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Abstract 

The 2018 Revitalized Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of 
South Sudan (R-ARCSS) was heralded as a milestone in East African regional mediation. 
Facilitated by the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the agreement 
sought to resolve one of the twenty-first century's most devastating civil wars through 
a complex elite-driven power-sharing model. This paper examines the systemic design 
of the R-ARCSS mediation process, analyzing the structural negotiation dynamics, the 
mediation methods deployed by regional actors, and the operational architecture of the 
resulting Revitalized Transitional Government of National Unity (RTGONU). Integrating 
field evidence with peacebuilding and negotiation theories, the paper exposes the 
critical structural flaws of the agreement—specifically the "collegial collaboration" 
model within an expanded, highly fractured presidency, and the continuous deferral of 
core security sector reforms. Ultimately, the paper provides policy-relevant 
recommendations for regional mediators, civil society actors, and international 
guarantors to transition South Sudan from a militarized, transactional elite pact to a 
sustainable, inclusive, and democratically grounded peace framework. 

Introduction: The Birth of a Brittle Settlement 

When South Sudan gained independence in July 2011, it was greeted with global 
euphoria and hailed as a triumph of self-determination over decades of marginalization 
and conflict. Yet, the institutional infrastructure of the world’s newest state was deeply 
compromised. Built on a highly centralized, militarized, and patron-client political 
economy funded almost exclusively by petrodollars, the state was exceptionally 
vulnerable to elite fragmentation (De Waal, 2014). By December 2013, political 
competition within the ruling Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) erupted into 
a brutal civil war, pitting forces loyal to President Salva Kiir Mayardit (primarily ethnic 
Dinka) against those aligned with former Vice President Dr. Riek Machar Teny (primarily 
ethnic Nuer). 
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The signing of the Revitalized Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in the 
Republic of South Sudan (R-ARCSS) on September 12, 2018, in Addis Ababa, represented 
a desperate regional effort to halt the bloodletting and reconstruct a shattered polity. 
The R-ARCSS was not a new agreement de novo, but rather a "revitalization" of the failed 
2015 Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in South Sudan (ARCSS), which had 
collapsed spectacularly in July 2016 amidst renewed fighting in the capital city of Juba. 

As a multidisciplinary contribution linking peacebuilding practice with international 
relations and mediation theory, this paper critically analyzes the structural architecture 
of the R-ARCSS. It focuses on the mechanics of the negotiation process, the structural 
pathologies built into the power-sharing executive, and the systemic implementation 
delays that have persistently plagued the transition. By exploring the mediation 
strategies of the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD) and the 
behavioral patterns of South Sudanese elites, this study identifies the limits of 
transactional, top-down elite pacts. It argues that the peace process’s reliance on 
"collegial decision-making" among historically antagonistic military leaders, combined 
with the systematic deferral of security sector transformation, has produced a state of 
"suspended warfare" rather than sustainable peace. 

1. Mediation Architecture: The IGAD-Plus Framework and Negotiating Dynamics 

The negotiation of the R-ARCSS cannot be understood without examining the complex 
regional and sub-regional mediation environment of East Africa. The Intergovernmental 
Authority on Development (IGAD), the sub-regional bloc consisting of Djibouti, Eritrea, 
Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, and Uganda, has historically served as the 
primary custodian of peace processes in the Horn of Africa. However, the mediation of 
the South Sudanese civil war exposed severe structural strains, geopolitical rivalries, and 
institutional limitations within the IGAD framework. 

1.1 The "IGAD-Plus" Innovation 

Recognizing the limitations of IGAD acting alone, mediators established the "IGAD-Plus" 
framework during the negotiation of the 2015 ARCSS, a structure maintained and 
expanded during the 2017–2018 High-Level Revitalization Forum (HLRF). This framework 
institutionalized a multi-layered negotiation arena that integrated: 

1. Regional Powers: The core IGAD member states, led by Ethiopia (as the initial chair) 
and later co-steered by Sudan and Uganda. 
 
 



2. Continental Oversight: The African Union (AU), represented by the AU 
Commission and the African Union High-Level Ad Hoc Committee on South Sudan 
(composed of Algeria, Chad, Nigeria, Rwanda, and South Africa, collectively known 
as the "C5"). 

3. International Guarantors: The "Troika" (the United States, United Kingdom, and 
Norway), alongside China, the European Union, and the United Nations. 

The theoretical logic behind the IGAD-Plus framework was to combine regional 
proximity and leverage with global diplomatic clout and financial carrots. In 
peacebuilding literature, mediation effectiveness is often conceptualized as a function 
of mediator leverage, credibility, and coherence (Susskind & Babbitt, 1992). The IGAD-
Plus model attempted to mobilize: 

● Formulative and Manipulative Leverage: Provided by regional neighbors who 
could directly influence the warring parties by closing borders, restricting financial 
flows, or offering sanctuary. 

