emerging step.  In this transition, at the governance level, an 

organization transitions from having a pregovernance structure, in this case the separate self-

defense committees, to having identified the governing body that bound these pregovernance 

structures together.  For all practical purposes, those taking the oath and representing the Fur and 

the Zaghawa at this meeting became the governing body. 

 

The sovereign became officially formed between the three tribes (the Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit) 
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in November 2001, when the Fur and Zaghawa leaders were able to finally meet with the 

Masalit.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008)  The DLF became public as a movement five months later, in 

May/June 2002, when the rebels successfully attacked and publicly claimed credit for their attack 

on a government outpost police station in Gulu.  (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007) But the movement 

became known to the rest of the world in early 2003, when the DLF changed its name to the 

SLM/A. 

 

The previous two wars in Darfur had largely been intra-Darfuri and tribal wars.  Darfur’s third 

war (2003-05) was both an intra-Darfuri war and a civil war with the GOS.  Reflecting the 

hardening of the Arab-African identities during the previous two decades, the Arab tribes fought 

on behalf of the GOS against the non-Arab tribes.  The non-Arabs pursued the restructuring of 

the social contract through armed rebellion, but significantly, they did not pursue the goal of 

breaking the social contract and seeking separation from the GOS and independence.  They also 

united politically and made demands at the national level on behalf of the non-Arab populations 

but also on behalf of all Darfuris.  This orientation toward the GOS differed from previous 

peacemaking attempts which had been focused on local sources of conflict.  For the first time, 

the non-Arab tribes conducted offensive military expeditions directly against the GOS, its 

paramilitary force, and its proxy state militias.  Two non-Arab rebel groups formed at this time 

and participated in Darfur’s third war: the SLM/A and JEM. 

 

Evidence of the SLM/A’s founding is traced (by its very existence) and verified through 

ACLED’s statistics of incidents of political violence and through accounts, specifically the 

SLM/A’s political declaration.  The first recorded incident of political violence with the DLF in 
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the ACLED database is on January 24, 2003.  (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project, 

2018) In April 2003, in a daring and aggressive action, a joint force of JEM and the SLM/A 

successfully attacked the air base in El Fasher.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The SLM/A’s Political 

Declaration, released March 2003, also serves as evidence of the founding of the NSAG and the 

link between the founding of the NSAG with the strained state-level social contract.  (Sudanese 

Liberation Movement and Sudan Liberation Army, 2009) 

 

3.6 Causal Mechanism Part 5: State Mobilizes Opposition 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 5 of the causal mechanism is the state’s 

action to consolidate opposition.  The entity is the state, and the element of change is that it 

consolidates opposition among the segment of the targeted population. 

 

The SLM/A was surprisingly successful in 2002 and 2003.  The first joint (Fur and Zaghawa) 

military operation occurred on February 25, 2002, when the rebels attacked a garrison, seizing 

arms and routing government troops.77 However, it was not until several months later in May 

2002, when the rebels successfully attacked a government outpost police station in Gulu that 

they publicly claimed credit as the DLF.76 The first recorded incident of political violence with 

the DLF in the ACLED database is on January 24, 2003.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The SLM/A 

enjoyed successful military victories in 2003, winning 34 of 38 encounters during the middle 

months of 2003 (Flint & De Waal, 2008). 

 

                                                      
77 This event is not recorded in the ACLED database. 
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The DLF’s initial military victories, and the symbolic and well-publicized victories in Gulu and 

El Fasher, legitimized the SLM/A as a military operation both defensively and offensively.  The 

SLM/A’s “hit and run tactics using Toyota land cruisers to cross the semiarid desert at high 

speed, were proving to be devastatingly effective.” (Flint & De Waal, 2008) A.S.  Elbanan 

described a much-shared feeling at the time, “After they attacked a police station, then… after 

that, I was proud.” (personal interview, 2015) This kind of aggressive military attack was 

something that the SPLM/A had not attempted.  “In more than 20 years of war in the south, the 

SPLM/A had never inflicted such a loss on the air force.” (Flint & De Waal, 2008, p. 121) 

 

According to the Darfur researcher Jerome Tubiana (personal interview, 2015), the SLM/A were 

a legitimate threat and rebel group in the eyes of the GOS.  The DLF’s military successes were a 

big blow to the Sudanese army and Khartoum took notice and reacted.  In response to the DLF’s 

military successes, the GOS unleashed the janjawiid in October 2002, who began a scorched 

earth offensive from their camps in Jabal Kargu, Boni, and Idalghanam in southern Darfur. 

(Collins, 2008).  In February 2003, the GOS launched an offensive to capture the Jebel Marra. 

 

The graph in Figure 12 illustrates the total incidents of political violence per year in which the 

different actor categories participated.  78 

 

 

                                                      
78 I coded the ACLED actors as follows. Government of Sudan Actors: Military Forces of Sudan (1989-) and Police 

Forces of Sudan (1989-). Progovernment Political Militias: Janjawiid and Progovernment Militia. Progovernment 

Ethnic Militias: Arab Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Rizaygat Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Al-Ruayah Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Um 

Kutkout Communal Militia (Sudan); Misseriya Ethnic Militia (Sudan); and Kababeesh Ethnic Militia (Sudan). Rebels: 

Darfur Liberation Front; Sudan Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A); and, JEM: Justice and Equality Movement. 

Anti-state Ethnic Militias: Fur Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Zaghawa Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Masalit Ethnic Militia (Sudan); 

Maaliya Ethnic Militia (Sudan); Burgo Ethnic Militia (Sudan); and Berti Ethnic Militia (Sudan). 
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Figure 12 The Number of Incidents of Political Violence by Actor (ACLED) 

 

This graph shows an overall increase in incidents by the GOS, pro-state proxy militias, and the 

SLM/A between 2003 and 2004.  The dynamics depict how the GOS significantly increased its 

involvement in the region from 2002 to 2003 through both the GOS and its proxy state militias 

(janjawiid and progovernment militias), prior to an escalation of actors opposing the state.  This 

sequencing highlights the “trigger” dynamic in which the state takes predatory action, and the 

SLM/A subsequently responds. 

 

Toba Bassey identified the impact of the GOS’s aggressive campaign against the non-Arab tribes 

in Darfur with the mobilization of the people, stating, “Then, the government came with the idea 

that in Darfur, there are drug activities in the mountain areas and they need to send a large 
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number of forces to cut off all of the areas.  The government put pressure on our people, and we 

thought, ‘This is now a serious government directive targeting our people.’ That’s how the whole 

thing started.” (T. Bassey, personal interview, 2015) 

 

In addition to the galvanizing effect that the state’s predatory actions had on the non-Arab 

populations, the state also conducted specific acts against the Zaghawa and the Fur which further 

consolidated the ethnic groups’ opposition to the state.  For the Zaghawa, ongoing clashes with 

the Awlad Zeid were escalating in Dar Gala but the galvanizing moment for the Zaghawa 

occurred in May 2001, following another skirmish with the Awlad Zeid Arab nomads near Abu 

Garma.  North Darfur provided concrete evidence of the GOS’s complicity.  For the Fur, the 

catalyzing event occurred following two conferences in 2002: the Nyertete Conference in August 

and the Kas Conference in September, which made a farce of sincere tribal reconciliation and 

exposed the intentions of the government.  It was then that the Furs’ more moderate leadership 

shifted their support to the rebel group. (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The Fur community members 

and government officials did not stop paying taxes to the GOS, but they did begin to provide 

support to the Furs’ self-defense groups via commodities or taxes, demonstrating a shift away 

from their social contract with the GOS toward the Fur. 

 

The ACLED database reported a significant increase in incidents of political violence involving 

the GOS, the janjawiid, and the proxy state militias beginning in 2002.  The uptick in state-led 

predatory violence was compounded by specific events of state-led targeted assassinations and 

violation of traditional negotiating efforts .  The combined impact of these was to consolidate the 

support of the non-Arab population in Darfur in opposition to the state.  Indicative of this 
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increase in support is the number of voluntary recruits into the SLM/A, which grew militarily 

from several hundred recruits in 2001 to 11,000 men that formed 13 brigades in 2005.  (Flint & 

De Waal, 2008) 

 

4.0 The SLM/A’s Social Contract 

After establishing an understanding of how the level and nature of the GOS’s penetration into 

Darfur affected the social contract between Darfur’s populations and the GOS, and within 

Darfur, I now evaluate the SLM/A’s social contract. 

 

This section analyses the SLM/A’s Formation Phase and assesses whether the SLM/A satisfied 

the requirements to form a social contract, forming coercive and authoritative power.  I 

categorize the Formation Phase of an organization as including the first two steps of an 

organization’s development79 (nascent and emerging); the subsequent phase should the 

organization continue to progress is the Sustaining Phase including the latter two steps: 

consolidating and viable.  Within the SLM/A’s Formation Phase, its nascent step occurred from 

1999, when the three main non-Arab tribes began to mobilize for self-defense at the tribal level, 

to July 21, 2001 when the three tribes came together to form the Darfur Liberation Front (DLF), 

the predecessor organization of the SLM/A.  The SLM/A’s emerging step was from July 21, 

2001 to March 2003, when the organization made a political declaration and first identified itself 

as the SLM/A. 

 

                                                      
79 There are four classic steps or phases of an organization’s development: nascent, emerging, consolidating, and 

Viable. 
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Recall, the seven components for a social contract are: 

 

1. The leadership of the social contract is not officially part of the state’s central government 

or its outposts. 

2. The social contract has coercive power, coercive capability and mandate. 

3. The social contract has a political administration. 

4. The social contract provides some form of public goods (in addition to security). 

5. The social contract utilizes a process of exchange with its society. 

6. The social contract has a society that is contracted with the NSAG. 

7. The social contract sovereign resonates with its society’s shared values. 

 

4.1 SLM/A’s Coercive Power 

The first category to assess whether the SLM/A established a social contract with a segment of 

the population is coercive power.  The SLM/A established coercive power during its Formation 

Phase: the SLM/A had coercive capabilities and the SLM/A’s use of these capabilities was 

perceived as legitimate by the non-Arab population in Darfur.  The SLM/A was first a military 

entity for the defense of the non-Arab tribes: the Fur, the Zaghawa, and the Masalit.  The SLM/A 

was not an insurgency born of revolutionary ideals, but rather a last-resort response to escalating 

violence by the Arab militias, the GOS’s paramilitary and military forces.  (Flint & De Waal, 

2008) The SLM/A’s coercive power was derived mostly from bringing together tribal self-

defense groups coupled with regional military training and supplies.  While the SLM/A’s 

coercive capabilities and effectiveness remained hampered by the disparate nature of its DNA, it 

was in fact, successful against the GOS military and its proxy state militias.  During the 
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Formative Phase, the SLM/A’s coercive power was perceived as legitimate by the non-Arab 

population and some of their Baggara neighbors to the south.  The legitimacy was derived from 

providing collective self-defense. 

 

4.1.1 Legitimate Coercive Mandate 

The military objective of self-defense from the Arab militias served as the main source of 

legitimacy to bind the three tribes together.  At this time, the majority of the Fur and Zaghawa 

still held the position that self-defense at the area level against certain Arab tribes was necessary; 

there was little support for military offense against the GOS.  Even Abdel-Abdel-Wahid’s 

equipping and mobilizing the Fur initially occurred under the pretense that the effort was for area 

defense.  Nor were all of the Zaghawa on board with an oppositional stance toward the GOS; 

rather, a majority of the Zaghawa still wanted to fight the Arabs and not the government.  (Flint 

J. , 2007) The SLM/A’s Political Declaration, released March 2003, succinctly stated the 

SLM/A’s preeminence placed on self-defense: “The brutal oppression, ethnic cleansing, and 

genocide sponsored by the Khartoum government left the people of Darfur with no other option 

but to resort to popular political and military resistance for purposes of survival.”  (Sudanese 

Liberation Movement and Sudan Liberation Army (SLM/A), 2009, p. 374) As with the SLM/A 

at this step in its organizational development, it is common during the nascent step for the 

mission to be initially vague, such as self-defense, and for the deeper purpose, such as opposing 

the GOS, to be understood by only the founders and senior management. 

 

Mukhtar Adams explained this dynamic in an interview: 

 

At the community level, … the three groups had the same reason for why they took up 
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arms.  They were attacked by a common enemy.  For that reason, village youth decided to 

form vigilante groups.  They had nothing regarding a political orientation—linking the 

attacks with the political officials in Khartoum back then.  They had to unite and support 

the rebels so that we could support and protect each other.  At the community level, there 

was clear understanding—if there was a SLM/A patrol, even if made up of a different 

tribe, they always received support from the community, and vice versa.  (M. Adams, 

personal interview, 2015) 

 

Toba Bassey (personal interview, 2015) succinctly recounted that “It was a military movement.” 

And in this, there was relative unity of purpose, even as the military objective changed over time 

as the conflict and the SLM/A organization evolved.  Gradually, the connection between the 

Arab militias and the GOS was made, and the stated military objective shifted from defending 

against militia attacks to defending against the GOS.  This broadening of understanding the 

mission reflected one of the key transitions from a nascent organization, in which only the senior 

leadership understand the mission, to an emerging organization, in which the mission is clear to 

all of the staff and stakeholders. 

 

This shift was a consequence of two events.  First, the Chadians advised the SLM/A that they 

could not win without military victories.  The SLM/A was not going to win via providing 

administrative control of the land and through garnering significant international support, as the 

SPLM/A had pursued.  They believed that the only thing they had to do was target Khartoum and 

the state capitals.80 Second, after the GOS realized that the SLM/A was a serious threat it scaled 

                                                      
80 Jerome Tubiianna (personal interview, 2015) noted that the SLM/A engaged more defensively, militarily, 

compared with the JEM, which conducted more offensive military actions 



 

263  

up its military attacks.  Bassey described this transition: 

 

By the end of 2002 and in 2003 when the government realized that there was a resistance, 

they sent large forces… and began confrontation.  We realized that it is not about 

protecting the village; there is a real enemy and we have to face them [GOS] so we 

started to attack the outposts of police and state capitals to clear the surroundings.  The 

government used real gunships and armies, so we had to attack the cities.  This caused 

changes in the military structure from guarding villages to forming mobile forces.  We 

needed a greater number of troops with better training, with greater unity.  The idea of 

protecting the villages was left behind and we had to adapt a new style of guerrilla 

warfare—to be mobile.  Need to assemble larger forces, create greater unity.  (T. Bassey, 

personal interview, 2015) 

  

SLM/A’s shift from a defensive to an offensive military objective did not weaken or cause the 

SLM/A to lose legitimacy among the population.  Rather, the population saw that military 

victories against Khartoum were necessary to succeed in stopping the attacks on their tribes and 

villages.  This shift occurred at approximately the same time as the organization transitioned 

from nascent to emerging phases of organizational development.  The fact that the mission 

changed is not indicative of an organization astray and without direction, or whimsical in nature.  

Rather, it is natural for an organization to grow and its mandate to evolve to reflect the changing 

context, and to come to a consensus on its purpose.  In this case, the Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit 

were supportive of this change in the military objective.  As the SLM/A became less effective 

militarily, they began to lose legitimacy. 
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4.1.2 Effective Coercive Capabilities 

The SLM/A’s military efforts were initially effective, serving as a source of legitimacy.  The 

SLM/A’s fighters were recruited from the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa self-defense committees 

(Tanner & Tubiana, 2007): the Fur’s aqa’id, the Zaghawa’s armed camps, and the Masalit’s self-

defense groups.  The SLM/A made the strategic decision to have each community control its 

own means of waging war, both tribal and area based.  A.S. Elbanan explained: 

 

Defense was provided in two ways.  First, communities were protected by the rebel 

presence.  For the raiders to access the villages, they’d have to pass the rebels to get to 

them.  Then, they’d be seen as needing to provide protection.  Other communities made 

sure that they could defend themselves.  Villages maintained self-defense groups.  There 

were agreements within villages, and between and across nearby villages.… There was 

strength through supporting and helping each other.  For militias [janjawiid], they knew 

that they would not only face that village, but that they would face more than one village, 

because there was unity between them.  There were intermarriages, and those tribes were 

mixed, so they don’t have only an agreement between them—they have desire to protect 

them against outsiders.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) 

 

This approach had both positive and negative tradeoffs.  The advantage was that most of the field 

commanders came from the areas in which they were fighting (S. Brooks, personal interview, 

2015), so the leaders knew their own land and people (T. Bassey, personal interview, 2015).  

Darfur researcher Jerome Tubiana noted, “The negative trade-off was that the SLM/A never 

really established intensively integrated units and a common military culture.”  (personal 

interview, 2015) Theo Murphy, formerly with the Humanitarian Dialogue and seconded to the 
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African Union (AU)/United Nations (UN) Darfur Mediation Team as an Expert Advisor, added 

in an interview, “With the leaders and troops coming from different communities, they were not 

necessarily ready to work together and did not speak a common language.  Even at their best 

moments, the SLM/A was still a mosaic but they did a pretty good job of binding themselves 

together.”  (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015) 

 

That said, the disparate nature of the military meant that, as Toba Bassey reflected (personal 

interview, 2015), “In the beginning, there was no common organizational behavior or culture.  It 

was still in the process of forming.  There were different people with different ideas and 

thoughts.” Mukhtar Adams spoke to additional challenges associated with this, highlighting that 

there was no internal coercive process of exchange within which the SLM/A’s leadership could 

hold its troops accountable to certain standards: 

 

We received a lot of people who wished to be part of SLM/A.  They took up arms and 

came, but some of them joined for personal benefit, to get rich, or revenge—historical 

misunderstanding.  Internally, we faced difficult challenges to discipline them.  If one 

member made a mistake, if they said no, I do not accept, then they would go away or join 

the government.  (M. Adams, personal interview, 2015) 

 

In addition to being supported by the non-Arab’s elders, tribal leaders, and elite, Darfur’s non-

Arab civilians also supported the SLM/A.  If an individual was not serving as a soldier, then they 

were actively involved by contributing via other means.  Through this participation, the entire 

population felt involved, and recognized that their support was critical to the survival of the 
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SLM/A.  In some places, small local taxes were established.  The village contributions were 

critical to sustaining the SLM/A; the SLM/A was largely “self-supplied.” Bassey elucidated: 

 

We asked the village elders, ‘Can you send men?’ Yes, our sons in the villages can go 

and be trained, far from the village so that nobody can see them.  They felt part and parcel 

of the movement.  In the beginning, every village had to contribute 13 members, trained 

to protect the village.  We used them to help raise food.  We would ask every house in the 

village to contribute a few items, whatever they could provide—i.e.  okra, other food 

items.  They collected and sent it to them… 5 or 10 pounds of money per house, used to 

buy ammunition.  That is how they contributed.  Even in the camps, they still had a sense 

of unity and tried to help, with food or medicine, and send it to us.  (T. Bassey, personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

Despite being composed largely of village self-defense committees and self-supplied, the SLM/A 

quickly formed effective coercive capabilities with military successes against the GOS and its 

proxy state militias.  This was due to a combination of experienced soldiers and commanders, 

slightly delayed international support, and an ill-prepared GOS military.  The three tribes 

brought military experience to bear through their seasoned military leaders.  “The rebels enlisted 

the experience of retired Fur and Masalit noncommissioned officers (NCO) who had served in 

the Sudanese army, often in the South.  The Zaghawa— wealthier and traditionally regarded as 

raiders and warriors—brought their military experience from having fought with the Chadian 

army and rebel movements. (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007) 
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The SLM/A formed a military structure that consisted of three major commands—North, South, 

and West.  The commander of the region reported to the Chief of Staff, who reported to the 

Commander in Chief.  Each commander was from the area in which they served.  Bassey 

explained: 

 

I was the North Darfur Commander.  In my command, we’d have different people from 

the tribes.  There were five-to-six mobile forces, each with about 200-300 men.  Each 

mobile force had an area where they moved.  Each had a commander and was responsible 

for their mobile force.  Each force had units, two-to-three units, and each unit had a 

commander.  The commands were given different names, such as the Bolad Command 

and the Mandela Command.” There were specific communication protocols established 

as well.  For example, if I gave a directive, I gave it to the commander of the mobile 

force.  Reports would come through the channel.  The commander of the units report to 

the commander of the mobile to the overall commander of the region.  (personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

The SLM/A gained experience and equipment through its military encounters with the GOS and 

its proxy state militias.  In early 2003, the DLF increased its military equipment (weapons and 

vehicles) primarily from those seized in attacks on police and army posts, brought by deserters, 

or through the Chadian and Libyan networks.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The Zaghawa were able 

to access these supplies through their military contacts from previous positions held in Chad’s 

army and the Libyan army.  Darfur’s Diaspora and the business community also contributed. 
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The SLM/A augmented its military supplies and weapons from three allies, Chad, the SPLM/A, 

and Ethiopia, demonstrating the shift from a nascent to an emerging organization which has no 

ability to attract support to some ability and diversifying its financial support.  Contributions 

from Chad played an important role, supporting the Zaghawa more than the Fur, and helped 

make the Zaghawa more influential.  (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015) While President 

Déby had reconciled with the GOS and agreed not to support the Darfur rebels, many under his 

command supported them through the provision of ammunition, military hardware, fuel, and 

food.  The SPLM/A provided minimal contributions.  Ethiopian President Isseyas Afewerki 

supported the rebels in an effort to undermine the GOS as part of his long-standing feud with the 

GOS. 

 

The first step in staff development was to ensure that the SLM/A members had the capacity to 

carry out their military objective.  The training of the SLM/A began when 150 Zaghawa—in 

recognition of their military prowess—traveled in August 2001 to the J ebel Marra to train with 

the Fur.  In early 2003, in recognition of their military experience and as an overture to ensure 

their participation in the movement, Abdel-Wahid sent two Zaghawan field commanders, Abakir 

and Minni Minnawi, to be trained by the SPLM/A in weapons.  The SPLM/A then sent 22 

SPLM/A officers and weapons to the far north of Darfur—away from the government’s focus, 

which was concentrated on the Jebel Marra.  Militarily, as mentioned earlier, the SLM/A grew 

from several hundred recruits in 2001 to 11,000 men organized into 13 brigades in 2005.  (Flint 

& De Waal, 2008) 

 

There were two military fronts between the SLM/A and the GOS.  The Jebel Marra was the 
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center of gravity for the southern/western front, and the Fur and Abdel-Wahid primarily led this 

effort.  The northern front was in North Darfur, where the Zaghawa and Minnawi primarily led 

this effort.  Different military tactics were required due to the different nature of the terrain.  In 

the south, the terrain was more mountainous and difficult for the GOS to penetrate, making it 

conducive for the SLM/A to “dig in.” The SLM/A mimicked the SPLM/A guerrilla warfare in 

the Nuba mountains in the mountainous areas in the Jebel Marra.  The north was a vast desert, 

rendering it difficult for the rebels to control and easier for the GOS to penetrate.  The desert also 

made it more difficult for the rebels to protect the population in the north.  Reflecting this 

difference in the terrain, the rebels in the north applied a “hit and run” tactic, imitating the 

Chadian guerrilla, according to Jerome Tubiana (personal interview, 2015) Most of the attacks 

by the government were in locations where the rebels were, or were suspected to be. 

 

With the training, experience, and supply of weapons, the SLM/A was surprisingly successful in 

2002 and 2003.  The DLF’s initial military victories, and the symbolic and well-publicized 

victories in Gulu and El Fasher legitimized the SLM/A as a military operation both defensively 

and offensively.  For the first decision node and fulfilling the second NSAG social contract 

component, the SLM/A formed coercive power: the legitimate mandate to use violence on behalf 

of the non-Arab Darfuris against the GOS and its proxy state militias, and the military 

capabilities to be effective against the GOS.  Tubiana noted that the SLM/A had the military 

structure, training, and funding with which to pursue the military objective.  The successful 

military attack in Gulu in May/June 2002 and subsequent political declaration in March 2003 

marked the transition from the SLM/A’s Formation Phase toward the Consolidation Phase.  

Despite their military successes and grassroot support, the SLM/A’s military effectiveness and 
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legitimacy quickly crumbled.  By 2004, the SLM/A was already split into two de facto groups.  

(J. Tubiana, personal interview, 2015) 

 

4.2 SLM/A’s Authoritative Power 

The second category to assess whether the SLM/A established a social contract with a segment 

of the population is authoritative power.  The SLM/A established limited authoritative coercive 

power.  The SLM/A had a rudimentary political structure (Component #3).  The sovereign’s 

political mandate and its leadership (Component #7) resonated with the non-Arab population in 

Darfur.  The SLM/A’s society (Component #6) formed a pact of society and engaged in a pact of 

government with the SLM/A’s sovereign, until Minnawi signed the Darfur Peace Agreement 

(DPA).  The SLM/A did not effectively provide services beyond security (Component #4).  The 

SLM/A had minimal external authoritative processes of exchange and no internal authoritative 

processes of exchange (Component #5).  The SLM/A’s legitimacy followed a bell curve, as first 

the SLM/A grew, then gained both in purpose—taking on a political agenda—and in popular 

support from non-Arab and some Arab tribes, but then quickly declined, losing internal cohesion 

and popular support, followed by its sovereign dissolving. 

 

4.2.1 Mostly Shared Values 

The shared values (Component #7) of a common political mandate (to redress the shared 

grievances of state exclusion based on identity and state predation) served as the strongest source 

of legitimacy during the Formation Phase of the SLM/A. 

 

The SLM/A’s political objective of reform gave the organization legitimacy in the eyes of the 
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non-Arab tribes and some within the Arab tribes.  Announcing oneself as a political movement 

offered some legitimacy, but the messaging of the political objective was equally as important in 

generating legitimacy.  Three key aspects of the political objective that further legitimized the 

SLM/A include the political objective that sought reform of the existing government system; the 

political objective that was not for separation; and the political objective to invite Arab tribes and 

groups to be part of the movement. 

 

The SLM/A was first a military entity for the defense of the non-Arab tribes; the SLM/A’s 

political objective developed after the SLM/A developed its coercive power.  The political 

objective was to seek reform of the existing state-level social contract.  On March 14, 2003, 

shortly after the DLF’s successful military offensive in Gulu, the DLF changed its name to 

SLM/A and its new Secretary General, Minnawi, released the SLM/A’s political declaration—

which largely mirrored the language of the SPLM/A.  The first recorded incident of political 

violence with the SLM/A in the ACLED database is on May 8, 2003. 

 

Although the SLM/A was formed in response to the GOS’s policies and actions in Darfur as 

stated in the introduction, they identified themselves as a “national movement,” identifying the 

“problems of all of Sudan” as the nature of government in Sudan.  The stated objective of the 

SLM/A is: to create a united democratic Sudan on a new basis of equality, complete restructuring 

and devolution of power, even development, cultural and political pluralism, and moral and 

material prosperity for all Sudanese.  The political declaration went on further to state the 

SLM/A’s position in strong support of the unity of Sudan based on addressing the uneven 

development and marginalization that has plagued the country…so that the interests of the 
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marginalized majority are adequately catered for….  The SLM/A stated that the best way to 

achieve this was through a decentralized form of governance to empower the regions… while at 

the same time, restructuring and recasting the central government to reflect Sudan’s rich 

diversity as represented by the component regions (Sudanese Liberation Movement and Sudan 

Liberation Army (SLM/A), 2009)81
 

 

The SLM/A explicitly stated that it was not in favor of separation, that instead “The SLM/A is of 

the view that Sudan’s unity is of paramount importance.” (Sudanese Liberation Movement and 

Sudan Liberation Army (SLM/A), 2009, p. 375) In fact, at the meeting with Dr.  John de Mabior 

Garang, Dr.  Garang wanted the DLF to declare its support for the New Sudan, but the DLF 

representatives stated that they would risk losing the support of their constituency if they 

declared themselves SPLM/A, and that it would alienate Darfur’s Arabs, whom they still hoped 

to recruit. 

 

Muktar Adams (personal interview, 2015) described how the political objective helped bind the 

disparate communities together: “Basically, the SLM/A was made up of vigilante, self-resistance 

groups from different communities and tribes, but they were linked by a political agenda—a 

manifesto.” Elbanan detailed how the political mandate increased the legitimacy of the 

movement: 

 

                                                      
81 Observations by Darfur analysts described it in this way: “It opposed the politics of Arabization, political and 

economic marginalization, and the brutal oppression, ethnic cleansing, and genocide sponsored by the Khartoum 

Government. “ (Collins, 2008, p. 287) They wanted “amnesty and recognition as a political movement, a pledge to 

implement development projects in Darfur and an autonomous powers within a federal system.” (Flint J. , 2007, p. 

117) 
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After the SLM/A managed to land a successful attack at Al-Fashir airport, the capital of 

North Darfur,82 it became a real movement.  Even the leaders of this rebel group, became 

out more clear, clearly stated their demands.  Their demands with the GOS, and what they 

needed to come to an agreement.  They ask for true things that they have been asking the 

government for a very long time.  Through their demands, they were seen by the local 

people, as bringing rights to the people.  So, the majority of the people began to support 

them.  And, even people in urban areas began to see how they were right in needing to 

fight for the people’s rights.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) 

 

With this attack, on April 25, 2003, the SLM/A’s pact of society formed in which the general 

population of the three tribes came together.  Concurrently, the society pacted with the SLM/A in 

a pact of government in support of the SLM/A’s political and military agenda.  In this sense, 

there was a lag between the time when the leadership of the main non-Arab tribes in Darfur came 

together to form the SLM/A, and when the respective populations of these tribes came together 

to form the pact of society and pact of government. 

 

The legitimacy gained from the political declaration was sustained through Abdel-Wahid’s 

political speeches.  Abdel-Wahid had tape cassettes distributed to those in the IDP camps with 

his unity political speeches as a means to distribute his political messaging.  (J. Tubiana, personal 

interview, 2015) The speeches created a network of loyal, politicized IDPs in the camps in 

support of the SLM/A.  The IDP camps became mobilized centers of support for the SLM/A.  

Through this, Abdel-Wahid was the main source of information and face of the SLM/A in the 

                                                      
82 The attack on the Al-Fashir airport was conducted jointly by the SLM/Aand JEM. 
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IDP camps.  (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015) Abdel-Wahid’s unity political speeches were 

a powerful legitimizing tool to keep the movement’s poitical mandate connected with its 

constituency, rather than being disconnected from the population. 

 

The SLM/A had an additional source of legitimacy that was derived by the nature of offering an 

alternative to the enemy.  In essence, this source of legitimacy came from the rationale of, “We 

are not them, and they are bad, which makes us good, or at least, the better choice between the 

two.” Sean Brooks described this type of rationale, stating  

 

The enemy is so terrible, in terms of governing Darfur and what it has not provided to the 

population, this political alternative was better.  In general, the majority of the population 

may not support continued rebellion, but they definitely did not support the GOS.” So, 

after calculating the cost benefit analysis, “they would be sympathetic to the aims of the 

armed movement and come up with their own narrative as to how they relate to it—

through active support, through quiet support.  (S. Brooks, personal interview, 2015) 

 

Despite the political objective, a sovereign with a power-sharing political structure and military 

coordination across the three main non-Arab tribes, the SLM/A fell short in four related areas 

related to forming a separate society based on shared values: multitribal integration, a lack of 

Arab representation, a lack of systematic inclusion of the traditional system, and the 

organization’s key influence.  These first two—multitribal integration and a lack of Arab 

representation—reflect the sixth component, a segment of a population that constitutes the 

NSAG’s society.  This essentially presaged the undoing of the SLM/A since among the lessons 
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of Bolad’s defeat, a key takeaway was that a rebel movement in Darfur could only succeed if it 

had the support of all Darfurians—Arab and non-Arab.  (Flint J. , 2007)  

 

As there was a lag between when the leadership formed and the pact of society and pact of 

government formed, so too was there a lag between when the SLM/A’s leadership separated and 

when its pact of society and pact of government dissolved.  First, despite the three main non-

Arab tribes coming together, tensions between the SLM/A’s Fur and Zaghawa leadership 

surfaced as early as February 2002 when Abdel-Wahid called Daud Taher Hariga to say, “I can’t 

control the Zaghawa.” The Fur felt the Zaghawa were disrespectful to the Fur, and the Zaghawa 

felt the Fur were using them to protect them from the Arabs.  (Flint J. , 2007) Theyalso had 

military and strategy disagreements, as noted by the disagreement regarding the February 25th 

attack on a garrison south of Jebel Marra.  The Zaghawa were organizing a hierarchy of their 

own in which Abaker was Commander in Chief and Minni Minnawi was Secretary General—

Abdel-Wahid was not part of their command structure. 

 

In an effort to mend the fissure between the SLM/A’s Fur and the Zaghawa leadership, the three 

tribes came together—for the first and only time—to meet in Boodkay in March 2002.  The 

purpose of the meeting was to address the rising internal tensions and the increased military 

pressure by the GOS and its proxy state militias.  The participants established a power-sharing 

arrangement to bring the three tribes closer together, with one senior leadership position in the 

triumvirate dedicated to each of the three main non-Arab tribes.  The participants elected Abdel-

Wahid, a Fur, as Chairman; Abakir, a Zaghawan, as Chief of Staff; and reserved the post of 

Deputy Chairman for a Masalit (unfilled until Khamis Abdalla Abaker assumed the position in 
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2005).  Creating the organization’s governing body is one of the key accomplishments made 

during an organization’s emerging phase of organizational development, yet this effort and 

resultant structure did not rise in response to the SLM/A’s organizational developmental 

progress, but from an effort to save it from disintegrating. 

 

Despite the political structure, the distance between the two grew.  The effect of having two 

military fronts with each tribe taking the lead on one of the fronts ensured that the two tribes 

remained separated—by land, by leadership, by strategy, and by troops.  With more heavy 

fighting occurring in the north in 2003, the SLM/A focused its military presence in the northern 

front, strategically placing a significant amount of its troops and military equipment in the north.  

There was a perception that the southern front and the Fur were inferior and less of a priority, 

which was furthered by the fact that the Zaghawans had more access to weapons through the 

Chadian connection, and the SPLM/A’s support of trainers and weapons had been sent to the 

north.  By 2004, the SLM/A had split into two de facto separate groups.  (J. Tubiana, personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

Second, the SLM/A’s society did not include Darfur’s Arab population.  The inability to garner 

sustained Arab support and the lack of structural inclusion of the traditional leaders had some 

short-term legitimizing elements among some non-Arabs, but in the end, was a source of 

illegitimacy.  This occurred at the constituency and leadership levels despite the political 

rhetoric.   

 

The relative closeness and distance of the Fur and the Zaghawa served as both enabling and as an 
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obstacle in fostering relations with the Arabs.  The Fur were further from the Arabs 

geographically, culturally, and linguistically, and less bound through economic and marital ties.  

With less contact, less familiarity, and less relations connecting them with the Arabs, the lack of 

familiarity enabled the Fur to develop strong anti-Arab sentiments, exacerbated by Darfur’s Fur-

Arab War.  This made it difficult for the soldiers to accept the pro-Arab policy of the SLM/A.  (J. 

Tubiana, personal interview, 2015) For the Zaghawa, it was the converse dynamic; the Zaghawa 

were closer geographically, shared more culturally, and had greater connections with the Arabs.  

So, the Zaghawa were seen as being able to reach out to the Arabs more effectively than the Fur.  

Yet, this close proximity of the Zaghawa to the Arabs also meant that more conflicts between the 

two had occurred, which contributed to a build-up of animosities over time, specifically with the 

Awlad Zeid Arabs, which was difficult for the Zaghawa to overcome. 

 

At the SLM/A’s senior leadership level, Abdel-Wahid began as being “Arab friendly” and 

sincerely tried to bring the Arabs into the SLM/A.  However, he encountered two dichotomies 

that challenged this initiative: local and international politics.  Initially, Abdel-Wahid had been 

able to link with Arabs in Khartoum when they were students together at the university in 

Khartoum—they were all together as one association.  However, the local politics and 

relationships with the Arabs at the grassroots level made it difficult to ally with the Arabs.  

Bridging the link between the Arabs and non-Arabs from school in Khartoum to the grassroots in 

Darfur proved to be, in the end, an insurmountable challenge.  At the international level, even 

though Abdel-Wahid and the SLM/A tried to be inclusive of the Arabs, Abdel-Wahid was pulled 

by the pragmatic need to cater to the West to gain international political support, becoming pro-

West and pro-Israel, which challenged his local policy to include the Arabs.  (J. Tubiana, 
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personal interview, 2015) As the conflict progressed, Abdel-Wahid and Minnawi became 

increasingly unfriendly toward the Arabs. 

 

This is not to say that there were no Arabs that supported and fought for the SLM/A.  There was 

grassroot support from some of the Arab tribes who sent ammunition to the SLM/A.  (M. 

Adams, personal interview, 2015) Some Arabs held the rank of commander—Ahmad Kubbur in 

South Darfur and Ismail Idriss Nawai in the Bejel Marra, but these instances were the exception, 

and in some cases, their support quickly ended. 

 

Third, the SLM/A had a complicated relationship with the traditional leaders.  On the one hand, 

the SLM/A did not integrate or build on the traditional social structure due to a combination of: 

1) some traditional leaders having GOS-affinities; 2) perceived SLM/A arrogance; or 3) 

intentional protection as traditional leaders suspected of prorebel sympathies were targeted by 

the GOS’s proxy forces.  There were trade-offs to this decision, some offering increased 

legitimacy and others having a delegitimizing effect.  On the other hand, the SLM/A relied 

heavily on the traditional social structure to continue to provide for the population, particularly in 

the absence of the state government in regions under the SLM/A’s influence.  (This is described 

in greater detail below.) The role of the traditional leaders in Darfur was intrinsic to the societal 

fabric and maintaining order through governance.  Elbanan elucidated: “What governs the people 

are social norms, from the local traditional leaders and groups, who are not officially related as 

part of the government, but still have power and are respected by the community.” However, 

their status and power had diminished with the abolishment of the Native Administration and by 
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the fact that the Native Administration leaders were perceived as co-opted by the GOS.83 (A.S. 

Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) 

 

It was for these reasons that Abdel-Wahid began his recruiting efforts for the movement in 1999 

parallel to the traditional system.  Additionally, the SLM/A mirrored the SPLM/A in selective 

ways, including the SPLM/A’s creation of parallel structures to compete with the traditional 

leaders and educated leaders.  Partnering with the traditional leaders was not integrated into the 

SLM/A’s structure or political culture.  Minnawi was also quite hostile toward the traditional 

leaders.  (J. Tubiana, personal interview, 2015) The tensions went in both directions, as the 

traditional leaders felt hostility toward the rebel leaders (since the rebel leaders did not consult 

the traditional leaders, became displaced, and separated from their constituency) and the conflict 

undermined traditional leaders by causing the rise of traditional military leaders (agids) at the 

expense of sheikhs and omdas (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 2012) 

 

While some were on the GOS’s payroll, others were active SLM/A leaders, commanders, and 

members, or others who provided quieter support.  The cooperation was on a case-by-case basis.  

(J. Tubiana, personal interview, 2015) As Mukhtar Adams explained, “We couldn’t trust all of 

them.  We had to establish a structure of community-based administration across Darfur that may 

include native administrators, but not all of them.  If not the native administrators, then we 

looked for the second most appropriate person.  Some were lower level, ie umdas, shatais.” (M. 

Adams, personal interview, 2015) 

                                                      
83 For example, in 1999, tribal Zaghawa elders met with senior government officials in Khartoum and young 

activists complained that the “omdas took money from the government and did not stop the war.” (Flint & De Waal, 

2008, p. 78) 
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The positive trade-off of not systematically including the traditional leadership was the short-

term legitimacy the SLM/A gained among the younger population it targeted for recruitment.  

The youth had lost respect for many of the elders, as they were impatient with the elders’ lack of 

effectiveness in addressing the situation in Darfur.  “Abdel-Abdel-Wahid and his comrades found 

fertile ground among young Zaghawa who were impatient with their more conciliatory elders 

and eager to take the fight to the Arabs.” (Tanner & Tubiana, 2007, p. 19) The negative trade-off 

of not systematically including the traditional leadership included a loss of legitimacy and 

effectiveness for the SLM/A.  When the DLF was founded, its leaders were viewed largely as 

young, inexperienced, from Khartoum, and not well embedded in the traditional system.  This 

perception was echoed through the military and political components of the SLM/A.  Militarily, 

the young SLM/A leaders who lacked experience struggled to impose their command on the 

seasoned warriors or the raw recruits.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) Politically, the rebel leaders were 

seen as young and not as elders with wisdom.  (Collins, 2008) 

 

Lastly, the senior leadership of the SLM/A disagreed as to whom the primary influence on the 

SLM/A should be: the SPLM/A or the Chadians.  For the Fur, they felt that the SPLM/A should 

be the primary influence, whereas the Zaghawa felt that it should be the Chadians.  This 

difference of opinion both reflected the geographic and relational proximities to these two 

sources of influence and served as an additional source of tension between the two.  In the end, 

the SLM/A drew from both influences: the SLM/A drew from the SPLM/A politically and 

structurally, and from the Chadians militarily.  Some of the motivation for the SPLM/A’s support 

to the SLM/A was related to the North-South civil war.  The Zaghawans were concerned about 
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how the SPLM/A might be using the SLM/A as a pawn in its civil war against the GOS.  It is 

true that the North-South war and the timing of the negotiations was one of the reasons that 

impelled the formation of the SLM/A.  The North and South were heading toward a conclusion 

that would create a new deal for the divisions of wealth and power in Sudan, but the negotiations 

did not include the Darfuris and they wanted to be included.  (Hamilton, 2011) 

 

Not coincidently, the declaration was released only two and a half months after the strategic 

meeting between two SLM/A representatives, Ahmad Abdel Shafi and Babikir Adalla, with Dr.  

Garang in Nairobi.  At the New Year’s meeting, the SPLM/A had made an overture to the DLF 

after gaining confirmation that the DLF was a political movement and not an anti-Arab militia, 

and the SPLM/A committed to supporting the SLM/A.  The language of the SLM/A political 

declaration largely mirrored the language of the SPLM/A, and only four days after the release of 

the political declaration, the SPLM/A released a declaration expressing full political solidarity 

with the people of Darfur and their just cause.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The SPLM/A’s show of 

solidarity angered the Zaghawans, as they felt that the SLM/A was too close to the SPLM/A.  

Thus, the shared values of the power-sharing design and of the SLM/A’s political mandate 

(Component #7) served as the strongest source of legitimacy during the Formation Phase of the 

SLM/A.  However, the SLM/A’s inability to support an SLM/A society (Component #6) 

inclusive of Arab Darfuris, and the alienation of much of the traditional leaders in the end, was a 

source of illegitimacy. 

 

4.2.2 An Executive Sovereign 

The SLM/A formed a political structure (Component #3) with a power-sharing arrangement 

between the three main non-Arab tribes to form the Executive: with a Fur as chairman, a 
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Zaghawan as Chief of Staff, and a Masalit as the Deputy Chairman.  There were three levels of 

leadership.  These three positions, combined with the Chiefs of the Sectors, formed the most 

senior level, the Revolutionary Council.  At the next level, the Sector Level was divided 

geographically and governed through a Council of Leadership, who would meet and discuss 

issues and pass through messages to the local level of leadership, the lowest level.  Due to the 

nature of operating an insurgency, there could be multiple levels operating in the same place.  

Different structures were required for the urban and rural environments.  And, there were secret 

cells in El Fasher and El Geneina, but the identity of these cells was highly protected, so these 

did not operate within the normal chain of command.  (M. Adams, personal interview, 2015) 

 

By strategic choice and dictated by topography, the SLM/A did not provide services beyond 

security (Component #4), for the most part, to its society.  The SLM/A did not establish a wide 

range of functional structures beyond the executive.  This was driven by a combination of 

strategic objective, organizational capacity, and the context—specifically the topography.  The 

strategic reason for not providing services to the population was based on the counsel of the 

Chadians.  They advised the SLM/A that one of the main reasons that the SPLM/A established a 

nonstate political order within the south and presented itself as a state-like institution was to 

engender greater support from the international community, specifically the U.S.  The Chadians 

argued that the SLM/A would not gain such a level of international support as the SPLM/A and 

win their war through diplomacy; the SLM/A’s track to success was militarily against Khartoum 

rather than creating a nonstate political order within Darfur.  (J. Tubiana, personal interview, 

2015) The decision to not establish a parallel political order reflected the population’s 

preferences as well—a military victory against Khartoum and revisions to the state-level social 
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contract.  The SLM/A directed the majority of its resources accordingly, toward its military 

operations in lieu of governance efforts (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015), and left the 

governing of the population within their “influence” to the traditional system and leaders. 

 

The SLM/A made the strategic decision not to allocate significant resources to govern, but there 

was also some pragmatism to this decision.  The SLM/A lacked governance experience, 

capacity, and resources.  In this context, a sustained rebel’s presence in a village would likely 

lead the military to become predatory on the civilians for food, taxation, and control.  As A.S.  

Elbanan explained (personal interview, 2015), “It was a good strategy to try and not get control 

of an area and apply rules, because it would have been beyond their capacity to provide 

governance.  They were lacking in experience.  So people would rebel against them—would see 

them as ineffective and lose legitimacy.” This came to fruition particularly so for the troops 

under Minnawi, whose troops lost population support due to the unruly nature of governance 

which they did provide. 

 

As the topography of Darfur informed the military tactics, the differences in topography in West 

and North Darfur also informed the pattern of territorial control.  The different nature of the 

terrain necessitated that the movement be dug-in in the mountainous region (in the West) and 

remain elusive and outside of the population in the desert areas (in the North).  The mountainous 

region in the west includes the heartland of the Fur, in the Jebel Marra.  In the Jebel Marra and 

along the border with Chad in North Darfur, the SLM/A was able to control large swaths of 

territory.  The SLM/A presence in the Jebel Marra was under the leadership of Abdel-Wahid, a 

Fur. 
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In the north, the SLM/A’s hit-and-run tactics combined with the military response by the GOS 

incentivized the SLM/A to explicitly not control or administer to the territories.  Initially, when 

they tried to administer to an area, the area would be attacked by the GOS’s forces, the SLM/A 

could not repel the government forces and would have to abandon the area.  This left the 

civilians to bear the brunt of the GOS’s forces’ brutality as punishment for “supporting the 

rebels.” The SLM/A concluded that for the protection of the civilians, the SLM/A should not be 

based among the population nor try to administer to them.  The SLM/A chose to inhabit land that 

was not highly populated and in areas where it was difficult for the government to find them, 

while maintaining a high degree of mobility.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) In the 

North, without the presence of the SLM/A in the villages, the population was left to provide their 

own self-governance. 

 

The combination of these dynamics resulted in the SLM/A exercising more territorial control in 

the Jebel Marra and no territorial control in the north.  (Tubiana, 2015) One interviewee 

described the governance system in the Jebel Marra, stating: 

 

Beginning in 2002, the SLM/A established what is referred to as “the Liberated Areas” in 

the Jebel Marra.  There is a Civil Administration in the Liberated Areas that reGoulates 

the affairs of citizens and provides services, such as education, health, police, and local 

courts.  The Civil Administration shares reports with the SLM/A, and successor SLM/A-

WW, but the Civil Administration is separate from the forces of the SLM/A.  The SLM/A 

forces do not intervene in the civil affairs, with the exception of helping to arrest 
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criminals when the Civil Administration requires assistance.  The movement worked on 

separating completely the military from the civil activities.  (Concerned Sudanese #1, 

personal interview, 2018) 

 

Thus, in the Jebbel Marra, the SLM/A’s approach was not to directly govern, but rather to 

delegate this to the Civil Administration, which is largely built based on the traditional system of 

providing governance: “What used to be in place, remained in place.” One area in which the 

SLM/A did help provide governance was in the IDP camp system.  The camps became self-run 

with the SLM/A’s own internal camp leadership structure and system.84
 

 

Contrary to research on other NSAGs which gain legitimacy by providing services (Component 

#4), the SLM/A gained legitimacy by not providing services.  Their presence placed the 

population in danger and imposing a risk on the civilians.  The people lauded their strategic 

choice not to place the population in such danger.  The SLM/A’s strategic decision not to expose 

the population to what might devolve into predatory rebel behavior but rather, allow the 

traditional system to continue governing, was similarly lauded. 

 

The conflict destroyed the livelihoods and traditional means for providing for and governing 

one’s own community.  To try to ameliorate the impact of the conflict on the population, and like 

the SPLM/A, the SLM/A placed a strong emphasis on the SLM/A’s Humanitarian Wing, to 

coordinate with NGOs to help provide these services.  Additionally, with many of the courts shut 

down forcibly or due to the traditional leaders leaving or being displaced, the SLM/A 

                                                      
84 This also made the camps a target by the government and proxy government militias. 
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endeavored to provide justice.  This reflected Darfur’s strong value on Islamic law and long 

tradition of valuing justice—when even during the colonial times, the first duty of the civilian 

administrator was judicial.  Abdel-Wahid brought fellow law students into the SLM/A to 

establish the SLM/A’s judicial system which mirrored and was parallel to the government’s 

judicial system.  Under Abdel-Wahid, the SLM/A maintained a legal office and empowered 

traditional courts or set up military courts for soldiers and civilians alike.  Tubiana et al noted that 

the rebel military courts were known for their iniquity favoring combatants over civilians and 

ensuring favorable treatment of their ethnic groups. (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 2012) 

 

The SLM/A did not provide services beyond security (Component #4) to all of the non-Arab 

population in Darfur, although it did, and continues today to support the Civil Administration to 

provide governance to the “Liberated Areas” in the Jebel Marra.  The lack of services did not 

serve as a delegitimizing source for the SLM/A, as the expectations of the population were that 

the SLM/A’s purpose was self-defense and its political mandate.  It was not until the later, when 

neither of these two were accomplished, yet the population had suffered greatly, that they began 

to question the functional capacity of the SLM/A. 

 

4.2.3 Lacking Processes of Exchange 

During the Formation Phase, the lack of processes of exchange (Component #5) did not serve as a 

source of illegitimacy.  However, in time, the legitimacy gained from the charismatic authority 

could not be sustained nor could it overcome the internal and external lack of processes of 

exchange and authoritarian manner with which Abdel-Wahid and Minnawi led the SPLM/A. 

 

Despite having a political structure, when it came to internal processes of exchange, the SLM/A 



 

287  

structures were in name only; the real power was with the Chairman, Abdel-Wahid.  Many 

considered Abdel-Wahid’s manner of running the SLM/A authoritarian.  Abdel-Wahid expressed 

admiration for the authoritarian manner in which Dr.  Garang ran the SPLM/A, and it is said that 

Abdel-Wahid intentionally mimicked Garang’s style.  This style of leadership is typical of a 

nascent organization in which one or a few individuals control most functions, and decisions are 

made without consulting other staff, and even more prevalent in a military command structure.  

Abdel-Wahid did not entertain discussions within the SLM/A about his leadership or the 

organization.  He is known for having said, “I don’t engage in discussions about my leadership, 

so if you have a problem, leave.” Abdel-Wahid would apply bullying and threatening tactics to 

keep oppositional voices silent, both within the SLM/A and among the communities.  He used 

force to remove threats through political assassinations and detentions, although Minnawi is 

known for having employed violence against his internal threats more so than Abdel-Wahid.  (S. 

Brooks, personal interview, 2015) 

 

If the SLM/A’s internal processes of exchange were absent, the external processes of exchange 

with the population functioned in a top-down, one-way direction, and were inconsistent.  The 

main mechanisms for processes of exchange within communities had been through the 

traditional leadership and political parties.  Due to the conflict and related displacement and trust 

challenges, the traditional leadership was not a viable means to provide feedback to the SLM/A, 

and political parties were more of a means for expressing interests at the federal level.  At this 

time, there was no real civil society to express the people’s interests and Abdel-Wahid opposed 

engaging what little civil society there was since he was, in his eyes, the civil society 

representative.  Civil society was seen not as something separate from the movement or 
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organization, to express different opinions and positions, but as a force multiplier on behalf of 

the movement. 

 

In the absence of traditional leaders, political parties, and civil society, the SLM/A adapted 

alternative methods to interact with the civilians.  M. Adams stated: 

 

We established networks in each and every village and town.  Some of them were part of 

the Native Administration, some with IDPs, and others.  It depends on the area that we 

were trying to infiltrate.  We used the Native Administration in Fur communities, 

students in El Geneina, cattle rustlers in North Darfur.  We had a clear understanding of 

who to talk to and how.  (personal interview, 2015) 

 

In the IDP camps, Abdel-Wahid would send small support through the camp representatives, 

such as thuraya credits.  People would wait for people from the SLM/A to give a speech, and 

they would gather around the radio to listen.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) Despite 

having an organizational structure and means for communications, communication moved in one 

direction, from Abdel-Wahid to the people, in an ad hoc manner and on a need-to-know basis, 

which was a source of frustration for the men in the field.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) 

 

Initially, despite the authoritarian manner in which Abdel-Wahid ran the SLM/A, he had 

unquestioned support—he had earned respect and was seen as a legitimate leader in Darfur.  

Drawing on Weber’s concept of leadership and legitimacy, Abdel-Wahid initially enjoyed 

legitimacy based on his charismatic leadership.  He was respected for being the instigator of the 



 

289  

movement, having taken on the hard challenge that few others had dared to do.  He was 

respected for being close to the people, even though he was an elite in Khartoum.  This came 

from the time that he had initially invested on the ground in Darfur to recruit and develop the 

organization. 

 

Abdel-Wahid dominated the narrative; he was the face of the movement outwardly, toward the 

international community, with the SPLM/A, and with the GOS.  He ensured that he was also the 

face of the SLM/A inwardly, among his troops and within the IDP camps.  (T. Murphy, personal 

interview, 2015) However, in time, both of these sources of legitimacy eroded, and Abdel-Wahid 

lost the monopoly on the narrative. 

 

During the SLM/A’s Formation Phase, the lack of two-way communication within the SLM/A 

and between the SLM/A and the population did not delegitimize the SLM/A.  The authoritarian 

manner of running the SLM/A was an effective tactic at first to keep the organization together.  

The rationale was as follows: it was better to stay within the organization and not contribute to 

weakening it and thereby strengthening the GOS.  The cost-benefit analysis pointed to Abdel-

Wahid and the SLM/A as the preferred option to the government.  If anyone wanted to challenge 

Abdel-Wahid, then they would be portrayed as a threat to the movement and the SLM/A.  As 

with the internal dynamics, external dissent in opposition to Abdel-Wahid was perceived as 

weakening the opposition, and Abdel-Wahid was still the preferred choice to the GOS.  The 

population suppressed their dissatisfaction with Abdel-Wahid for the betterment of the 

movement.  However, this too changed in time.  “In the beginning, people did not realize that he 

[Abdel-Wahid] was a bad leader, so they were relatively unquestioning.  By the time that they 
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had, he had already identified a network to stamp out opposition.”  (T. Murphy, personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

The SLM/A had limited authoritative power during its Formation Phase.  The primary source of 

legitimacy was derived from the shared values political mandate and the charismatic authority of 

its leadership.  The SLM/A briefly established a real “population” or constituency of “non-

Arabs” united through a political mandate to redress the shared grievances of the non-Arabs.  

The SLM/A’s leadership, primarily the triethnic representation and specifically that of Abdel-

Wahid, was an additional source of legitimacy.  The SLM/A’s lack of services beyond self-

defense was not a source of illegitimacy.  While not initially perceived as a problem or a source 

of illegitimacy, the lack of processes of exchange, particularly within SLM/A between the 

leadership and its senior officers, became a significant and ultimately insurmountable source of 

illegitimacy. 

 

4.3 The SLM/A’s Dual Pacts 

Despite the lack of the GOS’s physical presence and performance in Darfur, prior to the 1990s, a 

social contract between non-Arab tribes in Darfur and the GOS existed, as did a pact of society 

within Darfur between non-Arab tribes and Arab tribes.  The state-level social contract was co-

opted by the Arab Gathering and Khartoum Arabization agendas and the GOS remained 

steadfast in its position that it was not amenable to revising the shared values upon which 

Sudanese “society” was constituted nor the pact of government based on these shared values.  

The GOS deliberately contributed to disrupting the pact of society between Darfur’s non-Arab 

and Arab tribes and incited an intraregional civil war within Darfur. 
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The state-level social contract between non-Arab tribes in Darfur and the GOS, and the pact of 

society within Darfur between non-Arab tribes and Arab tribes, became significantly strained.  

The SLM/A made an explicit overture in its mandate that it was not seeking to break the social 

contract or to replace it with secession.  The SLM/A did not aim—in its intent, design, and 

actions—to form a parallel or substituting social contract with the non-Arab (or Arab) population 

in Darfur.  Rather, the SLM/A’s political and military aspirations were to effectively challenge 

the GOS to the point that the GOS would be forced to restructure the state-level social contract. 

 

A social contract was formed between the SLM/A and its society over a period of nearly three 

years; there was a sovereign, a society, and pact of government through which the society 

contracted with the sovereign.  The SLM/A established political structures and charismatic 

leadership, pursued the provision of security, and provided judicial services.  While the SLM/A 

failed to create a pan-Darfuri society inclusive of Arab tribes, it did create, for a time, a pan-

tribal society of non-Arab tribes.  The SLM/A had been donned with the legitimate mandate to 

use coercive violence to protect Darfur’s non-Arab population.  The SLM/A was mandated by its 

society to pursue a political mandate on behalf of its society. 

 

There was a lag between when the SLM/A as a sovereign formed (July 2001) and dissolved 

(November 2005), and when its pact of society formed (September 2002) and dissolved 

(November 2005).  For a brief period, there was a pact of government between the SLM/A’s 

sovereign and its society, forming a social contract between the two.  The sequencing of the 

SLM/A’s social contract elements are depicted in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 Timeline of the formation of the SLM/A’s social contract with the non-Arab Darfur population 

 

The SLM/A was established as an NSAG, with a sovereign, leadership, and coercive power in 

July 2001, a year before the SLM/A’s society formed and pacted with the SLM/A.  Darfur’s non-

Arab populations formed a pact of society beginning approximately in September 2002 when the 

general Fur population was mobilized.  Withstanding the SLM/A’s authoritarian leadership style 

and the decimation of the non-Arab population in Darfur, the SLM/A’s society formed a pact of 

government with the DLF and then the SLM/A.  The SLM/A’s social contract with the majority 

of the non-Arab population in Darfur lasted from late 2002 to late 2005, when the official union 

was broken with the splitting of the SLM/A into two separate tribal factions.  The sovereign and 

its leadership split along tribal lines due to a lack of internal political processes of exchange, and 

a lack of internal and external coercive processes of exchange.  The SLM/A’s leadership was not 
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officially co-opted by the GOS until the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) was signed in May 

2006. 

 

While briefly forming a social contract with the three requisite elements, the SLM/A 

satisfactorily fulfilled most of the components from mid-2003 to late 2005, as depicted in Figure 

14. 

 

 

5.0 Breaking the SLM/A’s Social Contract (March 2003–May 2006) 

Sources of 
Legitimacy 

Key 
Elements 

The 
Sovereign 

The Pact of 
Government 

The Pact 
of Society 

1. Not part of the 

state central 

government. 

2. Coercive power, 

capability & 

mandate. 

3. Political 

administration. 

4. Provides some 

form of public 

goods (beyond 

security). 

5. NSAG utilizes 

process of 

exchange with 

its society. 

6.  NSAG has 

a society 

7.  The 

NSPAG’s 

sovereign 

resonates with 

its society’s 

shared values 

Figure 14 Depiction of the SLM/A’s social conract components 
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Although the breaking of an NSAG’s social contract is not the focus of this research, I have 

included the section below as it it offers insight into the SLM/A’s social contract. 

 

After the SLM/A successfully formed as an organization by March 2003, the SLM/A had 

derived legitimacy from its coercive power and the shared values of the political mandate and 

charismatic authority of its authoritative power.  However, the root causes of its undoing were 

exposed.  As the SLM/A transitioned organizationally into what would have been its Sustaining 

Phase, the SLM/A failed to consolidate.  The SLM/A as a sinGoular NSAG officially ended with 

Minnawi’s signing of the DPA in May 2006 and joining the GOS, although the split between 

Abdel-Wahid and Minnawi occurred in late 2005.  The split led to two factions within the 

SLM/A, Abdel-Wahid’s faction SLM/A-Nur or SLM/A-AW and Minnawi’s faction SLM/A-

MM.  This split precipitated the SLM/A to split into “a dozen” different factions thereafter. 

 

5.1 Squandered Coercive Power 

During the Sustaining Phase of the SLM/A, the SLM/A’s coercive power was significantly 

eroded.  In 2003 and 2004, the GOS launched an effective military counterinsurgency campaign 

against the SLM/A, which successfully blocked the military threat posed by the SLM/A.  

Between 2003 and 2005, most of the violence in Darfur involved attacks by mainly the GOS’s 

proxy state militias against non-Arab groups that were systematically regarded as supporters of 

the rebellion.  (Gramizzi & Tubiana, 2012) Due to the topography of Darfur and the GOS’s 

military offensive, it became difficult for the SLM/A to coordinate its military forces on the 

ground, share and exchange information, or form a robust and disciplined military force.  (M. 

Adams, personal interview, 2015) 
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The GOS’s effective counterinsurgency applied pressure on the SLM/A, which was also 

weakened from within due to internal dissention.  This dynamic generated a feedback loop in 

which external pressure by the GOS’s proxy forces exacerbated the SLM/A’s organizational 

weaknesses and these weaknesses resulted in less effective military action by the SLM/A, which 

increased the effectiveness of the GOS’s military pursuits and placed more strain on the SLM/A. 

 

The population of Darfur doubly suffered at the hands of both the GOS’s proxy state militias and 

the rebels.  Between the GOS’s joint military attacks with the PDF and janjawiid, coordinated 

land-aerial bombardments, and “scorched earth” and starvation campaign, the GOS caused a 

genocide and committed gross human rights violations, with President Bashir indicted by the 

International Criminal Court (ICC) for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes.  The 

great majority of the killings in Darfur took place in the year leading up to April 2004, with 

massive spikes in July-September 2003 and early 2004.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) The numbers 

of loss and suffering are difficult to confirm, and the magnitude of the loss and suffering is 

difficult to measure by numbers.  A US State Department press release on Darfur in December 

2003 stated that more than 3,000 unarmed civilians had been killed, more than 600,000 had been 

displaced from their homes, and another 75,000 had made it across the border to Chad.  

(Hamilton, 2011) Eric Reeves, a Sudan expert, puts the death toll at upwards of 450,000 as of 

April 2006. (Reeves, 2007) 

 

As the SLM/A’s Chief of Staff (the designated Zaghawan position within the SLM/A’s senior 

leadership), Minnawi pursued his own agenda of narrow tribalism.  After Abakir’s death in 
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January 2004, Minnawi promoted himself to the SLM/A’s Secretary General and quickly gained 

control.  He alienated friend and foe, undermining the SLM/A’s local support—non-Arab and 

Arab alike.  Minnawi and the troops under his command lacked internal discipline, committing 

murders, arrests, and forcible taxation against those living within their influence.  (Tanner & 

Tubiana, 2007) The Minnawi-led, Zaghawa-dominated SLM/A pursued an agenda against the 

Awlad Zeid and Zayadiya Arabs, committing crimes against humanity against these and other 

Arab tribes.  Minnawi’s hatred of the Native Administration, politicians, and intellectuals 

“echoed of discord between elites and lower classes, as well as intergenerational and interclan 

competition.” (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 2012, p. 29) Intragroup fighting began in June 

2004 between Abdel-Wahid and Minnawi when the Zaghawa attacked the Fur heartland.   (Small 

Arms Survey Sudan, 2011) 

 

Minnawi’s actions and the de facto fissure within the SLM/A delegitimized the SLM/A’s 

coercive powers.  Under Minnawi’s leadership, the SLM/A was no longer perceived as protecting 

the population within its influence.  To the contrary, it had alienated the populations within its 

sphere of influence and rendered the SLM/A an unwanted visitor in some places.  The SLM/A 

was perceived as predatory and worse than the GOS itself. 

 

Under Minnawi’s control, the SLM/A in North Darfur pursued military objectives conducive to 

his personal goal of targeting the Arabs and confiscating their strategic land.  This not only 

disincentivized Arabs from joining the SLM/A; worse yet, it incentivized them to join the 

government proxy militias.  Up until 2003, the Baggara had been less inclined than the Abbala to 

participate on behalf of the GOS despite the government’s entreaties.  They were concerned 
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about the impact of intensifying intertribal tensions, and some—within the Rizeigat—felt 

betrayed by the government.85 In November 2003, the SLM/A attacked Buram, the headquarters 

of the Arab Habbaniya tribe.  Prior to the attack, the tribe had been critical of the government but 

after the SLM/A’s attack they were more easily mobilized by the GOS and accepted weapons 

from the GOS under the auspices of self-defense.  (Flint & De Waal, 2008) “The Arabs thought 

the SLM/A had turned against them, rationalizing, ‘If they attack us, then we cannot support 

them.’” (M. Adams, personal interview, 2015) 

 

Minnawi’s agenda was pursued at the expense of providing military support to Abdel-Wahid’s 

military front in the Jebel Marra and aggressively going after the GOS.  Minnawi’s actions 

sowed internal division as well.  It was believed, and proven in many cases, that Minnawi had 

military and political leaders killed who he viewed as a potential threat.  Daud Taher summarized 

this, stating, “All enemies of Minni die [shot] in the back, when they are fighting.” (Flint J. , 

2007, p. 157) 

 

SLM/A’s lack of success and the suffering of the population were incredibly disheartening as 

millions of IDPs and refugees suffered unimaginable losses and were sitting in camps, under the 

impression that their losses were sacrifices for the ultimate achievement of the SLM/A’s military 

and political goals.  Yet, the SLM/A had squandered its opportunity and succumbed to 

intragroup, intertribal fighting.  The IDPs and refugees felt let down and betrayed.  They saw the 

split as a weakening of the movement—decreasing the likelihood that it would fulfill its potential 

military and political success.  “As they [the SLM/A] were not gaining ground militarily, the 

                                                      
85 Although, the government had more success recruiting the smaller Arab tribes in the South through political 

manipulation and motivation. 
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people became fed up.  They were sitting in IDP camps, promised that the situation would be 

changed, but it did not change.” (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) 

 

In sum, the SLM/A lost legitimacy based on the decreased effectiveness of its coercive power 

(Component #2) caused by the de facto and then official split, and the suffering of the 

population.  (M.  Adams, personal interview, 2015)  Since the coercive power was the primary 

source of legitimacy for the SLM/A, and the glue which held it together, the SLM/A quickly 

unraveled, politically, structurally, and in terms of its grassroot support and its society. 

 

5.2 Abusive Authoritative Power 

The SLM/A’s authoritative power was quickly eroded during the Sustaining Phase by the 

splintering of the SLM/A.  The split within the SLM/A undermined the cohesiveness of the 

SLM/A’s society, delegitimized Abdel-Wahid’s and Minnawi’s leadership, and distracted the 

SLM/A from pursuing its political purpose.  The SLM/A may not have been perceived as a 

unified movement on behalf of Darfurians, but it lost even this moniker for the non-Arabs as the 

SLM/A was reduced to tribal affiliations and petty squabbles. 

 

Some felt that Darfur’s elites were interested in capturing state power in Khartoum, whereas 

others were focused on land tenure and what a Darfur authority should look like.  (S. Brooks, 

personal interview, 2015) There was evidence in support of the former and the GOS’s 

counterinsurgency strategy to co-opt the SLM/A’s leadership was becoming successful.  By 

design, the political class in Darfur began to unravel in the late 1990s.  Many of Darfur’s 

political elite were without power, disenfranchised, and dispersed across Darfur’s new state 
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capitals.  (S. Brooks, personal interview, 2015) When the GOS approached the SLM/A’s main 

commands and offered positions within the GOS, it was an attractive offer.  When Darfur’s 

conflict-affected population observed this dynamic they felt further betrayed by the SLM/A’s 

leadership because they looked “hollow,” initially having lofty political claims for the people of 

Darfur and then joining the government.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) They were 

perceived as using the movement for their personal and political gain.  Minnawi’s defection in 

2006 following the signing of the 2006 Darfur Peace Agreement exemplified this dynamic and 

loss of legitimacy. 

 

Abdel-Wahid did not alter his authoritarian leadership, nor heed calls for the need for responsive 

processes of exchange.  Put frankly, “Eventually, you had people get frustrated with Abdel 

Abdel-Wahid.  (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015) The grace period, so to speak, for Abdel-

Wahid’s authoritarian leadership had run out and increasingly the SLM/A’s senior leadership, 

the troops on the ground, and the population under its influence began to to question Abdel-

Wahid’s leadership.  By early 2005, hundreds of young men had disserted the movement.  (Flint 

& De Waal, 2008) 

 

Those in the IDP camps became increasingly dissatisfied with the content of the one-way 

messaging system from the SLM/A.  A.S.  Elbanan explained: 

 

The messages from Abdel-Wahid were not the type of messages that they wanted to hear.  

If it is just a talk but does not give them direction, and how the people can give support to 

them, then they would lose their support.  Later on, no one knew what they were doing, 
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their thoughts, or the type of solution that they were putting forward.  Through the time, 

the message has not been as coherent as it used to be.  The conflict has taken so long.  The 

messages did not reach a broad audience (bandwidth), and the quality of the message 

itself.  (A.S. Elbanan, personal interview, 2015) 

 

Within the camps, people sought alternative sources of political power, such as the Sultan, who 

could contend with Abdel-Wahid.  (T. Murphy, personal interview, 2015) 

 

The lack of processes of exchange rendered the movement handicapped and unable to mitigate or 

accommodate these internal differences.  Efforts to circumvent the authoritarian nature of the 

SLM/A and create a voice for the population began in 2003 and 2004.  “Ironically, it was during 

the early stages of the conflict in 2003–04, when civil society was largely excluded from the 

negotiation process, that civil society was at its most dynamic.  One of the main initiatives in 

2004 was the foundation of the Darfur Forum for Dialogue and Peaceful Coexistence, better 

known by its Arabic name ‘Minbar Darfur.’ In 2004 and 2005, members of Minbar Darfur and 

traditional leaders from various Darfur tribes participated in several meetings in Libya that 

succeeded in challenging the distrust that many rebels had of the Darfuri elite, particularly the 

traditional leaders whom they viewed as government stooges.” (Tubiana, Tanner, & Abdul-Jalil, 

2012, p. 3) However, due to a lack of support by Abdel-Wahid, Minnawi, and the international 

community, these efforts were not taken seriously until much later, in 2007. 

 

There was no shortage of pressure to keep the SLM/A together, by external actors as well as by 

Darfuris themselves.  Several efforts, international and domestic, were attempted to bring Abdel-
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Wahid and Minnawi back together.  More international efforts included an SPLM/A-led effort in 

Chad in April 2004 and a Libyan effort in January 2005.  An effort from within the SLM/A was 

led by Hamis Abdala (Masalit), Deputy Chairman of the SLM/A, who formed a committee in 

January 2005 to bring the SLM/A together for a conference.  The committee traveled throughout 

Darfur to convince the communities to not support one faction or the other, but to stay with a 

unity of the movement and to come together as a conference to plan on how to address issues.  

Minnawi refused to participate in this effort.  And, there were significant messages and pressure 

from below—community-based pressure, from the elders and Native Administration, and 

popular support—to solve the problem between the two leaders, and to unify the efforts with 

JEM.  All efforts failed. 

 

The final rift between the two occurred when Minnawi called for a General Convention for the 

movement in Haskanita, Dar Berti on November 3, 2005.  Despite lacking broad support and 

Abdel-Wahid withdrawing his participation, the conference was held with pressure and 

assistance from Libya.  The conference elected Minnawi as Chairman—which marked the 

official split of the SLM/A.  Those who opposed this vote at the conference were arrested by 

Minnawi’s security detail, and three commanders were pursued militarily after the conference.  

As Mukhtar Adams explained (personal interview, 2015), “This [the conference] was a breaking 

down between the leaders.  Afterwards, the movement lost legitimacy and support, locally and 

internationally.” The ACLED database shows the SLM/A officially splitting into SLM/A-AW 

and SLM/A-MM, with each group identified on November 19, 2005 in a nonviolent activity, 

when the two groups met at an AU camp attempting to coordinate before the upcoming peace 

talks in Abuja. 
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The DPA was signed in Abuja, Nigeria in May 2006 by two signatories, Minnawi and the GOS, 

and was rejected by other SLM/A factions and the JEM.  The Power Sharing component, in 

particular, led to a scramble for power, of “who gets what, when and how.” Adam Azzain 

Mohammed remarked that “the original manifest cause of taking up arms against the central 

government largely subsided and, in its place, a feverish power struggle between communal 

elites evolved, using identity groups at the grassroots level as surrogates, fighting against one 

another.” (Mohammed, 2009, p. 16) In time, the SLM/A fractured into dozens of spin-offs while 

maintaining the SLM/A’s name.  The thinking at the time was that “Abdel-Wahid has not 

connected us to victory, so let’s create a new faction.  The political dream lived on” (S. Brooks, 

personal interview, 2015)—to challenge the GOS into restructuring the terms of Darfur’s social 

contract with the GOS.  But, Darfur’s ability to develop a legitimate rebel organization capable 

of doing so remains unfulfilled.  “Every day, you’d hear of a new story and they were making 

different demands, and it became too much for the local people.” (A.S. Elbanan, personal 

interview, 2015) 

 

6.0 Conclusion 

This chapter focused on the SLM/A as a case study to explore how the state context, the level 

and nature of state penetration into a region, affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract. 

 

The story begins with a marginalized region at the center of a regional war between Chad and 

Libya, with Libya and later the GOS consolidating around an Arab identity with hopes of 

exporting it throughout Sudan.  To this end, while largely absent from Darfur, the state exercised 
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its proven and quite adept capability to extend its reach into the region politically and security-

wise, effectively manipulating tribal rivalries, an unfair system of land tenure, and societal chaos 

resulting from the drought and displacement.  In the face of deadly ethnic security dilemma 

among Darfur’s tribes—by GOS design, Darfur’s non-Arab population sought collective security 

and pursued an agenda of greater inclusion into the state-level social contract.  The state’s 

sovereign remained resistant to redefining its society as inclusive of its non-Arab population. 

 

For almost three years, the SLM/A formed a social contract with its non-Arab society in Darfur, 

forming a sovereign, a pact of society, and a pact of government. 

 

The SLM/A, beleaguered with principle agent challenges of personal agendas and 

authoritarianism, was unable to adapt to the needs and interests of its society and members of its 

organization.  With a lack of processes of exchange, the SLM/A was not able to outmaneuver the 

GOS’s divide-and-rule strategy within Darfur, and even provided additional fodder for the GOS 

to use in pursuit of its strategy.  The GOS’s strategy was “sufficient enough” to ensure that the 

SLM/A’s social contract did not continue.  The GOS prevented the SLM/A from developing a 

pan-Darfur population with shared values and shared grievances toward the GOS, it prevented 

the SLM/A from gaining territorial control outside of the Jebel Marra region, and it prevented the 

SLM/A from providing services. 

 

The following two excerpts from recent UN reports and correspondence highlight the continued 

and unresolved nature of the conflict in Darfur: the regional dynamic of the conflict; ongoing 

fighting; and the GOS’s use of proxy state militia groups.  The UN Panel of Independent Experts 
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reported, “the only rebel group remaining in Darfur, the SLA-AW, has about 1,000 fighters who 

are “well versed in guerrilla, mobile tactics” in the mountainous terrain.  All other major Darfur 

armed groups are present in Libya, many of whom have joined the ranks of military strongman 

Khalifa Haftar, the head of the Libyan National Army which controls the east.”  (Radio Dabanga, 

2018) A recent letter from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of the Security 

Council on June 13, 2018 reported, “On 19 April, SLA-AW elements ambushed a Sudanese 

Armed Forces convoy in the Tarantara area in southern Jebel Marra, killing three Sudanese 

Armed Forces personnel.  From 19 to 21 April, SLA-AW positions were reportedly attacked by 

militias supported by the Rapid Support Forces (RSF) around Boulay in northern Jebel Marra, 

with an unconfirmed number of villages being burned down.”  (UN Security Council, 2018) 

 

Almost 15 years after the founding of the SLM/A, various factions of the SLM/A persist, led by 

and involving many who were present during its formative years.  Each new wave of violence 

compounds the societal divisions and adds new grievances and fresh wounds.  While grievances 

in Darfur multiply, the pathway toward reconciliation seems more than elusive. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CASE STUDY 2: THE UFDR IN THE NORTHEAST, CENTRAL 

AFRICAN REPUBLIC 
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1.0 Introduction 

There are two narratives about the Central African Republic (CAR).  One narrative is that it is a 

state without a social contract locked in endless cycles of coups d’état by politico-military 

entrepreneurs seeking personal and ethnic power and enrichment.  The other is that of a state 

with a weak social contract, but with the question of who constitutes CAR’s society lacking 

consensus from within. 

 

Combined with the lack of an effective state military, the state is locked in a vicious cycle of 

conflict by those who feel excluded from the state’s social contract.  The former narrative gets 

more airtime, but without seeking to understand and give credence to the latter, one cannot begin 

to understand CAR—its challenges and its source of resiliency. 

 

The “state’s weak-to-nonexisting social contract” is the consistent component undergirding both 

narratives with considerable agreement.  Louisa Lombard, Assistant Professor of Anthropology 

at Yale University, questioned the language regarding the oft professed need to rebuild CAR as 

this implies “a previous state of attention that never took place in the case of the CAR 

hinterland.” (L. Lombard, personal interview, 2018) Rather than rebuilding a state, she posits 

that the notion of CAR as a functioning state in the Western tradition (territorialized bureaucratic 

state) is a misnomer.  She contended, “People are referring more to an idea or the dream of an 

All-powerful welfare state (for example, providing state salary and security).” (Lombard & 

Botiveau, 2012, p. 200) 

 

CAR has been shaped by an anticolonial history of approximately 20 coups d’état (most of them 
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unsuccessful), 10 of which occurred during the last 15 years.  (Humans Rights Watch, 2007) Yet, 

the dream of a state with a social contract persists, as Stephen Smith, a former Reuters journalist 

and now professor at Duke University, observed, “It seems that with each dictator ousted, 

Central Africans rejoice in the end of a corrupt and authoritarian regime with hopes running 

anew for the incoming leadership.” (Smith, 2015, p. 25) With each new dictator (with the 

exception of Jean-Bedel Bokassa), elections are held to legitimize the newest dictator’s power 

grab (Presidents David Dacko, Ange-Félix Patassé, and Francois Bozizé).  The next future 

dictator needs a failed coup d’état attempt as a call for domestic foot soldiers and grassroot 

support.  Each change in power results in a new ruling elite who, despite his promises, maintains 

the current political system, piling on an additional layer of grievances, and fueling an endless 

pool of unemployed, disenfranchised recruits seeking to secure their livelihood as much as 

political change. 

 

The beleaguered state’s incessant instability has largely been ignored.  The instability is 

perceived as having little to no impact on the broader stability of the Central African region, and 

is it is not considered a significant threat to any foreign state within Africa or abroad.  Its name 

depicts both its location and its conundrum, as the Central African Republic is situated in the 

heart of Africa—at the center in all four directions.  It had been intended to be France’s Third 

Republic’s link between the east and west of Africa (International Crisis Group, 2007) but the 

failed effort rendered France’s colony, the Oubangi-Chari, as a cul-de-sac to nowhere.  It now 

rests as the hinterlands to the east of those countries in West Africa; as the hinterlands to the 

west of those countries in East Africa; to the south of those countries in Africa’s Sahel region; 

and to the north of the Great Lakes region.  The north and south geopolitical dynamics bisecting 
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Africa traverses across CAR. 

 

Recent events, including a largely Muslim-dominated rebellion actively engaging the United 

Nation’s (UN) forces on the ground and again threatening state capture, have now elevated CAR 

as a concern for some within the international community.  Potential scenarios being considered 

include: the threat of mass atrocities with an increase in internally displaced people (IDP) and 

refugee flows across borders to already strained neighboring states; the loss of international and 

regional stabilization investments with the current government; and, the dreaded vision coming 

to fruition of global jihadism taking root in CAR’s “ungoverned territories” by foreign fighters. 

 

With the rise of the Seleka Coalition in late 2012, many researchers and practitioners alike turned 

their attention to better understand CAR’s conflict dynamics.  Yet, little attention has been 

dedicated to unpacking the roots of the groups threatening Bangui today.  The grievances, 

leadership, and the organizational capacity to rebel began to coalesce in northeastern CAR at the 

beginning of the century.  Understanding this in relation to the CAR’s state-level social contract 

is at the heart of understanding CAR today and why it is consistently on the precipice of, again, 

another coup d’état.  Despite the constant yearning for the idealized state with a functioning 

state-level social contract, CAR’s nation is more deeply divided now than it was 20 years ago 

and its government is no further in building its legitimacy, effectiveness, or reach. 

 

This chapter focuses on the Union of Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDR) as a case study to 

analyze how the state’s social contract affects the process of forming an NSAG’s social contract. 
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Section 2.0 provides a background on CAR.  Section 3.0 analyses the Government of Central 

African Republic’s (GCAR’s) state-level social contract, the independent variable, focusing on 

the level and nature of the GCAR’s penetration into the northeast prior to and during the 

formation of the UFDR.  I also present evidence to demonstrate the presence of each part of the 

hypothesized causal mechanism for the Grievance- driven Pathway.  Section 4.0 analyzes the 

UFDR’s social contract with the northeast and the relevant sources of legitimacy. 

 

I focus on two social contracts, the social contract between the northeastern citizens and the 

GCAR, and the social contract of those living within northeastern CAR.  The social contract 

between those living within northeastern and the GCAR affects, and is affected by, the social 

contract between those living within the northeast.   

 

The cause and effect between the ongoing exchanges of the two social contracts is iterative and 

amplifying in impact.  It is nearly impossible to unravel the yarn to find the end of the string to 

suggest where the effect of one social contract begins and the other ends.  Rather, it is more 

accurate to identify a key dynamic, and demonstrate how the two social contracts interact to 

generate this dynamic, and how in turn, this dynamic created a new context which then informs 

the two social contracts.  I begin with the social contract between the northeast and the GCAR 

and explore how this social contract contributed to creating a feeling of marginalization and 

exclusion among the people within the northeast.  I then analyze how this led to the formation of 

the UFDR, which sought to reform the terms of the northeast’s social contract with the GCAR. 

 

2.0 Background: Central African Republic 
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As mentioned, its name depicts both its location and its conundrum, as CAR is situated in the 

heart of Africa.  Please refer to the map of CAR in Figure 15 below. 

 

 

Figure 15 Map of Central Africa 

 

This can be observed by the two language families transecting CAR.  The north and northeastern 

regions of CAR are dominated by the Nilo-Saharan language group, which extends from the 

northeast, north and east.  The southern and southwestern regions are dominated by the Niger 

Congo A language group, which extends from within CAR west along the equatorial region to 

Africa’s west coast.  The geographic distribution of these languages reflects 19th century 

sedentary/farmer migrations from Cameroon and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) 
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into CAR, as well as transhumance migrations into CAR from the West (Fulani) and from Chad, 

South Sudan, and Sudan.  Overlaying these settlement patterns are historical and current 

migratory routes which highlight how CAR is at the crossroads of the pastoralists’ migratory 

routes, with more than 20 per cent of the head of cattle in the Economic and Monetary 

Community of Central African States (CEMAC) in CAR.  (International Crisis Group, 2014, 

p.12) Taking advantage of the trading routes to Cameroon and Chad, the northwest focuses its 

economic activities on cotton farming and cattle breeding—composing a large portion of CAR’s 

economic activity.  (Berg, 2008) 

 

Precolonial societal structures reflected segmented societies and centers of authority with 

uninhabited land between the communities as a buffer.  Local political order was weakly 

institutionalized.  The colonial French drew upon the chieftaincy system, creating a more 

administrative chieftainship86, which has rendered the anticolonial chieftaincy system 

participating in the state system as much as it is a part of the traditional system.  In anticolonial 

times, the chiefs form alliances with other authoritative and economic centers of gravity to 

bolster their position and legitimacy to compensate for the polycephalic nature of political order.  

Additional power poles include traditional authority structures such as Sultans, agricultural 

cooperatives in the northwest, and religious centers such as churches.  (Bierschenk & De Sardan, 

1997) In CAR, the respected community members with political sway among the community are 

referred to as “notables.” The village “big men” who bring their own economic resources become 

the influential political/authoritative centers at the village level and become part of the hierarchy 

                                                      
86 Louise Lombard (personal interview, 2018 observed that the formalization and centralization of this system 

during the Colonial period was stronger in other French colonial states where the French had a stronger presence. 

Due to the comparably minimal presence of the French in CAR, this process did not take effect and thus, in the 

anticolonial system, the chieftaincy system remains more segmented than in other anticolonial African societies. 
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of power. 

 

These historical and modern settlement/transhumance patterns shape the identity of CAR’s 

citizens today.  For Central Africans, two key markers of identity define what it means to be 

Central African: language and religion.  Although most Central Africans speak their tribal dialect 

at home, Sango has become the lingua franca spread from the Bangui region throughout the 

country through colonization, missionaries, and music.  This is with the exception of those in the 

extreme northeast where a localized dialect of Arabic is used as the lingua franca instead of 

Sango.  The language marker tends to be applied with a binary interpretation, “If one does not 

speak Sango, then one cannot be considered Central African.” The second condition for 

nationality is religion: Christian and Muslim.  This second category is less binary, and defining 

Central Africa based on the religion identifier is less binary.  Those who are Christian are more 

likely to be considered Central African, whereas the Muslim category is further subdivided into 

Muslims with ancestral ties to West Africa and those with ancestral ties to Chad and Sudan, with 

the former more likely to be considered Central African than the latter. 