● Directive Leverage: Mobilized by the United Nations, European Union, and the 
Troika through the threat of targeted sanctions, asset freezes, arms embargoes, 
and the promise of post-conflict reconstruction assistance (Zartman, I. W., & Touval, 
S., 1985).  

1.2 Geopolitical Rivalries and the Co-Mediation Pivot 

Despite its inclusive design, the IGAD-Plus framework suffered from deep-seated 
geopolitical rivalries among its regional drivers. In negotiation theory, a mediator must 
maintain a degree of perceived neutrality, or at least balanced partiality, to facilitate 
credible commitments (Kydd, 2003). In the Horn of Africa, however, neighboring states 
were active stakeholders with divergent strategic interests. 

During the initial phases of the war, Uganda intervened militarily to support President 
Salva Kiir's government, deploying the Uganda People’s Defence Forces (UPDF) to 
secure Juba and protect critical transport corridors. Conversely, Sudan was widely 
suspected of providing logistical and political backing to Dr. Riek Machar’s Sudan 
People's Liberation Movement/Army-In Opposition (SPLM/A-IO) to counter Ugandan 
influence and secure its southern borders and pipeline infrastructure. Ethiopia, hosting 
the peace talks, sought to project its status as the regional hegemon, balancing its 
relations between Juba and the opposition while managing its own internal political 
transitions. 

 



This geopolitical fragmentation resulted in what peacebuilding scholars’ terms "spoiler" 
dynamics, wherein regional actors inadvertently or intentionally provided lifelines to 
domestic spoilers (Stedman, 1997).The turning point in the R-ARCSS negotiations came 
in mid-2018, when a profound diplomatic realignment occurred. Facing severe 
economic crises, Sudan's then-President Omar al-Bashir partnered with Uganda's 
President Yoweri Museveni to directly co-mediate the final phases of the talks (Sudan 
Tribune, 2018). 

This bilateral "Sudan-Uganda axis" bypassed much of the multilateral institutionalism of 
the HLRF. It was a classic display of coercive power mediation (Touval, 1982) . Bashir and 
Museveni possessed direct, asymmetrical leverage over Machar and Kiir respectively. 
Sudan could deny sanctuary and financial resources to the SPLM/A-IO, while Uganda 
could squeeze the military supply lines and international legitimacy of the Juba 
government. By operating through a hard-nosed, transactional negotiation style, the 
two regional leaders forced the domestic combatants into signing the R-ARCSS on 
September 12, 2018 (Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), 2018). 

1.3 The Limitation of the Elite Pacing Model 

The resulting agreement was an exemplar of an "elite pact." Elite cartels or 
consociational power-sharing arrangements are designed to manage conflict by 
guaranteeing major warring factions a stake in the state executive, legislature, and 
security apparatus (Lijphart, 1969). However, critics argue that this model prioritizes the 
pacification of armed elites at the expense of broader societal transformation, local 
ownership, and justice (Paffenholz, 2014). 

While the HLRF made structural concessions by including "Stakeholders" in the signing 
of the agreement—such as faith-based leaders, the Women's Coalition, civil society 
organizations, and youth representatives—their role was largely consultative. The core 
negotiations on power-sharing ratios, military integration, and wealth allocation 
remained strictly confined to the primary militarized factions: the Incumbent Transitional 
Government of National Unity (TGoNU), the SPLM/A-IO, the South Sudan Opposition 
Alliance (SSOA), the Former Detainees (FDs), and Other Political Parties (OPP). This 
structural marginalization of non-armed actors laid the groundwork for future 
legitimacy crises. 

 

 



2. Power-Sharing Pathologies: The Institutional Design of Chapter I 

Chapter I of the R-ARCSS outlines the structure and composition of the Revitalized 
Transitional Government of National Unity (RTGONU). In designing the executive, 
negotiators faced a fundamental trilemma: how to satisfy the power ambitions of 
multiple warring elites, maintain a coherent administrative structure, and prevent a 
relapse into armed conflict within the capital. The institutional solution was a highly 
complex, expanded, and structurally fragile executive design. 