 

Crepin Mboli-Goumba, former Minister in then-President Tingaye’s government from 2013–

2014, is currently writing a book on the lack of a state-level nation or society in CAR.  He 

described his personal experience with this dynamic in an interview, stating: 

 

There was some truth to that.  I witnessed it, I went to school with some of them 

[Muslims], and they were always considered foreigners.  Some were obliged to take 

Christian names to sound Central African and be considered as part of the nation.  For 
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example, Djotodia [Michel Am-Nondokoro Djotodia, political leader of the UFDR], his 

first name Michel is his Christian name.  Am-Nondokoro is part of his Muslim name… 

We witnessed that those in the administration were getting discriminated against, we 

knew that there was a problem.  (C. Mboli-Goumba, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The cleavages within CAR’s identity and what constitutes membership in CAR’s society take on 

regional tones, overlapping with language and religion.  From the perspective of the southern, 

largely Sango-speaking Christians, the Muslims—and particularly those with ancestral ties to 

Chad and Sudan who do not speak Sango—are perceived as not being Central African.  From the 

perspective of the northern Muslims, the southerners are exclusionary, denying northern Muslims 

in practice from being considered as citizens of CAR.  The narrative by some of Central Africa’s 

non-Muslims regarding those in northeastern CAR is: “They are Central Africans, but they act 

like Chadians.” Which is almost as bad as really being Chadian. (Lombard, 2016, p. 12) Like all 

generalizations, this division is artificial and fails to capture the realities with southern/Bangui 

Muslims and northern Christians. 

 

As a forgotten, overlooked, or neglected state, few have preconceptions about CAR.  With its 

obscurity, CAR’s conflicts do not have notoriety, nor are they generally associated with “ethnic 

conflict” as in Rwanda, with religious conflict as in South Sudan prior to 2011, with natural 

resources as in the eastern Congo, or with an absence of government as in Somalia.  Those 

nominally familiar with CAR’s conflicts might quickly define it as a state in constant 

government crisis, as aptly described by Lombard’s book, State of Rebellion, together with 

“understanding power at the periphery,” from the article title by Conciliation Resources. (2016)  
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2.1 Northeastern CAR 

The arid savannah of the northeast gravitates less toward Bangui, 1,000 km away, than Abeche, 

Chad and Nyala, South Darfur.  (Smith, 2015, p.  41) Those in northeastern CAR largely trace 

their roots to Chad and Darfur.  The Sultanate of Dar al-Kuti existed in what is now northern 

CAR (currently Bamingui-Bangoran Prefecture) from approximately 1830 until December 1912, 

when it became part of the French Empire.  The Sultanate of Dar al-Kuti was considered the 

southern Islamic frontier, nestled between and slightly to the south of the Baguirmi Sultanate (to 

the west) and Wadai Sultanate (to the east).  Perhaps portending CAR’s tragic political trajectory, 

one of the region’s first coups d’état occurred in 1890 when Rabih Fadlallah, a Sudanese warlord 

and slave trader known for selling the Banda people, masterminded a coup d’état within the Dar 

al-Kuti to counter the influence of the Wadai from the west.  Rabih Fadlallah’s personal protégé 

and Sultan of Dar al-Kuti and Dar-Rounga lasted seven years before accepting a French 

protectorate. (Bradshaw & Rius, 2007) 

 

Eastern and northeastern CAR are the least populated regions of CAR, which had a total 

population of approximately 5.5 million in 2017. (Central Intelligence Agency, 2018) Although 

there are a number of different ethnic groups in the northeast (Bamingui-Bangoran, Vakaga, and 

Haute-Kotto Prefectures), the main groups include the Goula, Runga, and Kara.  Similarly, while 

there are a number of ethnic groups in the east (Hout-Mbomou and Mbomou Prefectures), the 

main groups include the Zande and Nzakara.  The Pheule87 transect the two regions seasonally. 

 

                                                      
87 The Pheule are also referred to as “Mbororo”; however, this is considered a derogatory term in Pheule, meaning 

“cow.” 
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The northeast’s main ethnic groups, the Goula, Runga, and Kara, are largely considered Muslim 

with a strong Chadian influence, although there are some Christian minorities within these 

groups.  The Runga’s traditional land is in the Ndele area where the Runga’s Sultan is based, and 

the Goula’s and the Kara’s traditional land is in the Birao area, where the Kara’s Sultan is based.  

An international humanitarian worker noted that while there is no Sultan for the Goula, there is 

an Imam considered quite influential for the Goula in Darfur, Sheikh Tijani.  (International 

Humanitarian #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The Zande extend across the Nile-Congo drainage divide, reaching across three countries—in the 

northeastern part of the DRC, in the south-central and southwestern part of South Sudan, and in 

southeastern CAR—informally referred to as “Zandeland.” They are currently concentrated in 

east-central CAR and along the southern Bangui-Obo corridor.  The Zande’s Paramount Chief 

resides in Ezo and Tamboura, South Sudan.  In eastern CAR and along the corridor, the Ambomu 

people formed a kingdom during the 18th century near the Mbomu River and absorbed a number 

of different populations who had migrated into the region during the 1600s from the west, 

creating the amalgamation of the Zande people. (Encylopedia Britannica, 2007) Some have 

become Christian through the influence of missionaries in the region, others have become 

Muslim through the influence of Islamic traders from the north, and some retain their traditional 

belief systems.  The Nzakara, also Banda, are close to the Zande and are based near Bongassou. 

 

Mark Pearson has spent the last forty years in CAR and currently resides with his family in his 

favorite town of Obo, the main town in the east.  He explained that the Zande, Nzakara, Goula, 

Rungu, and Kara tend to have closer relations than with those further west.  This is in part due to 
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the historical trading between northeast and eastern CAR.  (M. Pearson, personal interview, 

2018) That said, a swath of uninhabited land lies between the two, with the exception of nomads 

passing through.  Pearson went on to say that this land has largely been depopulated due to a 

combination of environmental causes (lack of water, sleeping sickness), conflict (dislocation due 

to attacks by the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA)), historical raids (for slaves and by Sudanese 

poachers), and social engineering to relocate the population closer to the main road for taxation 

purposes.  (M. Pearson, personal interview, 2018) Currently, the major economic activity is 

artisanal diamond mining with traders passing through the region reaping considerably greater 

profits than the resident miners (Berg, 2008, p. 24), trade with Chad and Sudan, and pastoralism. 

 

3.0 Grievance-driven Pathway: Forming the UFDR’s Social Contract 

This section details the independent variable, and the five parts of the Grievance-driven Pathway 

causal mechanism.  Beach and Pedersen stated that evidence in process tracing is more analogous 

to causal-process observations, with four distinguishable types of evidence including: 1) pattern, 

such as statistics; 2) sequencing, such as events; 3) trace—mere existence; and 4) account of what 

occurred, such as meeting notes or an oral recounting.  Information below presents evidence 

across these four categories. 

 

3.1 The Independent Variable: GCAR’s Social Contract with the Northeast 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, the independent variable is the State Context, 

and specifically, a state’s fragility or strained social contract.  The Center for Systemic Peace 

ranked CAR as “Highly Fragile” from 1997 to 2008, and as “Extremely Fragile” from 2009–
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2017. (Marshall & Cole, 2017) This is a snapshot of the state-level social contract.  This section 

elaborates the strained state-level social contract specifically in the northeast during the 1980s 

and 1990s. 

 

CAR depicts Herbst’s description of the African state: a state whose borders are more or less 

accepted by the international community and its neighbors (external sovereignty); a weak central 

government challenged to project itself throughout its territory; and a low population.  CAR’s 

limited state reach is reflected in the well-cited statement, “The State Stops at PK I2'—i.e.  12 

kilometers from the capital, Bangui.” (Bierschenk & De Sardan, 1997, p. 441) 

 

Of the Sub-Saharan African states, CAR ranks 40 out of 44 for population density (with 20 

people per square mile or 8 people per square kilometer) in 2015. (United Nations, 2017) This is 

combined with the fact that, drawing from the previous chapters, CAR is a state resulting from 

the process of implosion—namely, the French colonial power granting the state its independence 

during the second wave of democracy and externally demarcating its borders.  CAR’s state 

existence is a function of external sovereignty whose internal sovereignty is weak and relies on 

external support both in terms of projecting its military presence and performing governing 

functions.  While naturally endowed with diamonds, oil, gold, timber, and uranium, CAR is not 

ranked among the top 10 African countries based on the percent of Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP) from total natural resource rents; its rank is even below that of South Sudan and Somalia.   

(World Bank Indicators, 2018) 

 

The GCAR’s reach in the northeast can be characterized by two periods.  Period 1 occurs from 
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independence (1960) through 1993 and is characterized by a weak GCAR propped up by French 

military and political support, with limited riverine-savannah regional and identity divisions.  

Period 2 occurs from 1993 through 2005 and is characterized by a weaker GCAR promulgated by 

a plethora of international actors, and increasingly divided along regional-ethno-religious 

identities. 

 

The sequencing of these two periods, combined with being surrounded by similarly challenged 

states (Cameroon, Chad, the DRC, South Sudan, and Sudan), enabled the context that led to the 

formation of the UFDR, and the Seleka Coalition’s capture of Bangui from the northeast in 2013.  

This state capture was a call by those from the northeast to reform the state’s social contract and 

capture the state’s resources, as well as a reflection and consequence of the weak state-level 

social contract and weak state sovereign.  This, and the succession of similar efforts prior to and 

afterwards, has rendered the CAR state ineffective in its hinterlands, and the promise of a state-

level social contract a painful affliction—with 13 active NSAGs and irrevocable loss. 

 

The following sections detail how the GCAR’s state reach into the northeast shaped the context 

in the northeast, which led to the formation of the UFDR’s social contract. 

 

3.1.1 GCAR’s De Facto State (Independence to 1993) 

From CAR’s independence to 1993, CAR as a state existed due to external sovereignty while its 

internal sovereignty was a function of France’s long-hand and short-hand involvement.  The pact 

of society was notional, the sovereign was weak with a predatory and undisciplined military, and 

the pact of government was minimal. 
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The GCAR has a long-standing military, political, and economic partnership with the French 

from the state’s inception in 1960 to the current era (with the exception of a lull during the 

1970s).  Marking the end of Period 1, the nature of France’s support shifted to be less direct 

beginning in 1993.  France’s military conducted direct action operations in CAR, paratrooping 

into Birao, as well as maintained a presence as part of international security operations.  It has 

exercised political patronage by, in one instance helping to install a dictator, and in another 

instance insisting on democratic elections.  France’s political and military support to CAR were 

closely intertwined from the state’s first beginnings.  From independence through 1993, France’s 

political mingling and support to GCAR helped enable the state to transition from a state founded 

in external sovereignty to seeking to form a nascent sovereign and the beginnings of a state-level 

social contract with its population. 

 

From CAR’s independence to 1993, France was intimately involved with CAR’s political 

intrigue, deposing one leader to usher in another, augmented by the use of France’s military.  It 

first began with the death of the country’s first political leader in an accident on the eve of 

independence (March 29, 1959), which was generally attributed (without irrefutable evidence) to 

an act of sabotage by French colonialists.  France subsequently installed French-supported Dacko 

as CAR’s first president.  (Smith, 2015) CAR’s history is replete with this pattern.  France had 

close ties with President Bokassa (1965–1979), who had been a captain in the French army 

during colonialism and the National Army’s Chief of Staff under CAR’s first president.  The 

French allowed the friendly coup d’état to replace President Dacko with President Bokassa.  

Then it helped dispose of France’s “dear friend” President Bokassa in a coup d’état in 1979 to 

reinstall President Dacko.  The French supported the second friendly coup d’état to replace 
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President Dacko with the Central African Armed Forces (FACA) Chief of Staff, then-General 

Kolingba in 1981.  And again in 1993 it encouraged the change of power from President 

Kolingba to President Patassé by insisting on democratic elections, knowing the elections would 

bring Patassé into power. 

 

Beginning from Dacko’s second presidency (1979) to Patassé’s reign (1993), France was the 

only external actor providing financial and technical assistance to the GCAR.  The French played 

a direct role in administering the state through Lieutenant-Colonel Mantion.  In addition to 

providing the French advisors and helping administer the day-to-day management of CAR’s 

affairs, France played a prominent political role, as noted by France’s role in negotiating failed 

coup d’état leader Patassé’s exile to Togo in 1982.  (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 8) 

Despite France’s de facto state governance in Bangui, compared with the visible role of France’s 

military in CAR at this time, France’s role in propping up the CAR government was less visible 

to Central Africans.  As a result, what little social contract that was formed between the Central 

Africans and the central government was actually formed in the perceptions of the Central 

Africans, with the GCAR and not the French. 

 

Due to the difficult terrain, poor road conditions, and the expense of travel, personal interaction 

between the population and the central government is rare.  The poor—most of the country—lack 

mobility and therefore, the ability to travel to Bangui or outposts to engage with the government 

in a process of exchange.  During this time, the few dignitaries who visited the communities, 

whose travel was facilitated by French airlift, would offer to carry back the people’s messages to 

the president and offered platitudes of government promises with little expectation of response or 
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fulfillment.  (Lombard, 2016) 

 

Despite this, the GCAR was able to foster a nascent pact of government with the population 

through two main tools: government salaries and tax collection.  The GCAR used its “salary-

citizen policy” to form the pact of government with its population.  The GCAR used state 

employment as a way of creating loyal citizens and heading off potential opponents (Lombard, 

2016) with little to no expectations of a reciprocal relationship, salary for services, or 

performance.  The salary-citizens policy directly engaged CAR’s more privileged society, 

excluding those without privilege.  Despite this exclusionary approach, in some locations—by 

the very fact that some individuals were state-salaried workers, this brought some visibility of the 

state to the population.  In the 1970s, more than two thirds of the budget was dedicated to paying 

state salaries, with 25,542 employees in 1979, almost doubled from only four years prior, with 

14,714 employees in 1973. (Marchal, 2015, p. 69) 

 

A second tool with which the GCAR fostered relationships with its society was through taxation, 

whereby each citizen was required to carry their taxation card demonstrating that they had paid 

their taxes.  This was, in a sense, the most personal exchange individuals had with the 

government, and the tax card denoted membership warranting citizenship to the state.  This 

connection between the citizen and the state through taxes was observed by Pearson, who noted 

that “the day President Patassé abolished the yearly individual personal tax, the citizen lost his 

dignity because he no longer recognized that he was a member of the state—it destroyed the 

country moto and the country’s dignity.” (M. Pearson, personal interview, 2018) An indicator of 

how the citizens valued these taxes and services occurred during the national dialogue, the 
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Bangui Forum in 2015, when rural residents suggested the reinstatement of the head tax.  

(Lombard, 2016) 

 

The electoral system as a pathway for citizens to engage in dialogue with the government was 

nonexistent.  The first elections were held in 1964 and then not again until almost 30 years later 

in 1992, as CAR had been dominated by official single-party politics and military rule since its 

independence.  In 1979, former Prime Minister Patassé founded the first opposition political 

party, the Movement for the Liberation of Central African People (MLPC) (Smith, 2015), which 

became the ruling party after multiparty politics was introduced in 1993.  Perhaps with the 

exception of the 1993 elections, each subsequent election was marred with accusations of not 

being free or fair, with presidential manipulation. 

 

State-sponsored services were fairly nonexistent.  The provision of social services was not 

expected by the citizens and did not constitute a significant source of legitimacy.  This is not to 

say that citizens did not and do not ask for services, but there is a realistic apathy toward the 

state, recognizing its lack of finances and capability to provide these services.  The personal tax 

revenues had translated into services for the community members as the tax revenues stayed 

within the local areas and were invested in schools and health posts.  Even this source of service 

delivery at the local government level ended when President Patassé abolished the personal tax in 

the early 1990s.  Thus, the average Central African’s relationship with the state with regards to 

the provision of services was ambivalent. 

 

France similarly had a direct and indirect role in CAR’s economy during this period.  Under 
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President Dacko, with concerns over rampant corruption, France shaped CAR’s economic 

governance through imposing an economic recovery program in 1961.  (International Crisis 

Group, 2007, p.  4) Almost 10 years later, President Bokassa introduced an economic recovery 

plan, Operation Bokassa, funded in part by the boom in CAR’s cash crops at the time, which 

introduced basic road infrastructure.  (Smith, 2015) 

 

French companies continued with their colonial empire preoccupation in the anticolonial context 

with the extraction of CAR’s natural resources—gold, diamond, timber, and wildlife.  The most 

notorious example of the two countries’ economic link was the “Diamond Scandal,” in which 

President Bokassa, deplored publicly in France for his atrocities, offered two diamonds to then 

Minister of Finance, Valery Giscard d’Estaing in 1973.  The public outcry related to this 

ultimately contributed to President Giscard d’Estaing’s failure in his presidential reelection bid in 

1981.  In the petroleum sector, French-owned TOTAL was a major shareholder in SOGAL, the 

hydrocarbon management company until 2007.  (Munie, 2008) 

 

By the time Patassé was elected president in 1993, the state’s coffers were nearly empty.  With 

France’s financial and technical assistance, the central government of CAR muddled forwards, 

albeit clumsily.  The collapse of the cash-crop prices in the late 1980s drastically reduced the 

little funds that were in the state coffers.  CAR’s macroeconomic framework was characterized 

by poor economic growth.  Between 1994 and 2004, the average annual GDP growth rate in real 

terms was 0.9% after a decline of 1.3% between 1985 and 1993. (African Union , 2006) 

 

In 1990, France conditioned its aid to Africa, including CAR, on progress toward 
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democratization, and encouraged President Kolingba to transition away from the Military 

Committee for National Recovery (CMRN) and to hold elections.  Succinctly identifying CAR’s 

relationship with France at the time, in speaking to why he held the elections knowing that he 

would lose, President Kolingba stated on national radio, “I did it because those who pay us asked 

me to.” (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 8) While the opposition parties achieved a clear 

victory in the parliamentary elections, Patassé won the presidential elections by a slim margin.  

(Berg, 2008) 

 

President Patassé’s election marks the transition between Period 1 and 2 for several reasons.  

First, with the fall of the Soviet Union, France decidedly changed its posture toward CAR from 

direct to indirect support, opening space for and inviting other regional and international actors to 

play a greater role in supporting the state.  Second, the elections in 1993 marked the first time in 

which ethnicity was manipulated to bring a leader to power.  Third, related to the second, after 

three heads of state having originated from the South, a “son of the savannah” took the helm of 

the state. (Smith, 2015) 

 

3.1.2 CAR’s “State” Disintegration (1993–2005) 

With the multiparty elections in 1993 deemed “free and fair,” it is largely felt that the will of the 

people was expressed for the first time, ushering in Patassé as President.  This process and the 

novelty of CAR’s leader being anointed by the people rather than by a regional or colonial power 

conferred political legitimacy to President Patassé.  Despite this, the GCAR appeared almost 

completely powerless.  The International Crisis Group (ICG) Project Director for CAR noted, “It 

shows that having a relatively well-accepted election produces a legitimate government in [the 
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capital] Bangui, but it doesn't give you much more.”  (Kleinfeld, 2017, p. 9) 

 

CAR’s governance deteriorated from both the withdrawal of France’s direct role and the 

continued manipulation of the state’s resources for the presidents’ personal, familial, and ethnic 

gains.  The nascent pact of society was destroyed and the pact of government violated.  

Contrasting significantly from Period 1 of some effort to form a sovereign, this period is 

dominated by systematic efforts by the state’s sole source of authority—the President—to use the 

state’s function in pursuit of self-aggrandizement, to rob the state coffers of its hay-pennies, and 

to manipulate and entrench ethnic and religious divides within society.  Period 2 ends with 

President Bozizé’s election. 

 

The establishment of the civilian UN Peacebuilding Support Office in CAR (BONUCA) in 

December 1999 signaled the end of France’s role as the sole benefactor of CAR politically and 

developmentally.  This occurred when MINUCRA was declared a success with President 

Patassé’s reelection in September 1999 and withdrew in April 2000, leaving in its place 

BONUCA.  The “international community” was broadly represented in-country by three 

essential interlocutors: BONUCA and its special representative; the UN Development Program 

(UNDP), coordinator of international aid; and France. (International Crisis Group, 2007) In fact, 

CAR was one of the UN’s Peacebuilding Fund pilot cases.  And while downgraded from 

France’s policy of anticolonialism to neocolonialism, France financed the GCAR (€75 million 

between 2003 and 2006, or €95 million if support for the CEMAC peacekeeping force is 

included) with a French general advising the president on the restructuring of the FACA as well 

as with everything.   (International Crisis Group, 2007) 
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In addition to President Bozizé’s lack of authority over the state’s security apparatus, President 

Bozizé also lacked legitimacy through political authority.  A French official remarked at this 

time, “The president has no party and, therefore, no parliamentary group that is really loyal to 

him… Bozizé’s only backing comes from his war chest; his only activists are those he pays.” 

(International Crisis Group, 2008, p. 3) Despite the President’s promises of good intentions, the 

abject failure of the government highlighted the lack of governance legitimacy as well.  To 

rectify the latter of the two of these two legitimacy deficits, a referendum was held in December 

2004 for a new constitution and President Bozizé held elections on May 2005, and won. 

 

The Central Africans’ rationale for voting for President Bozizé was threefold.  First, “the voters 

thought that a soldier who gave his word as an officer that he would restore public order was the 

most likely to restore the sense of security they needed.” Second, tired of the violence and 

disorder, “they gave a mandate to the whole political class by reelecting those in power in the 

hope they would reach an understanding with others about sharing power in a way that would 

allow the country to breathe again and, if possible, get back on its feet”  (International Crisis 

Group, 2007, p. 18) Society was messaging their approval to President Bozizé to carry on the 

policy of national reconciliation and to work jointly with the other political forces toward 

stabilizing the country, in hopes for an economic revival.  (Berg, 2008) As it were, President 

Bozizé used his victory to consolidate his own personal power and appoint family members and 

members of his ethnic group, the Gbaya, to key posts.  He similarly stalled on his promises of a 

national dialogue and Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR). 
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The recent ethnic/regional fragmentation introduced by President Kolingba escalated into an 

ethnic security dilemma.  After three presidents from the south (Dacko and Bokassa were both 

Mbaka and Kolingba was a Yakoma), President Patassé was the first president from the north (a 

Sara Kara from Paoua, northwestern CAR).  He capitalized on the grievances of the densely 

populated northwest (Gbaya, Sara, and also Mandja) who felt neglected following the first three 

presidents (Berg, 2008, p. 22), and exacerbated the polarization between the savannah and 

riverine communities.  The very name given to President Patassé’s pro-state proxy militia, 

Karako, was divisive as it means peanut in Sango, which was a reference to the crop grown only 

in the north, further alienating the “people of the river” who felt targeted.  (Smith, 2015) 

 

President Patassé’s message to Central Africans that the President of CAR exercises his authority 

on behalf of himself, his family, and his ethnic group was made clear when President Patassé’s 

troops targeted the Yakima following the attempted coup d’état in May 2001.  As identity 

became more of a mobilizing factor, and determined one’s access to authority, economic 

resources, and security, the identity of Central Africans became more divisive around religion, 

particularly after President Bozizé took power in 2003. 

 

What marked the distinction between the end of Period 1 and the beginning of Period 2 was the 

manner in which state capture was pursued.  During phase 1, state capture occurred largely 

through French-led or condoned coups d’état; during phase 2, state capture was largely through 

regional-condoned coups d’état.  The state-capture obsession preoccupied CAR’s leaders during 

Period 2, to the wholesale neglect of governing the state.  What momentum and accomplishments 

toward building the state and forming a state social contract with the population had been gained 
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during Period 1 were quickly abandoned and eroded.  Through state military-led and sanctioned 

looting, reprisals, and suppression, the toll on the population had been great; CAR is now a more 

divided society than at the state’s inception. 

 

During Period 2, insurgency became one of the main means Central Africans used to protest the 

central government, and more specifically, the state-sanctioned violence perpetrated against the 

people on behalf of their would-be governors.  (Lombard, 2016) Period 2 ends with President 

Bozizé’s election, marked by rampant instability and the beginning of a new era—central power 

pursued through rebellion rather than coups d’état.  This is referred to as the “Central African 

Republic Bush War,” loosely occurring from 2004–2012. 

 

A harbinger of CAR’s increasingly divided society was the violence in the north, which marred 

the elections.  A harbinger of CAR’s government employees becoming overly restless with 

President Bozizé’s governments were the trade union strikes in January 2008, prompted by a 

renewed backlog of salaries in the public service, forcing the entire government under Prime 

Minister Elie Doté to resign.(Berg, 2008) The disillusioned, marginalized youth combined with 

disaffected government employees proved to be combustible, and CAR was to soon experience 

an outbreak of violence across its countryside. 

 

For the first 30 years of CAR’s statehood, CAR’s state-level social contract with Central 

Africans is best described as nascent, based more on the aspiration of a state than an actual state; 

while during Period 2, from 1993 to 2006, CAR’s leadership and certain politico-military leaders 

worked to sinGoularly destroy CAR’s state-level nascent social contract. 
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The various populations in CAR had not been united prior to colonialism, but rather, they existed 

as many different groups of people often intentionally separated by uninhabited terrain.  France’s 

indirect rule, with an even more remote governance through concessions, did not bring the 

disparate populations together.  Slowly, through shared hope in the foreign promise of what a 

state could mean to the people and a lingua franca, Sango, the different groups developed a sense 

of what it means to be Central African.  While not a sinGoular society during this time, the 

population slowly moved toward several societies, but pursued the widest sense of identity, even 

if in an aspirational sense, as Central African. 

 

With statehood, the concept of a central government, or the sovereign, was similarly quite 

nascent.  To help overcome the challenges of a vast territory, small population, and limited 

resources, the French government supported the GCAR: from anointing and advising the 

president, to providing the state’s security, to building the individual and institutional capacity to 

govern, while simultaneously filling its coffers for the government to function.  CAR was, in 

essence, a vassal state to France.  Perhaps never quite imbued with the direct responsibility for 

the state, nor held accountable to its population, CAR’s leaders undermined France’s efforts to 

grow rich on its payouts, while decrying its support.  As such, by the end of Period 1, the 

sovereign was not quite stood up and never quite functioned—yet, it attempted to, and purported 

to, be committed to narrowing the gap between the dream of a Western-like state and realities.88
 

 

                                                      
88 Lombard makes a cogent argument in her book, State of Rebellion, that CAR is “a compelling, limiting case of the 

concept of the state, and that to understand CAR for what it is, rather than what it is not or what we think it should 

someday be, one must flip the major tenets of the Weberian state ideal type.” (Lombard, 2016, p. 23) 
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And thus, Central Africans entered into a unique type of pact of government—largely based on 

what could be, should be, or perhaps someday, would be.  Lombard observed, “Those furtherest 

from the state have the biggest dreams of what the state could be.” (L. Lombard, personal 

interview, 2018) The common grievance “the state has abandoned us” is suggestive of this more 

imaginary or idealized relationship with the state than an actual reflection.  As Lombard 

highlighted in an interview, the abandonment implies a previously functional state, which has not 

actually existed, particularly in CAR’s hinterland.  “Their negative experience with the state, 

makes them all the more frustrated and aggrieved that they don’t have a better state, that the state 

could be everything that it is not.” (L. Lombard, personal interview, 2018) 

 

While the state remains elusive in reality, the intangible notion of a “state” has real effects.  The 

promise of the state, the social contract formed based on an idealized Western concept of the 

state, the weak sovereign and pluralized pact of society, are all significant factors contributing to 

understanding CAR’s (and the region’s) conflict dynamics.  The notion of the state shaped access 

to power and resources, and formed Central African perceptions based on met or unmet 

expectations.  It is this lack of a state, and more specifically, a social contract, that provides the 

explanatory power for the dynamics in CAR.  The central government did not prioritize or 

effectively project itself throughout its territory, and the central government’s claim to the 

legitimate monopoly of force was fallacious.  With the exception of justice and other means of 

accountability, the state-like functions have largely been funded and to varying degrees, directly 

implemented by nonstate entities: first by the French and then by other regional and international 

actors.  The Central African government became increasingly preoccupied with securing 

concessions rather than governing. (Lombard, 2016, p. 81) 
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With the promises to lead met by promises to follow, the actual processes of exchange were 

fairly nonexistent in facilitating a process to find common ground.  The primary mechanism to 

express dissatisfaction with the government by the people during this period was through those 

most closely engaged in the pact of government, government employees.  Civil servants and 

trade unions went on strike and the military mutinied.  This is indicative of the fact that the main 

form of process of exchange exercised with the government is through the state employment 

policy.  The best way of sending a message to the government is to suspend their end of the 

relationship as state employees. 

 

CAR’s weak central government was ripe for state capture by its politico-military entrepreneurs.  

There was an insufficient state monopoly over violence to deter coups d’état and NSAGs from 

attempting to capture the state.  Yet, there was enough of a state presence with access and some 

control of the state’s economic resources, namely through contracts for natural resource 

extraction, for state capture to be a worthy endeavor.  “The CAR state is the largest source of 

revenue and investment in CAR… The CAR state has always been privatized, and the higher one 

goes up the state organizational hierarchy, the greater the opportunities for personal enrichment.  

(Lombard, 2016, p.  61) The revolving door occurs as many of those thrown out of power plot to 

recapture the concessions of the state.  This pattern was established with the state’s first 

president, when then-Minister of the Interior Dacko surrounded Parliament with pigmies armed 

with poisonous arrows and assumed control, granting Parliament an extension of term of office 

as a reward for their support.  (Smith, 2015) 
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There was a revolving door with the presidency; each coup d’état leader and future president had 

previously worked in the government. 

• Bokassa (former captain in the French army during colonialism and the National Army’s 

Chief of Staff under CAR’s first president Dacko) led a coup d’état in 1965 against 

President Dacko; 

• President Dacko (the country’s first president) led a peaceful coup d’état against 

President Bokassa to take over the government a second time in 1979; 

• Then-General Kolingba led a successful coup d’état against President Dacko in 1981; 

• Patassé (former Minister during President Bokassa’s era) led a failed coup d’état together 

with Bozizé and General Mbaikoua (then-Minister of Communications under President 

Kolingba) against President Kolingba in 1982, and after the failed coup d’état attempt, 

formed a group called the Codo-Mbakaras (which were later integrated into President 

Patassé’s army and especially his PG; 

• Former President Kolingba led a failed coup d’état to overthrow President Patassé in 

2001.  Jean Jacques Demafouth (former Minister of Defense under President Patassé’s 

government) had been accused and acquitted for the failed coup d’état in 2001.  He later 

joined the People’s Army for the Restoration of Democracy (APRD), formed with 

elements of former President Kolinga’s PG; 

• Then-FACA Chief of Staff Bozizé led a successful coup d’état in 2003 against President 

Patassé; and 

• President Djotodia (then-Counselor in Nyala for President Bozizé’s administration) led 

the UFDR, and as part of the Seleka Coalition, led the successful coup d’état against 

President Bozizé in 2013. 
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While the international community was focused on stabilizing CAR by supporting governance 

and Security Sector Reform (SSR), CAR’s presidents systematically undermined and destroyed 

this same state.  After looting the state coffers and buildings in Bangui when first assuming the 

presidency, with each new president, the economic benefits of being president became 

increasingly obsequious, President Bokassa and President Bozizé systematically bled the wealth 

of the country by creating their own companies, although the personal aggrandizement peaked 

with President Patassé.89 The personalization of the GCAR’s resources through privatizing to 

president-held and family-held companies, the personalization of CAR’s natural resources 

through concessions to companies, and the looting left the coffers empty.  Outside of the capital, 

the general insecurity and more specifically, the bandit attacks, contributed to the interruption of 

trade and agricultural production. (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2018) 

 

This dynamic gave rise to the first narrative about CAR.  Rather than a sovereign to govern the 

people of CAR with a weak social contract to build upon or reform, CAR’s sovereign is 

perceived as a lootable resource, with no effective entry barriers to deter NSAGs from attempting 

state capture through rebellion or coups d’état.  ICG’s observation of this dynamic summarizes 

this narrative, noting that all armed opposition in CAR has been driven by its desire to acquire 

control of the state to advance its own personal interests rather than any specific political agenda.  

(International Crisis Group, 2007) The onslaught of coups d’état generated a vicious negative 

feedback loop for the state, with less economic productivity occurring, resulting in less tax 

                                                      
89 An “all-or-nothing” system that has characterized the distribution of power and wealth in the CAR incentivized 

those in power to profit as quickly as possible, knowing that once out their opportunities will be severely reduced. 

The frequency of past turnovers, the ongoing activity of armed groups and the lingering risk of a coup mean they 

cannot know how long the sun will shine. (International Crisis Group, 2010) 
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revenues collected, less funds to pay civil servants90 and the military, preventing the state’s 

governance functions from becoming effective.  A corollary to this narrative is that the foot 

soldiers participating in the coups d’état and rebellions were similarly and sinGoularly motivated 

by employment and the promise of loot and employment. (Debos, 2008) 

 

The seemingly alternative narrative about CAR’s obsession with rebellion and coups d’états 

speaks to the grievances and the gap between the idealized social contract and the reality.  Coups 

d’état and rebellions were another form to pursue change to the state’s social contract, 

particularly given the lack of nonviolent processes of exchange.  As with Herbst’s classic African 

state, the remote regions of the state are the last to be prioritized, namely CAR’s most remote 

area, the Vakaga Prefecture in the northeast.  ICG described this isolation, stating, “There is not a 

single tarmac road that is usable all year round.  Moreover, there are no tarmac roads in Vakaga 

and hardly any health infrastructure or schools.  The administration is reduced to its most simple 

expression.  Civil servants have not been paid for such a long time that they are unable to 

calculate how much they are owed.  They work when they are able to spare the time for a “public 

service” that no longer provides a way to earn a living.”  (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 25) 

 

The foot soldiers’ participation and subsequent ask for DDR was a less obvious way of 

requesting that the state’s social contract be revised.  Lombard unpacks this carefully, stating:  

 

Members of the APRD and the UFDR now describe their decision to attack cities as an 

                                                      
90 For example, in 2000, civil servants’ salaries were in arrears almost 30 months. 
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attempt to ‘shock’ (a verb that often comes up in interviews) government to take care of 

them....  In other words, they are looking for support, for example financial and social, of 

which they have never benefited.… The dream of the rebels and their own representation 

is based on the desire for inclusion in a wellfunctioning state. (Lombard & Botiveau, 

2012, p. 200) 

 

Yet, once in power, the politico-military leaders quickly forget the desire of their foot soldiers for 

a stronger presence of the state.  (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012) The foot soldiers’ desires remain 

unfulfilled.  Mboli-Goumba (personal interview, 2018) commented on this dynamic, stating, “As 

soon as people got a position in the government, they started talking about themselves and forgot 

the very call of why they were in the government.  They forgot the grassroot people complaining.  

The leaders were lacking.  We are not promoting an inclusive nation.”  

 

The disconnect between the two (politico-military entrepreneurs and foot soldiers) is in part, 

what perpetuates the cycle of rebellion.  The weak state remains an ever-attractive booty for 

politico-military entrepreneurs to attempt to capture, and the foot soldiers’ grievances and 

economic need, remain unmet—generating a constant, willing pool of future combatants to 

support the next politico-entrepreneur who promises success, either through integration into the 

government fold or reintegration into society through DDR.  Maurice Armel Miango-Niwa, who 

worked for Danish Refugee Council in Bamingui Bangoran, N'dele Region, noted that the DDR 

programs are not the panacea to the foot soldiers’ problems, stating, “All the rebel groups are 

participating in DDR program.  This will not work because they cannot go to school, do 

vocational training, or cultivate.  When their mouths are full of food, they keep quiet because 
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they are busy eating.  When they are done, they won’t have anything and they’ll start again.” (M. 

Miango-Niwa, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The answer to the question of whether CAR’s coups d’état and then rebellions were a form of 

expressing a desire to revise the state-level social contract or served self-aggrandizement agendas 

is likely a combination of the two.  For the politico-military entrepreneurs, there was likely true 

commitment to revising the social contract, and this rhetoric was an effective political platform to 

justify the action (coup d’état or rebellion) and mobilize the population given that the grievances 

were well founded.  This is not withstanding that the antisuccess actions of the politico-military 

leaders seem to mainly be focused on robbing the state’s coffers and with each coup d’état, 

increasingly preying upon the people they were to lead.  It is also difficult to make an argument 

that the leaders ushered in via coup d’état or rebellion made consequential changes to the 

government after taking power.  This gives more than sufficient credence to the self-

aggrandizement narrative. 

 

To be sure, “time in chair” was uncertain and the demands on the new leadership to gain as much 

as possible—to reward those who helped them in power, as well as the family and ethnic group 

expectations of a pay-out—created a short-term horizon for the leadership.  Insurgent theorists 

posit that insurgent-civilian violence increases with short-term horizons.  (Metelits, 2010) I posit 

that their behavior and inability to manage the demands of the “movements or contain their 

behavior is a consequence of their own success.  Because of the ease with which attempted coups 

d’état and rebellions were met with success due to the weak state, the “incubation” time between 

when the opposition formed and mounted an attempt at state capture was short.  Due to the 
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shorter incubation time, the newly installed leadership was not seasoned politically and its 

organizations similarly had not time to develop, with prenascent organizational structures.  There 

is something to be said for progressive management experience.  CAR’s state-level social 

contract between the GCAR and the northeast was strained, with the state having a legitimacy 

gap in the perception of those living in the northeast.  The GCAR’s legitimacy gap is depicted 

Figure 16 below. 

 

Figure 16 The GCAR-northeast legitimacy gap 

 

The State Fragility Index combined with this detailed description of the state’s legitimacy gap 

with those living in the northeast demonstrate the level (Highly) and nature of the strained state-

level social contract.  Specifically, the sequencing of historical events, presence of regional 

peacekeeping entities, and statistical data demonstrating the political and economic 
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marginalization confirm both certainty and uniqueness. 

 

3.2 Causal Mechanism Part 1: The GCAR’s Tenuous Social Contract Enables 

Insecurity in the Northeast 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 1 of the causal mechanism is that the 

GCAR’s social contract enables insecurity.  The entity is the GCAR’s social contract with the 

northeast, and the element of change is that it enables instability, and in this case study, 

specifically in the northeast. 

 

CAR’s security through 1993 was marked by a lack of military presence throughout the state, 

with CAR’s population experiencing extremely limited exposure to the state’s security apparatus 

and minimal interaction with France’s military, although there was general awareness of 

France’s military presence.  CAR outsourced its security to France’s military beginning with 

CAR’s independence through 1993 to compensate for the lack of a functioning state security 

apparatus capable of protecting its borders and projecting itself throughout its territory.  

Outsourcing CAR’s security had been a long-established practice prior to its independence, from 

the times of the surrogate militias as part of the concessionary companies. 

 

France was obligated under a 1960 defense accord to intervene in the event of foreign aggression  

(Munie, 2008) While not part of the accord, France also protected the state from domestic 

aggression and addressed internal sources of instability.  By 1963, most weapons in state 

inventories were French and the few weapons not French made likely came from France 



293 

 

 

(Berman, Florquin, & Lombard, 2005, p.  313).  In addition to building up the FACA’s weapons, 

France helped establish the military’s physical presence. 

 

France’s military support to CAR was marked by a lull in the 1970s due to President Bokassa’s 

atrocities91 rendering it politically unpalatable for France to openly support him.  France re-

engaged militarily through Operation Barracuda in 1979 in support of a coup d’état against 

President Bokassa to reinstall former President Dacko (International Crisis Group, 2007, p.  6).  

France established a base, Camp Béal, reoccupied the old French military base at Bouar in the 

west, and shipped several consignments of small arms and light weapons during the early years 

of President Dacko’s successor, André Kolingba.  (International Crisis Group, 2007) It was 

France’s right-hand man to CAR’s presidents, Lieutenant-Colonel Jean-Claude Mantion, a 

member of the French secret service, who foiled an attempted coup d’état in 1982 by President 

Bokassa’s Ex-Prime Minister, Ange-Félix Patassé, and two prominent brigadiers, General 

François Bozizé and General Mbaikoua serving as Minister of Communications. (Lombard, 

2016) 

 

At this time, the population identified with France’s military in CAR more than with the 

GCAR’s military, dubbing France’s military in CAR “the Barracudas.” That said, what the 

Central Africans knew of CAR’s military was the violence it wreaked on the population.  From 

the beginning of the slave trade, to foreign economic companies who used violence as a form of 

governance, to the boundless power of the state leadership and rebels alike, the definition of 

power became synonymous with violence, arbitrary, and extortion driven.  (Marchal, 2015) 

                                                      
91 Such atrocities included such as the Ngaragba Massacre  (New York Times Archive, 1979) and flagrant ties to 

France’s political foes such as Libya. (International Crisis Group, 2007) 
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While France administered to the state’s needs, President Kolingba (1985–1992) focused on 

making the central government, and specifically the military, a family and ethnic affair.  Prior to 

this, ethnic solidarity had largely not been mobilized or manipulated.  By the end of President 

Kolingba’s 12-year presidency, the Presidential Guard (PG) was a tribal militia and the national 

army was dominated by President Kolingba’s ethnic group (70% Yakoma).  (International Crisis 

Group, 2007) 

 

The fall of the Soviet Union and third wave of democracy signaled the end of France’s direct 

military engagement in CAR and the external support forming CAR’s military state reach.  

France pulled out thousands of its troops and completed the withdrawal by 1998.  (Lombard, 

2016) 

 

CAR’s security apparatus lacked a monopoly over the use of force, and while perhaps not 

considered legitimate, it became explicitly perceived as illegitimate during this period.  Unable 

to project a military presence throughout its territory, GCAR continued to outsource its military 

presence to external militaries.  Contrasting significantly from the previous period in which the 

GCAR outsourced its security to the French, from 1993 onwards the GCAR outsourced its 

security to a plethora of military actors—regional, international, and pro-state proxy militia.  

During this time, CAR’s people experienced a significant increase in pro-state forces targeting 

specific populations throughout CAR and gross human rights violations. 

 

To preserve his security, President Patassé transferred many of former President Kolingba’s 

Yakoma from the PG to the FACA and replaced them with those of his own larger ethnic group, 
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the Sara-Kara.  This led to grievances within the military, as noted by the three mutinies in April, 

May, and November of 1996, which the French military helped snuff.  However, the death of 

two French soldiers during the third mutiny signaled France’s departure.  France orchestrated its 

drawdown through the Bangui Accords in January 1997, marking the security transition from 

Period 1, with France as the sole security actor in CAR, to Period 2 with a series of regional and 

international peacekeeping forces and SSR.  As France drew down its military support, CAR 

diversified who it drew upon to provide security.  Rather than funneling this security presence 

through the FACA to build FACA institutional capacity and legitimacy, these efforts resulted in 

a plethora of pro-state security actors. 

 

The Bangui Accords resulted from dialogue supported by France, between President Patassé’s 

government, opposition parties, and religious groups.92 Most of the opposition consisted of 

Yakoma ex-mutineers from former President Kolingba’s PG who had been ousted to make room 

for President Patassé’s Sara-Kara tribesmen.   (Africa Confidential, 1998) The accords 

established the first regional peacekeeping forces in CAR, the Inter-African Mission to Monitor 

the Banui Accords (MISAB), with forces from Burkina Faso, Chad, Gabon, Mali, Senegal, and 

Togo.  While phasing out its military tutelage of CAR, France was not entirely absent, as it 

funded MISAB’s operation and provided the logistical support. 