THE SOUTH SUDAN PRESIDENCY (R-ARCSS Article 1.5) 
         

 
 

Figure 1 : The Structure of the Presidency and Collegial Collaboration based on the 2018 R-ARCSS2 
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2.1 The Expanded Presidency and the "Collegial Collaboration" Illusion 

Article 1.5 of the R-ARCSS establishes an executive consisting of the President, the First 
Vice President, and four additional Vice Presidents, collectively referred to as "the 
Presidency." The allocation of these roles was carefully calibrated to reflect political 
realities (IGAD, 2018): 

● President: H.E. Salva Kiir Mayardit continues as Executive Head of State and 
Commander-in-Chief of the unified armed forces (Article 1.6.1) (IGAD, 2018). 

● First Vice President: Dr. Riek Machar Teny (Chairman of the SPLM/A-IO) assumes 
the office, exercising command over his forces during the Pre-Transitional Period 
and overseeing the Governance Cluster (Article 1.7) (IGAD, 2018). 

● Four Vice Presidents: Allocated to represent distinct political interests, each task-
oriented to oversee specific cabinet clusters: 
○ Vice President for the Economic Cluster (Nominated by the Incumbent TGoNU, 

Dr. James Wani Igga). 
○ Vice President for the Service Delivery Cluster (Nominated by the SSOA, Mr. 

Hussein Abdelbagi Akol Agany). 
○ Vice President for the Infrastructure Cluster (Nominated by the Incumbent 

TGoNU, Mr. Taban Deng Gai). 
○ Vice President for the Gender and Youth Cluster (Nominated by the FDs, 

designated to be a woman, Mrs Rebecca Nyadeng Garang De Mabior, the 
widow of Dr. John Garanag, the founder of the Sudan People’s Liberation 
Movement/Army, aka by its acronym SPLM/A). 

This institutional structure was designed to operate on the premise of "collegial 
collaboration" (Article 1.9.1) (IGAD, 2018). The agreement mandates continuous 
consultation within the Presidency to reach mutual understanding and agreement on 
critical state functions, including the appointment of judicial and constitutional office 
holders, the commissioning or dismissal of military officers, and the initiation of 
legislation (IGAD, 2018). 

In political science, such a structure is known as a collegial executive or a system of 
mutual vetoes (Tsebelis, 2002). While a mutual veto can prevent one faction from 
dominating the state, it simultaneously introduces a high density of "veto players." When 
trust between these players is extremely low, the likely result is systemic policy gridlock. 

To resolve potential deadlocks, Article 1.9.6.1.2 stipulates that if the President, First Vice 
President, and Vice Presidents fail to reach a consensus, decisions on executive 
administration require the agreement of at least four of them (IGAD, 2018). 



If a deadlock persists in joint executive powers (such as judicial appointments or 
legislative initiation), the matter is referred to the Council of Ministers, where a two-
thirds majority (67%) is required for a final decision (Article 1.9.6.1.4) (IGAD, 2018). 

While elegant on paper, this decision-making matrix assumes that political parties 
operate as rational, institutionalized actors. In practice, the South Sudanese presidency 
has functioned as a site of continuous, personalized turf wars. The structural asymmetric 
distribution of power heavily favors the incumbent President. Salva Kiir retains control 
over the state's security apparatus and financial patronage networks, allowing him to 
bypass the collegial requirements of the agreement and make unilateral appointments, 
thereby provoking deep resentment and regular accusations of agreement abrogation 
from the opposition. 

2.2 Rotational Cabinet Allocation: The Sectors and Clusters 

The Council of Ministers, expanded to thirty-five (35) Ministries organized into five 
thematic clusters, reflects a similar consociational division (Article 1.10) (IGAD, 2018). 
The allocation of ministerial portfolios followed a mathematical formula designed to 
prevent any single party from monopolizing a specific sector of the state: 

● Incumbent TGoNU: 20 Ministries 

● SPLM/A-IO: 09 Ministries 

● SSOA: 03 Ministries 

● FDs: 02 Ministries 

● OPP: 01 Ministry 

To execute this allocation fairly, Article 1.12.1 establishes a highly structured rotational 
selection procedure (IGAD, 2018). The parties drafted a prioritized list, where the 
Incumbent TGoNU selected the first ministry, followed by the SPLM/A-IO, the SSOA, the 
FDs, and the OPP, with subsequent selections alternating between different clusters 

(IGAD, 2018). 

The theoretical advantage of a rotational draft system is that it minimizes the "winner-
take-all" dynamics of coalition cabinet formation, forcing a degree of structural 
integration (Sisk, 1996). However, the practical consequence in South Sudan has been 
the extreme fragmentation of the state administration. Ministries operate as 
personalized, party-controlled fiefdoms. An SPLM-IO Minister of Petroleum must 
coordinate with an Incumbent TGoNU Minister of Finance and Planning, resulting in 
institutional paralysis, bureaucratic infighting, and the complete breakdown of 
horizontal accountability. 



2.3 The Federalism Dilemma: States and Boundaries 

Perhaps the most volatile issue during the negotiation of Chapter I was the 
determination of the number and boundaries of states. Prior to the civil war, South 
Sudan was divided into ten states. However, in a series of unilateral wartime decrees, 
President Salva Kiir expanded the number of states first to 28, and later to 32. This move 
was widely interpreted as gerrymandering, designed to secure ethnic Dinka dominance 
over critical agricultural land, oil fields, and administrative centers, while fracturing the 
support base of the Nuer-dominated SPLM/A-IO. 

The opposition insisted on a return to the historic ten states, or the creation of a federal 
system based on the colonial-era boundaries of January 1, 1956. Unable to reach a 
negotiated compromise, the mediators resorted to a common negotiation technique: 
procedural deferral (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986). They established an Independent Boundaries 
Commission (IBC) consisting of 15 members (5 from the government, 5 from the 
opposition, and 5 highly experienced African Union representatives from the "C5" 
countries) to study alternatives and make recommendations (Article 1.15) (IGAD, 2018). 

The agreement mandated that the IBC strive for consensus. If consensus failed, 
recommendations required the support of at least seven of its South Sudanese 
members. In the event of an ultimate failure of the IBC to issue a report, the commission 
was to be transformed into a Referendum Commission on Number and Boundaries of 
States (RCNBS) to conduct a national referendum during the Pre-Transitional Period 
(Article 1.15.14) (IGAD, 2018). 

This design represented a classic mediation trap. Conducting a highly sensitive national 
referendum on ethnic boundaries within a highly militarized, traumatized, and logistically 
crippled country was a physical and political impossibility. Ultimately, the threat of a 
referendum and intense pressure from regional powers forced a political compromise. 
In February 2020, President Kiir conceded to returning the country to ten states 
alongside three "Administrative Areas" (Ruweng, Pibor, and Abyei). While this concession 
unblocked the formation of the RTGONU, the boundary disputes remained unresolved, 
continuing to fuel localized, inter-communal violence across the country. 

3. The Security Gap: The Pitfalls of Chapter II (Transitional Security 
Arrangements) 

In any peace process terminating a civil war, the security sector is the ultimate litmus 
test. Security sector reform (SSR) and the disarmament, demobilization, and 
reintegration (DDR) of combatants are critical to preventing a security dilemma, wherein 



parties preemptively return to war due to fear of disarmament or cheating by their rivals 
(Walter, 2002). Chapter II of the R-ARCSS, which governs the Permanent Ceasefire and 
Transitional Security Arrangements (PCTSA), is the most critical, yet most systematically 
neglected, element of the peace agreement (IGAD, 2018). 

3.1 Unification of Forces vs. Demobilization 

The core security compromise of the R-ARCSS is the concept of the "necessary unified 
forces" (Article 2.2.1) (IGAD, 2018). Rather than executing a traditional DDR process 
where opposition forces are disarmed and demobilized while the state military remains 
intact, the agreement mandates the complete assembly, cantonment, screening, 
training, and integration of all combatants into a single, professional national army, 
police, national security, and other organized forces. 

The transitional management structure designed to oversee this process is 
extraordinarily dense, as indicated in both Annex A & C of the Peace Agreement (IGAD, 

2018): 

1. Joint Defence Board (JDB): Formed at the level of Chiefs of Staff and Directors-
General of National Security and Police, exercising overall command and control 
during the Pre-Transitional Period (Article 2.4.2) (IGAD, 2018). 

2. Joint Transitional Security Committee (JTSC): Composed of representatives 
from all warring parties, tasked with planning and executing the actual training and 
unification of forces (Article 2.2.5) (IGAD, 2018). 

3. Joint Military Ceasefire Commission (JMCC): Tasked with managing 
cantonment sites, registration, and disarmament of heavy weaponry (Article 2.4.4.1) 
(IGAD, 2018). 

 

Figure 2 Pre-Transitional Unification Architecture 



 The peace-building logic of force unification is clear: it attempts to build a truly national, 
ethnically diverse military that is loyal to the state rather than to individual warlords. 
However, the operational execution has been a disaster of political will, logistical neglect, 
and chronic underfunding. 

3.2 The Cantonment and Training Crisis 

According to the implementation matrix (Annexure D), the disengagement, cantonment, 
screening, and joint training of forces was to be completed within the eight-month Pre-
Transitional Period (IGAD, 2018). In practice, the government systematically starved the 
security mechanisms of funding. 