 

While the MISAB was the first international security presence, it was far from the last; by some 

accounts, CAR has hosted more peacekeeping missions than any other country.  (Lombard, 

2016) With strong French lobbying, MISAB was quickly replaced by the United Nations (UN) 

                                                      
92 The accords were a series of measures designed to reconcile competing political factions, reform and strengthen 

the economy, and restructure the military. 
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Mission for the Central African Republic (MINUCRA) in 1998, in which the 200 French soldiers 

rehatted to UN soldiers, fully withdrawing in February 1999.  MINUCRA’s peacekeeping force 

included troops from a broader consortium: Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Chad, Côte 

d'Ivoire, Egypt, France, Gabon, Mali, Portugal, Senegal, Togo, and Tunisia.  President Patassé 

drew upon regional neighbors, regaining the upper hand in a failed coup d’état attempt in 

October 2002 by drawing upon at least 300 Congolese rebel soldiers from Jean-Pierre Bemba’s 

Movement for the Liberation of the Congo (MLC), as well as the support of 300 peacekeeping 

troops sent by Colonel Qaddafi through the Community of Sahel and Saharan States (CEN-

SAD).  The CEN-SAD troops were quickly replaced by those of the Central African Economic 

and Monetary Union (CEMAC) and the Multinational Force in the Central African Republic 

(FOMUC).  In 2002, France provided weapon systems and armaments for troops serving with 

the CEMAC peacekeeping mission.  (Berman, Florquin, & Lombard, 2005) 

 

The outsourcing CAR’s domestic security by its presidents to regional and internationalized 

entities undermined the legitimacy of any Central African security apparatus.  The PG was 

perceived as the president’s personal ethnic military.  First, President Kolingba staffed the PG 

with the Yakoma (70%), then President Patassé transitioned the PG from 70% to 40% Yakoma 

and replaced them with those from his own ethnic group, the Sara-Kara.  Although President 

Bozizé is Gbaya, from the North Ouham Prefecture, he drew more upon Chadian soldiers to 

augment his personal security. 

 

Beginning with President Patassé, the presidents increasingly established their own pro-state 

proxy militia, with varying degrees of direct ties back to the presidents.  In response to the 
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insecurity in the north from rebels, highway bandits, and Chadian commando units in search of 

booty, President Patassé commissioned the police’s Squad for the Repression of Banditry in 

1993.  He established a special force outside the army to address the instability in the north 

brought by the zaraguinas (highwaymen) under the command of Colonel Abdoulaye Miskine, a 

Chadian Sara and former rebel leader in the south of Chad.  And later, President Patassé 

established a personal militia known as the Karako led by the then-FACA’s Chief of Staff, 

General Bozizé.  President Patassé drew upon Congolese rebels as a pro-state proxy militia and 

used Libyan government forces.  Additional pro-state proxy militias were to follow.  These 

groups included the National Research and Investigation Force (CNRI) (US Department of State, 

1998), the Service d’Enquete, de Recherche et de Documentation (SERD) (IRIN News, 2003), 

the Société centrafricaine de protection et de surveillance (SCPS), and the presidential security 

group known as United Presidential Security (USP).  The FACA, largely remaining a non-entity, 

was sidelined. 

 

The state-sanctioned predation, gross human rights violations, and looting committed by the 

various pro-state proxy militias delegitimized CAR’s security apparatus in the perceptions of the 

people.  This was a shift from the previous period in which there was less interaction between 

the military and the people, and a shift from something slightly less than ambivalence to strong 

negative perceptions.  The pro-state proxy militias practiced sharp reprisals with a scorched earth 

policy targeting specific ethnic groups associated with perceived or real opposition.  An 

international researcher told ICG that, “People in the northwest told us they feared the rebels but 

feared the government soldiers even more.” (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 23) The fact 

that much of these offenses were committed against a selective ethnic population furthered the 
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narrative that the security apparatus was solely for the purpose of furthering the president’s 

prerogative of securing his power and preying on those not in his own ethnic group. 

 

This dynamic was exemplified when President Patassé allowed the Karako, who received 

additional support from the MLC, to attack the Yakoma ethnic group in Bangui following a 

failed coup d’état in 2001.  This inflamed the north-south, or savanna-riverine, tensions.93 ICG 

was told in an interview in 2007, “The lives of people who do not belong to their own ethnic 

group [the President’s] are worth nothing.” (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 23) The 

narrative that the president could act with impunity and there was no functioning judicial system 

was furthered as very few were held accountable for their crimes. 

 

CAR’s sinGoular experience in electing its president quickly ended as President Patassé was 

ousted by then-FACA Chief of Staff General Bozizé in a Chadian-backed coup d’état in March 

2003.  Bozizé had escaped to France through Chad after being outed as the true mastermind of 

the failed coup d’état in May 2001.  His return was largely facilitated with President Déby’s 

blessing and support of the Chadian military.  In place of the French military, it was now the 

Chadian military which “established order in Bangui” and provided security for the president.  

(Smith, 2015) CAR’s other neighbors also moved in swiftly to support Bozizé’s coup d’état 

against President Patassé, including Congo-Brazzaville, Congo-Kinchasa, and Gabon, with the 

French playing a minor role (Operation Boali to protect the French community and foreign 

nationals in Bangui).  This support was largely based on the regional perception that President 

Patassé posed too great a threat to the regional power constellations after President Patassé’s 

                                                      
93 President Patassé had erroneously blamed ex-President Kolingba for the attack, only to learn that it was his FACA 

Chief of Staff, General Bozizé. 
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offensive in November 2002 to drive Bozizé’s combatants back north.  (Berg, 2008, p.  21) 

 

Many of President Bozizé’s combatants in support of his successful coup d’état in 2003 were 

dual-nationality Arabs from Salamat (southeast Chad) born in CAR (Debos, 2008) (although 

they were considered Chadian) from the north and northeast.  They had been recruited by 

Abubakar Sabone, a Salamat from the northeast.  After Bozizé’s coup d’état, President Bozizé 

failed to deliver on his promises of high bonuses and integration into the reGoular army to his 

coup d’état supporters, or “liberators.” Within months, many of the liberators took up arms 

against President Bozizé, becoming “ex-liberators.”94 After Chadian troops drove them out of 

Bangui, some fighters fled to northeastern CAR and immediately formed several small rebel 

groups (Berg, 2008), taking up arms against President Bozizé only two months later in April 

2004.  President Déby provided mediation, but despite claims of a compromise reached, the issue 

remained unsettled.  The 2004 DDR program was launched, but with the exception of a small 

discharge payment and the offer to repatriate to Chad, the promised DDR benefits were not 

extended to the Chadian ex-liberators.  Without being integrated in into the FACA, many of the 

ex-liberators were left waiting to be officially demobilized or mobilized into an armed group.  

(Debos, 2008) Others retreated to northwest CAR, joined up with zaraguinas, formed new road-

bandit units, or formed/joined rebel groups in the area.  (Berg, 2008) 

 

While President Patassé had initial legitimacy through the election, President Bozizé had a 

double deficit of legitimacy, “a general without troops” lacking both reliable armed forces and 

                                                      
94 According to Mark Pearson, President Bozizé was advised not to pay out to his liberators as it would appear 

impropriator for having paid off Chadian hired mercenaries. (M. Pearson, personal interview, 2018) Unable to 

contain their inquiries and seeing a threat to the new regime, President Bozizé launched a campaign to dismiss many 

of these liberators. (Dukham, 2017) 
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lacking political legitimacy.  This perception was reinforced when he appealed to President Déby 

for additional support to quell Bangui, who sent 500 soldiers to reestablish order in the capital.  

(International Crisis Group, 2007)  Lastly, CAR’s security apparatus was unable to control its 

borders.  For example, the country shares a 1,200-kilometer frontier with Sudan, but the GCAR 

only maintained two border posts.  (International Crisis Group, 2007) In the GCAR’s absence 

along its border, Chad’s forces had been stationed along the border and exercised a de facto right 

of pursuit into CAR territory.  They were withdrawn and, in its stead, in December 2005, 

Cameroon, Chad, and CAR granted each other the right of cross-border pursuit of rebels and 

road cutters. (International Crisis Group, 2007) The following year, in August 2006, the UN 

Security Council expanded the mandate of the UN Mission in the Sudan (UNMIS) to Darfur, 

mandating UNMIS to monitor cross-border rebel activity and to establish a multidimensional 

presence in key locations in Chad and, if possible, in the CAR. (United Nations, 2006) 

 

By 2006, CAR had completely lost what minimal monopoly over the use of force that it had, as 

well as the legitimacy granted by its citizens to use such force.  CAR was a state without a loyal 

and/or capable army, with no control over its borders, and no security presence projected 

throughout its territory. 

 

First, due to the lack of the GCAR’s monopoly of violence in the northeast, namely from an 

inability to extend the state’s military reach, there were a number of different armed actors from 

within CAR operating in Darfur at this time, including: Karoko, CNRI, SERD, SCPS, and the 

USP. 
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In addition to these armed groups, I noted the general insecurity caused by the highway bandits 

and poachers raiding south from Darfur.  The Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project 

(ACLED) identified Unidentified Ethnic Militia (Sudan) and Unidentified Ethnic Militia 

(Central African Republic) in Vakaga Province from 1997 (when the database begins) through 

2002.   (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project, 2018) The notes in these incidents 

identified skirmishes between herdsmen from Sudan and ethnic militias in Vakaga Province. 

 

The granting of the right to Chad and Sudan for cross-border pursuit of rebels and road cutters 

into CAR is evidence of the insecurity in the northeast and CAR’s inability to extend a military 

presence or protect its borders.  This was further substantiated by the following event, of 

expanding the UNMIS mandate into the region as well.  Three separate international/regional 

peacekeeping efforts were deployed to CAR and the northeast (MISAB in 1997, MINUCRA in 

1998, CEMAC in 2002). 

 

3.3 Causal Mechanism Part 2: Nonstate Actors Form Self-defense Units 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 2 of the causal mechanism is that the 

nonstate actors form self-defense units.  The entity is the nonstate actors who form the self-

defense units, and the element of change is forming self-defense units.  As previously noted, 

these parts of the causal mechanism occur in an iterative manner.  In this case, Part 1 and Part 2 

are closely interconnected; insecurity caused nonstate actors to form self-defense units, which 

contributed to insecurity, which caused other nonstate actors to form self-defense units. 

 



302 

 

 

There were two sources of the self-defense groups: the self-defense groups that formed to 

counter raids from the northern Sudanese neighbors, and the antipoaching park rangers.  Self-

defense groups arose in the northeast in response to Sudanese raids and pastoralists coming south 

into CAR.95 Sheikh Yaya Ramadan, an important Goula spiritual leader, village chief of 

Tiroungoulou, and a former mayor of Birao formed a self-defense unit in Vakaga Prefecture.  

According to the Small Arms Survey, the self-defense unit “received government approval, was 

relatively well armed.  Bangui’s support was political, not military, in nature, and did not 

encompass the provision of any weaponry.  The militia procured its arms privately (probably 

from local sources), mostly Kalashnikov assault rifles, but also G-3s, M-14s, and FN-FALs.  In 

August 2003, the group numbered between 250 and 300.” (Berman E. G., 2005) 

 

The Goula self-defense groups grew considerably when in May 2002, pastoralists of the Tacha 

ethnic group in Southern Darfur were accused of killing Sheikh Yaya Ramadan.  The Goula and 

Runga formed an alliance to oppose the Tacha at this time.  (Interantional Federation for Human 

Rights, 2013) The assassination sparked a cycle of retribution from 2002–2005 between local 

Goula, Runga and Kara ethnic groups on one side and Sudanese and Chadian groups on the 

other.  With both the Goula and Kara situated closer to the border with Chad and Sudan, the 

Runga based around Ndele were less vulnerable to the raids from the north and did not form self-

defense groups at this time.  (I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) 

 

Then-President Patassé, a fellow northerner, provided military training from 1996 to 2001 for 

four to five youth from each village across the northeast to help enable them to conduct patrols to 

                                                      
95 Self-defense groups had already formed in the northcentral and northwestern part of CAR formed in the early 

2000s against the zaraguinas (road cutters or robbers) and armed pastoralists. 
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protect themselves from raids from Darfur and general insecurity in the area.  (Concerned 

Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) President Bozizé also supported and drew upon 

these self-defense groups, to boost his weak regime forces in fighting these security threats. 

(Vries & Glawion, 2015) Some of the groups worked with the government, for example, Haute-

Kotto Prefecture, also beset with highway robbers and kidnappers, developed a network of local 

vigilante groups in December 2003.  Governor Serge Gabin Nakombo met with village leaders in 

Bria to plan the establishment of village-based self-defense groups.  (Berman & Lombard, 2008) 

 

The park rangers, “pisteurs,” formed in response to the extensive poaching by the Sudanese.  A 

European Union (EU)-funded project (Programme de Conservation et Utilisation Rationale des 

Ecosystemes Forestiers en Afrique Centrale (ECOFAC)) provided military training and 

equipment to the park rangers to protect the wildlife in the region.  There are three main reserves 

in the area in which they operated—the St Floris/Ouandja-Vakaga Faunal Reserve, the Manovo-

Gounda Saint Floris National Park, and Reserve de Fauna de la Ouandja.  Djotodia, when 

working with the Ministry of Environment, used his influence to be sure that the ranger program 

did not bring in other people from outside the region, but ensured that they trained local 

community members.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The Goula were the main beneficiaries of this program although the program beneficiaries also 

included the Kara and Runga.  In recognition of the personal and group benefits of participating 

in this program, Sheikh Ramadan became the representative in the north to the program and 

gathered men in an antipoaching militia to assist the project.  (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012) In 

August 2003, there were approximately 250–300 trained park rangers.  (Berman, Florquin, & 
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Lombard, 2005) Village-run Hunting Zones (Zones Cynégétiques Villageoises (ZCV)) were 

formed, which occasionally recruited self-defense personnel for short periods of time to help 

track poachers.  A UNDP follow-on program described the ECOFAC-ZCV as: 

 

An innovative model of a community safari hunting zone (ZCV) has been implemented 

during the last ten years in the hunting blocks surrounding the Bamingui-Bangoran and 

Manovo-Gounda Saint Floris National Parks.  In these hunting blocks, management, 

responsibility and accountability are shared among two stakeholder groups: the 

government body in charge of wildlife and protected areas and institutions composed of 

representatives from the local communities, designated as “local management 

committees. (Government of Central African Republic, 2011) 

 

By 2002, Goula and Kara had formed self-defense units in response to, and contributing to, 

insecurity in the northeast.  The Goula self-defense groups had coercive capabilities, received 

state support, and had a leader (Sheikh Ramadan) with legitimacy from within the region.  

Meanwhile, the park rangers developed organizational and coercive capabilities through 

development support. 

 

Evidence of the formation of these self-defense units summarized above does not appear in 

ACLED’s database through the identification of ethnic militias identified by name, as was done 

in the case study with Darfur.  The ACLED database does not list any specific ethnic militias 

through 2002. (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project, 2018) I suspect that this 

reflects the bias of the ACLED database toward English-based reporting, as well as the 
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underreporting of events in the northeast.  ACLED did report incidents of political violence 

between Unidentified Ethnic Militia from Central African Republic and Unidentified Ethnic 

Militia from Sudan in 2002. 

 

I confirmed the existence of the ECOFAC program via project reports in northeast CAR through 

primary documents from the program. (Ecofaune, 2010) Through interviews (personal accounts) 

and secondary texts, I confirmed the existence of the Goula self-defense groups and the 

antipoaching ZCVs. 

 

3.4 Causal Mechanism Part 3: State Mobilizes First Actors 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 3 of the causal mechanism is that the 

state mobilizes opposition by triggering a shift in a segment of the population from neutral to 

opposition.  The entity is the state—specifically, the state’s security apparatus, and the element 

of change is that it mobilizes opposition.  I define the disparate ethnic group’s position with 

regards to the GCAR as “neutral” as long as the population seeks redress of grievances through 

the current political system.  It is when these groups begin to mobilize to engage the GCAR 

outside of this system that I deem as having shifted away from neutral. 

 

At the national level, coups d’état had been the preferred means to take control of the state.  

Marking the end of the coup d’état eras, the era of rebellion was launched, sometimes referred to 

as “The Central African Bush War (2004–2007).” Rebellion became the antechamber of power, 

with the current government maintaining permanent rebellion in CAR. (International Crisis 



306 

 

 

Group, 2007) In 2006, a quarter of all provinces were at least partly in the hands of rebels or 

faced the prospect of sliding into violent conflict. (Mehler A. , 2006) 

 

The APRD sprang up just weeks after President Bozizé’s election in 2005.  From exile in Togo, 

former President Patassé led the movement, together with several other ousted dignitaries 

including former Presidential Guard Officer Lieutenant Florian Ndjadder and then later 

Lieutenant Larma.  Supporters of the APRD included the northwest village self-defense 

committees, zaraguinas, and members of former President Patassé’s Presidential Guard.  They 

were mobilized with the hope of regaining power in Bangui and by drawing upon the grievances 

with President Bozizé’s government, which distrusted the members of their ethnic group (Sara 

Kara) and carried out indiscriminate violence against them.  The Union for Republican Forces 

(UFR) who split from the APRD were led by Lieutenant Florian Ndjadder, based mostly in 

Paoua District, Ouham-Pendé Prefecture in the northwest.  The Democratic Front for the Central 

African People (FDPC) led by General Abdulaye Minskine (Chadian born and former official of 

the Presidential Security Unit given responsibility for securing the north by President Patassé) 

sprang up in September 2005.  The Patriotic Movement for the Restoration of the Central African 

Republic (MPRC) led by Steve Guéret sprang up. 

 

Each of CAR’s regions, and main ethnic groups, had had a president in power: Dacko and 

Bokassa were M’baka (comprising 4–7% of the population) from the southwest; Kolingba was 

Yakuma (comprising 4% of the population); Patassé was Sara-Kara (the Sara comprise 10% of 

the population) from the northwest; and Bozizé was Gbaya (comprising 33% of the population) 

from centralwest.  By the time of Bozizé’s tenure, it was largely the Muslim population in the 
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northeast which had not yet had a turn in power.  It is not by accident that the violence which 

marred the constitutional referendum and President Bozizé’s election was from the northeast, 

and that the APRD, UFR, and MPRC all recruited from the northeast, mobilizing grievances of 

ethnic, regional, and religious marginalization. 

 

In the northeast, the Sudanese government provided funds to the GCAR for a monument to the 

memory of Sheikh Ramadan and the construction of a mosque, a school, and a community hall 

in March 2003.  The GCAR misappropriated the funds and the monument was never built.  “This 

left a legacy of bitterness in Vakaga Prefecture, all the more so as the Goula consider themselves 

to have been especially singled out for ostracism by the central government. (International Crisis 

Group, 2007) 

 

The GCAR’s refusal to appropriate the funds for the monument was the mobilizing event that 

shifted the northeast’s first actors from neutrality toward opposing CAR.  With the death of 

Sheikh Ramadan, Zacharia Damane, a wealthy tribal leader working in the diamond industry 

based in Bria, Haute-Kotto Prefecture returned to Tiringoulou, Vakaga Prefecture as one of the 

main leaders and funders of the self-defense groups to help avenge Sheikh Ramadan’s death. 

Demane became quite successful militarily in leading the self-defense groups and politically as 

councilor to the Ouandja commune in Tiringoulou, Vakaga Prefecture.  Each Central African 

whom I interviewed cited this incident—the GCAR’s refusal to pay the reparations—as a 

significant mobilizing event in opposition to the GCAR.  The state-led trigger for the northeast, 

and specifically the Goula, was the combination of the murder of Sheikh Ramadan and the 

GCAR’s refusal to pay the reparations to the northeast.  Following this, Demane took the first 
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concrete steps to mobilize coercive capabilities. 

 

3.5 Causal Mechanism Part 4: Nonstate Actors Establish NSAG 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 4 of the causal mechanism is that the 

nonstate actors establish an NSAG.  The entity is the nonstate actors, and the element of change 

is that the nonstate actors establish an NSAG.  In the case study on the UFDR, Part 4 and Part 5 

occurred over a short period of time, overlapping and iterative. 

 

The UFDR was founded on local self-defense groups, which formed as a response to the regional 

conflict complex (Debos, 2008) (Berg, 2008), characterized by a lack of state presence and 

insecurity.  It is known that the APRD (and later, the Anti-Balaka) grew from the self-defense 

groups in the northwest, having formed largely in a response to the road cutters, but, as Lombard 

highlighted, self-defense groups were also the kernel upon which the UFDR formed.  (L. 

Lombard, personal interview, 2018) Lombard described, “In reality, this was not the creation of 

a new group but the transformation of an already existing, loosely organized local defense 

force—the Goula antipoacher/avengers—into an entity more easily recognizable by people 

outside the area, namely a rebellion.”  (Lombard, 2012, p. 332) 

 

The literature on CAR and its conflict dynamics is replete with one narrative of how the UFDR 

formed while my interviews with Central Africans shared a narrative with some key differences.  

I fully admire and appreciate the research of those who have written about CAR and I have 

drawn heavily from their works.  However, I have been unable to reconcile a few differences 
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between the two narratives and have chosen to present both narratives, referring to the narrative 

shared by my Central African colleagues as the “internal narrative” and to note where this differs 

from the “external narrative.” Despite the differences of the two narratives, both tell a tale of 

how the UFDR officially formed in 2006. 

 

The external narrative begins with three rebel groups coming together to form the UFDR in 

September 2006: the Groupe d'action patriotique pour la liberation de Centrafrique (GAPLC), 

the Movement of the Central African Liberators for Justice (MLCJ), and the Front démocratique 

Centrafricain (FDC).  The GAPLC was led by Djotodia, who became the President for the 

UDFR.  A Muslim Goula from Birao, Djotodia had served with President Patassé’s government 

as a civil servant with the Ministry of Planning and later with President Bozizé, with the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs, serving as Consul in Nyala-Darfur, Sudan.  The MLCJ was led by Captain 

Abakar Sabone, who became the Spokesperson for the UDFR.  A Muslim Salamat from Chad, 

Sabone broke with the Patassé regime because of the atrocities committed against Muslims by 

Miskine and his southern Chad commandos as part of the “Codos.” President Bozizé drew upon 

Sabone, who could help raise troops in his home region, and Sabone fought as a liberator; he 

became a well-known army captain for President Bozizé, and then became an ex-liberator. 

(Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) The FDC was led by Major Hassan Justin, who became the Head of 

Military Operations for the UFDR.  The three NSAGs signed an agreement in Rwanda.  

(International Crisis Group, 2007) 

 

I have neither been able to confirm that this group of ex-liberators was the GAPLC, nor that the 

GAPLC or the FDC existed prior to the UFDR.  There is no mention of the GAPLC or the FDC 
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in ACLED, and the MLJC does not appear in ACLED prior to 2008.  (Armed Conflict Location 

and Event Data Project, 2017) None of the interviewees whom I interviewed from CAR can 

substantiate the existence of these groups or that MLJC formed prior to 2008.  As far as I can 

assess, the MLJC formed when Sabone left the UFDR and founded this group in 2008. 

 

Only one interviewee knew of Hassan Justin, who had been part of President Patassé’s PG, and 

he reported that after having fallen out with President Patassé, Hassan escaped an attempt to 

arrest him (possibly with the assistance of his fell soldiers) and settled in Sweden.  This version 

suggests that Hassan was never officially part of the UFDR but was sympathetic from Sweden.  

Due to Hassan’s support for the UFDR, his Youlu brethren in the northeast (a smaller ethnic 

group in the northeast), also supported the UFDR.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal 

interview, 2018) One version suggests that after Sabone fell out with Bozizé six months after 

President Bozizé took power, Sabone left Bangui and joined the UFDR, bringing many ex-

liberators with him.  According to this version, it was later, when he was arrested in Benin that 

he first met Djotodia in prison. 

 

The internal narrative differs in that the UFDR came together earlier in the year, beginning in 

May 2006.  Its foundations were built upon the coming together of ethnic self-defense groups, 

drawing upon formerly trained park rangers and ex-liberators.  Demane, a Goula from Boromata 

in Vakaga, became the center of gravity on the ground in which the population, notables, park 

rangers, and self-defense groups rallied around to form the UFDR.  Djotodia, and Sabone 

(mentioned above), led ex-liberators in the region; theyseem to have joined this effort after the 

formation, and provided political leadership. 
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The internal narrative suggested that the northeast’s pact of society was formed by the general 

population of the region (cross-cutting ethnic identities in the region).  It began with the arrest of 

Demane in May 2006.  An interviewee described the events leading to the appointment of 

Demane as leader of the region’s opposition: 

 

In May 2006, President Bozizé’s PG arrested a number of notables,96 including Demane, 

in the region to send a message.  The population demonstrated and forced the government 

to release Demane.  The northeast was rejoiceful with Deman’s release and there were 

celebrations across the region.  Demane was seen as a leader of the region, not just of his 

own ethnic group.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

It is said that the UFDR formed in response to the people’s decrying the recent spate of state-led 

attacks, and it was at the celebrations for Demane’s release that there was consensus around both 

the need to oppose the government to get the government’s attention, and to rally around 

Demane as the leader for this effort.  A humanitarian worker from the region stated in an 

interview, “When you talk of the UFDR, you are talking about the entire population.”97 

(Humanitarian worker#1, personal interview, 2018) An interviewee summarized, “Demane is a 

legend in the northeast.” (InternationalHumanitarian#1, personal interview, 2018) Igor Acko, 

                                                      
96 The term “notables” is a term for elder successful community leaders who play a role in advising community 

dynamics but do not hold an official position such as “chief.” 
97 While generalizations are made about “the population" supporting or no longer supporting the UFDR, it is 

important to note that “the population” is not a monolithic actor. In one interview, it was observed that, “There are 

three trends of opinions. You would have some saying the UFDR is just a rebellion, causing the loss of lives. For 

those in the middle, they would say – yes, rebellion is a sad thing but at some point, it is necessary. And others 

would say, we must be involved in the rebellion because we are marginalized here.” In recognizing that that these 

differences exist, the generalized statements about “the population’s” perspectives are an attempt to reflect the 

general or main perspective. 
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U.S.  Institute of Peace's program specialist and CAR analyst, explained that, rallying to this 

cause, the Goula self-defense groups attracted other self-defense groups, notably those of the 

Kara, and young Runga fighters as well (although they did not coordinate in the form of Runga 

self-defense groups).  (I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) An interviewee explained: 

 

The Kara were quick to support the cause because when Demane had been arrested in 

May 2006, he was arrested along with Kara notables, who formed a comaraderie while in 

prison.  The Youla also supported this effort, as they had been concerned about the 

GCAR turning on their Youla fellow, Justin Hassan.  While Hassan was safe in Sweden, 

they felt that if the government could turn on Hassan, it could easily turn on them in 

Vakaga.” (Concerned Centra l African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

A few external sources have also cited the beginning of the UFDR as occurring earlier than 

September 2006.  For example, the ICG explained that the UFDR was forming following the Fall 

2005 elections or in the Spring of 2006.  (International Crisis Group, 2007) 

 

Based on this, I surmise that there was sufficient consternation and agitation in the region prior 

to May 2006.  With the predatory acts, described below, this agitation was catalyzed to establish 

the UFDR, from May through September 2006.  Ultimately, Demane provided the on-the-ground 

military leadership and Djotodia and Sabone provided political leadership.  The October 2006 

date is known for the first official UDFR military attack.  This start date is more symbolic than 

actually reflecting an official date; like with the SLM/A, the UFDR formed by bringing together 

those who were already fighting in the region. 
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The UFDR’s first official military endeavor occurred on October 30, 2006, when 50 UFDR 

soldiers attacked the region’s administrative center in Vakaga Prefecture, Birao, located close to 

the triborder area between CAR, Chad, and Sudan.  The UFDR took possession of a whole 

arsenal of arms, ammunition and nine vehicles, including two trucks mounted with 14.5mm 

machine guns, abandoned by the FACA.  (International Crisis Group, 2007)) By November 27, 

they had reached south to Ouanda Djallé and Sam Ouandja in Vakaga Prefecture, and almost 

reached Bria, the administrative center in Haute-Kotto Prefecture, and west to Ndélé, the 

administrative center in Bamingi-Bangoran Prefecture.  Birao was not recaptured by the 

government until a month later.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

In an interview with Reuters from Benin in November 2006, UFDR President Djotodia 

introduced the UDFR’s platform to Central Africans and the international community, stating, 

“Like any rebellion, our objective is to obtain power....  We consider Mr.  Bozizé is not in a 

condition to run the Central African Republic,” and asked West and Central African presidents to 

persuade Bozizé to negotiate a political settlement with them in CAR.  He argued that President 

Bozizé had been ruling CAR like a personal fiefdom, favoring his family and Gbaya ethnic 

group to the detriment of other citizens.   (Fletcher, 2006) The UFDR further claimed that 

exclusionary, anti-Muslim practices and general corruption of the Bozizé government forced 

them to take up arms.  (Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) 

 

Evidence of the UFDR’s founding is trace (by its very existence), verified through ACLED’s 

statistics of incidents of political violence, and through Djotodia’s political announcement of the 



314 

 

 

UFDR in November 2006.  The political announcement, as vague as it was, also served as 

evidence of the founding of the NSAG and the link between the founding of the NSAG with the 

strained state-level social contract. 

 

3.6 Causal Mechanism Part 5: State Consolidates Opposition 

Recall that in the theoretical Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism for an NSAG to form 

a social contract with a segment of the population, Part 5 of the causal mechanism is the state’s 

action to consolidate opposition.  The entity is the state, and the element of change is that it 

consolidates opposition among the segment of the targeted population.  As mentioned above, 

Part 4 and Part 5 occurred over a short period of time, and in an iterative manner. 

 

In response to the demonstrations of Demane’s arrest, the PG’s detachment attacked Tiringoulou 

on May 25–26, including Demane’s home, and continued to attack the region throughout June 

2006.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) External reports support this 

account of the GCAR’s predation in the region at this time.  Although the date is not specified, 

given the sequencing, Demane’s recount of the events to Lombard seem to align with these 

events, “when the GCAR forces had surrounded his home.” (Lombard, 2012) According to 

Weyns, the PG raised Goula villages around Tiringoulou, Vakaga Prefecture in April 2006 

(Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) for allegedly aiding and abetting Chadian rebels. 

 

ACLED reported Chadian rebels conducting raids in Tiroungoulou during this time.  (Armed 

Conflict Location and Event Data Project , 2017) This resonates with what the GCAR’s 

approach was at this time, to intentionally diminutize events in this region and discount 
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opposition from the northeast as being Chadian.  Although, ACLED also reported that “the 

defense ministry has issued a communique acknowledging the violent fighting on 26 May in the 

prefecture of Vakaga between CAR reGoular forces and rebels.” (Armed Conflict Location and 

Event Data Project , 2017) 

 

Lombard noted that the GCAR sent its soldiers to attack those within the region, and particularly 

targeted the Goula region, following the local government’s reporting of an airplane (suspected 

Sudanese) landing in their region in late April.  (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012) The landing of the 

Antinov was reported by others, including by the Small Arms Survey.  (Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) 

It remains unconfirmed whether the plane was in support of Chadian rebels or the 

northeasterners.  ACLED reported (Sudan Tribune) on April 25, “About 50 Chadian soldiers 

(identified as Front uni pour le changement [FUC98]) were dropped on the Chadian and Sudanese 

border.” 

 

The graph below (Figure 17) illustrates the total incidents of political violence per year in which 

the different actor categories participated.99
 

                                                      
98 FUC was a Chadian rebel group. 
99 I coded the ACLED actors as follows. Government of CAR Actors: Military Forces of Central African Republic 

(2003–2013), Police Forces of Central African Republic (2003–2013), and the Military of France. Rebels: UFDR: 

Union of Democratic Forces for Unity and PJP: Convention of Patriots for Justice and Peace. Ethnic Militias: Goula 

Ethnic Militia (Central African Republic); Youlou Ethnic Militia (Central African Republic); and, Sara Ethnic Militia 

(Central African Republic). 
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Figure 17 The number of incidents of political violence by actor (ACLED) 

 

This graph shows an overall increase in incidents by the GCAR in 2006.  This sequencing 

highlights how GCAR’s actions served as the “trigger” dynamic mobilizing those away from 

neutrality in support of the UFDR. 

 

The state’s predation on the region, and specifically targeting the Goula, triggered a positively 

vicious feedback loop with the Goula supporting the UFDR due to feeling targeted by the 

GCAR, which led to anti-Goula sentiment within the GCAR, and which resulted in intensifying 
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the GCAR’s military operations against the Goula.  (Humans Rights Watch, 2007) The 

International Federation for Human Rights reported that “the murderous attacks by FACA in 

2006 and 2007, in gross violation of international humanitarian law (summary executions, rapes, 

burning villages, lootings) resulted in radicalizing the armed movements against the Bozizé 

regime.” (International Federation for Human Rights, 2008, p. 11) 

 

The combined impact of these was to consolidate the support of the northeast’s population in 

opposition to the state.  Indicative of this increase in support is the number of voluntary recruits 

into the UFDR.  In October 2006, the UFDR’s members numbered from 150 to 200.  

(International Federation for Human Rights, 2008, p. 16) By December that same year, it was 

reported that the UFDR had between 500 and 1,000 fighters. (Africa Confidential, 2007) Four 

years later, in 2010, the UFDR’s ranks boasted of approximately 2,200.  (Dukhan, 2017) 

 

4.0 The UFDR’s Social Contract 

After establishing an understanding of how the level and nature of the GCAR’s penetration into 

northeastern CAR affected the social contract between the northeast and the GCAR, I now 

evaluate the UFDR’s social contract. 

 

This section analyses the UFDR’s Formation Phase and assesses whether the UFDR satisfied the 

requirements to form a social contract, forming coercive and authoritative power.  I categorize the 

Formation Phase of an organization to include the first two steps of an organization’s 

development100—nascent and emerging, and the Sustaining Phase of an organization to include 

                                                      
100 There are four classic steps or phases of an organization’s development: nascent, emerging, consolidating, and 

viable. 
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the latter two steps—consolidating and viable.  The UFDR’s Formative Phase occurred from 

2004, when the three main ethnic groups in the northeast began to mobilize for self-defense at the 

tribal level, through October 2006, when the UFDR pursued its first official military attack 

against the GCAR.  The UFDR’s nascent step was from 2004 to early 2006, when the individual 

ethnic self-defense groups were increasing their coercive capabilities.  Its emerging step was 

from early 2006 through October 2006, which marks the UFDR’s transition from being nascent to 

emerging in terms of organization development.  In this transition, at the governance level, an 

organization transitions from having a pregovernance structure—in this case the separate self-

defense groups, to having identified the governing body that brought these pregovernance 

structures together. 

 

Recall, the seven components for a social contract are as follows: 

 

1. The leadership of the social contract is not officially part of the state’s central government 

or its outposts. 

2. The social contract has coercive power, coercive capability and mandate. 

3. The social contract has a political administration. 

4. The social contract provides some form of public goods (in addition to security). 

5. The social contract utilizes a process of exchange with its society. 

6. The social contract has a society that is contracted with the NSAG. 

7. The social contract sovereign resonates with its society’s shared values. 

 

4.1 UFDR’s Coercive Power 
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The first category to assess whether the UFDR established a social contract with the general 

population in the northeast is coercive power.  The UFDR established moderate coercive power 

during its Formation Phase: the UFDR had coercive capabilities and the UFDR’s use of these 

capabilities was perceived as legitimate by the northeastern population.101 The perception of the 

UFDR’s legitimate use of coercive force by those within the northeast was derived from a 

collective sense of regional marginalization, with a growing sense of GCAR prejudices against 

Muslims.  The UFDR’s coercive capabilities came from a combination of previous military 

training coupled with very limited regional support.  Due to the nature of how the UFDR was 

formed, the coercive capabilities were more or less the coordinated deployment of separate 

ethnic militias, with some resembling minutemen, rather than a truly integrated rebel military.  

While the UFDR’s coercive capabilities and effectiveness remained hampered by the disparate 

nature of its DNA, it enjoyed intermittent success against the GCAR military. 

 

4.1.1 Legitimate Coercive Mandate 

There were three sources of legitimacy for the UFDR in its early years of formation, all 

reinforcing each other.  First, the “authentic” manner in which the UFDR formed its coercive 

power, through village youth fighting for the village’s protection, was a source of legitimacy.  

Second, the UFDR’s leadership was considered legitimate as it came from within the northeast 

and was “one of their own.” And, lastly, the UFDR’s coercive capabilities to defend the 

population and engage militarily with the state served as a source of legitimacy. 

 

                                                      
101 It is difficult to assess the portion of the population within the northeast which supported the UFDR. While 

recognizing that there is always a range, my interviews suggest that at this time, there was general, widespread 
grassroots support for the UFDR. 
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The UFDR resulted from the blending of dynamics at CAR’s state level and more broadly within 

northcentral Africa102.  The northeastern population was easily mobilized based on grievances 

rising from the GCAR’s inability to extend itself throughout its territory and subsequent 

prioritization to marginalize the northeast.  Section 3.3 described how the UFDR built upon and 

drew from those already engaged in protecting the region, either through self-defense groups or 

as park rangers.  This provided an authentic sense of the UFDR’s roots being established from 

within the region.  The common uniting theme was the GCAR, and specifically President 

Bozizé’s government.  The legitimacy based on shared values of coming from within the region 

was reinforced, as, INGO Triangle Generation Humanitaire’s Head of Mission for CAR, Abou-

Bakr Mashimango, shared in an interview, the UFDR also had the support of the Sultans in Birao 

and Ndele and the notables/advisors from within the region.  (A.B. Mashimango, personal 

interview, 2018) 

 

The northcentral Africa dynamics produced a pool of disaffected recruitable youth with notable 

grievances of marginalization, generating willing combatants to follow politico-military 

entrepreneurs with promises of payouts and redressed grievances. (Debos, 2008) The politico- 

military entrepreneurs were easily incentivized with the GCAR’s weak sovereign and revolving 

door of dispossessed political members seeking access to the state’s loot.  The two merged to 

form two overlapping military objectives which served as the main source of legitimacy and 

“glue” to bind UFDR leaders with its combatants, and the UFDR with the northeastern 

population. 

 

                                                      
102 Northcentral Africa includes the triborder area of CAR, Chad, and Sudan. 
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The second source of legitimacy was the connections of the UFDR’s political leadership with 

Bangui.  After the formation of the UFDR, Djotodia joined the UFDR.  Accounts also differ as 

to how much legitimacy Djotodia had within the northeast.  The accounts which support the 

notion that he had internal legitimacy suggest that after returning from his time abroad in Russia, 

he became a notable within region, worked for the Planning Ministry and National Parks, and 

had run unsuccessfully as a legislative candidate (but was asked to stand down as his uncle ran 

for legislative).  Other accounts suggest that he lacked legitimacy from within the region, as 

Lombard suggested, “Another far-off interlocutor, Michel Djotodia, claimed to speak for the 

UFDR.” (Lombard, 2012, p. 333) 

 

Whether Djotodia was considered legitimate from within the northeast due to his northeast-

specific reputation, he had links with the central government, which translated into political 

access.  This was viewed by some as an additional source of legitimacy,103 although it remains 

unclear as to how well known Djotodia was on the CAR political scene.  (I. Acko, personal 

interview, 2018) In 2006, Djotodia was the Vice-Consul for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

based in Nyala for President Bozizé’s administration, and that Djotodia was connected to 

President Bozizé.  One interview suggested that President Bozizé wanted to access Djotodia’s 

relations with the Russians for purposes of small arms deals.  One interviewee suggested that 

Djotodia was smuggling weapons for President Bozizé while he was in Nyala using his 

connections to Russia.  One interviewee suggested that President Bozizé assigned Djotodia to 

Nyala to weaken his influence within the region and to distance him from Demane.  Eventually, 

                                                      
103 Lombard cautions against the application of the term legitimacy in this context, asserting that it was more along 

the lines of community members recognizing that they (Djotodia and Sabone) had certain capacities that those on 

the ground did not have, and that they would be an interlocutor for them as they can access Bangui. (Lombard, 

2018) 
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Djotodia and President Bozizé had a falling out and Djotodia resigned or was forced out. 

 

How and when Djotodia transitioned from Darfur to the UFDR remains unclear, although 

Demane and Djotodia had personal connections and had worked together in the diamond industry 

in Bria when Demane had been active as a diamond miner and later as a diamond financier.  

Djotodia married one of Damane’s nieces during their time in Bria. (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & 

Spittaels, 2014) Another version suggested that while Djotodia was in Nyala, Demane and 

Djotodia developed a trade network which facilitated Demane’s exporting of Arabic gum and 

gold through Sudan.  Another interview suggested that Djotodia was already secretly supporting 

Demane from Nyala while working with President Bozizé’s administration. 

 

The ex-liberator struggle had not been directed against the central government authorities until 

the second half of 2004 when the ex-liberators returned to the northeast, led by Sabone.  Sabone 

had been sent to N’Djamena under the pretext of conducting a goodwill mission to President 

Déby.  In 2004, Sabone and other ex-liberators began to prepare a new military operation to oust 

President Bozizé, and it was then that he sought contact with the local armed elements. (Weyns, 

Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) The ACLED database reported an incident in late November 

2004 in Birao of “suspected opponents of President Bozizé.” (Armed Conflict Location and 

Event Data Project , 2017) 

 

Although the exact dates are unknown, both Djotodia and Sabone were identified in media 

reports as early as November 2, 2006 as the UFDR’s President and Spokesperson, respectfully, 

five days after the attack on Birao. (Reuters, 2006) Suffice it to say that somehow, the links 
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between Djotodia, Demane, and Sabone were made, and the three are known as having been the 

UFDR’s main leadership, linking the local/regional with the national.  After leaving Nyala, 

Djotodia was arrested in Benin at the request of President Bozizé on November 25, 2006. 

 

All three of the UFDR’s leaders were former government employees—former followers of 

President Bozizé and supporters of former President Patassé.  Demane was councilor at the 

Ouandja town hall, Djotodia served with President Patassé’s government as a civil servant with 

the Ministry of Planning and later with President Bozizé serving as Vice-Consul for the Ministry 

of Foreign Affairs in Nyala, Sudan.  Captain Sabone was a former comrade-in-arms of then coup 

d’état leader Bozizé as a Chadian recruiter of men-in-arms to help Bozizé take power in 2003.  

With the founding of the UFDR, they were no longer with the government, fulfilling Component 

#1.  The fact that these leaders were former government employees did not, contrary perhaps to 

what one might surmise, delegitimize them in the perceptions of the northeastern population.  

Rather, given the revolving door of rebels and the central government, the fact that these rebel 

leaders had been in the government gave them more legitimacy.104 Their former association with 

the government lent them more credibility as they are potentially better positioned and well 

poised to make good on their promises. 

 

The UFDR had a coercive mandate that was viewed by those from within the region as 

legitimate: the GCAR’s marginalization of the northeast and the GCAR’s predation against the 

northeastern population—and particularly by Bozizé’s administration.  While I described the 

region’s marginalization earlier in this chapter, the short recap is that the northeastern region is 

                                                      
104 Louisa Lombard (personal interview, 2018) challenged the word choice of legitimacy to describe these leaders, 

seeing the support for the politico-military leaders more as opportunistic. 
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by far the most neglected and underdeveloped in one of the most underdeveloped countries in the 

world.  The Human Rights Watch reported that many who have joined the rebel movements [in 

the North] complain of a lack of salaries and basic services such as schools and hospitals in their 

communities.  A community leader from Ouandja stated, "Since independence until now, the 

State has ignored us.  We have the problems of bad roads, no hospitals, no schools, no clean 

water in our communities." (Humans Rights Watch, 2007, p. 28) 

 

The UFDR claimed to be targeting the GCAR and specifically Bozizé’s administration due to the 

government’s security apparatus’ harsh military tactics.  The 2007 Human Rights Report 

concluded, “The vast majority of summary executions and unlawful killings, and almost all 

village burnings, have been carried out by government forces, often in reprisal for rebel attacks… 

While both main rebel groups have been responsible for widespread looting and the forced 

taxation of the civilian population in areas they control-and rebels in the northeast have 

committed killings, beatings, and rape-their abuses pale in comparison to those of the Central 

African Armed Forces (FACA) and the elite Presidential Guard.” (Humans Rights Watch, 2007, 

p. 4) 

 

4.1.2 Effective-Enough Coercive Power 

A positive reinforcement loop occurred in the making of the UFDR’s coercive power.  The 

manner in which it was formed and supported—of and by the people—served as main source of 

legitimacy.  As a legitimate movement, the movement enjoyed popular support, which helped 

them win military engagements.  With military successes, its legitimacy was verified and further 

held in high regard by the population, receiving increased number of recruits and village 

contributions (as possible). 
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The first task was to develop coercive capabilities at the collective level.  The UFDR was 

composed of self-defense groups and members of other self-defense groups from the northeast, 

park rangers who had been without income since the termination of an EU-funded project at the 

end of the 1990s, ex-liberators, and former members of Patassé’s PG—all marginalized and 

disappointed with Bozizé regime.  The park rangers largely formed the military leadership on the 

ground but did not replicate the park ranger military structure in the UFDR, and the self-defense 

groups and members formed the rank and file. 

 

The UFDR’s park ranger military leadership recruited the self-defense groups and fighters who 

fell under their command.  They were seasoned warriors, particularly the Goula, gaining their 

experience from 2002-2005 (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012), but lacked explicit military training.  

As skilled combatants through para-military training and reGoular confrontations with Sudanese 

poachers, the park rangers trained the new recruits and brought their weapons with them. (Berg, 

2008, p. 24) There were many UFDR officers with titles and ranks.  (L. Lombard, personal 

interview, 2018) Many UFDR military commanders shared this antipoaching background, 

including Demane and Joseph Zoundeko, and became commanders in the UFDR’s successor 

NSAGs, including the Seleka, and the Popular Front for the Rebirth of Central African Republic 

(FPRC).  (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) 

 

A reservoir of young combatants from the triborder area contributed to all of these groups, as part 

of the northcentral African regional conflict complex whose “fluid loyalties” made them easy to 

recruit.  Many had either participated in the 2003 coup d’état for then coup d’état leader Bozizé, 
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and then after falling out with President Bozizé, made their way to the northeast or were already 

there—waiting to either receive the promised goods from President Bozizé or be recruited into 

armed forces against him. (Debos, 2008) The ICG described these eager recruits as young miners 

seeking a better alternative to earning meagre amounts in perilous conditions.  This readiness and 

desire for a better life is observable when the UFDR promised jobs in Bangui when it would take 

power, and gained some 600 new recruits in Sam Ouandja.  (International Crisis Group, 2010) 

 

While Djotodia and Sabone provided political leadership from outside of CAR as President and 

Spokesperson for the UDFR, Demane provided the overall and specifically the military 

leadership on the ground as the UFDR’s Chief of Staff.  The UFDR had a more centralized 

military structure compared to that of the APRD.  (Dukhan, 2017) As part of the UFDR’s 

clandestine structure, there was a military advisor in each locality working with a political 

counterpart, reporting and coordinating with Demane.  The UFDR made a strategic decision not 

to make public the notables who supported the UFDR and held positions with it for their 

protection.  This is why only the main three names are known to the rest of the world.  

(Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

As self-defense groups, the primary way of securing weapons was through local trade with 

Darfur; the youth would sell their ground nuts in Darfur and bring weapons back to protect their 

families.  (I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) As the UFDR evolved militarily, it had military 

uniforms, grenades, artillery, and “technicals” (vehicle-mounted heavy machine guns).  (Dukhan, 

2017) The troops carried small arms but few other armaments and their leaders had Thuraya 

satellite phones.   (Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) The two main sources of these weapons were from 
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successful raids on FACA stockpiles and from small arms recuperated through the park ranger 

program (predominantly AK-47s, with some FAL and G3 fully automatic rifles, MAT49 

submachine guns, and MAS-36 bolt-action rifles). (Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) It is worth noting 

that the UFDR’s armaments were significantly more modern and numerous than those of the 

APRD in the northwest. (International Crisis Group, 2007) 

 

The UFDR benefited from the Sudan-Chad detente.  Sudan’s purported support to the UFDR was 

part of its regional strategy to destabilize Chad due to Chad’s support to Sudan’s rebels in Dafur.  

(Berg, 2008, p.  8) Sudan backed the Chadian rebel group, the FUC, to launch a (failed) coup 

d’état in early April 2006 to capture Chad’s capital, N’Djamena.  The FUC bypassed the Chadian 

army presence in eastern Chad through CAR’s northeastern region to take the capital from the 

south.  In exchange for tolerating the FUC’s transit through their region and providing limited 

logistical support, the FUC left a number of motor vehicles and weapons in the region.  (Berg, 

2008) Sudan also used CAR’s northeast in support of its civil war in Darfur.  By supporting the 

UFDR in the northeastern region, Sudan helped deny the Darfurian rebel groups from using the 

northeastern territory as a home-base or launching pad into Darfur.  Khartoum is also purported 

as using CAR as a base from which to attack the SPLM/A.  (Africa Confidential, 2007) 

 

The UFDR augmented its military supplies and weapons from Sudan and Sudanese-backed 

Chadian rebels.  This assertion is supported by the reported Antonov incident on April 25-26, 

2006, which purportedly made two round trips to Tiroungoulou, Vakaga Prefecture where it 

unloaded military supplies, boxes of ammunition, and about 50 armed men who disappeared into 

the surrounding area. (International Crisis Group, 2007) It is believed that Djotodia formed his 
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connections with Sudan when he served in Nyala, Sudan, and the UFDR's Yunus Al-Khalil is 

said to have been close to the Sudanese President Bashir’s regime.  It was also reported that some 

UFDR soldiers received military training (in and out of Sudan) (Sudan Issue Brief, 2007) 

Additionally, Miango said that it was reported that President Bozizé had fallen out with longtime 

friend President Déby, and President Déby began to support Djotodia, with whom he had 

connections.  (M. Miango-Niwa, personal interview, 2018) The Human Rights Watch pointed 

out that despite the support from the Sudanese and Sudanese-Chadian rebels to the UFDR, 

foreign support does not appear to be a driving force behind this rebellion.  (Humans Rights 

Watch, 2007) 

 

Community contributions largely consisted of the contribution of a family member, for a family 

to offer one of their sons.  When asked in interviews what the community members provided in 

terms of support, it was repeatedly stated that the community members had so little, that they 

gave all that they could, “one of their sons.” (A. Mashimango, personal interview, 2018) In 

addition to contributing a family member, they gave their moral support, as the community 

members “are with them in their minds because they [the UFDR] were protecting/claiming the 

rights of the people in the area.” (I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) The UFDR enjoyed overt or 

implicit support of the local leadership, depending on the context. 

 

Additional non-military support came from community members, often gathered by the notables 

and Sultans.  Given that the community members themselves had so little, these contributions did 

not constitute a significant source of supplies, nor that it occurred in a systematized manner.  

(Humanitarian worker#1, personal interview, 2018) Since the UFDR foot soldiers resided within 
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their communities as community members (M. Mashimango, personal interview, 2018), the 

demand for supporting the UFDR’s military wing was lessened.  And, when the foot soldiers 

were on the move, they asked for contributions from community members.  (Humanitarian 

worker#1, personal interview, 2018) However, others report that the UFDR demanded and looted 

resources from the community members as they passed through. 

 

Others have suggested that one source of financing was through revenues redrived from the 

diamond trade through Nyala.  Ruben deKonning, CAR researcher and former Coordinator for 

the CAR Panel of Experts in 2016, posited in an interview that he has not seen evidence to this, 

but rather, the UFDR’s support was based more on protection and taxation of the diamond sector, 

and that their primary source was living off the land.  There are no indications of external sources 

of financing.  (R. deKonning, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The UFDR used the Massif de Bongo, a mountain range which was isolated with caves with the 

northeast’s four main towns located on the outskirts of this mountain range: Birao to the north 

and capital of Vakaga Prefecture, Oundja Ndelle to the east, Bria to the south in Haute-Kotto 

Prefecture, and Ndele to the west and capital of Bamingui-Bangoran Prefecture.  (Concerned 

Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) As a conglomeration of self-defense groups against 

raids from the north, the UFDR was initially perceived as providing security to the population 

vulnerable to these attacks (2002–2004).  The UFDR began to coalesce militarily in 2006, attract, 

and enjoyed initial military successes against the GCAR, due to a combination of experienced 

soldiers and commanders and an ill-prepared GCAR military.  The UFDR’s objective at the time 

was to get the government’s attention by targeting the administrative center and the region’s 
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most important town in Vakaga, Birao, located close to the triborder area between CAR, Chad, 

and Sudan. 

 

The UFDR’s first military endeavor occurred on October 30, 2006 when Demane led between 50 

to 150 UFDR soldiers and attacked Birao.  The UFDR took a whole arsenal of arms, ammunition 

and nine vehicles, including two trucks mounted with 14.5mm machine-guns, abandoned by the 

FACA.  (International Crisis Group, 2007) The UFDR reinforced its position as they controlled 

the regional airport in Birao, which prevented the FACA from accessing the region.  The 

FACA’s response was further delayed due to the fact that region was surrounded by water. 

(Relief Web, 2006) Birao was not recaptured until a month later.  The UFDR then marched 

southeast to Ouanda Djallé and Sam Ouandja and just before reaching Bria, turned west toward 

Ndele to take its airstrip on November 27.  The French helped the FACA retake Birao on 

November 27 and retake Ouadda-Djalle on December 10.  After the French attacks, the UFDR 

were forced to retreat to their home areas, where they maintained mobile brigades within the 

mountain range, and attacked FACA installations. 

 

In an interview, Igor Acko explained that the UFDR did not have territorial control but applied an 

asymmetric approach with “hit and run” tactics while remaining in the bush away from the main 

village or town centers.” (personal interview, 2018) Through their asymmetric warfare, the 

UFDR exercised “rebel influence” rather than “rebel control.” This highlights the relatively 

comparative weakness of both the UFDR and the central government.  The GCAR lacked a 

monopoly of coercive force in the region, and with a limited presence of peacekeepers at this 

time, only a limited monopoly was maintained in the urban settings, even with an increased 
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FACA presence beginning in 2006.  This suggests that if this presence was sufficient to deter the 

UFDR, then the UFDR’s actual military strength was similarly weak.  Alternatively, it was the 

bolstered military presence through France’s military which kept the UFDR at bay. 

 

The UFDR accomplished two objectives with their march on the main towns in the north.  The 

capture of Birao was considered a major setback for President Bozizé's government as the attack 

exposed the vulnerability of his regime.  Birao is the most important town, with a relatively high 

population, in the northeast, with 14,000 residents.  The UFDR also demonstrated to the 

population that they were working on behalf of the population to get the government’s attention.  

(I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) The UFDR claimed to have killed 13 soldiersand captured 10 

others and that 54 others had joined them. (Relief Web, 2006) As Lombard remarked, “the 

UFDR’s earlier conflicts as antipoaching avengers (which, to varying extents and for various 

reasons, they have continued to pursue) were of a higher intensity than those they have 

undertaken as rebels.” (Lombard, 2012) 

 

Whereas hundreds of people died in the battles after Sheikh Yaya Ramadan’s death, perhaps only 

a hundred died during the UFDR/government hostilities.”  (Lombard, 2012, p. 334) The UFDR 

established coercive power—both the coercive capabilities and the legitimacy to use these 

capabilities on behalf of the northeast—during the UFDR’s Formation Phase (2002–2006).  The 

UFDR had coercive capabilities with sufficient structure, training, and funding to pursue their 

mission against a weak GCAR and the FACA.  The UFDR had a coercive mandate on behalf of 

the northeastern population, particularly among the Goula, Kara, Yulu, and some Runga.  And, the 

UFDR was effective-enough in using its coercive power, gaining military victories through 
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targeted strikes against the FACA. 

 

4.2 UFDR’s Authoritative power 

The second category to assess whether the UFDR established authoritative power a social 

contract with a segment of the population is authoritative power.  The UFDR established limited 

authoritative coercive power.  The UFDR had a rudimentary political structure (Component #3).  

The sovereign’s political mandate and its leadership resonated with the population’s shared 

values (Component #7).  It did not provide services beyond security (Component #4).  The 

UFDR had minimal internal and external processes of exchange (Component #5). 

 

4.2.1 Mostly Shared Values 

The shared values (Components #6 and #7) served as the strongest source of legitimacy for the 

UFDR with two main sources, the shared northeastern identity and the common political 

mandate (to redress the shared grievances of state’s regional marginalization and state predation). 

 

The first source of legitimacy was the strong sense of the shared northeastern identity, and the 

northeastern-wide pact of society which formed in support of the UFDR.  The UFDR’s society 

was perceived as defined more by the region, northeastern, than by religion or ethnicity.  While 

the region was dominated by Muslims with a Christian minority, religion at this time was less of 

a defining element of the UFDR’s society than the shared sense of regionalism.  Although 

sharing a sense of regional identity with multiple ethnic groups participating and supporting, the 

Goula composed the majority of the UFDR’s membership.  The Goula self-defense groups 

coalesced to form the backbone of the UFDR under Demane’s and Djotodia’s leadership, both 
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Goula.  To help swell the ranks of the UFDR, the UFDR drew upon the specific grievances of the 

Goula who felt particularly targeted and neglected by the GCAR—above and beyond the general 

neglect of Vakaga Prefecture.  (Berg, 2008) As a result, the GCAR’s military forces called the 

insurrection in the northeast “the Goula rebellion.” (International Crisis Group, 2007, p. 25) 

 

The second source of shared values was the shared purpose related to the state neglect and 

predation.  Lombard explained how members of the APRD and the UFDR now describe their 

decision to attack cities as an attempt to “shock” (a verb that often comes up in interviews) the 

government to take care of them.  (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012) An interviewee succinctly stated, 

“What they (the population) want is to be unlocked.  The day that the government will decide to 

be responsive to their demands by implementing … constructing education and health 

facilities… and improving the road network, then the situation will be changed.  Then there will 

be a shift with the population.” (International Humanitarian #3, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The UFDR’s political objective, second to the military objective, was never well articulated or 

publicly detailed, with the exception of Djotodia’s public statement during his interview with 

Reuters from Benin in November 2006.  However, one interviewee stated that the UFDR had a 

clandestine political manifesto, drafted by a small political committee including Djotodia, 

Sabone, and Abdoulaye Hissene105, along with others from the region in the “background,” 

sometime between September 2006 and April 2007.  The manifesto was clandestine due to the 

need to protect the UFDR’s notables and leadership at the time.  According to the interviewee, 

the manifesto focused on seeking greater inclusion with the GCAR, with two main components: 

                                                      
105 Hissene later became a known military member of the Seleka Coalition, and is one of the current leaders of 

the FPRC. 
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1) regional autonomy of the northeast’s resources to be included in the constitution; and 2) for 

the GCAR to treat the northeast as it treats the other regions, seeking regional balance.  This 

latter element did not seek to change the current political configuration but asked to be treated 

more fairly.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

A political statement about the UFDR’s purpose was made public much later, in September 2008 

by short-time UFDR Spokesperson, Charles Massi, in the “Memorandum concerning political 

solutions for bringing the Central African Republic out of crisis and achieving political stability 

in central Africa.” (International Crisis Group, 2008, p. 5) However, Lombard cautioned that this 

memorandum cannot be construed as speaking for the UDFR movement nor the population 

which it claimed to represent given that Massi was only connected with the UFDR for a short 

period of time and that he was not from the northeast and therefore could not claim to speak for 

them.  (L. Lombard, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The escalation in the conflict between the UFDR and FACA generated a reinforcing self-serving 

narrative for both sides.  Due to the unrest, what few unpaid civil administrative government 

representatives were in the northeast fled, leaving behind only the local FACA forces as the only 

government representative. (International Crisis Group, 2007) This perpetuated the narrative of 

government neglect in the region.  In response to the UFDR’s military successes and rumors of 

Sudanese support, in 2006 the GCAR pursued a scorched earth offensive as reprisals against 

communities suspected to be supporters of the UFDR.  This perpetuated the narrative of state 

predation. 
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The vicious positive feedback cycle between the UFDR and the GCAR reinforced the support of 

the population for the UFDR, as the UFDR offered an alternative to the enemy—themselves.  

The UFDR was imperfect, but at this point, many in the northeast preferred them to the GCAR.  

As Igor Acko noted (personal interview, 2018), the village leaders and community “are with 

them in their minds because they [the UFDR] were protecting/claiming the rights of the people in 

the area.”  

 

Thus, the shared values of the northeastern society (Component #6) combined with the political 

mandate, albeit not well articulated, to force the GCAR to allow them to participate in CAR’s 

state-level social contract (Component #7) served as the strongest source of legitimacy during the 

Formation Phase.  However, the UFDR’s inability to withstand GCAR’s pressure along the 

UFDR’s ethnic identities and subsequent fragmentation and intergroup violence, led to the loss 

of its society and was a source of illegitimacy. 

 

4.2.2 Sovereign in Name Only 

The UFDR had only a rudimentary sovereign entity, at best.  This reflected a combination of not 

being prioritized and being somewhat deterred by the FACA and French military.  The UFDR 

did not provide services beyond security to its population. 

 

The UFDR’s official political leadership was absent from the region due to Djotodia’s and 

Sabone’s arrest in Contonou, Benin on November 25, 2006; they were only released in February 

2008 to participate in peace talks.  An interviewee explained, “There was no “revolutionary 

politician on the ground.” (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) As the 

UFDR had been donned with the mantle of political leadership, forming the sovereign and 
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governance function of the UFDR beyond security was incumbent on them.  With Djitodia’s and 

Sabone’s distance, they were disconnected from the local dynamics and not well positioned to 

form or fulfill this function. 

 

The two men remained sidelined from the core UFDR even after their release.  (Spittaels & 

Hilgert, 2009) This left Demane, as the only other leader that could have played a role in 

supporting this, as he was in the region.  Demane was the de facto leader on the ground and 

maintained local legitimacy as well as had intimate knowledge of the dynamics on the ground 

with previous local government experience.  However, within the UFDR, Demane’s title and 

purpose were focused on the military side. 

 

While the sovereign at the principle-agent level was remote and skeletal, the UFDR established a 

clandestine political structure on the ground and a political representative and a military advisor 

from each locality, who engaged the UFDR’s leadership on the ground (Demane).  The UFDR 

worked through the notables, opinion leaders, and elite to mobilize the population for 

underground support.  The need for the structure to be clandestine was explained, there were a 

number of inexplicable arrests, demonstrating that the government had state intelligence on the 

ground.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

Spittaels and Hilgert claimed that “the UFDR controls areas of the Vakaga and Haute-Kotto 

Prefectures in the northeast with its forces concentrated in the Tiringoulou-Gordil area and in 

Sam-Ouandja.” (Spittaels & Hilgert, 2009, p. 10) I would submit that rather than control 

territory, the UFDR influenced this territory, coexisting with other military actors—namely the 
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international peacekeeping forces.  The UFDR did control some roads in the region, allowing 

them to control trade to a limited extent within CAR and with neighboring Sudan. (Global 

Security, 2012) 

 

The UFDR utilized a combination of approaches in which the UFDR interacted with the local 

leadership.  Lombard noted that in the towns where the people were from, there was much more 

organic integration between the UFDR and the local leadership.  Acko noted that the UFDR’s 

relationship with the traditional leadership was good, even if the traditional leadership did not 

support the UFDR openly.  (I. Acko, personal interview, 2018) Acko explained that the chiefs 

wanted to keep a good position with the government since the national army was there, but also 

supported the UFDR given it was defending the rights of the people in that region.  As a result, 

the village or town leadership walked a careful line; they did not disarm the rebels as the 

government had requested, but they also avoided interacting with them openly.  (I. Acko, 

personal interview, 2018) 

 

At the UFDR’s organizational level, the UFDR did not develop centralized administrative 

capacity to provide services beyond security (Component #4).  However, there seemed to be a de 

facto, fill-in function in the absence of the state authority, and those who were performing these 

functions appeared to have a sympathetic view toward the UFDR—as noted in two excerpts from 

my interviews below.  Lombard commented, “As there was a dearth of traditional authorities in 

the region, and some were killed such as Sheikh Yaya, in some places, the UFDR effectively 

became the leadership in the area.  Lombard continued, “They wanted to be integrated into the 

state, so they took on these roles and by doing so, it would increase their claim to be able to do 
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this [achieve being integrated into the state].  They set up their own gendarme and police, as well 

as justice.… Since they were from the area, they weren’t resented that much.  (L. Lombard, 

personal interview, 2018) 

 

Another account noted that the UFDR only provided security, as the UFDR’s political mandate 

was to get the state’s attention to force the state to be more engaged and present in the region, 

and that its goal was not to replace the government.  This was explained: 

 

The UFDR did not aspire to be a movement that would be a state-reorganization 

movement; [it was] more of activists to participate in the existing state.…There was 

solidarity from the intellectual community, who studied in Bria and Bangui—for 

example, teachers and nurses—and who would support the rebellion and work in their 

own schools and hospitals back in the region.  They returned due to unemployment and 

not being integrated into the economy [for being Muslim].  Their services were 

voluntary; they were not being paid by the state, because they were helping their 

relatives.  People were doing this as solidarity with the region, but not seen as services 

provided by the UFDR.  The UFDR did not have such a structure; it was more of a 

collective of vigilantes and activists, less so people providing government.  Others who 

were not part of the movement did not want to work there so it was only those who 

supported the movement who actually worked in the region.  (Concerned CentralAfrican 

#1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

Despite perhaps providing services in an ad hoc or individual, context-specific manner, the 
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UFDR did not develop the organizational capacity or mandate to provide services beyond 

security.  Thus, they did not provide services (Component #4), although this did not serve as a 

delegitimizing source for them, as the expectations of the population were that the UFDR’s 

purpose was self-defense and to oppose Bangui. 

 

4.2.3 Informal Processes of Exchange 

During the Formation Phase, the UFDR did not have official processes of exchange (Component 

#5).  However, this did not initially serve as a source of illegitimacy for the UFDR.  With the 

Birao Agreement in April 2007, the lack of these processes began to sow seeds of discontent 

among the UFDR’s leadership and key ethnic group leadership in the region. 

 

The UFDR’s processes of exchange were informal.  Traditionally, by practice in the northeast, 

the self-defense groups do not report to the village chief but rather are more under the control of 

the sultans.  Its leaders tend to be respected community elders or leaders with economic power, 

such as Demane, and they function more autonomously without a hierarchical form of 

coordination.  As such, the external processes of exchange for the self-defense groups to 

facilitate the exchange of community views were informal.  The clandestine political 

representatives in the localities served informally both the political internal and external process 

of exchange function, as the representatives communicated their perspective regarding political 

decisions about developments within the community they represented as well as perspectives 

about the UFDR’s internal dynamics. 

 

The source of the UFDR’s internal coercive processes of exchange were brought to the UFDR 

via the UFDRs’ military leadership, which included former FACA leaders.  The UFDR drew 
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from this experience to impose a common organizational behavior or culture for its solders. 

However, as the UFDR fissured along ethnic lines, the UFDR’s ability to maintain military 

standards for their soldiers deteriorated. 

 

The UFDR exercised an external political process of exchange with the population through the 

collection of taxes.  The ICG described this in November 2006 when the UFDR advanced on 

Sam Ouandja in Haute-Kotto Prefecture, a small village surrounded by diamond mines.  The ICG 

reported that “most collectors and local authorities, including the mining brigade, fled at the 

group’s approach.  On arrival, the UFDR commander, Captain Yao, joined with Oumar 

Younnous, then a local buying office agent, who is Sabone’s brother-in-law.  Together they 

collected money from local businessmen.  Each collector was forced to pay one million CFA 

francs (US$2,000) initially, then a monthly 20,000 CFA francs (US$40) tax that is still levied.  

(International Crisis Group, 2010) 

 

The UFDR exercised an external coercive process of exchange with the population through 

intimidation against potential political opponents.  Beginning in late 2005, early 2006, the GCAR 

would appoint Goula and Runga in Birao into political positions.  In the nights, the UFDR would 

kill those who that had been appointed by the government and were considered traitors.  (I. Acko, 

personal interview, 2018) 

 

The UFDR had limited legitimate authoritative power during the UFDR’s Formation Phase.  The 

primary source of legitimacy was derived from the shared values, the formation of a UFDR 

society and the shared political mandate, and the charismatic authority of its leadership.  The 
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UFDR briefly established a real “population” or constituency with a uniting political mandate to 

get the government’s attention.  The UFDR’s leadership, primarily that of Demane, and later 

Djotodia, represented those from the region and shared the grievances of the people.  The UFDR 

did not provide services beyond self-defense in a systematic manner, although this was not an 

expectation by the population, so therefore, was not a source of delegitimacy at this time.  The 

lack of processes of exchange (Component #4) did not serve as a source of delegitimacy but 

contributed to the downfall of the UFDR. 

 

4.3 The UFDR’s Dual Pact 

The northeast region in CAR lacked virtually any GCAR presence and performance.  Despite 

this, the illusive promise of a state-level social contract between those in the region and GCAR 

persisted.  This desire for the state-level social contract, prior to 2006, translated into a notional 

state-level social contract, whereby those in the northeast thought of themselves as part of the 

CAR’s state-level social contract. 

 

While there was a pact of society of those within the region, they had yet to successfully form a 

pact of government with the GCAR.  The GCAR was both preoccupied with the revolving 

doorof coups d’état and rebellions.  The GCAR was less inclined to engage in a dialogue to 

revise the shared values upon which the Central African “society” was constituted and it was 

unable/unwilling to extend the GCAR’s presence to the region as part of the pact of government.  

The GCAR deliberately dangled promises of the pact of government to co-opt the UFDR, 

dismantle its leadership, and disrupt the UFDR’s pact of society. 
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The state-level social contract between the northeast and the GCAR, albeit notional, became 

significantly strained with the state’s predatory acts.  The growing agitation in the northeast and 

the assassination of Sheikh Ramadan, bolstered with the presence of ex-liberators, led to the 

GCAR conducting predatory acts in the northeast at the beginning of 2006.  The GCAR 

deliberately contributed to disrupting the pact of society between the Goula and Runga to incite 

intraregional ethnic tensions. 

 

The UFDR made an explicit overture in its mandate that it was not seeking to break the social 

contract or to replace it with secession.  The UFDR did not aim—in its intent, design, and 

actions—to form a parallel or substituting social contract with the region.  Rather, the UFDR’s 

political and military aspirations were to effectively challenge the GCAR to the point that the 

GCAR would be forced to restructure the state-level social contract.  The UFDR was first a 

military entity protecting itself from northern raids and then opposed President Bozizé’s 

administration to seek redress for the northeastern grievances of predation and marginalization, 

and for its leaders—a seat at the table. 

 

A social contract formed between the UFDR and its society for almost two years; there was a 

sovereign, a society, and pact of government through which the society contracted with the 

sovereign.  The UFDR established a sovereign, charismatic leadership, pursued the provision of 

security, and provided ad hoc judicial services.  The UFDR created, for a time, a pan-tribal 

society of northeasterners.  The UFDR had been donned with the legitimate mandate to use 

coercive violence to protect them, and the UFDR was mandated by its society to pursue a 

political mandate on its behalf. 
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For a brief period, there was a pact of government between the UFDR’s sovereign and its society, 

forming a social contract between the two.  The sequencing of the UFDR’s social contract elements 

are depicted in Figure 18 below.  

 

Figure 18 Timeline of the formation of the UFDR’s social contract with the northeast population 

 

The UFDR’s society (Component #6) formed a pact of society when many of those in the 

northeast, including the Goula, Runga, and Kara, came together under the banner of the UFDR in 

May 2006.  From May through October 2006, the sovereign formed and with the sovereign, the 

society engaged in a pact of government with the UFDR’s sovereign.  Despite signing an 

agreement with the GCAR in April 2007, the UFDR’s sovereign, pact of society, and pact of 

government remained until 2008, with the Libreville Comprehensive agreement.  The UFDR 

established minimal political structures, charismatic leadership, and pursued the provision of 
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security.  The UFDR formed from a mandate by the society, with and through which the region’s 

society pacted for a brief period of time.  The UFDR had been donned with the legitimate 

mandate to use coercive violence to protect the region from raids from the north and the GCAR’s 

predatory behavior.  Like the SLM/A’s legitimacy, the UFDR’s legitimacy followed a bell curve, 

as first the UFDR grew, gaining both in purpose by taking on a political agenda and in popular 

support, but then declined, losing internal cohesion and popular support, and then dissolving its 

sovereign. 

 

5.0 Breaking the UFDR’s Social Contract (2007–2009) 

The successful military attack in October 2006 and subsequent political declaration in November 

2006 mark the transition from the UFDR from the Formation Phase to the Sustaining Phase. 

 

The Sustaining Phase begins when the UFDR successfully formed as an organization in 

September 2006, with the establishment of the UFDR and the symbolic military victory in Birao 

in October 2006.  During the Formation Phase, the UFDR derived legitimacy from its coercive 

power, shared values of the northeastern society, and Demane’s charismatic authority.  However, 

the root causes of its undoing were exposed.  As the UFDR transitioned organizationally into 

what would have been its Sustaining Phase, the UFDR’s social contract failed to consolidate. 

 

Two key elements during the Formation Phase of the UFDR portended the UFDR’s demise: the 

UFDR’s transition from a Goula majority to an exclusively Goula organization; and the lack of 

internal and external processes of exchange.  The UFDR continued to exist between 2007 and 

2010 but underwent several splits.  This phase ended in 2009, when the UFDR was effectively 
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dismantled through peace agreements.  The UFDR failed to consolidate as an organization and 

lost its social contract, but through successor organizations, the Seleka Coalition, the FPRC, and 

Assemblement Patriotique pour le Renouveau de Centrafrique (RPRC), the movement of the 

northeast has persisted and the FPRC has consolidated in terms of its organizational 

development, although a closer analysis is required to assess whether the FPRC has a social 

contract with the northeast. 

 

5.1 Sidelined Coercive Power 

The UFDR had successful military victories in 2006 and maintained its legitimacy based on the 

military objective of self-defense and fighting (and sometimes winning) against Bangui.  Yet, 

during the UFDR’s Sustaining Phase, the UFDR’s legitimate coercive power was delegitimized 

by peace agreements, intertribal violence, and rebel group fragmentation.  The UFDR’s coercive 

capabilities were ultimately eroded through the signing of peace agreements and rebel group 

fractioning.  The legitimacy of the UFDR’s use of force was eroded by making peace with the 

government, as well as, and perhaps more so, the UFDR’s preying on the northeast population 

and the harm sustained by the population from intergroup violence as the UFDR fought its own 

rebel splinter groups. 

 

There was on effort to reconcile with the government through back channels.  One interviewee 

recounted that after the UFDR attacked the main towns in the northeast during 

October/November 2006, a Central African BBC reporter reached out to President Bozizé’s 

administration to inform the administration that contrary to what President Bozizé’s 

administration and international media had been reporting, the UFDR was not composed of 
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Chadian and Sudanese “raiders.” (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) An 

example of this language can be found in the Reliefweb’s article on November 4, 2006  (Reuters, 

2006) and in ACLED events during late 2005 and early 2006.  The journalist asked President 

Bozizé’s administration and Demane on behalf of the UFDR to negotiate.  The notables were 

contacted to solicit their input, and while a number were skeptical, others wanted to believe that 

President Bozizé’s administration was sincere.  However, the interviewee concluded that 

President Bozizé thought that the UFDR was weakened by the initial military engagement with 

the French military in Birao and was not interested in talking. 

 

The impact of the UFDR’s military engagements in the northeast in the late 2006 and early 2007 

combined with the FACA’s scorched earth policies resulted in some 50,000 refugees crossing the 

border into southern Chad, 20,000 into Cameroon, and approximately 150,000 more displaced 

within CAR, many living rough in the bush—after fleeing attacks on their villages by 

government troops. (Thomson, 2007) FOMUC responded by increasing kinetic action and 

presence in the region, primarily led by the French.  The French supported the FACA with 

French F1 Mirage fighter jets (as part of a French airborne operation with paratroopers) and 

stationed 150 marines on guard in Birao. 

 

After having been dispersed following the UFDR’s military engagement with the French in 

November/December 2006, the FACA’s retaliatory predatory actions inspired the UFDR to 

regroup and attack Birao again in March 2007.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal 

interview, 2018) The increased international presence in the region due to the UFDR’s prior 



347 

 

 

attack in November 2006, repelled the UFDR a second time from Briao106 as the UFDR was 

advancing toward the airfield.  With this second sound military defeat by the French, Demane 

signed the Birao Agreement on April 13, 2007 with the GCAR on behalf of the UDFR with 

President Bozizé.107
 

 

Demane’s signing the Birao Agreement on behalf of the UFDR highlighted the lack of UFDR’s 

internal political processes of exchange.  Many of the notables dissented with regards to whether 

to sign.  Africa Confidential reported that some UFDR members complained that Demane signed 

that agreement without consulting them. (Africa Confidential, 2007) From prison in Benin, 

Sabone and Djotodia distanced themselves from Damane and demanded their release as a 

precondition to the negotiations.  By one account, these sentiments were expressed to Demane, 

who chose to sign the agreement against these wishes.  Damane claimed that he still belonged to 

this movement and negotiated with the Central African authorities on behalf of UFDR.  

(International Federation for Human Rights, 2008) Djotodia and Sabone disavowed the accords 

and disavowed Demane for accepting the position of Presidential Advisor.  Sabone and Djotodia 

refused to recognize the accords as more than a ceasefire, but the UFDR ended its rebellion.  

(International Crisis Group, 2010) 

 

Several factors contributed to Damane’s signing of the Birao Agreement.  There is consensus 

                                                      
106 On paper, the FACA led the mission and were supported by the Bangui-based French troops. (Munie, 2008). In 

reality, the French appeared to have led the operation. Media reports later reported a scorched earth campaign by 

the FACA. 
107 The agreement was identical to the Syrte Accord signed on February 2, 2007 by Miskine on behalf of the FDPC. 

Miskine, who was at that time said to be linked to all the rebel movements, is also said to have signed the 

agreement on behalf of the UFDR as well (Bauters, 2012), as some articles reported. (Reuters, 2007) However, the 

UFDR almost immediately distanced itself from the treaty and renewed its attacks on Birao. Mehler sees this as an 

attempt to make clear to everyone that Miskine was not to be considered a UFDR representative. (Mehler, 2009) 
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regarding the main reason, which is that the UFDR was largely overshadowed militarily by 

France’s return to Birao and the UFDR’s troops were hurting.  From here, others have posited 

myriad reasons.  One interviewee stated that Demane claimed that the French sincerely believed 

the GCAR’s rhetoric that the UFDR was composed of foreign raiders and Demane thought the 

best way to dispel this myth would be to negotiate with them at the table, so that they could see 

for themselves that the UFDR was composed of Central African citizens from the northeast.  

(Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

Nathalia Dukhan, researcher with the Enough Project, suggested that Demane also signed for 

personal reasons as the International Criminal Court (ICC) was investigating crimes in CAR and 

he was nervous that he might be investigated and needed an offer of amnesty.  (N. Dukhan, 

personal interview, 2018) Further speculation suggested that Demane anticipated that he would 

be rewarded for participating in the negotiations through concessions from Bangui and signing 

the accords brought him greater recognition as a leader of the UFDR.  As history repeats itself, 

Demane was personally rewarded for his role with the UFDR and gained access to the state 

through a salaried position as Presidential Advisor (without requiring him to serve in Bangui).  

(Note: Minskine was also offered a similar position but he refused, citing nonfulfilled 

components of the accord. (Mehler A. , 2007)) 

 

The Birao Agreement effectively laid to rest the UFDR’s organizational coercive capabilities as 

well as eroded the legitimacy of the UFDR’s use of its coercive capabilities.  This is due to a 

combination of four interrelated factors: there was an increased international presence in the 

region helping to maintain security within the region; the GCAR’s promise of the rewards of the 
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Birao Agreeement through DDR benefits continued to be dangled before the UDFR combatants, 

keeping them at bay; Demane had control of the diamond market in the northeast and was 

preoccupied and appeased with this entrepreneurial activity; and, increased interethnic tensions 

within the UFDR during 2007. 

 

There was reportedly relative calm in the northeast after the signing of the Birao Agreement 

(Berg, 2008, p.  24), until the beginning of 2008.  During this time, the state bolstered its 

presence in the northeast through international troops with three separate missions deployed 

within a year and a half.  Beginning in late September 2007, the UN Security Council approved 

two missions.  First, the UN’s Mission in CAR and Chad (MINUCRAT) was established to 

provide protection and the delivery of humanitarian assistance for civilians, refugees, displaced 

persons, nongovernmental organization (NGO) personnel, and UN personnel in northeastern 

CAR.108 MINUCRAT deployed to the northeast Vakaga and Bamingui-Bangoran Prefectures in 

March 2008.  In July 2008, the CEMAC/FOMUC peacekeeping missions were replaced by a 

new peacekeeping mission established by the Economic Community of Central African States 

(ECCAS), the Mission for the Consolidation of Peace in the Central African Republic 

(MICOPAX).  MICOPAX’s mandate included assisting with maintaining law and order, 

assisting with the disarmament/demobilization process, protecting humanitarian assistance, and 

providing security for UN staff and civilians.109 The second mission was a French-led EU 

peacekeeping force for Chad and CAR (EUFOR-Chad/CAR) in eastern Chad (200 military 

personnel) and northeastern CAR (3,500 military personnel) to protect civilians, refugees, and 

                                                      
108 MINURCAT consisted of 300 peacekeeping troops. 
109 ECCAS (MICOPAX) consisted of 500 peacekeeping troops, 30 military observers, and 150 civilian police 

personnel from Burundi, Congo-Brazzaville, Democratic Republic of Congo, Gabon, Equatorial Guinea, Cameroon, 

and Chad commanded by General Felix Akanga of Gabon. 
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IDPs from violence spilling over from Darfur in neighboring Sudan.110 EUFOR-Chad/CAR 

deployed in March 2009. 

 

Between January and July 2008, 4,300 troops were deployed to CAR, many of whom were 

deployed to the northeast.  The international troops significantly increased the state-sanctioned 

security presence in the region, and a French army instructor helped build the capacity of local 

FACA troops.  (International Crisis Group, 2008) The combination of the two dynamics resulted 

in a significant shift in the monopoly of force or coercive dominance in the northeast.  Prior to 

the agreement, the UFDR enjoyed military successes against the minimal FACA presence in the 

region, whereas after the accords, the state via the international peacekeeping troops secured a 

monopoly over the use of violence in the region; the UFDR’s coercive capabilities were 

outcompeted. 

 

While the state reinforced its presence in the region through international peacekeeping troops, 

the UFDR’s kinetic capabilities were effectively put on hold.  Lesueur Thibold, consulting 

Senior analyst for the ICG on CAR and Chad, elaborated, an analyst for the ICG on CAR, 

stating, “President Bozizé never thought that these groups [UFDR] could be a threat to him.  He 

was more concerned with the northwest.  In the past, most of the competition came from the 

west.  The APRD underwent DDR whereas the UFDR did not.  This explains why he didn’t 

fulfill his promises in the Birao Agreement.” (L. Thibald, personal interview, 2018) 

                                                      
110 The EU military force (EUFOR-Chad/CAR), which was commanded by Brig. General Jean-Philippe Ganascia of 

France (Force Commander), consisted of some 3,700 military personnel from 19 countries, including 2,000 soldiers 

from France, 400 from Ireland, 400 from Poland, 200 from Sweden, 210 from Austria, 120 from Romania, 100 from 

Italy, 100 from Belgium, and 100 from Spain. 
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If the politically stalling tactic was an intentional strategy on behalf of the GCAR, then it was 

largely successful.  While the GOS applied kinetic pressure to weaken the SLM/A, the GCAR’s 

strategy used political stalling to weaken the UFDR, and its society’s resolve.  This dynamic 

generated a feedback loop in which the GCAR made political promises, exacerbating internal 

divisions within the UFDR and putting the troops in an idle stance; then, these weaknesses and 

the UFDR’s random preying on the population resulted in less cohesion within the UFDR and 

less support by the population, which gave more credence to seeking a political solution to end 

the conflict, leading to more political promises. 

 

The status of the UFDR remaining in kinetic “pause” was perpetuated by a series of peace 

agreements and dialogues.  President Bozizé released the promises of the Birao Agreement at a 

trickle rate, just enough to enable Demane to keep the UFDR’s foot soldiers at bay, waiting.  The 

following is a summary of the slow trickle of promises over the subsequent two years: 

 

• December 2007: President Bozizé released a presidential decree for the Inclusive Political 

Dialogue (IPD); 

• June 2008: President Bozizé signed the CEMAC-mediated Libreville Comprehensive (or 

Global) Peace Agreement with the FDPC, UFDR, and APRD; 

• March 2008: The participants agreed to the IPD framework conditions; 

• September 2008: Parliament adopted the Amnesty Law; 

• December 2008: The IPD held; 
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• January 2009: President Bozizé dissolved the old government and formed the National 

Unity Government;111 and, 

• July 2009: A new Electoral Commission was established after Parliament approved the 

new election law, suggesting elections would be forthcoming. 

 

The EUFOR commander and mission leader, General Jean-Philippe Ganascia, claimed that the 

situation in the region had been “normalized.” stressing that there had been no infiltration from 

Sudan into CAR for several months.  (International Crisis Group, 2008) At a minimum, the 

agreement resulted in almost two years of a cessation of hostilities between the two; ACLED did 

not report another incident between the two again until January 2009.  (Armed Conflict Location 

and Event Data Project , 2017) An interviewee stated that the UFDR did not attack a FACA 

installation after the Birao Agreement until 2012 (Concerned Central African #1, personal 

interview, 2018) 

 

The new government-UFDR partnership extended beyond cessation to co-optation.  As part of 

the Birao Agreement, President Bozizé incentivized Demane to uphold the agreement through 

ceding control of the northeastern diamond market to Demane.  In exchange, Demane was 

expected to maintain control of the troops on the ground and keep them “confined.” (Mehler A. , 

Africa Yearbook: Central African Republic, 2007) As Presidential Advisor, Demane was 

effectively muted by the GCAR and could neither speak out against the GCAR, nor on behalf of 

                                                      
111 The consensus government was eventually formed on January 19, 2009 but offered only limited 

opportunities for participation to civilian opposition and rebel movements. Three opposition members (Moïse 

Kotaye, André Nalke Dorogo (MLPC), and Raymond Adouma) were appointed to the junior ministries of small and 

medium-sized enterprises, public health, and international cooperation, respectively. Françoise Naoyama of the 

APRD became the environment minister, and Djomo Didou of the UFDR the housing minister. (Mehler A. , 2009) 
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the UFDR.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) The UFDR shifted from 

opposing the government and the FACA presence in the northeast, to working with and for them.  