Opposition fighters who assembled at designated cantonment sites faced deplorable 
conditions. Starvation, lack of clean water, and a total absence of medical supplies led 
to widespread disease, prompting thousands of combatants to desert the camps and 
return to their communities, often taking their weapons with them. This dynamic has 
fueled a parallel phenomenon of localized militarization, where idle, hungry soldiers 
engage in cattle raiding, highway robbery, and localized conflicts. 

Furthermore, the screening and classification process (Article 2.2.3.5) collapsed (IGAD, 

2018). The Joint Transitional Security Committee (JTSC) was unable to establish 
transparent, standardized eligibility criteria, resulting in a highly politicized process 
where commanders inflated their troop rosters with civilian relatives to secure ranks, 
pensions, and positions within the future unified military. 

The result is a highly destabilizing security architecture. While the government officially 
graduated "Phase I" of the necessary unified forces, these soldiers were graduated 
without weapons. Due to the international arms embargo on South Sudan, the 
government argued it could not procure weapons for the unified forces. The opposition 
countered that the government possessed ample stockpiles but refused to distribute 
them to integrated opposition troops due to persistent distrust. Consequently, the 
graduated forces remain un-deployed, while the parallel factional commands of the 
South Sudan People's Defence Forces (SSPDF) and the SPLA-IO remain functionally 
intact. This structural dualism directly sabotages real-world force deployment in three 
specific ways: 

• Fractured Chains of Command: Because middle and senior command 
structures were never genuinely integrated, troops in the field continue to look 
to their respective political patron-commanders in Juba for operational orders, 
logistical support, and salary distribution, rather than obeying a unified military 



high command.  
• Strategic Distrust and Non-Deployment: President Salva Kiir and Dr. Riek 

Machar retain their respective factional loyalists as personal security guarantees. 
Deploying genuinely integrated units to sensitive strategic regions (such as the 
oilfields or disputed state borders) is viewed through a zero-sum lens, with both 
parties fearing that deployed units will defect back to their factional origins in the 
event of renewed high-level conflict.  

• Institutional Unwillingness to Relinquish Control: Maintaining separate 
command structures allows military elites to preserve their patronage networks 
and leverage armed combatants as bargaining chips in political negotiations. 
Without a single, unified command and control system—spanning logistics, 
intelligence, and administration—the graduated units exist merely as "hollow" 
battalions on paper, incapable of acting as an impartial, national security 
instrument.  

4. Transitional Justice and Constitutional Reform: Chapters V & VI 

A durable transition from conflict to sustainable peace requires addressing the 
structural drivers of violence, including impunity, lack of accountability, and a hyper-
centralized constitutional order. The R-ARCSS attempts to address these through 
Chapter V (Transitional Justice, Accountability, Reconciliation, and Healing) and Chapter 
VI (Parameters of the Permanent Constitution) (IGAD, 2018). 

4.1 The Transitional Justice Triad 

Chapter V of the R-ARCSS establishes a three-pronged institutional architecture 
designed to balance truth-telling, criminal accountability, and economic reparation 

(IGAD, 2018): 

1. The Commission for Truth, Reconciliation and Healing (CTRH): A seven-
member commission (four South Sudanese, three non-South Sudanese) tasked 
with investigating human rights violations, establishing an impartial historical 
record, and facilitating national healing (Article 5.2) (IGAD, 2018). 

2. The Hybrid Court for South Sudan (HCSS): An independent judicial body to be 
established by the African Union Commission to investigate and prosecute 
individuals bearing responsibility for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war 
crimes (Article 5.3) (IGAD, 2018). 

3. The Compensation and Reparation Authority (CRA): Tasked with administering 
a Compensation and Reparation Fund (CRF) to provide material support to victims 
of the conflict (Article 5.4) (IGAD, 2018). 



This triad represents a sophisticated attempt to implement a comprehensive 
restorative and retributive justice framework (Roht-Arriaza, 2006). In peacebuilding 
practice, however, these mechanisms face severe political resistance stemming directly 
from the pathologies of the executive design. 

The core contradiction of Chapter V lies in expecting a fragmented, "collegial" 
presidency—composed of actors who orchestrated the conflict—to voluntarily 
operationalize mechanisms designed to prosecute themselves. Rather than fostering 
democratic consensus, the mutual vetoes embedded in the RTGONU's decision-making 
matrix (Article 1.9) have been weaponized to create a cross-party cartel of impunity. 
Where Kiir and Machar routinely lock horns over administrative appointments or security 
sector integration, they find unified purpose in delaying the judicial infrastructure that 
threatens their shared political survival. 