Essentially, President Bozizé outsourced security in the northeast to the UFDR as a mitigating 

strategy for the state’s inability to extend its presence into the northeast. 

 

The UFDR conducted joint patrols with the FACA in Sam Ouandja (Berg, 2008), and the 

Vakaga and Haute-Kotto Prefectures writ large.  (International Crisis Group, 2010) Until late 

2009, the UFDR and the GCAR jointly ran Sam Oundja and controlled its comparatively 

lucrative diamond and game trade. (Global Security, 2012) This GCAR-UFDR partnership in the 

northeast is further substantiated in the rumor that the CAR government has at times even 

provided the UFDR with weaponry to combat the LRA (International Crisis Group, 2010), and 

ACLED reported a number of incidents in which the FACA and UFDR fought together against 

the LRA (International Crisis Group, 2010).  In this regard, for the short horizon, the UFDR was 

successful in forcing the government to increase its security presence in the region, through the 

GCAR-UFDR collaboration. 

 

The UFDR’s coercive power—both its coercive capabilities and the legitimacy to use these 

capabilities to oppose the government—was eroded by the Birao Agreement.  With Demane 

anointed as a presidential advisor and the UFDR “sanctioned” by the state government, the 

UFDR no longer fulfilled Component #1 of an NSAG—the UFDR was no longer separate from 

the government, although it was not fully integrated either.  This was compounded by the fact 

that the UFDR no longer fulfilled the mandate it had been given by the population to attack the 

FACA, seeking redress of the grievances of the northeast, and to protect the population.  This 
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rendered Demane untouchable (International Crisis Group, 2010) to both the government, as he 

was essential to upholding the agreement and keeping his soldiers at bay, and the UFDR troops, 

whose hopes of realizing the peace dividends of the accord and the DDR payouts similarly relied 

on Demane.   

 

Despite the appearance of tranquility and the UFDR adhering to the peace, the more meaningful 

progress for the UFDR combatants on the ground had not been realized one year after the 

signing of the agreement, namely: integration into the FACA (Berg, 2008); the UFDR 

combatants had not been barracked; and amnesty had not been granted (until almost 1.5 years 

after the Birao Agreement) to the combatants (Africa Confidential, 2007).  As a result, the 

communities within the region suffered doubly: undisciplined soldiers preying on the population 

and intergroup ethnic-based violence.  Still present in their pre-Birao Agreement (areas of the 

Vakaga and Haute-Kotto Prefectures concentrated in the Tiringoulou-Gordil area and in Sam-

Ouandja), the UFDR’s relationship with the population greatly deteriorated.  Although the Birao 

Agreement donned the UFDR troops with some kind of legitimacy by the government and even 

anointed them to protect the population, while sitting idly, many of the soldiers took to extorting 

diamonds from the miners and collectors, and money from the villagers, local traders, and those 

travelling on the Bangui-Sudan route. 

 

The lack of internal and external coercive processes of exchange meant that there was no 

mechanism for the UFDR or the community members to hold the UFDR’s soldiers accountable 

and prevent further abuses.  The UFDR increasingly became characterized by predation and 

committed numerous abuses against civilians.  (Dukhan, 2017) The UFDR increasingly attacked 
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the communities which they claimed to support.  The Human Rights Watch reported: 

 

UFDR rebels in the northeast have carried out widespread abuses against the civilian 

population.  During attacks on villages and towns they have often indiscriminately fired at 

fleeing civilians, leading to unlawful killings.  Meanwhile, UFDR rebels have been 

responsible for summary executions of captured civilians.  From October to December 

2006, the rebels carried out massive looting of the belongings and livestock of the 

civilian population in areas they controlled.  There have been allegations of rape by 

UFDR rebels, although Human Rights Watch has only been able to corroborate one 

case—a woman raped by five UFDR rebels during their brief capture of Birao in March 

2007.  (Humans Rights Watch, 2007, p. 11) 

 

The UFDR’s preying on the population writ large was compounded by internal divisions within 

the UFDR.  For reasons detailed in the next section, ethnic divisions within the UFDR became 

rigid and the UFDR members began to fight among themselves along ethnic lines, between the 

Goula and the Runga, and the Goula and the Kara.  These internal divisions metastasized and 

UFDR Goula members began to attack the non-Goula civilian population.  (International Crisis 

Group, 2010) While the UFDR no longer attacked FACA installations, it did engage in 

intragroup violence (UFDR Goula-based abuses against the UFDR non-Goula combatants), 

intergroup violence between the different ethnic militias, and civilian-based violence with the 

Goula-based UFDR attacking non-Goula populations from 2007–2009.  ACLED data reported 

the first incident of intergroup violence on June 11, 2008 between the Sara and Hausa ethnic 

militias against the Goula ethnic militia, and on November 8, 2008, ACLED reported intragroup 
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violence within the UFDR. (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project , 2017) 

 

The violence both caused and was a result of the splintering of the UFDR.  The timeline for the 

fracturing of the UFDR occurred over a one-year period, beginning with dissent over the April 

2007 Birao Agreement into 2008.  Three splinter groups formed from the UFDR during this 

time: the largely Kara-based MLCJ led by Sabone; the largely Runga-based Convention of 

Patriots forJustice and Peace (CPJP) led by Charles Massi and then Hissène (after Massi’s death 

in December 2009)112; and a lesser known and relatively short-lived splinter group the Forces for 

the Unification of the Central African Republic (FURCA) led by Oumar Sodiam (Humanitarian 

and Development Partnership Team CAR, 2008), also known as Oumar Younouss113 (United 

Nations Security Council, 2009).  These splits further contributed to the loss of coercive 

capabilities and reduced the UFDR’s “unified control”—or rather, influence, over the region.  

Rather, influence over the region was now split into ethnic fiefdoms: the Goula-exclusive UFDR 

operated in the northeast near Birao (Dukham, 2017), the CPJP occupied the east (around Bria), 

and the FURCA operated near Am Dafok (70 miles east of Birao). 

 

The UFDR lost legitimacy and the support of a large portion of the population.  The UFDR-

related violence intensified and resulted in the FACA and PG deployed to the region, escalating 

violence against the rebel groups as well as the populations suspected of being associated with 

these groups.  (International Crisis Group, 2010) The UFDR no longer protected the 

population—on the contrary, the UFDR’s violence within the region tipped some of the 

                                                      
112 Mahamat Zakaria was their leader on the ground. (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012) 
113 Both Damane and Omar Younous, senior UFDR commanders, were allegedly implicated in diamond smuggling 

rings. (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) 
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population’s perception, from the UFDR as a protector of the population and defender of its 

rights (perhaps despite the cost to the population) to one of a predator.  Some civilians, who at 

first were in favor of the presence of the armed groups that were supposed to protect them from 

the security forces, formed self-defense groups, supported by the FACA to defend themselves 

against the atrocities perpetrated by bandits, coupeurs de route, and rebel groups. (International 

Federation for Human Rights, 2008) 

 

In sum, the UFDR actually lost separation from the state, no longer provided security for the 

population, and no longer resonated with the shared values of the society.  The security in the 

region had deteriorated to the point where the UN’s Special Representative to the Secretary 

General, Victor Da Silva Angelo, reported in November 2009 that even though the mission 

(MINUCRAT) had reached full deployment in the CAR, “the gravity of the situation went 

beyond its capacity to respond”.  (International Crisis Group, 2010, p. 14) 

 

5.2 Self-destructed Authoritative Power 

The UFDR’s authoritative power was similarly eroded by its shared values and leadership having 

been undermined through government co-optation, by the UFDR’s no longer seeking redress of 

the northeasterns’ grievances with the state, and by the loss of a cohesive community through 

interethnic fighting.  The lack of internal and external processes of exchange within the UFDR 

prevented the UFDR from responding to these challenges, and the internal divisions occurred 

largely along ethnic lines.  This was the undoing of the UFDR. 

 

The short-lived multiethnic composition of the UFDR had disintegrated by 2008.  The internal, 
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or pull, factors which affected the UFDR’s internal cohesion were weakened, beginning with the 

April 2007 Birao Agreement.  The lack of internal political processes of exchange meant that the 

voices which dissented against the signing of the accord were never really reconciled, beginning 

the fissures among the political leadership within the UFDR.  One of the issues that sowed 

divisions between Demane and the UFDR’s Runga leadership was that during the negotiations 

for the Birao Agreement, Demane purportedly represented the UFDR as a Goula movement, 

rather than a regional movement including the Runga population, thereby alienating the Runga 

population.  (Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

The external, or push, factor affecting the UFDR’s internal cohesion was the GCAR’s 

counterinsurgency strategy to weaken the UFDR by exploiting the lack of internal processes of 

exchange through sowing discord between the Goula and the Runga.  Lombard noted, “Under 

the pressure of sharing power between individuals with little experience in centralized 

governance, the group fragmented.” (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012, p. 199) Thibald noted that 

ethnicity was not always the reason for splitting, when it comes to negotiations, sometimes the 

splits are more related to which leader was offered which benefit, as observed when the CPCJ 

accepted the 2008 Libreville Agreement in 2011.  (L. Thibald, personal interview, 2018) The 

divisions were more likely to occur based on where one comes from and which commander was 

leading, as lines between ethnicity and religion were quite blurred.  The fragmentation along 

ethnic lines was more a consequence of these divisions than a motivator or driver to divide the 

UFDR. 

 

The GCAR executed their strategy of exacerbating internal divisions by: offering financial 
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payouts to Runga leaders during the 2007 negotiations (Concerned Central African #1, personal 

interview, 2018); developing a transitional justice program which the Goula believed would 

unfairly target them (Concerned CentralAfrican #3, personal interview, 2018); blocking roads 

which traditionally connected the Runga and Goula populations to isolate the groups; and 

offering the UFDR’s Goula leadership higher ranking government positions than the Runga, 

whose highest post offered as a peace concession was sous-prefect (an assistant administrator).  

At this same time, Demane intensified Goula control over the diamond market, and pushed the 

Kara and Runga out of the market near Sam Oundja.  One could speculate that it was part of 

President Bozizé’s strategy to sow divisions between the Goula and Runga when he offered 

Demane control over this territory during the April 2007 negotiations. 

 

The tensions and battle for control of the diamond market led the Kara self-defense groups to 

split from the UFDR and form a separate rebel group in August 2008: the MLCJ, led by Sabone 

and based in Birao.  Sabone split from the UFDR to lead this group although he was not a Kara 

(he himself was from the west) and had little linkages with this group on the ground.  

(International Crisis Group, 2007) On the ground, Ahamat Mustapha, a local dignitary, led the 

Kara. 

 

Different from the UFDR’s state-oriented focus, the Kara MLCJ remained focused on taking 

revenge on the Goula and retaining control of Birao, their ancestral home and a trading center on 

the main commercial artery linking the CAR with Sudan.  The MLCJ leader signed a peace 

agreement in December 2008 but announced, alongside the FDPC, in February 2009 that it was 

taking up arms again. 
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The tensions and battle for control of the diamond market also led to the Runga splitting from the 

UFDR in late 2008 to form the CPJP.  Tensions had been brewing, as Demane did not make an 

adequate payment to the Runga following the Birao Agreement.  These tensions were 

exacerbated when Demane pushed the Runga from their traditional lands and took over the 

diamond trade, which they had traditionally managed.  The Runga had controlled the diamond 

trade in all directions from the town of Ouadda in Haute-Kotto, including Sam Ouandja and Bria.  

(Global Security, 2012) Several of the CPJP commanders were experienced diamond traders; 

CPJP’s political leader, Charles Massi (Runga),114 had been Minister of Mines under former 

President Patassé, and CPJP President Hissène and CPJP Commander Mahamat Saleh had been 

active collectors in Bria.  (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) The final trigger seems to 

have occurred when the UFDR allegedly murdered two major Runga diamond merchants in 

2008.  In December 2008, the CPJP attacked Sam Ouandja and ultimately settled just north and 

east of Ndele—the traditional home of the Runga and gained control of the diamond and gold 

industry within the area. (Lombard & Botiveau, 2012)115 

 

Interethnic tensions and intergroup rivalries continued throughout 2009, with tit-for-tat 

exchanges.  As this occurred, Damane, increasingly resorted to maintaining his support within 

the UFDR by relying on his ethnicity against all others.   (Global Security, 2012) A BONUCA-

supported government mediation effort to ameliorate the situation occurred following the Kara’s 

                                                      
114 Killed by the GCAR in December 2009. 
115 Global Security reported that the CPJP was remarkably well organized, equipped, and relatively well run 

compared to other rebel groups in the CAR. The CPJP's stronghold of Akoursoubak was the scene of a formal 

ceremony where promotions were bestowed upon a select group of officers. There were recognizable military police 

manning check points, distinctly separate from the Goular militiamen. There seemed to have been coordination 

between the FDPC and the CPJP in early 2009 (IRIN News, 2014), made formal in November 2009 when Miskine 

concluded an agreement to join the FDPC’s forces with those of the CPJP. (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) 
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attack on Birao against the FACA and UFDR with 60 armed men (including support form 

Sudanese clansmen) on June 6, 2009.  But it made little difference.  The MLCJ offshoot of the 

UFDR was not “laid to rest” until 2010, when Sabone joined President Bozizé who appointed 

him commissioner in the mixed and independent electoral commission (CEMI)  (IRIN News, 

2014) 

 

As the UFDR’s orientation against the state waned, this pull factor, the unifying force of 

opposing the other to bring different individuals and ethnic groups under one common banner 

became less effective.  The UFDR split caused the loss of legitimacy of its authoritative power 

on several accounts.  First, the shared values of the UFDR, a key component of the legitimacy of 

the authoritative power, no longer served as a glue to help bind the ethnic groups together.  The 

UFDR was no longer perceived as a unified movement on behalf of a society—the 

northeasterners.  The UFDR was perceived as having been reduced to ethnic affiliations and 

petty squabbles over control of the illicit diamond market.  Would-be friends became foes.  This 

caused the UFDR to lose legitimacy, as it was seen as being used to pursue ethnic and personal 

interests rather than the northeastern-wide UFDR agenda and representing the interests of 

multiple ethnicities. 

 

In sum, the UFDR had a social contract which dissolved into personalized and ethnic militias 

engaged in an ethnic security dilemma with the Runga-led CPJP and Kara-led MLCJ. 

 

5.3 Post-UFDR 

As the GCAR’s predatory actions in the region mobilized the people against the government in 
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2006, President Bozizé’s election in 2011 served as a key event, which again mobilized the 

northeast against the government, providing an external enemy around which to rally and reunify 

the disparate and fighting groups in the northeast.  There had been hope for President Bozizé 

following the 2008 IPD, but the agreed upon inclusive government was never put in place.  The 

2011 elections were marred by fraud and the government positions were filled with President 

Bozizé’s men.  (International Crisis Group, 2013) The DDR promises from the recent peace 

agreements did not materialize and were viewed as a delaying tactic, and those few who met the 

qualifying criteria were dispatched to other regions rather the northeast, where they felt that they 

were looked down upon.  Few if any new social services had been delivered to the north.  

(Concerned Central African #1, personal interview, 2018) 

 

During 2012, Djotodia returned from Benin to unite the opposition in the northeast against 

President Bozizé.  Between September and early December 2012, Moussa Dhaffane (CPCJ 

breakaway faction Convention for the Country's Salvation (CPSK)) and Noureddine Adam 

(CPCJ breakaway faction CPJP-Fondamentale) built an alliance with Djotodia, forming the core 

of the Seleka Coalition.  (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) It is said that the UFDR and 

Djotodia were not the instigators of the Seleka Coalition, rather that it was the CPCJ, and then 

UFDR joined.  (L. Lombard, personal interview, 2018) (N. Dukhan, personal interview, 2018) 

Despite the sequencing with the formation of its leadership, the Seleka Coalition’s mid-level 

political leadership and foot soldiers drew heavily upon those of the UFDR.116 ACLED events in 

the region do not report the UFDR attacking a government installation until December 2012, 

                                                      
116 For example, one of the UFDR’s commanders, Arda, led one of the Seleka’s two columns, which marched 

on Bangui. (L. Thibald, personal interview, 2018) 
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when they attacked Ndele together with the CPJP.117118 

 

History repeated itself for this second surge of armed opposition from the northeast.  The GCAR 

had failed to uphold the promises of the pact of government with the northeast; the region and its 

disparate armed groups—including now more from the broader northern region rather than just 

the northeast—came together, quite literally as a coalition: the Seleka Coalition. 

 

As the Seleka Coalition quickly gained territory, they entered into tactical alliances with several 

other armed groups.  Some of these alliances were long term, such as with the Front populaire 

pour le redressement (FPR), a group mainly consisting of Chadian and Central African Peuhl led 

by Baba Laddé.  Other alliances were brief, a notable example being that of Miskine’s FDPC, 

with whom the Seleka Coalition violently clashed soon after taking the capital.  The Seleka 

Coalition’s offensive also caused the reappearance of some groups that had been dormant and 

wanted to profit economically or politically from jumping aboard the bandwagon of the Seleka 

Coalition, such as Ndjadder from the UFR who became a senior Seleka Coalition Spokesman.  

(Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) 

 

Threatening state capture in December 2012 (relying heavily on Sudanese and Chadian 

mercenaries), the Seleka Coalition signed the ECCAS-facilitated Libreville Agreement (2) with 

the GCAR in January 2013.  The agreement set forth a three-year power-sharing arrangement 

                                                      
117 Prior to this, the UFDR had not been reported to have attacked a government installation since the isolated 

violence in January 2009, and prior to that one potential incident in October 2008 (details unavailable), and prior to 

that on April 3, 2007, just before signing the Birao Accord. (Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project , 2017) 
118 After a period of violent clashes between the two from 2008–2011, the two signed a ceasefire agreement on 

8 October 2011 in Bangui. (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) It signed a ceasefire with the government in 

June 2011.  (Africa Confidential, 2007)  
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which included placing Djotodia in the GCAR.  By March 2013, the Séléka Coalition presented 

a list of 11 demands, and warned of military action were the government not to meet the 

demands within 72 hours.  The list included: the effective implementation of the 2013 peace 

agreement; the departure of the South African troops; review of the ministerial posts for Séléka; 

disarmament of the government’s militias; and the integration of more than 2000 rebels into the 

FACA force.  (Herbert, Dukhan, & Debos , 2013) 

 

Declaring that the GCAR was not living up to its agreements, and with the support of Chad, the 

Seleka Coalition overthrew the GCAR in a coup d’état two months after the second Libraville 

Agreement in March 2013.119 The Seleka Coalition installed Djotodia as President of CAR, a 

move that was “officially” confirmed with the updated Libraville negotiations April 13, 2013. 

 

Differing versions of how Djotodia came to be anointed as President exist.  One interviewee 

suggested that the Seleka Coalition’s intent had been to install one of the Seleka Coalition’s 

leaders (and formerly with the UFR, the CPCJ, and the CPSK, and future leader of the FPRC), 

Nourredine Adam (Runga), as president but after observing his performance during the coup 

d’état, the Seleka Coalition’s leadership changed their minds and selected Djotodia.  (Concerned 

Central African #2, personal interview, 2018) Other accounts suggest that Djotodia declared 

                                                      
119 The timing of the Seleka Coalition’s march on Bangui could be in response to President Bozizé’s government 

granting three permits for oil exploration, two in the northeast along the border with Chad (Block A and B) and one 

in the southwest (Block C). President Bozizé discreetly granted the permit to the China National Petroleum 

Corporation (CNPC), with Block B in the Vakaga Prefecture around Birao. In 2011 Chinese Zhongyuan Petroleum 

Engineering (ZPEB) International conducted seismic prospecting in Block A and Block B but was eventually blocked 

by the Seleka. A senior Seleka leader who had been a special adviser to Djotodia under his Presidency, alleged that 

Jack Grynberg, whose company RSM Production Corporation had originally been allocated these concessions by 

then-President Patassé, had been financing the Seleka and supporting the partition of the CAR in the hope of getting 

his oil concessions back. Other sources confirmed that Grynberg had good relations with some Seleka leaders, 

notably Eric Massi and Djotodia. Although the oil permits were reduced in size by the Seleka government, they 

eventually stayed in the hands of the Chinese. (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 2014) 
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himself as the president. (Herbert, Dukhan, & Debos , 2013) President Djotodia served as 

president for eight months until he resigned in January 2014.  President Djotodia had disbanded 

the Seleka Coalition in September 2013, although they continued to terrorize the country, as the 

Seleka Coalition’s troops were looting and committing atrocities. (International Crisis Group, 

2013) 

 

Many of those not from the north or northeast bore the brunt of the Seleka Coalition’s abuses.  

According to the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), the ICG 

reported in September 2013 that there were almost 400,000 internally displaced people and about 

65,000 new refugees in neighboring countries.  “Humanitarian agencies have alerted public 

opinion to the critical situation, stressing that 2.3 million CAR citizens, half the population, are 

in need of humanitarian assistance.”  (International Crisis Group, 2013, p. 3) 

 

The much-needed dialogue of CAR’s shared values and the pact of government being inclusive of 

the north and northeast never occurred.  On the contrary, the Seleka Coalition troops’ unruly 

behavior and crimes committed against civilians muted the dialogue related to what constituted 

“Central African.” The strong anti-Seleka feeling that had taken hold of Bangui residents began to 

take on anti-Muslim overtones and metastasized into sectarian-based violence outside of Bangui.   

(International Crisis Group, 2013) Where identity had not been nearly as politicized nor ossified 

as in other contexts, CAR’s divide between religion and region became more entrenched. 

 

With President Djotodia’s resignation, the story of the UFDR and the Seleka Coalition could 

have ended, rendering the UFDR an insignificant NSAG, a flash in the pan during the early 21st 
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century.  However, the grievances of the northeast persisted and the supply of ready recruits 

remained willing.  What changed between 2007 and 2014 was the organizational experience of 

those who led the UDFR and then the Seleka Coalition.  The Seleka Coalition disbanded, but this 

failed experiment of state capture left its mark on the leadership.  In 2014, some of the region’s 

main opposition leadership—Djotodia, Nourredine, and Hissene—formed the FPRC. 

 

In its newly reconstituted form, the FPRC learned from its UFDR and Seleka experience.  One of 

the most significant changes to the FPRC from the UFDR is its organizational orientation and 

capacity.  The FPRC developed a more complex and institutionalized political structure, more of 

a centralized military control, and in some places infused the government on the ground or 

replaced the government, providing services beyond security.  Some suggest that there is now a 

de facto partition in CAR, separating the east from the rest of country with the FPRC largely in 

control. 

 

On August 18, 2014, the political objective of the FPRC on paper became autonomy or 

secession, when the FPRC reportedly issued a communiqué declaring the creation of a new 

independent state in the northeast, called “Dar el Kouti”.  (Weyns, Hoex, Hilgert, & Spittaels, 

2014) There does not seem to be unanimity within the FPRC as others have stated that this is a 

tactic and the FPRC is using this statement to—again—shock the government into paying 

attention to the grievances of the northeast.  This statement caused the breakaway of several 

factions, including Demane, that similarly disagreed with this statement, to form the RPRC,120 

                                                      
120 Two additional reasons offered for the formation of the RPRC is that the RPRC formed because there was dissent 

between Djotodia and Demane regarding whether to accept the offer of DDR. Demane felt that the population was 

tired of fighting and wanted to accept the DDR whereas Djotodia did not want to accept it. Another explanation 

included that Djotodia’s nephew wanted to have a government position so he and Demane split from the FPRC to 
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the Mouvement Patriotique pour la Centrafrique (MPC), and l'Union pour la Paix en 

Centrafrique (UPC). 

 

The UFDR’s goal was to revise the social contract, as opposed to the Seleka Coalition’s goal of 

state capture, and the FPRC’s purported goal to break the social contract through secession. 

Reflecting these different goals, the UFDR did not attempt to establish “state-like” systems, the 

Seleka Coalition attempted to become the state, and the FPRC is actively working to establish 

state-like systems, either through parallel systems or co-opting the systems on the ground. 

 

6.0 Conclusion 

This chapter focused on the UFDR as a case study to explore how the state context, the level and 

nature of state penetration into a region, affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.119 

The UFDR appears to be part of CAR’s alphabetical soup of myriad of rebel groups popping up 

and quickly returning to obscurity, but the UFDR’s role in CAR is quite significant.  On paper, 

the UFDR existed from 2006 to 2007 in active opposition to the GCAR, and was quickly 

terminated by a negotiated agreement.  The APRD and the CPCJ both had stronger organizations 

than the UFDR.  The story on the ground tells quite a different story. 

 

An interview summarized, “The name of the UFDR remains in the minds of the people, as a 

symbol of rebellion against the power of Bangui.” (International Humanitarian #1, personal 

interview, 2018) For almost two years, the UFDR formed a social contract with the northeast, 

forming a sovereign, a pact of society, and a pact of government. 

                                                      
form a separate group to increase their positions during negotiations. 
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The story began with an extremely neglected region seeking inclusion into a state-level social 

contract—one which by many accounts was more of an ideal than a reality, with a state 

sovereign hardly capable of upholding its end of the state-level social contract—let alone 

managing the processes of government and of exchange and helping define an inclusive society.  

External propping up of the sovereign has rendered the sovereign an attractive loot to capture, 

but with little to no entry barriers.  Resources and religious identity have been equally easily 

mobilized by ambitious politico-military entrepreneurs, inspired by both legitimate grievances 

and personal ambition. 

 

What we are witnessing today in CAR, including another threat of state capture, stems from what 

gave rise to the UFDR.  Over time, the political mandate of the UFDR remained, but those 

leading the aggrieved have transformed from village vigilantes to seasoned rebel leaders 

threatening half of a country at the heart of Africa.  The lessons played out on the national 

theater have taught these leaders about organizational development.  It remains unclear whether 

they have similarly learned about the need for a social contract with society. 
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CHAPTER 7 

FINDINGS: THE NSAG’S SOCIAL CONTRACT WITH THE 

POPULATION UNDER THEIR INFLUENCE AND THE STATE 
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Summary of Findings: How the State’s Context Shapes an NSAG’s Social 

Contract 

Many have raised the issue of alternative governance in weak or fragile states, but few have 

looked closely at how nonstate armed groups’ (NSAG) social contracts are intrinsically 

connected to and part of an iterative process with the state’s social contract.  I argued that the 

state’s social contract affects the process of forming an NSAG’s social contract with a segment 

of the population through the Grievance-driven Pathway (the causal mechanism). 

 

I presented a theoretical model of the causal mechanism, the iterative process depicting how the 

state’s fragile social contract affects the formation of an NSAG’s social contract.  I defined state 

context, the independent variable, through state fragility and the State’s Legitimacy Gap.  I 

developed and then applied the social contract framework to define the outcome, an NSAG’s 

social contract.  I then operationalized the causal mechanism through process tracing with two 

case studies: the Sudanese Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) in Darfur, Sudan and the Union 

of Democratic Forces for Unity (UFDR) in the Central African Republic (CAR)  

 

I compare the evidence from the two case studies with Grievance-driven Pathway in Finding 

#1, noting similarities and microlevel differences.  I then present an updated social contract 

framework and key observations about the different components of the social contract in Finding 

#2.  In Findings #3–#5, I provide analysis of territorial control, the role of self-defense groups, 

and alternative pathways.  In Finding #6, I speculate about the different trajectories of the two 

NSAGs’ 10 years after their establishment.   
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Finding #1: Similar Causal Mechanism to form an NSAG’s Social Contract 

The following is a brief summary of the evidence from the two case studies as it relates to the 

theoretical model for the Grievance-driven Pathway causal mechanism.  The SLM/A and the 

UFDR both formed social contracts with a segment of the population through the Grievance-

driven Pathway, in response to and in an iterative manner with the fragile state contexts in Sudan 

and CAR.  While the two case studies followed the same Grievance-driven Pathway, there were 

microlevel differences in the nature of the state’s tenuous social contract, the independent 

variable, and the prioritization and sequencing of the sources of legitimacy.  While both State 

Legitimacy Gap narratives developed in part as a response to the combination of state absence 

and contestation, dynamics in Darfur were driven more by state contestation whereas dynamics 

in northeastern CAR were driven more by state absence.  The impact of the differences in the 

independent variable reverberates through subtle differences across the causal mechanism. 

 

State Context, the Independent Variable 

In both cases, the state simultaneously neglected the regions as well as conducted predatory 

operations where the NSAGs formed social contracts.  There was tension with the state’s social 

contract between many within these regions (Darfur and northeastern CAR) and the state across 

the three key elements of the social contract: the shared values, processes of exchange, and 

provision of services.  Table 1 is a summary presenting the theory of a tenuous state-level social 

contract and the relevant evidence in the two case studies. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 
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Fragile States Index 

Snapshot of the state’s 

social contract, 

effectiveness and 

legitimacy in the economic, 

social, political, and 

security components. 

Extremely Fragile Highly Fragile-Extremely 

Fragile 

State Legitimacy Gap 

Specific to the subnational 

regional focus.  Based on 

perceptions of the 

population in the specific 

region of the state, with 

regards to the three 

elements of the social 

contract and its 

corresponding sources of 

legitimacy (Performance, 

Processes of Exchange, and 

Shared Values).  Reflects 

state absence, state 

contestation, or a 

combination of the two. 

• Darfur ranked among the 

state’s most 

underdeveloped regions 

within Sudan; 

• The GOS had limited 

resources, and was 

dominated by individuals 

representing the more 

preferred or authentic 

definition of Sudanese, 

was managing regional 

(Libyan and Chadian) 

tensions, and was 

focused on the North-

South civil war; 

• The northeast was the 

state’s most 

underdeveloped region; 

• The GCAR had extremely 

limited resources and 

experienced chronic 

instability due to a 

revolving door of coups 

d’état; 

• The GCAR was, for 

practical purposes, absent 

from the northeast: It 

lacked a state monopoly 

of violence; provided 

minimal services beyond 

security; maintained a 
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• The GOS chose to 

maintain a minimal 

presence in Darfur: 

lacked a state monopoly 

of violence; provided 

some services beyond 

security; maintained 

some government 

presence; and had limited 

processes of exchange; 

• The GOS’s security 

lacked legitimacy as it 

was perceived as pro-

Arab and responsible, 

directly and indirectly 

through the PDF and 

janjawiid, for state 

predation and genocide; 

• The GOS’s presence and 

services in Darfur were 

perceived as biased, 

favoring those considered 

Arab; 

minimal government 

presence; and lacked 

processes of exchange; 

• The GCAR’s security 

lacked legitimacy in the 

northeast as it was 

perceived as being absent, 

and when present—

predatory with an anti- 

Goula bias; 

• GCAR and some within 

its society marginalized 

those perceived as having 

family ties with Sudanese 

and Chadians, perceiving 

them as not authentic 

Central Africans; 

• The GCAR increasingly 

politicized religion, 

marginalizing the 

Muslims within CAR’s 

society; and 
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• GOS actively pursued an 

exclusionary definition of 

Sudanese; 

• The GOS’s presence and 

services in Darfur were 

perceived as biased, 

favoring those considered 

Arab; 

• GOS actively pursued an 

exclusionary definition of 

the state’s society as 

being Arab, excluding 

those considered non-

Arabs or African; and 

• Most Darfurians 

considered themselves 

Sudanese and identified 

with the state’s shared 

values of being Muslim, 

but some felt the state’s 

definition of Sudanese as 

strictly Arab was not 

applicable and preferred 

• Those in the northeast 

aspired to be part of the 

state-level social contract 

and to be considered 

Central African, but felt 

that the GCAR actively 

marginalized the 

northeast region, and 

those living in the 

northeast.  Increasingly, 

there was a perception 

that this marginalization 

was also due to being 

Muslim. 
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a more inclusive 

definition, allowing for 

an African as well as 

Arabic identity. 

Table 1 Operationalizing the independent variable for the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

Part 1: State Fragility Creates Insecurity 

Darfur and northeastern CAR lacked a state military presence.  As a result, the two regions were 

rife with internal criminal activity.  Additionally, the northcentral African region was replete 

with pro-state proxy militias and rebel groups, creating additional insecurity in the two regions.  

Darfur was primarily affected by conflict dynamics that spilt over from Libya and Chad.  

Northeastern CAR was primarily affected by conflict dynamics that spilt over from Libya, Chad, 

and Darfur.  Table 2 is a summary presenting the theory of a tenuous state-level social contract 

creating instability and the relevant evidence in the two case studies. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

The tenuous nature of the 

state’s social contract 

created significant 

instability within the 

specific subnational 

regions. 

 

• The GOS consented to, 

and could not prevent the 

presence of foreign armed 

groups from Chad and 

Libya in Darfur; Chad 

and Libya trained and 

armed many Darfurians in 

• The lack of a state 

military presence in the 

northeast enabled armed 

raiders and poachers from 

Darfur to raid the 

northeast and hunt their 

animals; 
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their own countries as 

well as in Darfur; Chad 

and Libya distributed 

weapons in Darfur; 

• The GOS armed specific 

tribes in Darfur as it 

served the GOS’s aims 

with regards to the North-

South civil war; and 

increasingly its 

Arabization agenda; 

• The combination of these 

two resulted in the 

Abbala and Baggara 

mobilized into proxy- 

state militias and a 

proliferation of small 

arms among the militias 

as well as the general 

population; and 

• The traditional 

mechanisms and 

government were unable 

• General criminal behavior 

through “road cutters” or 

robbers persisted; 

• Disaffected ex-liberators 

from President Bozizé’s 

coup d’état sought refuge 

in the northeast; and 

• The GCAR did not 

effectively mitigate these 

issues, resulting in an 

agreement to allow Chad 

and Sudan to pursue 

armed groups across the 

border into the northeast. 
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to maintain security or the 

rule of law. 

Table 2 Operationalizing Part 1 of the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

Part 2: Nonstate Actors Form Disparate Self-defense Groups 

The contexts of neglected territories riddled with insecurity and populations feeling vulnerable 

and excluded from the states’ social contracts led to the formation of ethnic-based self-defense 

groups.  The ethnic self-defense groups formed elements for coercive power—coercive 

capability, a mandate to use violence for self-defense, military leadership, and the economic 

means to support the functional needs of the ethnic self-defense groups.   

 

In the two case studies, the tribal leadership did not reorient their self-defense groups against the 

states.  Rather, they gave their blessing to the formation of separate entities or sovereigns, 

NSAGs, to pursue the political mandate.  This was due to a combination of factors.  First, the 

tribal leaders were in a precarious position with regards to the state—they were already visible to 

the state as leaders of the population and could be susceptible to targeting by the state.  Second, 

they felt that they could be a better asset in addressing the conflict by pursuing political solutions 

by remaining neutral and functioning as a bridge in the discussions/negotiations with the 

government.  Third, the tribal leaders did not have the military experience/training, capabilities, 

or full time that was necessary to dedicate to forming and supporting a sustained effort.  Thus, 

the traditional leadership gave their blessing to other leaders to lead the NSAGs, but did not 

provide the political leadership themselves. 
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Table 3 is a summary presenting the theory of how instability led to the formation of ethnic self-

defense groups and the relevant evidence in the two case studies. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

The consequent insecurity 

led to nonstate actors 

forming self-defense 

groups. 

 

• An ethnic security 

dilemma left both Arab 

and non-Arab 

populations feeling 

vulnerable; 

• Darfur’s civil wars (the 

first civil war between 

the Fur and the Abbala, 

the second civil war 

between the Masalit and 

the Abbala, and the 

additional fighting 

between the Zaghawa 

and the Abbala) 

contributed to the 

formation of ethnic self-

defense groups; 

• In the absence of a state 

military presence, 

President Patassé and 

other subnational 

government leaders 

supported the 

development of self-

defense groups; Goula 

self-defense groups 

formed, namely under the 

leadership of Sheikh 

Ramadan; Runga self-

defense groups also 

formed; and 

• Antipoaching park 

rangers were trained and 

organized; 
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• The GOS organized pro-

state proxy militias, the 

PDF and janjawiid; and 

• Ethnic self-defense 

groups formed: formed: 

the Zaghawa; Fur; 

Masalit; and Arab. 

Table 3 Operationalizing Part 2 of the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

Part 3: State Mobilizes First Actors 

Against a backdrop of insecurity and frustration created and perpetuated by the state, state-led 

actions triggered first actors among the Zaghawa, Fur, and Goula to mobilize, in opposition to 

the state-level social contract.  The state-led trigger also began a process of 

ingrouping/outgrouping among the non-Arabs in Darfur and those in the northeast in CAR away 

from neutrality with regards to the state-level social contract. 

 

While the two case studies followed the same Grievance-driven Pathway, some microlevel 

differences persisted.  From the initial formation of the NSAGs, the NSAG’s leadership reflected 

the shared identity values of the NSAG’s society.  The first actors in the Sudan and SLM/A case 

study were considered elite but did not have an association with the Government of Sudan 

(GOS).  The SLM/A leader, Abdel-Wahid, was Fur; he was university educated in Khartoum, 

and was approved by the Fur leadership.  This contrasts with the first actors in the CAR and 

UFDR case study, who ultimately were part of the UFDR’s senior leadership.  The UFDR’s first 
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actors had connections with the government, both within the northeast as well as in Bangui.  The 

two leaders of the UFDR, Djotodia and Demane, are Goula, had the Sultans’ and traditional 

leaderships’ blessings; they were businessmen running illicit trade through Darfur.  I surmise 

that these differences are related to the differences in the political mandates of the respective 

NSAGs, revision and inclusion, detailed below in Part 4.   

 

Table 4 is a summary presenting the theory of the state-led trigger which mobilized the first 

actors and the relevant evidence in the two case studies. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

The state conducts an act 

which serves as a trigger 

and mobilizes the first 

actors from the targeted 

segment of the population. 

 

• In 1997, the GOS is 

believed to have been 

responsible for the 

murder of Zaghawa tribal 

leaders in Kornoi and 

Dar Kobe; 

• In 1997, Mustafa 

Mahmoud Tijani 

(Zaghawan) traveled to 

Chad to seek support for 

rebellion among the 

Zaghawa officers in 

Chad’s army, where he 

• In 2002, Sheikh 

Ramadan was 

assassinated, purportedly 

by Darfur raiders, but 

also suspected to be an 

assassination by the 

GCAR; 

• That same year, Demane 

moved from Bria to 

Tiringoulou, Vakaga 

Prefecture as one of the 

main leaders and funders 

of the self-defense 
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met Abakir (who was to 

become the first military 

leader of the SLM/A); 

• Shortly thereafter, the 

Zaghawa concretized six 

seasonal camps into 

permanent armed camps 

and established a military 

structure with the 

Committee of Twelve, 

invluding Kater Tor al 

Khalla and Abakir; 

• The Masalit-Abbala civil 

war in Darfur broke out 

in 1995 with the GOS 

supporting the Abbala; 

and after observing the 

GOS’s support of the 

Abbala during the 

Masalit-Abbala civil war, 

in 1996, Fur university 

students from Darfur in 

Khartoum formed secret 

groups to help avenge 

Sheikh Ramadan’s death; 

and 

• In 2003, the GCAR 

refused to pay the 

reparations to the 

northeast for Sheikh 

Ramadan’s memorial, 

instigating significant 

and widespread 

resentment among those 

in the northeast against 

the GCAR. 
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organizations for the 

defense of the Fur in 

Darfur, building on the 

self-defense committees:  

Abdel-Wahid Mohamed 

al Nur (the SLM/A’s 

future First Chairman); 

Ahmed Abdelshafi (the 

future SLM/A’s first 

coordinator); and Abdu 

Abdalla Ismail (the 

SLM/A’s first 

representative in the 

Ceasefire Commission 

headquarters). 

Table 4 Operationalizing Part 3 of the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

Part 4: First Actors Establish an NSAG 

The first actors mobilized in Part 3 established NSAGs by bringing disparate separate ethnic 

self-defense groups together to provide collective security; the SLM/A formed from the Fur, 

Zaghawa, and Masalit self-defense groups; and UFDR formed from the Goula and Runga self-

defense groups with members of the Kara self-defense groups.  The coercive mandates included 

the dual focus of providing protection to the region from the general insecurity, as well as from 
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the state’s predation in the region.  The coercive capabilities of the combined self-defense groups 

increased through the combined experiences and resources.   

 

The coercive mandates transformed to include political mandates, to redress the state-level social 

contract with the GOS and the Government of the Central African Republic (GCAR).  This is 

emphasized in Mao’s statement, “Without a political goal, guerrilla warfare must fail, as it must 

if its political objectives do not coincide with the aspirations of the people and their sympathy, 

cooperation, and assistance cannot be gained.”  (Arjona, 2010, p.  43) This occurred with the 

expansion to pursue a political agenda with the state to readdress the shared grievances.  The 

NSAGs’ public articulation of the political mandate further boosted/augmented the NSAGs’ 

legitimacy among the NSAGs’ societies. 

 

The commonalities between the two political mandates included seeking more inclusive shared 

values of the state’s society, greater processes of exchange through increased representation, and 

an increase in services beyond security.  However, there was also a slight difference between the 

two NSAGs’ orientation toward the state.  Reflecting the significant breach of the state-level 

social contract by the GOS, the SLM/A’s orientation toward the state was to change the state-

level social contract.  This differs slightly from the UFDR’s orientation toward the state, which 

primarily was to seek entrance into the state-level social contract and to petition the state to 

extend its presence to the region—to bring the state closer. 

 

I surmise that the legitimacy ascribed to the first actors’ different associations with the state was 

related to the different orientations of the NSAGs’ political mandates toward the state.  The GOS 
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lost legitimacy with the non-Arab population in Darfur through its breach of the state’s social 

contract due to state predation and Arabization agenda.  This caused being associated with the 

GOS to be perceived negatively.  The GCAR lost legitimacy with the northeast through its 

absence or breach of the state’s social contract due to state absence.  Being associated with the 

GCAR, and bringing the GCAR closer to the people at this time, was perceived as desirable.  

Those best placed to do this were those who had previously been part of the GCAR and/or had 

connections with the GCAR. 

 

Coercive power was the single most important source of legitimacy, and it did not make sense to 

pursue other elements of the social contract at the cost of a decrease in coercive power.  The 

threats to the societies at this time increased as state predation increased, further elevating the 

need to prioritize their coercive power.  Neither NSAG had a political mandate to replace the 

state-level government.  The NSAGs realized that they could be effective in their goal of getting 

the state’s attention to negotiate without incurring the costs associated with a large sovereign, 

territorial control, or provision of services.  With this in mind, there was no impetus or emphasis 

toward building state-like sovereigns with political administrative structures, nor the capacity to 

deliver services beyond security.   

 

Additional microlevel differences with regards to Part 4 also occurred.  The difference between 

the level of the state’s deterrence affected the form and function of the two NSAGs.  In Darfur, 

the GOS maintained, relatively, a stronger military presence through the GOS’s military forces 

and proxy forces.  To oppose this, the SLM/A needed to establish a higher level of 

organizational coercive and authoritative power at the initiation of an NSAG.  In the northeast in 
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CAR, the GCAR maintained, relatively, a weaker military and authoritative presence, with the 

exception of the times that the Central African Armed Forces (FACA) were supported by 

France’s military.  To oppose the FACA, the UFDR did not require as much of an organized 

coercive and authoritative power when first establishing the UFDR.  The SLM/A formed a more 

integrated coercive force than that of the UFDR, with a stronger sense of command and control 

and integrated, mobile, and deployed units.  This contrasts with the UFDR’s coercive force, 

which mainly entailed loosely coordinated self-defense groups whose troops resided within their 

village of origin and functioned more like minutemen, on call when needed.   

 

The merging or federation of the self-defense groups required the formation of an NSAG’s 

sovereign or political administration.  The SLM/A established a larger political leadership 

structure with three key political positions, each allocated to one of the three participating ethnic 

groups.  The UFDR established a structure with one political leader and a military leader—both 

from the Goula tribe, and a Press Secretary—not from the region.  These were supported by a 

clandestine political leader and military advisor from each of the participating areas working 

together in a federated manner.  The UFDR’s structure lacked the balance of power and official 

representation of the participating tribes.  The SLM/A’s sovereign was characterized as 

authoritarian and the UFDR’s sovereign was characterized as being disconnected due to its 

political leadership residing outside of CAR and lacking responsiveness to non-Goula voices.   

 

I detailed in the two case studies why governance was not prioritized by either of the two 

NSAGs.  However, there are differences with regards to the pattern of NSAG’s governance 

worth drawing out in this section.  In Darfur, there was more of a preexisting 



386 

 

 

government/governance upon which to build.  The GOS mounted effective deterrence to taking 

control and providing alternative or nonstate governance—either by commandeering the local 

government system or building a parallel system.  Due, in part, to the GOS’s effective 

deterrence, the SLM/A’s political mandate did not include providing governance.  Perhaps also 

due to the need to overcome the GOS’s effective deterrence, the SLM/A’s initial institutional 

capacity was higher.  In the Jebel Marra, a mountainous region that the GOS struggled to 

penetrate, the SLM/A established the Liberated Areas and provided governance and some 

services beyond security through the Civil Administration.  This dynamic reflects Staniland’s 

description of clashing monopolies as: 

 

….an order characterized by violent competition between the state and an armed actor 

that each control distinct territory.  Clashing monopolies pit specialists in violence 

against one another across clearly defined battle lines.  The boundaries between state and 

nonstate forces are rigid and easy to identify.  The contest is to determine who can inflict 

the most pain on the other in hopes of shattering the internal organization and fighting 

power of its competitor.  (Staniland, 2012, p. 252) 

 

This differs with the dynamics in CAR’s northeast.  In the northeast, there was less of a 

preexisting government upon which to build.  The GCAR mounted little effective deterrence to 

taking control and providing governance.  The UFDR’s political mandate was to bring the state 

closer and therefore did not include providing governance.  Perhaps due to the limited deterrence 

by the GAR in the northeast, the UFDR’s initial institutional capacity was lower.  The UFDR 

endorsed a system of governance which reflects Staniland’s definition of tacit coexistence as one 



387 

 

 

that 

 

….involves the interweaving of state and nonstate violent organizations in the context of 

fragmented, overlapping control.  Rather than clearly delineated spheres of influence, this order 

involves careful attempts to limit the degree of active conflict and violence between states and 

nonstate armed groups in intermixed daily life.  Tacit coexistence is not an actively cooperative 

context of shared goals, but instead one of managed expediency, an acknowledgment that neither 

side has the power or will to crush the other and that some kind of mediated mutual survival is 

necessary.  (Staniland, 2012, p. 251) 

 

Table 5 is a summary presenting the theory of the first actors establishing NSAGs and the 

relevant evidence in the two case studies. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

First actors establish 

an NSAG, bringing 

disparate ethnic self-

defense groups 

together to form an 

NSAG to provide 

collective security 

and revise the state-

level social contract. 

• July 21, 2001, the 

Zaghawa and Fur met 

in Abu Gamra and 

swore oaths on the 

Qur’an to work 

together to defend 

against government-

sponsored attacks on 

their villages and 

• The UFDR formed 

between May and 

October 2006; 

• Demane was identified 

as the UFDR’s leader, 

and later became the 

UFDR’s military 

leader; and 
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 against Arab 

supremacy policies in 

Darfur; 

• Those who took the 

oath include: Abdel-

Wahid Mohamed al 

Nur (the SLM/A’s 

First Chairman); 

Ahmed Abdelshafi 

(the future SLM/A’s 

first coordinator); and 

Abdu Abdalla Ismail 

(the SLM/A’s first 

representative in the 

Ceasefire 

Commission 

headquarters); 

• The Masalit joined in 

November 2001; 

• The SLM/A’s first 

military action was 

February 25, 2002; 

and  

• Its first official 

military action 

occurred in October 

2006 and its first 

political statement 

was made in 

November 2006, 

claiming that the 

“exclusionary anti-

Muslim practices and 

general corruption of 

Bozizé government 

forced them to take 

up arms.” 
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• DLF changes its 

name to the SLM/A 

and releases its 

Political Declaration 

in March 2003. 

Table 5 Operationalizing Part 4 of the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

Part 5: State Consolidates Opposition 

Both the GOS and GCAR conducted a second trigger, which consolidated opposition among the 

non-Arabs in Darfur and those living in the northeast in CAR, and more specifically among the 

Goula.  These acts consolidated the ingrouping/outgrouping processes across a wider segment of 

the targeted populations, leading to the formation of NSAGs’ societies, which pacted with the 

NSAGs to form social contracts. 

 

Within the case studies, there were two main differences related to the formation of the NSAGs’ 

societies, reflecting differences in the different state contexts.  The first difference is the 

sequencing of the pact of society and the pact of government in the two processes of forming 

NSAGs’ social contracts.  The second difference is the relative role of external push and internal 

pull that the state context had on the process of forming the NSAGs’ societies.  These two 

differences are discussed in detail in Finding #2. 

 

Table 6 is a summary presenting the theory of the state’s second trigger consolidating opposition 

and the relevant evidence in the two case studies. 
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Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

The state conducts an 

act that consolidates the 

broader segment of the 

population in 

opposition to the state. 

 

• General Zaghawan 

opposition to the 

GOS consolidated in 

May 2001 when, 

following another 

skirmish with the 

Awlad Zeid Arab 

nomads near Abu 

Garma in North 

Darfur, concrete 

evidence of the 

GOS’s complicity 

was provided; 

• General Fur 

opposition to the 

GOS consolidated 

following the 

Nyertete and Kas 

Conferences in 2002, 

which made a farce of 

the tribal 

• The Presidential 

Guard arrested 

notables, committed 

summary executions, 

rapes, burned 

villages, and engaged 

in looting within the 

northeast in 2006; 

and 

• Support for the 

UFDR increased, as 

did opposition to the 

GCARand 
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reconciliation effort 

and exposed the true 

intentions of the 

GOS; 

• Significant escalation 

of GOS and proxy 

state militia activities 

was seen from 2002 

onwards Genocide 

was declared in 

Darfur in 2003; and  

• Support for SLM/A 

increased, as did 

opposition to the 

GOS and its proxy 

state militias. 

Table 6 Operationalizing Part 5 of the Grievance-driven Pathway: From theory to case studies 

 

NSAGs’ Social Contracts, the Outcome 

A social contract formed between the SLM/A and its society over a period of nearly three years, 

from September 2002–November 2005.  The SLM/A established a sovereign, had a unique 

society, and had a pact of government through which the society contracted with the sovereign.  

A social contract formed between the UFDR and its society over a period of nearly two years, 
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from October 2006–2008.  The UFDR established a sovereign, had a unique society, and had a 

pact of government through which the society contracted with the sovereign. Table 10 descries 

the two NSAGs’ social contracts. 

 

Theory Sudan & SLM/A CAR & UFDR 

NSAGs form social 

contract with segment 

of the population, 

resulting from the 

fragile state context and 

Grievance-driven 

Pathway 

• While the SLM/A 

failed to create a pan-

Darfuri society 

inclusive of Arab tribes, 

it did create, for a time, 

a pan-tribal society of 

non-Arab tribes; 

• The SLM/A had been 

donned with the 

legitimate mandate to 

use coercive violence to 

protect Darfur’s non- 

Arab population and 

the GOS; 

• The SLM/A was 

mandated by its society 

to pursue a political 

• The UFDR created, for 

a time, a pan-tribal 

society of those in the 

northeastern; 

• The UFDR had been 

donned with the 

legitimate mandate to 

use coercive violence to 

protect them from 

general insecurity and 

the state’s predatory 

acts; 

• The UFDR was 

mandated by its society 

to pursue a political 

mandate on behalf of 

its society; 
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mandate on behalf of 

its society; and  

• The SLM/A established 

political structures, 

charismatic leadership, 

and provided judicial 

services. 

• The UFDR established 

political structures, and 

charismatic leadership; 

and 

• It pursued the provision 

of security and 

provided ad hoc 

judicial services. 

Table 7 Operationalizing the outcome, the NSAG’s social contract: From theory to case studies 

 

Figure 19 depicts how Sudan’s and CAR’s fragility affected the formation process of the 

SLM/A’s and the UFDR’s social contracts through the Grievance-driven Pathway.   

 

Figure 19 Grievance-driven Pathway for forming an NSAG social contract with a segment of the population 

 

I conclude that the evidence from these two case studies supports the proposed theory of the 

Grievance-driven Pathway as one causal mechanism in which a state’s fragility shapes the 

formation of an NSAG’s social contract with a population under its influence or control.  The 

five parts of the causal mechanism describe how the state’s tenuous social contract contributes to 
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the formation of NSAGs’ social contract in an iterative manner. 

 

There is a caveat, however, in that the weakest link of this causal mechanism is measuring the 

NSAG’s society in Part 5.  Due to limited access in instable contexts, the macrolevel of a 

segment of the population, and the intangible nature of the glue that binds individuals together in 

a pact of society, the existence of the pact of society is circumstantial.  That said, indicators of 

the pact of government can and were confirmed, suggestive of a pact of society.  Further research 

is needed to strengthen the evidence of this part of the causal mechanism. 

 

Finding #2: The Social Contract Framework (Revised) 

In the preceding chapters, I put forth a social contract framework for understanding the social 

contract.  Through the course of my research and application of this framework, I adapted the 

framework with two changes.  First, I disaggregated the two categories of the social contract, 

coercive and authoritative.  Second, I added additional sources of legitimacy: the sovereign and 

the coercive processes of exchange.  The revised social contract framework is depicted in Figure 

20. 
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Figure 20 Social contract framework (revised) 

 

In the process of mapping the formation of NSAGs’ social contracts, a pattern of the components 

for an NSAG’s social contract became clear.  The following six components constituted 

legitimacy for the NSAG’s social contract with a segment of the population: the society, the 

NSAG’s sovereign, coercive capabilities, the coercive mandate, the political mandate, and 

leadership that resonates with the shared values of the population.  When combining these six 

components, a nascent social contract formed with coercive power, a society, and a minimalistic 

version of authoritative power.  This fulfilled Components #1, #2, #3, #6, and #7.  The remaining 

two components of authoritative power, Component #4 (the provision of services beyond 

security), and Component #5 (the processes of exchange), did not contribute to the formation of a 
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social contract between an NSAG and the population in their influence.  Figure 7.3 depicts these 

findings. 

 

While the pathways of forming the NSAGs’ social contracts suggest that these components are 

not necessary to form a social contract, I posit that they are likely necessary to sustain the social 

contract.  While this is beyond the scope of this dissertation, it is worth noting that lack of these  

components significantly contributed to the fragmentation of the SLM/A and the UFDR.  The 

lack of processes of exchange prevented the NSAG’s sovereign from being responsive to its 

constituency, and for its constituency to feel heard by the NSAG’s sovereign in the longer term.   

Figure 21 Commonalities with regards to the NSAGs’ social contract components 
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The missing components of processes of exchange included: 1) political internal and external 

processes of exchange within the NSAG and between the NSAG and the population within the 

NSAG’s influence; and 2) coercive internal and external processes of exchange within the NSAG 

and between the NSAG and the population within the NSAG’s influence.  More pathway 

mapping of sustained NSAG’s social contracts would need to be conducted to assess the 

necessity of processes of exchange and the provision of services. 

 

Coercive Power—First 

The pathways of the two case studies not only confirmed the finding by others that coercive 

power is significant, but also provided insights as to why and how coercive power plays an 

important role in forming NSAGs’ social contracts.  The pathways of the two case studies 

demonstrate that Coercive Power (Component #3—Coercive capability, and part of Component 

#7—Coercive mandate) forms first, and is the first source of legitimacy for an NSAG’s social 

contract.  The coercive mandate of self-defense groups is to protect specific ethnic populations 

from criminal activity, other armed groups, and traditional ethnic/tribal rivalries.  With the 

history of having already been protecting the people from the general sources of insecurity in the 

region as self-defense groups, the coercive mandate was transferred from that given to the self-

defense groups to that given to the NSAG: to protect a specific population from these same 

threats, as well as from the state. 

 

As the groups formed, and the state increased its predatory behavior, the narrative of the state 

increasingly became the other.  For both case studies, symbolic events, many of which were 

violent, were key turning were key turning point events in the conflict dynamics and have 

become part of the NSAG’s narrative of opposition and justification, taking on a sense of local 
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lore well known at the household level.  These notably violent events helped mobilize the first 

actors, and then consolidate broader opposition to the state among the targeted segment of the 

population and in support of the NSAGs.  Symbolic state-led predatory events fed the narrative 

of how the state was overtly predatory or in violation of the state-level social contract, attacking 

the Zaghawa and the Goula early on in these conflicts.   

 

The coercive mandate was further bolstered when both NSAGs conducted watershed military 

operations against the state, shifting from a defensive to an offensive military posture by 

attacking Sudanese Armed Forces (SAF) and the FACA military outposts.  These military 

victories are key turning points in the formation of the nonstate social contracts and have 

symbolic significance in the NSAGs’ narratives.  The watershed military operation in Darfur 

occurred in April 2003 when a joint force of the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) and the 

SLM/A successfully attacked the air base in El Fasher.  The watershed military operation in 

northeastern CAR occurred in October 2006 when the UFDR attacked Birao, Vakaga Province’s 

administrative center and the region’s most important town. 

 

Rolling forward in time, the SLM/A and the UFDR lost their coercive mandates due largely to 

the loss of three sources of legitimacy: the loss of protecting the communities; the co-optation by 

the state of the leaders and promises of Disarmament, Demobilization, and Reintegration (DDR) 

benefits, thereby removing the state from the “other” category; and the loss of the coercive 

mandate from the multiethnic composition and purpose of the NSAG.  After fracturing along 

ethnic/tribal lines, the SLM/A and the UFDR contravened the single most important source of 

legitimacy: protection of the NSAGs society.  Rather, they preyed on their own ethnic 
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communities, notably the SLM/A-Minni Minnawi (SLM/A-MM), as well as attacked 

communities from the rival ethnic factions.  For some of those who were considered part of the 

NSAG’s society, the NSAGs became viewed as being as bad as the state, or worse.  Additionally, 

the definition of the state as the “other” became blurred as both groups negotiated with the state, 

with its leaders becoming part of the state (Minnawi and Demane), and the UFDR combatants 

agreeing to become beneficiaries of the state through the DDR process.  While retaining their 

coercive capabilities, without the coercive mandate their coercive power was eroded and the 

social contract between the NSAG and the population in their influence was violated.  While 

perhaps some within the population still supported the NSAGs, others began to exercise their 

right to exit: compelled to comply—but not by one’s own volition, remaining neutral, realigned 

with other security providers in the region, or exiting. 

 

External support to build the NSAGs’ coercive capabilities was important.  The NSAGs gained 

coercive capabilities through support to the military wing of the NSAGs’ operations by regional 

actors.  Both NSAGs received primarily military assistance from the regional actors, based on 

their relationship and orientation to the central governments of Sudan and CAR.  Zaghawans in 

Chad supported the SLM/A due to shared ethnic ties; indicative of Darfur’s importance to the 

region, the Government of Libya supported the SLM/A as part of its regional strategy, and to 

punish the GOS—which was, at the time, not supportive of Libya’s regional strategy.  The Sudan 

People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) supported the SLM/A to further weaken their 

shared enemy, the GOS.  The UFDR received far less external military support than the SLM/A.  

Chadian citizens joined and supported the UFDR due to a lack of inclusion within their own 

Chadian state level social contract, idleness, and shared ethnic ties.  It is suspected that the GOS 



400 

 

 

provided minimal military support to the UFDR as part of its proxy war against the Government 

of Chad.  It has also been rumored that the French provided support to the UFDR after it signed 

the Birao Agreement in 2007.  Most of the UFDR’s military training was derived from an 

international development program to train antipoaching rangers.  Without this external military 

assistance and training, one could conjecture that the NSAGs would not have established 

coercive capabilities and would have failed to launch. 

 

Transcending Ethnicity Forms the NSAG’s Society: Push and Pull 

The two case studies provide key insights on how the state context and the state’s actions 

contribute to the process for forming NSAGs’ societies—specifically, the differences in state 

predation and state absence.   

 

The formation of the NSAGs’ societies is an iterative process.  That said, if one had to identify a 

more prominent process between these two binary descriptions of explosion or implosion, the 

latter process is more akin to the process in which the SLM/A’s society formed, and the former 

process is more akin to how the UFDR’s society formed.  The difference in the process of 

formation reflects the different role that the state played in these two case studies in the 

formation of a nonstate society through the threshold or opportunity cost for community 

members to support an NSAG.   

 

The threshold or opportunity cost for community members to support an NSAG appeared to be 

higher in Darfur than in the northeast of CAR.  In Darfur, the state security threat was more 

ominous, forming an effective deterrence to prevent community members from contemplating 

opposing the government.  For the SLM/A, the different tribal/ethnic leadership, perhaps more 
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laden with the burden of the security for their population in the face of extreme state predation, 

began to see the shared identity and collective need for increased protection, and engaged in 

discussions to form the NSAG.  In the cost-benefit analysis from the community member’s 

perspective, it would require a significant (and/or sustained) breach of the state’s social contract 

to risk the state’s reprisals for supporting an NSAG.  This was observed by the reticence of the 

non-Arab ethnic groups in Darfur to commit to opposing the state.  While the first actors began 

mobilizing in 1996 and 1997, the Defense Liberation Front (DLF) was not founded until 2001, 

approximately five years later.  The consent of the population occurred after the formation of the 

NSAG.  Following the second state-led triggers in 2001 and 2002 (approximately six years later), 

the broader non-Arab populations’ support for the SLM/A transitioned the SLM/A from an 

NSAG to an NSAG with a social contract.  Through these events, the ethnic-tribal leaders gained 

the authority or people’s consent to bring their populations together in support of the SLM/A, 

transitioning the SLM/A from an NSAG to an NSAG with a social contract.  The opportunity 

cost for civilians to support or participate was extremely high, as witnessed by the ensuring 

genocide.   

 

In northeast CAR, the GCAR posed much less of a security threat, forming a minimal deterrence 

to prevent community members from contemplating opposing the government.  For the UFDR, 

the decision to mobilize to “get the state’s attention” occurred within both the tribal leadership 

and the general population around the same time, with the arrest of Demane in 2006.  The tribal 

leadership approved, the population supported, and its new leader founded the UFDR.  In the 

cost-benefit analysis from the community members’ perspective, it would require less of a breach 

of the state’s social contract to risk opposing the state.  This was observed since the first actors 
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began mobilizing in 2003 and the general support from the communities occurred only three 

years later.   

 

The case studies presented two concurrent processes that contribute to the formation of the 

NSAG’s society: external push and internal pull.  As mentioned above, the pact of society for the 

two NSAGs’ societies formed around a unique composition of shared values derived from both 

external and internal sources.  Simultaneous state economic and political marginalization with 

state predation and persecution pushed segments of the population, the non-Arab and 

northeastern populations, toward each other through shared grievances.  The internal source of 

shared values was derived as the societies shared a self-ascribed identity, emphasizing what they 

had in common.   

 

The process of forming the SLM/A’s society was dominated by the external push and 

supplemented by an internal pull.  The reverse occurred in the process forming the UFDR’s 

society, in which the internal pull was greater than the external push.  The pact of society for the 

NSAGs formed as coalitions of different ethnic self-defense groups and their larger collective 

populations.  In so doing, the shared identity of these groups expanded beyond ethnic identity, to 

include a non-Arab or African aspect of their identity for the SLM/A’s society, and a regional 

identity of northeastern, and to a lesser extent, a religious identity of being Muslim for the 

UFDR’s society.  The NSAG’s political leadership beneath the senior leadership represented the 

NSAGs’ society with representation from Darfur’s main non-Arab ethnic groups and 

representation from the northeast region.  Given the iterative and simultaneous process of 

forming a social contract, the coming together of the NSAG leaders and mid-level political 
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leadership brought the populations together into a collective society. 

 

When the SLM/A and the UFDR leadership fractured along tribal/ethnic lines, the troops and 

popular support largely followed the same fissures that were disintegrating the pact of society, 

although some members of the different tribal groups who continued to support the political 

mandate remained members on and off through the years to follow.  Generally speaking, the 

social contract at the tribal/ethnic levels was relatively stronger than the social contract at the 

nascent NSAG level. 

 

Authoritative Power—Mostly Shared Values 

The pathways of the two case studies suggest that coercive power and the formation of a society 

are necessary to form a social contract, and seem to be binary in nature.  The third and final 

element necessary to form a social contract is authoritative power.  The third element of 

authoritative power allows for greater variance.  The authoritative power components that formed 

the NSAGs’ social contract in the two case studies were rudimentary: leadership, a political 

mandate, and a simple political structure.   

 

The shared value elements constituted the most important sources of authoritative power 

legitimacy for the formation of the SLM/A and the UFDR.  The shared values of authoritative 

power included the leadership resonating with the shared values of the society (detailed in 

Finding #1) and the political mandate on behalf of the society.  In both case studies, the provision 

of services did not constitute a source of legitimacy; it was neither prioritized by the two NSAGs 

nor demanded by their societies.  This finding challenges the Western perception that the main 

source of legitimacy to forming a social contract is a sovereign’s performance related to service 
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delivery.   

 

This finding also offers evidence to the contrary of the two relevant findings by Mampilly and 

Arjona.  The evidence from the two case studies contrasts with Mampilly’s conclusion that 

civilian pressure for governance is a consequence of preconflict state capacity.  Mampilly argued 

that in contexts in which there had been a more effective government prior to the outbreak of 

conflict, the population would have been habituated to expect the provision of robust public 

goods, and would demand the provision of public goods from the NSAG, as with the Liberation 

Tigers 

 

of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) case.  His argument continues, the converse is also true, in contexts in 

which there had been an ineffective government prior to the outbreak of conflict, the population 

would not have been habituated to expect the provision of public goods, and would not demand 

the provision of public goods from the NSAG, as with the SPLM/A case.  (Mampilly, 2011) 

 

The presence of some prewar governance in Darfur did not affect the SLM/A’s society’s 

expectations in favor of governance.  The SLM/A’s society did not ask the SLM/A to replace the 

existing government or to provide parallel governance.  Similarly, the absence of a prewar 

governance in northeastern CAR did not affect the UFDR’s society’s expectations in favor of 

governance.  The UFDR’s society similarly did not ask the UFDR to establish governance 

institutions, despite the great need. 

 

The two case studies highlighted that cost of support to the community members and the NSAGs 
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was a key factor in determining the demand and supply of governance and services.  In the 

SLM/A and Sudan case study, the higher level of GOS presence in Darfur and particularly its 

predatory capabilities increased the cost to support the SLM/A to the civilian population.  The 

population was more exposed to the state’s predation for being perceived as supporting the 

SLM/A.  Thus, while supporting the SLM/A politically and with personal contributions, the 

civilians did not place a demand on the SLM/A for the provision of services (despite their 

exposure to prewar functioning state institutions).  In fact, the SLM/A’s society preferred that the 

SLM/A explicitly not attempt to replace the state’s provision of services or establish a parallel 

system.  This is true with the exception of the Jebel Marra, in which the SLM/A could provide 

services to the community without such a high toll on the population since the GOS could not 

penetrate the mountainous terrain of the Jebel Marra.  In the UFDR and CAR case study, the 

lower level of GCAR presence in the northeast decreased the cost to support the UFDR to the 

civilian population.  The population was less exposed to the state’s predation for being perceived 

as supporting the UFDR.  Yet, the population did not ask the UFDR to fill the governance 

vacuum left by the state.   

 

The cost of support to the NSAG to provide governance and services is also a factor in 

determining the decision by the NSAG to provide services.  In Darfur, there were minimal 

services provided from the combination of state and traditional authorities.  The higher presence 

of the state in Darfur would have required the SLM/A to expend greater resources to overcome 

the state barriers and to establish a parallel system of governance to that which already existed, or 

to replace the system of governance that already existed.  In northeast CAR, there was an 

absence of services.  The lower level of state presence in the northeast meant that the UFDR 
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would not have needed to expend greater resources to overcome the state barriers.  However, 

based on the absence of preexisting services, it would have taken tremendous resources from the 

UFDR to establish a system of governance and provide services to fill the vacuum of 

governance.   

 

In both cases, the SLM/A and the UFDR chose not to expend the tremendous resources needed to 

establish governance and provide services, but for different reasons.  Both the SLM/A’s and the 

UFDR’s type of administrative systems resembled what Arjona referred to as surveillance.  

Arjona argued that in territories with effective and legitimate prewar institutions, the NSAG 

develops a social order of surveillance whereby the NSAG has a narrow scope, respects the 

existing governance scheme and only demands civilian obedience that favors the NSAG’s 

security and the fulfillment of material contributions.  In territories with ineffective and/or 

illegitimate prewar institutions, the NSAG develops a social order of rebelocracy whereby the 

NSAG has a deep scope, and shapes the economic, political, and social life of the community in 

ways that benefit the NSAG’s interests.  (Arjona A. , 2010, p. 10) 

 

The finding from the two case studies differs in some aspects with Arjona’s conclusions 

regarding state penetration and the provision of services.  Arjona concluded that, in part, in 

communities with prewar high-quality institutions viewed as both legitimate and effective, armed 

groups opt for surveillance; in communities with prewar low-quality institutions perceived as 

ineffective, illegitimate, or both, armed groups opt for rebelocracy.  (Arjona, 2010) In 

communities with prewar low-quality institutions (perceived as ineffective, illegitimate, or both), 

the community members have weak preferences for the status quo (the state); and the converse is 
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also applicable. 

 

Darfur had comparatively higher prewar state reach, and the SLM/A opted for surveillance.  

However, the SLM/A’s surveillance was not a reflection of the population’s preference for 

Darfur’s prewar institutions, since the state’s prewar institutions were perceived as illegitimate.  

The reason for the SLM/A’s surveillance was the cost of support to the population and to the 

SLM/A to overcome the state’s presence and the costs to establish a parallel government.  The 

SLM/A’s rebelocracy in the Jebel Marra highlights that when the state’s presence and barrier 

costs were less, the SLM/A provided governance and services.  CAR’s northeast had 

comparatively lower prewar state reach, yet the UFDR also opted for surveillance.  The UFDR’s 

surveillance was not a reflection of the population’s preference for the prewar institutions in the 

northeast, since the prewar institutions were perceived as ineffective.  The reason for the UFDR’s 

surveillance was that the population was actually agitating to get the state to provide the needed 

services, as well as the cost of support to the UFDR to establish governance in a vacuum of 

governance.   

 

I interpret the SLM/A’s and UFDR’s choice for surveillance and rebelocracy by disaggregating 

Arjona’s argument, which combines institutional effectiveness and legitimacy.  The NSAGs’ 

choice is a reflection of the difference between illegitimate and ineffective state prewar 

institutions, as well as the cost of support barriers.  The cost of support explanation gives more 

agency to community members, allowing for support drawing from the hearts and minds theory, 

but also allowing for them to be rational actors and seeking to minimize their risk.  The 

community member agency and range of options for support may account for why there is less 
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demand on an NSAG in the nascent phases to develop a more complex sovereign and 

rebelocracy.  This observation somewhat touches on Jardine’s insurgent dilemma, in that less of 

a sovereign in the beginning may be the optimal structure, despite limiting the NSAG’s ability to 

mobilize the population and provide a more state-like rebelocracy.  (Jardine, 2014) 

 

Processes of exchange were not prioritized by either of the two NSAGs’ leadership or their 

societies during the nascent period of forming the respective NSAGs.  The other sources of 

legitimacy, coercive power and shared values, were sufficient to form a social contract.  

However, based on the pathway mapping of these two NSAGs, the lack of processes of exchange 

within the NSAGs caused their ultimate decline as NSAGs, preventing the nascent NSAGs’ 

social contracts from being sustained.  Mao indirectly commented on the essential role that 

internal political processes of exchange play within the NSAG, stating, "If we lack national 

organization, we will lack the essential unity that should exist between the soldiers and the 

people.”  (Arjona A. , 2010, p. 38) Mao also commented on the importance of external political 

processes of exchange, stating, “the maintenance of good relations between the army and the 

people as a means that could be used to mobilize the population.” 

 

In the case of the SLM/A, the political leadership’s request for more inclusive/responsive internal 

political processes of exchange with less of an authoritarian leadership by Abdel-Wahid went 

unheeded.  The internally displaced people (IDP) had also grown weary of the uni-direction of 

information flow from the SLM/A through tape recordings played at the camps.  The 

combination of the lack of internal and external political processes contributed to the frustrations 

and fragmentation which occurred on the eve of the Abuja negotiations in advance of the Darfur 
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Peace Agreement signed in 2006.  In the case of the UFDR, voices of dissent had been expressed 

informally regarding Demane’s signing of the April 2017 Peace Agreement, and Demane signed 

the peace agreement despite this significant internal dissent.  There are less clear examples of the 

impact of the lack of external political processes of exchange between the UFDR and its society.  

This is more likely a reflection of limited access to those within the region than a lack of a 

negative impact. 

 

Internal dissent without functional processes of exchange to facilitate dissent led to both NSAGs’ 

social contracts breaking up.  This explanation contrasts with the more simplified explanation that 

the NSAGs broke up due to ethnic tensions.  While ethnic tensions and historical animosities 

were certainly present, the cause of the breakup of the NSAGs was not due to ethnic tensions, but 

rather due to internal dissent within the organization, which lacked sufficient processes of 

exchange to resolve the internal dissent.  The SLM/A’s and UFDR’s political leadership 

architectures were composed along ethnic lines, so when the political leaders dissented with the 

most senior leadership, they left the NSAG along these same ethnic lines.  The breakup along 

ethnic lines is the result or effect of the lack of these processes. 

 

• The initial leadership of the SLM/A broke off to form their own ethnic-based splinter 

groups: 

• Abdel-Wahid, from the Fur tribal group and Chairman of the SLM/A, split to form the 

SLM/A-AW, also known as SLM/A-Nur, in May 2006.  (Fur majority) 

• Minawi, from the Zaghawa tribal group and the first Secretary General of the SLM/A, 

split to form the SLM/A-MM in May 2006.  (Zaghawa majority) 
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• Khamees Abdallah, from the Masalit tribal group and Vice President of the SLM/A, split 

and formed the SLM/Khamees in June 2006.  (Masalit majority) 

• Ahmed Abdel Shafie, from the Fur tribal group and a founding member of the SLM/A, 

split to form the SLM/A-Abdel Shafie (AS) in July 2006.  (Majority tribal affiliation is 

unclear; I speculate that there was a large Fur contingency) 

 

The initial leadership of the UFDR similarly broke off to form separate ethnic-based groups: 

 

• Djotodia, from the Goula ethnic group and President of the UFDR, sequenced into 

leadership of the Seleka Coalition and President of CAR in 2012, and then became 

Chairman of the Popular Front for the Rebirth of the Central African Republic (FPRC) in 

2014.  (The FPRC is considered to represent a multiethnic constituency, including Goula, 

Runga, Kara, Yula, Housa, and Falata). 

• Demane, from the Goula ethnic group and the military leader of the UFDR, split from the 

Seleka Coalition to form the Popular Front for the Rebirth of Central African Republic 

(RPRC) in 2014.  (Goula majority) 

• Abakar Sabone, from the Salamat ethnic group and former Spokesperson of the UFDR, 

split to form the Movement of the Central African Liberators for Justice (MLCJ) in 2008.  

(Arabic and Kara majority) 

 

The fact that NSAG political leadership and societies began to seek processes of exchange with 

the NSAG leadership is, in of itself, an indicator that the pact of government was developing 

between the two.  The pact of government had been formed based on the NSAG’s provision of 
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security for the population, but the pact of government was evolving beyond this.  The society 

was increasingly looking toward the NSAG in a partnership with which they had entered into an 

agreement, and were now asking for reciprocity—a voice in the relationship, and their 

perspective to be considered. 

 

I initially included processes of exchange as a source of legitimacy for only authoritative power.  

Specifically given the trajectory of the SLM/A when the SLM/A-MM faction began to commit 

significant offenses against some of the Darfur population, and the significant offenses 

committed by the Seleka Coalition against some of CAR’s population, I revised the social 

contract and legitimacy framework to include process of exchange as a component of coercive 

power as well.  By referring to coercive processes of exchange, I refer to the NSAG’s military 

wing’s internal controls on the behavior of its soldiers through a code of conduct and explicit 

consequences. 

 

In the initial process for formation, the NSAGs and the state had been in a feedback cycle, with 

the NSAG increasingly gaining legitimacy and the state losing legitimacy.  With the absence of 

effective internal and external processes of exchange, the NSAG became engaged in a vicious 

positive feedback cycle within itself—internal self-destruction.  The trigger for this self-

destruction was caused by the state’s strategy to sow internal dissent and divide and conquer.  

This strategy was effective due to the NSAG’s lack of processes of exchange, as the NSAG 

increasingly lost legitimacy.  The pathway of self-destruction occurred as follows: dissent within 

the NSAG (triggered by the state); a lack of political processes of exchange; splintering the 

NSAG along ethnic identities; loss of NSAG legitimacy due to a loss of society, political 
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mandate, and reduced coercive capability; an increase in intra- and intergroup violence with a 

lack of coercive processes of exchange; and a decrease in coercive mandate legitimacy.  This 

pathway led to the decline of the SLM/A and UFDR.  Thus, while not constituting an important 

source of legitimacy in the process of forming a social contract, Processes of Exchange 

(Component #5) appear to be important for an NSAG’s social contract to be sustained. 

 

Finding #3 Territorial Influence: Sufficient Enough 

My research focused on the formation of the social contract between NSAGs and the population 

in their influence, irrespective of territorial control.  I operationalized territorial control, which 

allowed for the option of territorial control to potentially occur along the pathway of an NSAG’s 

formation of a social contract.  Through process tracing, I mapped the NSAGs’ strategic and 

tactical decisions related to territorial control.   

 

Operationalizing territorial control in analysis of NSAGs diverges from most insurgent research, 

which focuses on rebel governance of NSAGs that have territorial control.  For example, 

Mampilly’s research focused on insurgent groups who already have territorial control 

(Mampilly, 2011), Jardin’s research focused on insurgent groups already established (Jardine, 

2014), Staniland’s typology began with different types of territorial control (segmented and 

fragmented), Kalyvas created a range of zone control (Zones 1–5), and Arjona’s research focused 

on armed actors that have some territorial control (Arjona A. , 2010).  By choosing to focus on 

more mature groups or making territorial control a prerequisite, an understanding of how 

territorial control plays a role in the formation or transition to a mature NSAG is lacking. 
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Insurgent theorists linked territorial control with compliance, popular support, and the provision 

of governance.  These theories are linked between what causes territorial control, the different 

types of territorial control, the type of political orders based on differences in territorial control, 

and the type of insurgent-civilian violence based on differences in territorial control. 

 

Mampilly linked a rebel group’s strategic goals regarding territorial control to the mandate of the 

group, concluding that the group’s goals—either center seeking or secessionist—play a key role 

with regards to territorial control and governance.  When rebels seek to secede, they have higher 

incentives to show their target populations that they have the capacity to improve their material 

welfare.  (Mampilly, 2011) Kalvyas and Staniland identified different types of territorial control, 

segmented distribution of control in which each side controls some territory, and situations with 

an overlapping, fragmented distribution of control in which both sides have presence throughout 

the area under contestation.  Kalyvas created a five-zone measure of territorial control by either 

the state or the insurgent.  (Kalyvas, 2006) Kalyvas identified territorial control as a key 

determinant for selective violence, although Metelits noted that not all conflicts are over 

territorial control, that popular support is not strictly associated with territorial control, and that 

civilians have some agency with a political bias in favor of one side or the other of a conflict. 

 

Staniland presented a typology of wartime political orders derived from differences in territorial 

control (segmented or fragmented), and the type of state-insurgent cooperation (active, passive, 

or nonexistent).  (Staniland, 2012) Arjona identified the type of wartime rebel institutions and 

territorial control based on the legitimacy and effectiveness of the prewar time institutions.  

(Arjona A. , 2010) 
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My mapping of the two NSAGs showed that neither the SLM/A in North Darfur nor the UFDR 

in the northeast had territorial control, yet they both formed social contracts with the population 

in their influence.  Neither group achieved, nor ultimately aimed to achieve, full territorial 

control, or Zone 5 territorial control as defined by Kalvyas.   

 

The SLM/A’s and UFDR’s territorial control reflected strategic and tactical decision making, and 

the combination of these decisions defined their positions regarding territorial control as well as 

their mitigating approaches.  Strategically, territorial control was not perceived as necessary for 

the coercive mandates of the two NSAGs.  For the SLM/A and the UFDR, the coercive mandate 

was more important than the political mandate.  In the case of the SLM/A, territorial control in 

North Darfur proved to be explicitly contradictory to their goal of protecting the population, as 

the GOS and its proxy armed groups attacked communities in which the SLM/A tried to or 

purportedly inhabited/occupied.  The SLM/A did establish territorial control in the Jebel Marra 

and tries to protect the population in this territory, although this is difficult given the GOS’s 

military reach with airplanes and aerial bombardments.  (Agence France Press, 2016) In the case 

with the UFDR, at the time of formation, territorial control was not necessary for the coercive 

mandate of protecting the population from state predation and regional insecurity, as the NSAG’s 

combatants resided within the communities and responded to incidents of insecurity as 

minutemen militia.   

 

Neither was territorial control perceived as strategic for the political mandates of the two NSAGs 

at the time.  The political mandate for both NSAGs was reformist, to revise the state-level social 



415 

 

 

contract with the central government, and territorial control was not perceived as necessary to 

achieve this goal.  The goal was to use the NSAG’s asymmetric warfare against the state to get 

the state’s attention and demand the state to respond to their grievances regarding the state-level 

social contract.  Additionally, the provision of services did not constitute an initial source of 

legitimacy among the population and was subsequently not prioritized by the two NSAGs. 

 

Tactically, territorial control was not necessary to the existence of the NSAG.  First, territorial 

control was not considered necessary for the SLM/A and the UFDR to exist; both NSAGs 

functioned without consolidating control over the territory where the people they claimed to be 

representing and defending lived, with the one Fur exception mentioned above.  Albeit not easily, 

the SLM/A was able to physically move throughout the territory, communicate and coordinate 

within the organization and with key stakeholders, foster a relationship with the constituents, and 

collect the resources to function, including food and weapons. 

 

Second, territorial control came at too high of an opportunity cost due to the state security 

presence and capabilities compared with that of the NSAGs.  In addition to not being prioritized, 

the two NSAGs had relatively weaker coercive capabilities than that of the state (or the pro-state 

proxy militias, or regional and international troops fighting on behalf of the state), rendering 

territorial control an expensive and infeasible goal for the NSAG.  Neither NSAG could 

reasonably occupy the territory and effectively defend their position.  This is particularly 

observed when the UFDR first attempted to take control of Birao in 2006, and the French, 

together with the FACA, definitively drove the UFDR back.  This military defeat caused the 

UFDR to revise its strategy to no longer pursue territorial control as a political or military 
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objective.  This finding is in line with Jardine’s finding, in which “rebel groups under a 

significant amount of military pressure tend to devote more resources to military activity and 

relatively less to administrative tasks and to mobilizing the population.” (Jardine, 2014, p. 118) 

 

The SLM/A’s and the UFDR’s sufficient-enough military strategies regarding territorial control 

reflected the asymmetric balance of coercive capabilities, particularly in the more urban settings.  

In the context of Darfur, with the stronger state presence and coercive capabilities (augmented by 

its pro-state proxy militias) in North Darfur, the SLM/A existed outside of the villages and 

conducted military attacks against the state and proxy forces.  In the Jebel Marra, the SLM/A is 

secluded in the mountains rendering it difficult, but not impossible, for the GOS to reach.  In the 

context of northeastern CAR, with the weaker state presence and weaker coercive capabilities, 

the UFDR’s members lived within the communities and would mobilize for self-defense as 

needed.121 Both NSAGs struggled to defend the population when the state militaries were 

executing scorched earth policies beginning in Darfur in 2002 and in northeastern CAR in 2005.  

Yet, the NSAGs’ failure to succeed in defending the population from the scorched earth policies 

fed the NSAGs’ narratives that the state is evil, which was fuel for their political mandate. 

 

While the NSAGs could not obtain an outright military success against the state and state-

sponsored security apparatus, through asymmetric warfare, they executed small tit-for-tat 

engagements, and a few sporadic outright military wins in one-off battles.  This was sufficient 

enough to sustain the narrative that the NSAGs were fighting for the population.  Additionally, 

these small military engagements were considered sufficient enough and the NSAGs were visible 

                                                      
121 This is with the one exception in which they retreated to the mountains to plan for the military offensive 

against the GCAR in Birao in 2006. 
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enough to bring the governments to the negotiating table, combined with international pressure, 

which served the political mandates.122 

 

The NSAGs did not need to control a territory for their economic support.  With minimal NSAG 

sovereigns, limited-to-no governance functions to support, and no territory to control, the 

NSAG’s economic needs were minimized.  Both NSAGs received material contributions from 

the communities, and when passing through communities, requested/demanded additional 

material support.  The SLM/A augmented their economic support through external sources, 

including Chad and the SPLA/M.  The UFDR augmented their economic support through taxes 

levied upon travelers along the road network, and intercepted traders with illicit diamonds en 

route to Darfur.  While it is possible that that both NSAGs could have extracted more from the 

community members if the NSAGs controlled the territory, both NSAGs members and 

community members professed in the interviews that the community members were already so 

poor, gave what they could, and were displaced, that little additional economic or material 

resources would have been extracted from the community members under conditions of 

territorial control.   

 

Without territorial control, both NSAGs adopted strategies of territorial influence.  While 

beyond the scope of the research for this dissertation, it is worth noting that both the SLM/A and 

one of the UFDR’s successor NSAGs, the FPRC, adopted fluid models regarding governance 

                                                      
122 Although the FPRC decided that territorial control was necessary to increase their stature and perceived threat to 

the state, such that the FPRC would be better positioned to negotiate the terms of the social contract with the state 

and gain greater dividends. The SPLA sought territorial control to increase their stature with the international 

community as a movement that had governing capabilities , such that the international community would take the 

SPLA more seriously during negotiations, and thus put them in a better position to negotiate the terms of the social 

contract with the state  
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capabilities.  Where possible, the NSAGs integrated into the governing systems on the ground, 

either by co-opting the chiefs, or by obtaining key positions within the government’s 

administration on the ground, so as to be able to govern on behalf of the NSAG through the state 

apparatus.  Their strategies were site specific, depending on a combination of the level of 

sympathy for the NSAG that existed in a particular village or town and the level of state presence 

and predation.  In some contexts, the two NSAGs would function openly, while in other contexts, 

clandestinely.   