The primary obstacle has been the establishment of the Hybrid Court. Since many of the 
senior political and military leaders within the RTGONU, including both the President and 
the First Vice President, are potential targets for prosecution under the court’s broad 
mandate (which explicitly denies sovereign immunity or official capacity exemptions 
under Article 5.3.5.5), there has been a tacit, cross-party consensus to stall its 
operationalization (IGAD, 2018). 

The government has repeatedly delayed signing the Memorandum of Understanding 
with the African Union Commission necessary to establish the court, while 
simultaneously advocating for alternative traditional justice mechanisms or "truth over 
trial" approaches. This systematic blocking of retributive justice reinforces a culture of 
impunity, sending a signal to commanders that military violence remains a viable, risk-
free instrument for political bargaining. 

While top-down elite power-sharing pacts like the 2015 ARCISS and 2018 R-ARCSS are 
necessary to halt major military hostilities, they largely focus on dividing political power 
and state resources while leaving micro-level grievances unaddressed. In contrast, 
traditional justice mechanisms provide a essential "bottom-up" legitimacy by directly 
resolving community-level trauma, land disputes, and localized blood feuds. Led by 
trusted local chiefs and handling over 80% of regional disputes where statutory 
infrastructure is absent, customary courts prioritize social repair, reconciliation, and 
blood wealth restitution (dia) over punitive incarceration, effectively breaking self-
perpetuating cycles of inter-communal violence. 

 



However, the Government of South Sudan’s strong preference for traditional 
mechanisms over formal criminal tribunals—such as the delayed Hybrid Court—carries 
a complex mix of practical realities and political motives. On one hand, leveraging 
customary systems is a pragmatic response to the state’s severe lack of formal judicial 
capacity, funding, and law enforcement. On the other hand, endorsing traditional justice 
under the banner of cultural alignment serves as a strategic shield for political and 
military leaders. By framing restorative customary processes as the primary path to 
peace, elites can effectively bypass retributive criminal courts and evade accountability 
for macro-level war crimes. 

Ultimately, traditional justice mechanisms are indispensable for securing everyday 
reconciliation, but they cannot address high-level impunity or replace formal 
prosecution on their own. Achieving a truly durable, sustainable peace in South Sudan 
requires a balanced hybrid framework: elite pacts to stabilize national security, formal 
legal mechanisms to ensure accountability for major atrocities, and traditional justice 
serving as the community-level glue that binds peace from the ground up. 

4.2 The Permanent Constitution-Making Process 

Chapter VI outlines the parameters of the Permanent Constitution-making process, 
mandating that the process be "led and owned by the people of South Sudan" (Article 
6.13) and guided by principles of federalism, devolution of powers, and human rights 

(IGAD, 2018). 

The proposed timetable was highly ambitious, requiring the National Constitutional 
Review Commission (NCRC) to draft a text, present it to a National Constitutional 
Conference (NCC), and have it adopted by a transformed Constituent Assembly (the 
Transitional National Legislature) within 24 months of the transition (Articles 6.4–6.11) 
(IGAD, 2018). 

However, the constitutional process has been paralyzed by the same elite-centric 
dynamics that define the rest of the transition. The reconstitution of the NCRC was 
delayed for years, and the civic space necessary for a genuine, "people-driven" national 
consultation has been severely curtailed by the National Security Service (NSS). Under 
the National Security Service Act, which the government has refused to reform in line 
with the R-ARCSS (Article 1.18.1.2), the NSS retains broad powers of warrantless arrest 
and detention, effectively silencing civil society, journalists, and opposition voices who 
seek to advocate for radical constitutional devolution or land rights reform (IGAD, 2018). 



5. Critical Analysis: Why the Peace Process is Stalled 

As South Sudan approaches the end of its repeatedly extended transitional periods, the 
implementation of the R-ARCSS has considerably faltered. To move from analytical 
critique to policy relevance, we must examine the structural, economic, and geopolitical 
variables that explain this paralysis. 

 

Figure 3 The Pathology of Stalled Implementation 

5.1 The "Systemic Deferral" Strategy 

The primary political-behavioral dynamic characterizing the RTGONU is what can be 
termed the "systemic deferral" strategy. Rather than implementing the hard, 
structural benchmarks of the agreement—such as the permanent constitution, security 
sector unification, and judicial reform—political elites have engaged in a pattern of 
continuous negotiation, seeking extensions of the transitional mandate to preserve their 
positions of power. 

The operational fragility of "collegial collaboration" is vividly illustrated by President Kiir’s 
March 2023 unilateral removal of Defense Minister Angelina Teny (SPLM-IO) and the 
unratified portfolio swap with the Interior Ministry, performed without First Vice 
President Machar’s consensus in direct breach of Article 1.9. 