 

This nuanced adaptation regarding territorial control can be observed in the current patterns of 

territorial influence by the SLM/A-AW and the FPRC.  The SLM/A-AW’s control of the Jebel 

Marra, the heartland of the Fur population in Darfur, is largely by, with, and through the Fur 

traditional leadership and governance.  Their partnership with the Civil Administration in this 

region could be considered Kalvyas’s Zone 2, SLM/A prominence, and reflects Staniland’s 

clashing monopolies, or guerilla disorder.  Elsewhere in Darfur, the SLM/A-AW pursues a 

strategy of influence, to maintain the hearts and minds of the population such that in a future free 

and fair election, the SLM/A-AW would be widely supported. 

 

The FRPC established an interesting hybrid model of the state and rebels fused at the ground 

level.  This alleviated the need to sustain a military superiority or dominance over the state, as 

well as the political/financial toll of establishing a parallel government.  Much of the land in 

northeastern CAR is resource rich, and the FPRC eventually developed the organizational 

structure to control, infiltrate, and significantly influence territory deemed to be resource rich or 

to contain sufficient assets (such as airstrips and the corresponding governing systems) to enable 
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them to more efficiently extract economic revenue from these resources.  The FPRC established 

territorial control resembling Staniland’s collusion (with active state-insurgent cooperation) or 

tacit coexistence (with passive state-insurgent cooperation).  This strategy reflects Kalyvas’s 

Zone 2 and 4 territorial control, such as a prominence of the state’s presence in Birao, supported 

by United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in the Central African 

Republic (MINUSCA), and the FPRC’s prominence in Ndele as of May 2018. 

 

Finding #4: A New Trend? NSAGs Built upon Ethnic Self-Defense Groups 

The presence of both self-defense groups and NSAGs are related to the state.  Jerónimo Mohar 

similarly concluded from his case studies in various parts of the world that in spite of the 

differing histories of self-defense groups, the common thread is the issue of statehood.  (Mohar J. 

, 2014) In both case studies, self-defense groups responding to the lack of state-provided security 

were the building blocks for the SLM/A and UFDR.123 The disparate ethnic self-defense groups 

united and transformed into NSAGs: the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa joined to form the SLM/A 

and the Goula and Runga self-defense groups combined with fighters from the Youla and Kara-

Sara to form the UFDR.   

 

Self-defense groups are another armed entity nested in the hierarchy of power, and can be a part 

of existing social contracts imbedded in the traditional structure, or blessed by the state 

government and/or its elites.  They can work with or for tribal/ethnic leadership, with or for 

higher-level politico-military leaders, and be aligned both for and opposing the state with 

                                                      
123 In CAR, the anti-Balaka formed from self-defense groups protecting against road cutters and attacks by Muslim 

groups; however, the anti-Balaka are not perceived as an NSAG as they are considered to be more aligned with the 

government. 



420 

 

 

political patrons.  In Darfur, the ethnic self-defense groups were more under the direct leadership 

of the traditional authority.  For example, the Fur and Zaghawa self-defense groups were the 

military wing/capability of the Fur and Zaghawa tribes, led by the traditional leaders.  Some of 

the Arab ethnic militias in Darfur were part of the Government of Sudan’s (GOS) military wing, 

coordinated in support of the state’s political mandate.  In northeastern CAR, the link between 

the self-defense groups and the traditional authorities was less direct.  The Runga self-defense 

groups in northeastern CAR were not under the direct leadership of the Rungan Sultan.  There is 

no central Goula traditional authority structure such as a Sultan, the Goula’s religious leadership 

resides in Darfur and not the northeast of CAR, and the Goula self-defense groups were 

independent of any administrative or traditional political authority. 

 

Yet, only in some contexts do the self-defense groups transform to an NSAG and then to an 

NSAG with a social contract distinct from the preexisting social contracts.  The NSAG’s social 

contract is nestled in the hierarchy of power, connected and related but separate.  When these 

NSAGs formed social contracts, while maintaining some form of a link with traditional 

authorities and/or state elites, some stronger and others more tenuous, they form a unique social 

contract with the population, one with its own unique coercive and authoritative powers.  

Drawing on Staniland’s typology of insurgent groups based on the prewar networks of different 

horizontal and vertical connections, the SLM/A and UFDR would be categorized as Parochial 

Organizations, with NSAGs having strong vertical ties and weak horizontal ties, resembling a 

coalition of distinct suborganizations resulting in fragile central processes and robust local 

processes.  That said, Staniland’s conclusion that an effective counterinsurgency targets the 

specific NSAG based on the weak linkages—in this case, the horizontal ties between the 
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leadership—proved to be true.  (Staniland, 2012) Khartoum and Bangui pursued leadership 

decapitation, targeting the formal processes and informal linkages of trust and commitment 

among the leadership.  They purused strategies of disembedding the NSAG from its society 

through intense social control and surveillance second to this, as this strategy is costlier to the 

population and to the governments due to the strong vertical linkages.   

 

Despite the effectiveness of these counterinsurgency strategies, as Staniland predicted through 

his typology, for NSAGs with the deep vertical ties—such as the cases with the SLM/A-AW and 

UFDR— “it is more difficult for states to quickly wipe out parochial groups because of their 

embeddedness on the ground.”  (Staniland, 2012, p. 49) In both contexts, more than a decade 

after the date of formation, the essence of these NSAGs continues, in the form of the SLM/A-

AW and the multiple NSAGs operating in the east, most notably the FRPC and possibly the 

RPRC.  Counterinsurgency can dismantle an NSAG, but in the contexts with deep vertical ties, it 

does little to ally the movement.  Without addressing the state-level legitimacy gaps that gave rise 

to the NSAGs’ political and coercive mandates by their societies, it appears as though these 

conflicts will persist. 

 

Finding #5: A Grievance-driven Pathway Compared with the Bandit-Driven 

Pathway 

The “bandit-derived state formation model,” or the stationary-bandit model, has been delineated 

by a number of scholars.  In general, the bandit-derived pathway to forming political orders is as 

follows: an NSAG forms for the purpose of extracting resources from the population and the 

territory that they inhabit, and then captures the territory and begins to administer governance to 
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the population in this territory to maximize their profit extraction from the population and the 

resources within their control.  In this pathway, the motivation is economic profit, and both 

territorial control and the provision of governance are consequences of this motivation. 

 

Subsequent scholars have applied this model to bandits, warlords, and rebels, noting how 

resources drive the behavior of these groups. 

 

Recent scholars such as Mampilly and Metelits suggested that the bandit-derived state formation 

model may not be the only pathway, or perhaps not as binary.  Metelits argued, “Although the 

new-wars motivation of conflict can reward insurgent-group members, the greed-driven 

motivation for war does not involve the promulgation of any significant contractual relationship 

with a particular community of supporters.”  (Metelits, 2010, p.  17) Metelits observed that while 

these theories may be useful in explaining the behavior of some groups, they are less persuasive 

in the context of the case studies that she researched: the SPLA/M and the Revolutionary Armed 

Forces of Colombia (FARC).  (Metelits, 2010) Mampilly noted that conflating rebels with 

warlords or bandits, which prioritizes the economic agenda, reduces the action of complex 

political actors to little more than criminal syndicates, rejecting the possibility that actors who 

employ violence against the state do so for more than just personal gain.  (Weinstein, 2007) 

 

My dissertation joins the works of those broadening the new-wars thesis, expanding the 

explanation from a strictly resource-based model.  Core to the conceptual social contract 

framework is the addition of coercive power, a clear delineation of social contract components, 

and the temporal/sequencing of which these components constitute legitimacy to form a social 

contract.  By disaggregating coercive power from authoritative power and mapping the pathway 
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of the two NSAGs’ social contracts, a distinction in the sequencing between the two typified 

pathways can be observed.  These two pathways are depicted in Figure 22 below. 

 

Figure 22 The Grievance-driven and Stationary Bandit Pathways 

 

The main difference between the two pathways is sequencing.  The sequencing related to the 

coercive mandate between the two pathways is almost reverse.  In short, for the Grievance-driven 

Pathway, security-related grievances generate the provision of security; territory is not necessary.  

Economic need is generated to enable the provision of security.  In the stationary bandit pathway, 

economic need generates the provision of security and control of territory.  For the Grievance-

driven Pathway, a self-defense group’s coercive mandate is to protect the population because 

there is no other sufficient security provider, and the coercive/political mandate is to protect the 

population and represent their political agenda to the state.  This contrasts with a stationary 

bandit’s coercive mandate to provide sufficient-enough security to continue extracting resources 

from the population and the resources from the territory that the population inhabits.  Raul 

Sanchez de la Sierra’s research in the eastern Congo using economic data demonstrated how 

stationary bandits develop territorial control over territory with lootable resources that can be 
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controlled rather than over territory without lootable resources that can be easily controlled, 

remaining solely within the territory which offers the greatest economic benefit.  (Sierra, 2015) 

 

More research is needed to explore when and how these pathways may converge or diverge 

beyond the formation phase.  For example, an NSAG formed from disparate self-defense groups 

and a stationary bandit may both occupy a territory with lootable natural resources and control 

the revenues generated from the extractive processes.  However, I hypothesize that the NSAG 

with a broader political mandate might also extend its presence/influence into territory without 

lootable resources at cost due to the social contract with that population.  Based on the 

anticipated trajectory of a stationary bandit, the stationary bandit would opt to only develop 

administratively deeply where there are resources and not extend administratively at all where 

there are no resources. 

 

This pattern can be observed with the FPRC in CAR.  While the FPRC controls territory where 

lootable resources are extracted and traded, such as in Ndele, the NSAG also maintains a 

presence in other regions that offer less economic benefit.  The sequencing and the manner in 

which it extends its influence and acquires territorial control is significant.  The UFDR formed 

near Birao, where the mandate for protection and representation to the state formed, where there 

are comparably fewer lootable resources than in Ndele and Bria.  It was only after the 

organizational structure of the UFDR developed, in the FPRC, that the FPRC consolidated its 

influence and control over Ndele.   

 

Finding #6: Similar Beginnings, Different Trajectories 
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While the SLM/A and UFDR formed through a similar process during the first three years of 

nascent formation, the NSAGs then followed different trajectories.  The SLM/A maintained a 

social contract with its society until 2006 and the UFDR maintained asocial contract with its 

society until 2008.  This is where the similarities of their trajectories end.  Since then, both 

groups have splintered, namely along ethnic divisions.  The SLM/A experienced a myriad of 

splitting, and to this day, several of the SLM/A/’s splinter groups are in negotiations with the 

GOS.  The UFDR became part of a larger rebel coalition from the northeast (the Seleka 

Coalition), and since this coalition dissolved, the former UFDR’s prominent leaders have come 

to lead several other NSAGs in the region, primarily the FRPC led by Djotodia, purportedly 

vying for autonomy. 

 

The SLM/A experienced a splintering dynamic whereby each offshoot NSAG retained the 

SLM/A name but added the “splinter” or “faction name.”  This contrasts with the experience of 

the UFDR, in which entirely new names of the NSAGs were chosen rather than merely forming 

a splinter group using the “UFDR” name.  A second difference is that the SLM/A splintered 

into numerous splinter factions—at least a dozen factions with 11 active militarily splinter 

factions, as recorded in ACLED.  Since 2006, there have been a minimum of three SLM/A 

splinter groups operating militarily per year (with the exception of 2011), with peaks of six 

splinter groups in 2008 and five splinter groups in in 2013 and 2017.   

 

The UFDR broke up into five groups in the northeast.  The UFDR continued as a Goula-

dominated NSAG, the FIRCA formed in April 2007, the UDFC formed in May 2007, the 

MLCJ formed in the summer of 2008 as an Arabic- and Kara-dominated NSAG, and the 
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Convention of Patriots for Justice and Peace (CPJP) formed in January 2009 as a Runga-

dominated NSAG.  (The People’s Army for the Restoration of Democracy (APRD) was also 

reportedly active in the northeast, although the NSAG is not from the northeast.) Each of these 

groups fought separately until December 2012, when they came together as a coalition under 

the Seleka banner, and then broke apart again 2015, when the UFDR’s main successor NSAG, 

the FPRC, is first reported.  (The CPCJ split in 2010 following the murder of its leader, Charles 

Massi, before folding into the Seleka, and then folding into the FPRC post-Seleka.  The FPRC 

also had two splinter groups in 2017.) 

 

Ten years after the SLM/A formed to redress the GOS’s marginalization of the region, the 

driving political mandate of the NSAGs remains unchanged, as stated in the joint political 

statement by the SLM/A-MM and JEM in 2011: “…the Movements have reached consensus on 

the following, among others: The necessity and urgent need for reaching a consensus of all 

Sudanese people on a new social contract to be enshrined in the constitution....  The new 

constitution of Sudan shall include the following principles and objectives: Inclusive redefined 

identity that reflects the diversity of the people of Sudan.  Affirmation of equal citizenship.”  

(SLM/A & JEM, 2011) The GOS continues to wage war against the rebel groups in Darfur, 

allegedly perpetrating chemical attacks in the Jebel Marra in 2016.  While continuing to pursue 

the military solution, the GOS has also played the long-hand political game, participating in 

reoccuring rounds of negotiations, and agreeing to select measures to mitigate the conflict, such 

as weapons collection campaigns.  The SLM/A-AW remains outside of the peace talks, 

declining to join the process and rejecting the outcomes.124 UN Secretary-General António 

                                                      
124 Between the Sudanese government and Darfuri rebel groups, led by the AU High-Level Implementation Panel 

(AUHIP). The current round of negotiations is mired in negotiating to negotiate. The current impasse concerns the 
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Guterres concluded in his report to the UN Secretary Council (December 16, 2017 to February 

15, 2018), “It is regrettable, however, that no tangible progress has been made in finding a 

comprehensive political solution to the conflict in Darfur.” (United Nations Security Council, 

2018) 

 

The UFDR, by name, no longer exists, but the UFDR’s political purpose has been passed to the 

FPRC.  The region’s oppositional organization capacity developed in which the UFDR can be 

considered as the preorganization phase to the more complex FPRC.  The UFDR, its leadership, 

purpose, combatants, and constituents largely segued into the Seleka Coalition as one of the 

main pillars within the Seleka Coalition.  With the dissolution of the Seleka Coalition with the 

signing of the Brazzaville Agreement in January 2014, the UFDR’s leadership, turned Seleka 

Coalition leadership, segued into the newly formed FPRC and RPRC and other NSAGs.  The 

President of the UFDR, Djotodia, became Chairman of the Seleka Coalition, then President of 

CAR (March–August 2013), and is currently the Chairman of the FPRC, residing in Benin.  

Many of the former UFDR members are now part of the FPRC with official titles.  The FPRC 

shares a similar multiethnic composition as that of the UFDR, including the Runga, Goula, 

Kara, Yula, Falata, and Housa. 

 

The FPRC developed a security and political model for the population within their influence, 

shifting toward territorial control in certain strategic areas.  In these areas, the FPRC control 

territory, provide leadership, enable security, offer services such as support to hospitals, and 

                                                      
role of the Doha Document for Peace in Darfur (DDPD) in the negotiations, with the government of Sudan insisting 

on using the DDPD as the basis for the talks and the rebels requesting further discussion of the DDPD’s provisions.  

(Security Council Report, 2017) 
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facilitate the economy.  However, some have questioned whether the FPRC has the legitimacy 

among the northeast population, with its leaders’ motives questioned.  Additionally, leaders of 

the FPRC perceive that the state’s lack of sincere response to their entreaties has left them with 

no alternative but to seek independence.  The leader of the FPRC, Noureddine Adam (second in 

command of the Seleka Coalition to Djotodia), declared autonomy for the region on December 

14, 2015, and stated that the FPRC is looking to move toward independence from CAR to form 

a separate state, the Republic of Logone.125 Some sources suggest that the FPRC’s leadership is 

seeking territorial control and declaring independence as a move to be better positioned to 

negotiate with the GCAR, but that they know that it is infeasible to seek independence, while 

others support this move toward separation.  It also remains unclear that the general population 

in the northeast support the notion of separation. 

 

The GCAR’s military remains weak with the MINUSCA functioning as an extension of the 

state in eastern and northeastern CAR, the MINUSCA’s mandate renewed in November 2017, 

and an increase in the troop limit by 900 bringing it to 11,650 military personnel.  (United 

Nation Security Council, 2017) CAR remains loosely divided regionally between the east and 

west.  This regional division is purported to be along Christian and Muslim identities.  

Members from the northeast insist that this division is regional, reflecting government neglect, 

noting that many of the ethnic groups in the northeast have both Christian and Muslim 

members.  There have been several rounds of negotiations and dialogues: the Conference in 

Brazzaville July 2014, negotiations in Nairobi April 2015, and the Bangui Forum in May 2015. 

                                                      
125 Not all from northeastern CAR are in support of this shift towards seeking autonomy. Following this statement, 

the UPC, predominately composed of the Pheul, and the MPC, predominately composed of Arabs, split from the 

FPRC. 
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Through my case studies, I demonstrated that the position of a rebel group by definition as anti- 

state does not allow for nuance in their political mandate, nor does it allow for the mandate to 

change over time.  The process tracing of the SLM/A and the UFDR along the Grievance-

driven Pathway demonstrated that both NSAGs initially sought greater inclusion into the state, 

and that their opposition to the state was a tactic, rather than being anti-state.  The SLM/A, and 

then the SLM/A-AW’s mandate, has not changed in its 15 years of existence.  However, the 

change in mandates from the UFDR to the FPRC demonstrates how an NSAG’s mandate can 

change, first seeking inclusion as the UFDR; then seeking state capture as the Seleka Coalition; 

and, potentially, seeking secession as the FPRC.   
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CHAPTER 8 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
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Significance of Study 

I hypothesized that the state’s social contract affects the process of forming a nonstate armed 

group’s (NSAG) social contract with a segment of the population in its influence or control.  I 

conducted systematic, structured comparisons from two case studies, the Sudanese Liberation 

Movement/Army (SLM/A) in Darfur, Sudan, and the the Union of Democratic Forces for Unity 

(UFDR) in the northeast, Central African Republic (CAR).  I concluded that the theory of the 

Grievance- driven Pathway is one causal mechanism through which a state’s fragility affects the 

formation of an NSAG’s social contract with a population.  The five parts of the mechanism 

depict how the state and the nonstate actors interact to cause the outcome of the NSAG’s social 

contract. 

 

Based on my analysis and findings, I demonstrated the value of social contract theory for 

understanding 21st century conflicts.  The social contract framework can be used to map and 

evaluate the legitimacy of state and nonstate social contracts.  This research expands on the work 

of other scholars whose research shifts from strictly focusing on the state as the only legitimate 

social contract and sole provider of governance.  This allows for alternative or parallel social 

contracts nested in the hierarchy of power, particularly in fragile state contexts. 

 

For scholars, this dissertation offers an overarching concept, the social contract, and an analytical 

tool, the social contract framework, to situate one’s research into an integrated study of 

organization and vilence.  As Staniland observed, “The key task for future work is to creatively 

pull these topics together into an integrated study of organization and violence.” (Staniland, 2014) 

The framework also provides a common language when referring to the social contract, its 
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elements, and sources of legitimacy.  Additionally, this research also addresses an important gap 

in the literature on insurgents: on why and how certain NSAGs form a social contract with the 

population under their influence.  This research, in its successes and failures, identifies several 

important research topics, including but not limited to the difference in sequencing and 

prioritization of sources of legitimacy to sustain, rather than form, a social contract.   

 

For policy makers, the social contract framework highlights how the social contract ungirds, both 

explicitly and implicitly, the work of counterinsurgency, counter violent extremism and 

counterterrorism; stabilization and strengthening states; and conflict mitigation and peace 

negotiations.  Through the analytical lens of the social contract and use of this framework, a 

deeper understanding of conflict dynamics can develop, avoiding interpretations of conflict 

dynamics such as “the UFDR are armed foreigners invading CAR” or “SLM/A fragmented due 

to ethnic tensions.”  This deeper understanding can better target diplomatic efforts, tailor whole-

of-government conflict-specific strategies and policies, and inform resource allocation.  For 

example, a diplomat may identify a different key actor with whom to meet, in addition to 

meeting with the local administration and traditional leadership; the diplomat may also want to 

meet with the regional representative in the office that awards contracts for mining—

understanding that this individual is the true power broker in the area.  A strategy to help 

strengthen a state’s social contract could focus on helping make the state’s representatives more 

accessible to the population, or encourage a national dialogue related to inclusivity. 

 

For practitioners—whose work it is to support building legitimacy, addressing narratives and 

counternarratives, engaging with governance and countergovernance, and mapping roads to 
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peace—this is a nonnormative/nonbiased framework, which provides concrete components for 

the once nebulous social contract.  This enables one’s analysis to be contextualized to the unique 

cultural, historical, and geographic context specific to that moment.  These components can be 

more easily assessed, measured, and compared—allowing for lessons to be added up and 

synthesized, and to inform future approaches.  This framework puts into context and gives 

meaning to classic statements such as, “My government doesn’t listen to me, it doesn’t provide 

for me, and it doesn’t value me.”   

 

Nuance in understanding matters and can be impactful.  Take for example, the question of “Who 

will cut the ribbon at the opening of a new school, which was built to increase the state’s 

legitimacy?” If the school was built to build state legitimacy by augmenting the state’s ability to 

provide services, then a representative from the state should cut the ribbon.  If the school was 

built to build state legitimacy to demonstrate that the state is responsive to its citizens’ entreaties, 

then the area’s representative should cut the ribbon.  If the school was built to build state 

legitimacy because education is highly valued in a specific culture and the state is resonating 

with the shared values of its citizens, then a successful individual educated in the area should cut 

the ribbon. 

 

The first recommendation is relevant for academic and practitioner insurgent theorists; the 

remaining four recommendations are relevant for the policy community, practitioners, states, and 

NSAGs alike.   

 

Recommendation #1: Social Contract Theory—A unifying theory  
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I recommend that the social contract framework be utilized in future insurgent research and 

theory development as a common reference point, and that researchers map and add up insurgent 

theories across the social contract’s components. 

 

There is a growing body of research focusing on fragile states and rebel governance, but there is 

less research that evaluates the two within a unifying theory.  My research does this using social 

contract theory.  After extensive research into social contract theory combined with detailed 

pathway mapping of tenuous state-level social contracts and the formation and breakdown of two 

NSAGs’ social contracts, I propose a clear social contract framework which can be applied to 

understanding a state- or nonstate social contract, as well as to understanding how the two 

interact in an iterative manner. 

 

The current body of research on rebels and insurgents contributes to a wider body of knowledge 

of how rebels form and their trajectories.  Most of the research by contemporary insurgent 

theorists falls within one or two of the social contract categories, with the exception of the 

research conducted by Mampilly, Arjona, and Jardine, whose research transects several of the 

categories.  I mapped the main insurgent researchers’ works to the social contract framework in 

Figure 8.1 below. 
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Figure 23 Insurgent theorists’ research mapped to the social contract framework 

 

More detailed case study research could test and modify this theory, expand the application, and 

provide additional insights.  More research on how NSAGs form social contracts is needed, to 

include a deep dive into how the presence of a global jihadist organization affects the contracting 

process between a segment of the population and an NSAG.  Additionally, while the focus of this 

dissertation was on forming a social contract, a deeper understanding needs to be gained through 

further research about how a social contract relates to political order. 

 

Recommendation #2: Social Contracts—No Longer an Enigma 

The social contract framework clearly delineates the social contract categories (authoritative 

power and coercive power), its elements (the sovereign, pact of government, and pact of society), 
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and its sources of legitimacy (performance, processes of exchange, and shared values).  I 

recommend applying this social contract framework in analysis, policy formation, and the design 

and implementation of interventions.  This social contract framework minimizes bias; is 

comprehensive—making coercive power explicit; can be used to map different pathways; and 

enables harmonization.   

 

Bias:  The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD) cautioned in its 

report, The State’s Legitimacy in Fragile Situations: Unpacking complexity, that donors need to 

recognize that trying to strengthen state capacity and legitimacy in very fragile environments by 

imposing or supporting the creation of rational-legal political institutions will not work.  They 

should take much more account of local perceptions and beliefs about what constitutes legitimate 

political authority and practice.  (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Developmen, 

2010) 

 

The social contract framework provides an effective tool to do just this: to mitigate bias and 

provide equal understanding of local perceptions and beliefs related to legitimacy.  This is 

important because the Western understanding of social contracts tends to be riddled with an 

implicit bias for state performance as the primary source of legitimacy, and is often prejudiced 

toward more Western means for processes of exchange.  This bias is rooted with the assumptions 

and consequences related to implosive processes of state formation, and it elevates performance 

over, and at the expense of, other sources of legitimacy such as processes of exchange and shared 

values.   
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This bias and related assumptions are deeply embedded in ongoing and past development, 

peacebuilding, and stabilization efforts.  This trend highlights the utility of the social contract 

framework, as it presents each element neutrally and is agnostic as to which elements are valued 

more, when, and by whom.  The neutral framework can then be adapted to different contexts, 

cultures, and periods of time to understand what constitutes legitimacy for those engaged.   

 

Comprehensive:  My framework adds coercive power as a second and equal category, creating 

coercive components within the social contract elements, adding: coercive capabilities, coercive 

processes of exchange, and coercive mandates.  This differs from other social contract models, 

which largely focus on the social contract’s authoritative power without referencing coercive 

power, with the exception of including the provision of security as part of authoritative power’s 

performance.  This omission in itself reflects the Western bias that the states were developed 

through a process of explosion and the state possesses a legitimate monopoly of power, and 

therefore, coercive power is an implicit assumption rather than an explicit category for analysis.   

 

The separation of coercive capabilities (provision of security) from authoritative power’s 

performance (provision of services) allows for an analysis that accounts for the sequencing of 

forming different sources of legitimacy.  In so doing, the pathway mapping of the SLM/A and 

the UFDR demonstrates one pathway in which authoritative power is built upon and is developed 

after forming coercive power.   

 

Through the application of the social contract framework, popular support could be assessed by 

their component pieces adding up to legitimacy.  Jardine’s conclusions that the first form of 
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popular support is in response to the provision of services (Jardine, 2014) could be interpreted as 

either the provision of security or other non-security related services.  Depending on whether 

one’s goal is to support insurgency or a counterinsurgency, or governance or countergovernance, 

one might choose to compromise or to augment the provision of security or other services 

differently. 

 

Conversely, tools for manipulation could be better targeted, placing coercion in the coercive 

capabilities or coercive processes of exchange sources of legitimacy, and propaganda in political 

processes of exchange or shared values sources of legitimacy.  For example, this delineation 

could help inform a counternarrative, “a state or NSAG lacks the ability to provide security for 

you,” which speaks to coercive performance as a source of ineffectivess, or, “a state or NSAG 

doesn’t control the behavior of its soldiers and is a threat to you,” which speaks to coercive 

processes of exchange as a source of illegitimacy. 

 

Differing Pathways:  The Grievance-driven Pathway allows for the distinction between NSAGs 

that form in response to grievances related to the state-level social contract and the Bandit-

derived Pathway in which NSAGs form in response to the opportunity to control economic 

resources through population/lootable resources.  This initial distinction can provide insights into 

the different political mandates that NSAGs adapt, which, as demonstrated by the process 

tracing, reverberates throughout the NSAGs’ form and function.   

 

Based on the process tracing of the formation of the SLM/A and the UFDR—and one of the 

UFDR’s successor NSAGs, the Popular Front for the Rebirth of Central African Republic 
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(FPRC)— these NSAGs’ narratives of the state and subsequent political and coercive mandates 

differed significantly.  The SLM/A’s narrative of the Government of Sudan (GOS) focused on 

the state’s illegitimacy due to state predation and marginalization from the state’s shared values; 

the UFDR’s narrative of the Government of CAR (GCAR) focused mainly on the state’s 

ineffectiveness by marginalizing the region through a lack of performance and processes of 

exchange.  (It was not until 2012 that the Seleka Coalition’s, and later the FPRC’s narrative 

included a narrative of illegitimacy based on the state’s marginalization from the state’s shared 

values as Muslims.) Although not in the purview of this research, one could posit that the Sudan 

People’s Liberation Army/Movement’s (SPLM/A) narrative of the GOS focused on both the 

state’s illegitimacy through state predation and marginalization from the state’s shared values, 

and the state’s ineffectiveness, through its lack of performance. 

 

Similarly, the distinction between the two different pathways can provide insights regarding how 

to tailor interventions.  Given the deep vertical roots of NSAGs with social contracts formed 

through the Grievance-driven Pathway, addressing the state’s legitimacy gap and minimizing 

state predatory actions that could serve as triggers could be an effective route to mitigating these 

context-specific conflict dynamics.  The approach might differ in contexts with NSAGs that 

formed through the Bandit-derived Pathway, in which addressing the security and power vacuum 

through an increased state presence, both security and governance, could be a more effective 

route to mitigating these specific conflict dynamics. 

 

Harmonization:  The OECD’s report appropriately recommends exploring grounded legitimacy, 

for “marrying indigenous, customary and communal institutions of governance with introduced 
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Western state and civil society institutions, with a view to creating constructive interaction and 

positive mutual accommodation.”  (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 

2011, p. 38) I would suggest that, in addition to harmonizing these three sources of alternative 

authority with the state (indigenous, customary, and communal institutions), a fourth category be 

added for consideration: NSAGs with social contracts with a segment of the population.  It may 

be more complicated, and with its own risks, but in some contexts, such as territories that have 

little to nostate presence, NSAGs as an alternative source of state authority may need to be 

considered.   

 

Discarding this consideration may be detrimental to the selected course of action.  An analysis 

using this tool could lead to a conclusion that the state seeks an accommodation approach with 

the NSAG rather than one of suppression.  In August 2018, there was tension between the 

GCAR and the FPRC specifically regarding the appointment of government officials by GCAR 

to the east and northeast, which were non-Muslim and from the military.  The accommodating 

solution reached was that the GCAR could appoint these individuals to hold government 

positions in the region, but the FPRC would provide the security for these individuals.  

(International Humanitarian #3, personal interview, 2018) 

 

Reversing the application of grounded legitimacy can also be useful.  Rather than looking to 

learn how these alternative political hierarchies can be harmonized with the state, the concept 

can be applied to understand how these political hierarchies are already harmonized.  For 

example, in the Niger Delta, after amnesty was granted to the militants and the militancy 

leadership privatized the crude oil economy, approximately two thirds of the Delta State’s 
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Parliamentarians were backed and sponsored by different militant groups’ leadership.  In this 

example, the militant groups maintain their own social contract with the population and remain 

officially nonstate, which is a source of legitimacy for them.  The militant groups harnessed 

political power via the state parliament without formally becoming part of the state.  Conversely, 

the militant groups’ leadership conferred their legitimacy, derived from their nonstate social 

contract with the population, upon the state parliamentarians, offering legitimacy to a system that 

might otherwise be considered bereft of legitimacy and outside of the real power structure and 

mechanism for decision making.  The social contract framework would help enable an 

understanding of how politics and decisions were actually made in the state’s parliament. 

 

Lastly, while emphasizing the importance of a state-society analysis and shifting from a Western 

rational-legal perspective, the OECD’s report applied the categories of legitimacy to the state, 

omitting the application of these legitimacy categories for alternative sources of legitimacy.  In 

addition to understanding legitimacy for states, this framework is a relevant tool to better 

understand sources of legitimacy for NSAGs.  Further to this, while the understanding of 

political elites as an important category of actors with specific interest-aligned incentives, the 

dialogue of legitimacy in the context of the social contract brings the people back into 

consideration, as having agency and their own rationale for participating more actively in a 

social contract, state or nonstate, over or within another.  The framework encourages an 

understanding from the perspective of those in the NSAG’s society and how this confers 

legitimacy upon the NSAG and its leadership. 

 

Recommendation #3: The State’s Easy—Yet Elusive—Decision 
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NSAGs are a harbinger of a state’s strained, abrogated, or absent social contract.  I recommend 

the use of the social contract framework for states seeking to de-escalate a conflict or societal 

tension within its territory.  The social contract framework could be used to map a state’s 

legitimacy gap and augment an understanding of the potential impact of state-led triggers on an 

already agitated population to generate alternative options going forward, so as to mitigate rather 

than exacerbate the conflict dynamics.   

 

Conversely, this framework can be utilized by those seeking to destabilize a state.  Staniland 

observed that “insurgency and counterinsurgency is a contest over the shaping of political order 

in a contested area, a means of determining who rules, how much, and in what ways.”  

(Staniland, 2012, p. 246) Insurgency and counterinsurgency are forms of competitive state 

building, and counterinsurgency is considered “countergovernance,” a contest over the shaping 

of political order. 

 

First, a state needs to understand the ramifications of how it projects itself and how it interacts 

and contracts with its population.  This framework can serve as a tool to systematically 

understand what constitutes legitimacy and the state’s gap in legitimacy.  The state’s legitimacy 

gap, including a combination of illegitimacy and ineffectiveness, is conducive for NSAGs.  This 

dynamic tends to be a vicious feedback loop, with a state’s legitimacy gap generating an 

enabling environment for NSAGs to form, with the state responding in a predatory manner 

(justifying the NSAG’s narrative), and so on.  Deconstructing the state’s narrative, and the 

competing narratives of NSAGs, could help prioritize how a state allocates its limited resources 

to stabilizing its state, and to better target which aspects of the NSAG narratives can be reified or 
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undermined for the greatest impact.   

 

Second, a state needs to understand when an overtly aggressive act or violation of trust/norms at 

a specific time in the conflict dynamic could serve as a trigger propelling the state and NSAGs 

into more entrenched conflict dynamics.  This is also observed in Metelits’s research, which 

concluded, “The nature of the state’s ties to local communities is clearly important.  States that 

marginalize communities while oppressing them spawn different kinds of insurgent groups than 

do states that marginalize communities while selectively co-opting people in those 

communities.”  (Metelits, Inside Insurgency: Violence, Civvilians, and Revolutionary Group 

Behavior, 2010, p. 166) 

 

The pathway mapping of the formation of the SLM/A and UFDR adds to the growing body of 

research about the impact of a perverse state on conflict dynamics, which reflects an 

understanding that not all perverse acts by the state are equal.  When the context—level of 

community frustration and level of nonstate coercive power—reaches a certain threshold, the 

state’s actions could serve as a trigger to mobilize or consolidate opposition to the state in a more 

formidable and organized manner.  Whereas, this same state action at a different point within the 

conflict may not have the same effect. 

 

In both the SLM/A and the UFDR case studies, the state’s actions triggered the mobilization and 

consolidation of organized opposition toward the state.  In northeastern CAR, while the state had 

not extended its presence into the region and there was general discontent from this, the region 

formed disparate self-defense groups for protection from general insecurity.  It was not until the 
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state’s symbolic acts of aggression that actively turned the region and these self-defense groups 

against the state, albeit for the purpose of bringing the state closer and to be included in the 

state’s society. 

 

The mapping of the state’s legitimacy gap, the content of an NSAG’s narrative, and the level of 

organized opposition could help inform whether the context is ripe such that a state’s choice to 

commit an aggressive predatory act or a violation of trust may be more counterproductive than 

previously, or at another time in the future.  This is particularly the case if the lack of coercive 

processes of exchange constitute a significant component of the state’s legitimacy gap, as was 

the case in Darfur.  Based on an analysis, other tactics at the state’s disposal could prove more 

effective in affecting the dynamics. 

 

The conflict in Darfur and in northeast CAR have received intermittent and varying levels of 

attention, analysis, and efforts to mitigate these conflicts by the affected states and the 

international community.  Due to the combination of Sudan’s and CAR’s fragility and the 

parochial organizational structure of the SLM/A and the UFDR, it is not likely that these 

conflicts will just go away.  The first step in helping resolve and transform these conflicts is to 

truly understand the conflict dynamics, which includes but is not limited to understanding the 

perspective of the NSAG and those who support it, and the state context that they are facing.  

The social contract framework is a means for supporting an honest and unbiased understanding 

of these conflict dynamics.   

 

Recommendation #4: Self-defense Groups—Contributing to Human 
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Security? 

In an effort to build human security and approach human security with more of a society-state 

orientation, research on the role of self-defense groups is emergent, focusing on how to 

categorize these groups within a nested language of security actors and evaluating these groups 

in light of international law.  To be sure, the role of self-defense groups in conflict dynamics is 

not well understood.  The notable examples in today’s conflicts yield mixed results as to whether 

self-defense groups have a positive role to play and whether and how the international 

community, and states, can and should engage them.  I recommend a research agenda that looks 

more closely at the role of self-defense groups in conflict dynamics. 

 

A quick look at some of the more notable self-defense groups in Africa today demonstrates this 

conundrum.  The Arrow Boys was as a Teso self-defense group against the Lord’s Resistance 

Army (LRA) in Uganda.  The Mai Mai began as self-defense groups for protection against other 

NSAGs in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).  The Lower Shabelle Militia in 

Somalia formed in the absence of a functioning state military to provide security.  The Civilian 

Joint Task Force (CJTF) in Nigeria formed to oppose Boko Haram.  While these contexts and 

dynamics surrounding these groups are quite complex, for the purpose of this dissertation, it is 

worth noting that the six self-defense groups had very different trajectories: 

• Disbanded: The Arrow Boys disbanded in Uganda after the LRA threat subsided and the 

Government of Uganda (GOU) conducted an effective Disarmament, Demobilization, 

and Reintegration (DDR) program for them. 
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• Proliferated: The Mai-Mai proliferated into upwards of 20,000-30,000 different groups 

with some fighting as pro-state proxy militias and others against the state.  (United 

Nations, 2002) 

• Escalated rebellion threatening the state: the self-defense groups in northeastern CAR 

united as the UFDR, and there is now a proliferation of NSAGs in the northeast, 

including the FPRC, which appears to be a more formidable threat to the state. 

• Prolonged rebellion: While it may be too early to suggest that the SLM/A splinter groups 

have succeeded or not, one can observe that their challenges lie in protecting their 

population against the state’s proxy state militias.  Meaningful negotiations with the GOS 

for sustained, systemic political change have yet to occur. 

• Transitioned to a political order within the state system: The Lower Shabelle Militia 

transitioned to the Lower Shabelle Administration, a semiarid, autonomous political unit 

within the Government of Somalia’s umbrella. 

• To Be Determined: the CJTF’s fate remains to be seen. 

 

More research needs to seek a better understanding of self-defense groups, and include variables 

such as government support and the availability of lootable resources should be included.  The 

Arrow Boys, Mai-Mai, CJTF, and the self-defense groups that formed the UFDR have all 

received government support at some point in their development.  There are lootable natural 

resources in the eastern Congo (Mai Mai) and in northeastern CAR (UFDR).  However, the 

interaction between the state and the NSAG given the state legitimacy gap and the NSAG’s 

social contract also need to be integrated into this analysis.   

 



447 

 

 

Questions for further research on this subject include: When and how can self-defense groups be 

conducive for increasing human security without increasing the risk for future instability? How 

can this analysis better inform and tailor unique context-specific DDR strategies? When does a 

self-defense group differ from a stationary bandit, and how can a transition of a self-defense 

group who extracts economic resources to support its mandate to becoming no more than a 

pariah in its community as a stationary bandit be mitigated? 

 

Policy makers and practitioners need to better understand the role of self-defense groups as it 

relates to peace agreements and DDR processes.  This is because DDR processes are usually 

limited to pre-identified armed groups, which are typically rebel groups.  DDR programming 

should take into consideration both proxy state militias and nonstate self-defense groups. 

 

Recommendation #5: To Control or Influence 

Some analysis of NSAGs prefaces territorial control as either a given or a requirement for 

analysis.  The transition from interstate wars to intrastate and internationalized intrastate 

conflicts has been accompanied by, among other things, the proliferation of armed actors, an 

increase in state capabilities to monitor signals intelligence, and the prevalence for asymmetric 

warfare.  Understanding NSAGs’ organizational goals, strategies, and mitigating approaches as it 

pertains to territorial control is necessary to understanding conflict dynamic.  Further research is 

needed to confirm that territorial control and the provision of governance services are necessary 

for an NSAG to sustain itself and/or fulfill its desired impact. 

 

A combination of strategic and tactical factors shape whether an NSAG makes acquiring 
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territorial control part of its strategy: the coercive and political mandates; the ability of the 

NSAG to permeate the territory compared with the state-sponsored military presence in the 

region; the NSAG’s ability to cohabitate with the population; and, its ability to function in the 

vacuum or fill the state functions.  Some of this depends on external dynamics driven by the 

state, but others aspects are driven by internal dynamics within the organization. 

 

Territorial control no longer seems necessary for an NSAG to contract with its society or to 

affect the state-level politics.  An NSAG can adapt a number of mitigating approaches to achieve 

a similar desired impact or compensate for the lack of territorial control.  An NSAG can achieve 

the following without territorial control, but with territorial influence.  And, based on the 

pathway mapping of the SLM/A and the UFDR, this is sufficient for a segment of the population 

in the territory that the NSAG influences. 

 

Coercive Power:  The NSAG would need sufficient-enough coercive power to challenge the 

state-sponsored security apparatus in the region; a monopoly of violence may not be needed.  

They would also need to have the coercive capabilities to deter other NSAGs from establishing 

an influence in the region (such as when the UFDR engaged the LRA in small exchanges and 

effectively protected the communities from the LRA).  This challenge can be successful through 

asymmetric approaches.  The NSAG’s soldiers would need to commit fewer incidents of 

violence against the population than the abuses of the state-sponsored security presence against 

the population to sustain the narrative that the government is the enemy. 

 

Authoritative Power:  The NSAG would need rudimentary authoritative power, through 
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leadership, a political mandate, and a minimum political structure to generate legitimacy.  The 

NSAG could demonstrate its political legitimacy to the population by engaging with the 

government through dialogue, negotiations, and DDR processes.  It would also need to sustain 

the narrative that the state is the enemy, which is in some part dependent upon the state’s actions. 

 

Success could be measured by the NSAG’s ability to extract from the government through 

prolonged negotiations, dialogue, and DDR processes.  Success could also be measured by the 

NSAG’s ability to eke out an existence through a minimal taxation/infiltration/hybridity 

approach.  Understanding these as organizational strategies, mitigating approaches, and goals 

helps inform how to affect a state’s conflict dynamics.  Further research is needed to confirm that 

territorial control and the provision of governance services are necessary for an NSAG to sustain 

itself and/or fulfill its desired impact. 

 

This dissertation seeks to test theory regarding how state fragility affects the formation of the 

social contract with NSAGs and the population under its influence.  States, NSAGs, and citizens 

are all actors in hierarchies of power and nested social contracts.  This social contract framework 

provides a tool to help analyze the complexity of the social contract, human security, and 

political order.  And, based on the pathway mapping, this is sufficient to form a social contract 

with the population in the territory which the NSAG influences. 
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