 



Furthermore, rather than fostering institutional stability, the executive dynamic 
incentivized covert destabilization: the government's rapid diplomatic engagement and 
signing of the January 2022 Khartoum Peace Agreement with the breakaway SPLM-IO 
Kitgwang faction (led by Gen. Simon Gatwech Dual) weaponized opposition rifts to 
weaken Machar's negotiating position in Juba.  

In September 2022, the parties signed a "Roadmap to a Peaceful and Democratic End of 
the Transitional Period," extending the transition by 24 months (High-Level Standing 
Committee of the Parties Signatory to the R-ARCSS, 2022). By September 2024, facing 
an absolute lack of preparation for elections, the transitional period was extended yet 
again to February 2027, pushing elections to December 2026. 

From a negotiation theory perspective, this pattern reveals a lack of ripe-for-
resolution dynamics (Zartman I. W., 1989). The elites in Juba do not face a "mutually 
hurting stalemate" that would incentivize them to make painful concessions. Instead, 
they operate in a highly comfortable status quo, where they enjoy the domestic and 
international legitimacy of being "partners in peace" while systematically avoiding the 
accountability mechanisms, security reforms, and electoral competition that could strip 
them of their power. 

5.2 The Political Economy of Peace: Petrodollars and Patronage 

The structural paralysis of the R-ARCSS is deeply intertwined with South Sudan's political 
economy. The state is a classic rentier state, where oil revenues flow directly to the 
national government, bypassing the need to tax the population and thereby breaking 
the social contract of representation (Beck, 1980). 

Under Chapter IV of the R-ARCSS, the Ministry of Finance and Planning, the Bank of 
South Sudan, and the newly established Economic and Financial Management Authority 
(EFMA) are mandated to implement radical public financial management reforms to 
ensure transparency and prevent corruption (Articles 4.10–4.16) (IGAD, 2018). 

However, these reforms are directly threatening to the political survival of the ruling 
elites. The political system in South Sudan is maintained through a highly transactional 
patronage market, where the loyalty of military commanders, ethnic militias, and 
political allies is secured through the distribution of oil rents (De Waal, 2014). If the 
RTGONU were to implement the transparency requirements of Chapter IV—such as 
consolidating all oil revenues into a single treasury account, auditing the Nile Petroleum 
Corporation (Nilepet), and establishing independent procurement oversight—the 



presidency would lose its ability to fund its patronage network. 

The economic crisis has been further exacerbated by the ongoing conflict in 
neighboring Sudan. The war in Sudan, which erupted in April 2023, has severely 
disrupted the pipeline infrastructure that transports South Sudan’s crude oil to 
international markets through Port Sudan. This catastrophic loss of revenue has 
triggered hyperinflation, civil servant salary delays, and a dramatic contraction of the 
state's patronage resources. Consequently, military commanders, unable to pay their 
troops, have increasingly turned to localized violence, resource extraction, and illicit 
taxation to survive. 

5.3 Mediator Satiation and Geopolitical Shifting 

The external mediation and monitoring architecture has also suffered from significant 
decay. Under Chapter VII, the Reconstituted Joint Monitoring and Evaluation 
Commission (RJMEC) is responsible for monitoring and overseeing the implementation 
of the agreement, possessing the mandate to report non-compliance directly to the 
IGAD Council of Ministers and the UN Security Council (Articles 7.6–7.9) (IGAD, 2018). 

However, the international and regional actors who drove the 2018 negotiations are 
increasingly distracted or incapacitated: 

● Sudan, the co-lead of the Ceasefire and Transitional Security Arrangements 
Monitoring and Verification Mechanism (CTSAMVM) and a key regional guarantor, 
is engulfed in its own catastrophic civil war, eliminating its ability to project 
constructive diplomatic or military leverage over Juba. 

● Ethiopia has faced severe internal conflicts and regional tensions in the Horn of 
Africa, diverting its diplomatic capital away from South Sudan. 

● International Donors (The Troika) are suffering from "mediator fatigue" or 
"satiation" (Zartman I. W., 1989). Having funded multiple transitions, monitoring 
mechanisms (RJMEC, CTSAMVM), and humanitarian plans with negligible return on 
investment, donor states have increasingly shifted their focus to other global crises, 
reducing their leverage and engagement. 

This vacuum of regional and international oversight has allowed the RTGONU to operate 
with minimal external pressure, pursuing unilateral amendments to the R-ARCSS that 
threaten to undermine its very supremacy (Article 8.3) (IGAD, 2018). 

 

 



6. Recommendations: Paths Toward Sustainable Peace 

To escape the cycle of endless transitional extensions and prevent a catastrophic 
relapse into large-scale civil war, the mediation architecture and policy approach toward 
South Sudan must be radically restructured. The following recommendations are 
designed for regional mediators, international guarantors, and local peacebuilding 
practitioners: 

6.1 Restructure the Mediation Architecture 

1. Revitalize the IGAD-Plus/C5 Coalition: Given Sudan's internal conflict, the African 
Union and the "C5" (Algeria, Chad, Nigeria, Rwanda, and South Africa) must take a 
more assertive, direct leadership role in the mediation. The AU Peace and Security 
Council must actively convene regular, high-level inter-signatory dialogues to 
resolve the political deadlocks within the expanded presidency. 

2. Transition from Coercive Bilateralism to Principled Multilateralism: The 
transactional "coercive mediation" model of the Sudan-Uganda axis must be 
replaced with a structured, principled mediation framework that conditions 
diplomatic legitimacy and financial aid on the verifiable implementation of key 
constitutional and security benchmarks. 

6.2 Prioritize Security Sector Operationalization 

1. Establish a Sovereign Security Trust Fund: To overcome the funding impasse of 
Chapter II, international donors, in collaboration with the World Bank and the African 
Development Bank, should establish a strictly audited, ring-fenced "Security Trust 
Fund." This fund should be used exclusively to finance the biometric registration, 
food logistics, and basic stipends of forces in cantonment and integrated training 
centers, bypassing government patronage networks. 

2. Condition Unification on Command-and-Control Reforms: Graduation of 
unified forces must be structurally linked to the unification of the middle and senior 
command structures. Mediators must resist the graduation of "hollow" battalions 
that remain loyal to factional commanders, insisting on the immediate integration 
of logistics, intelligence, and administrative commands. 

6.3 Secure Civic Space and Constitutional Inclusivity 

1. Condition Election Assistance on Civic Freedoms: International assistance for 
the planned December 2026 elections must be strictly conditional on the 
government’s opening of civic and political space. This includes the immediate 
amendment of the National Security Service Act to curtail the arrest powers of the 



NSS, and the establishment of an independent, functional Political Parties Council. 
2. Localize the Constitutional Debate: The National Constitutional Review 

Commission (NCRC) must bypass elite-dominated state capitals, partnering with 
local civil society, church networks, and traditional authorities to conduct genuine 
grassroots consultations on land rights, federalism, and resource allocation. 

6.4 Implement Targeted Economic and Transitional Justice Leverage 

1. Operationalize the Hybrid Court through AU Unilateralism: If the Juba 
government continues to block the HCSS, the African Union Commission should 
exercise its unilateral authority under its constitutive act to establish the court’s 
registry and prosecution office in a third country (e.g., Arusha, Tanzania), initiating 
investigations and issuing indictments against mid-level and senior perpetrators. 

2. Enforce Financial Intelligence Sanctions: Regional and international financial 
institutions must enhance their anti-money laundering and forensic accounting 
tracking of South Sudanese elite assets in regional capitals (Nairobi, Kampala, Kigali, 
Addis Ababa). Access to regional real estate markets and banking systems must be 
leveraged to pressure individuals who actively block the public financial reforms of 
Chapter IV. 

Conclusion: Beyond Transactional Peace 

The 2018 R-ARCSS remains the only viable political and peacebuilding framework for 
South Sudan. Its comprehensive chapters on governance, security, humanitarian 
access, resource management, justice, and constitution-making outline a clear, 
technically sound path toward a stable and democratic state. However, the fundamental 
flaw of the South Sudan peace process is not the quality of the written text, but the 
structural pathology of its implementation. 

By conceptualizing peace as a transactional, mathematical division of power and 
resource rents among armed elites, the mediation architecture has inadvertently 
incentivized the perpetuation of a "no war, no peace" status quo. The "collegial 
executive" of Chapter I has functioned as an arena for competitive destabilization, while 
the critical security reforms of Chapter II have been systematically starved of political 
will and resources. 

To transition South Sudan out of its endless cycle of transitions and extensions, 
international and regional actors must abandon their complacency. Peacebuilding 
requires a coordinated, targeted deployment of leverage: financial intelligence 
sanctions to freeze regional elite assets and cut off off-budget oil rents; legal pressure 



via the unilateral AU operationalization of the Hybrid Court to break high-level impunity; 
and diplomatic leverage that conditions election assistance and international legitimacy 
on verifiable security reforms and open civic space.  

Only by applying hard, synchronized pressure against the specific levers of elite power 
can international guarantors compel the RTGONU to move beyond transactional pacts 
and deliver a sustainable, rule-of-law transition. 
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