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Thesis Abstract 

 

 

This thesis explores the ways in which the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ obfuscate our 

understandings of the causes of socio-political crises in Africa through an examination of how the 

United Nations Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the DR Congo (MONUSCO) and the Southern 

African Development Community (SADC) deploy these concepts as part of their peace programming 

in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (the DRC). In doing so, the thesis examines how these 

concepts undermine the design and implementation of effective responses to peace and security 

challenges in the DRC. Moreover, it examines the forms of political order and authority that are 

entrenched through peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts in the DRC as a result of the deployment 

of these concepts. As such, the thesis develops the processual-relational account of statism (PRA) 

which provides a non-structuralist understanding of statism and is rooted in the ontological claim that 

there is no such thing as ‘the state’. Through the application of the PRA to the aforementioned case 

studies, this thesis further examines the strategic functions that the deployment of structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism performs in configuring relations between different sets of actors in the 

DRC. In other words, if ‘the state’ can neither be treated as real or as if real, then what functions do 

the categories of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ perform? Through engaging with these questions, the 

thesis highlights how both MONUSCO and SADC’s commitment to statism as a logic of social 

organisation constituted by the norms of exclusive territoriality, oppositionality, hierarchy, coercion, 

and assimilation/integration undermines both organisations’ capacity to respond to and address peace 

and security challenges in this country. The thesis also examines the relative strengths of both 

organisations’ respective approaches to peacebuilding and peacemaking. Overall, the thesis suggests 

that a disavowal of statist norms and the determination of alternative norms in accordance with which 

to organise and govern societies, including in the context of peacebuilding and peacemaking, is 

required in order to realise positive peace and security outcomes.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Background to recent developments in the DRC 

 

At the time when fieldwork and interviews for this research was conducted in April (SADC) 

and June (MONUSCO) 2019, the Democratic Republic of the Congo was grappling with the 

aftermath of controversial general elections in December 2018 which resulted in the inauguration of 

current President, Felix Tshisekedi. The latter was taking the reins from former president, Joseph 

Kabila, whose unwillingness to step down from power and interest in staying on for a third term had 

resulted in multiple delays of the elections—they were initially supposed to take place in December 

2016. Kabila’s unwillingness to step down from power resulted in widespread protests and unrest 

across the country as Congolese demanded elections and the eventual departure of their former 

president from the country’s top job. In the aftermath of the elections, the sentiment of some actors 

in the country was that the situation on the ground had improved since the 2018 elections, whereas 

previously there were constant crackdowns on dissent with little to no freedom of expression.  

In this section, my aim is to introduce the voice of my participants and to highlight that they 

were active participants who contributed, through their participation, to the shape, direction, and 

findings of this research. The importance of highlighting my participants’ voices and agency is why 

I deliberately began each research interview by asking respondents for their assessment of the state 

of the DRC in social, political, and/or economic terms at the time the interviews were conducted. 

Their insights belong to a rich tapestry of data that inform this research. As such, when I conducted 

my research interviews, Informant 1 from the United Nations Organisations Stabilisation Mission in 

the DR Congo (MONUSCO) was of the view that police behaviour in the country had improved since 

the elections. Despite this, Informant 1 also noted that with regards to conflict, the situation in the 

country’s Eastern provinces continued to be precarious. As such, there are still many challenges, 

including the proliferation of armed groups as well as increased inter-communal conflict. Similarly, 

Informant 2 highlighted that before the elections Congolese were fearful of the continued 

deterioration of the national situation because the political landscape was fraught with difficulties. 

According to the informant, while there was some contestation of results in the aftermath of the 

elections, overall, Congolese were happy to see them take place. As a result, confidence about a 

calming of the national political landscape rose as Congolese experienced hope about improvements 

to the social and economic fabric of the country compared to the Kabila years.  

This is because, as Informant 2 noted, this was the first time the country had experienced a 

handover of power between a former and incoming president and was thereby a pivotal historical 

moment. The informant also noted the fact that some armed groups in the Kasai region, namely 

Kamwina Nsapu, had voluntarily disarmed while others had surrendered thereby opening a window 



    12 
 

for policy dialogue about how to bring absolute peace to the region. Moreover, President Tshisekedi 

is from Kasai, which Informant 2 regarded as crucial in terms of addressing questions relating to 

socio-economic progress. Overall, the informant was of the view that the country—at the time of the 

interview—was sending good signals vis-à-vis political stability to the international community. The 

informant was also of the view that given the conflicts that continue to characterise the DRC’s Eastern 

provinces, President Tshisekedi must promote the voluntary disarmament of or dialogue with armed 

groups in order to best promote peace. This is because most armed groups operating in the country 

are operating in regions rich in mineral resources. As such, it is important to understand their aims in 

maintaining control of territory in order to ensure the inclusive management of land and resources.  

Informant 3 was, therefore, of the view that in the aftermath of the December 2018 elections, 

a lot of uncertainty was going to surround the new government in terms of the character of national 

policies, the overcoming of political divisions, and an inclusive political program. The informant 

noted that there was a need to consolidate security in the Kasai provinces considering the voluntary 

disarming of some armed groups. Moreover, according to Informant 3, Tshisekedi’s government was 

going to be faced with the pre-existing challenge of improving public administration, including as 

relates to land management, particularly given the latter is an increasing source of tension between 

different communities in the country. According to the informant, this links to another challenge 

facing the country at the time of the interview, that of the rule of law. Informant 3 highlighted the 

high levels of corruption and Congolese’s lack of trust in their country’s institutions as a challenge 

that Tshisekedi’s government would have to grapple with. According to the informant, this will not 

be an easy task given the fractured nature of the relationship between citizens and political actors at 

both the national and provincial levels. Moreover, Informant 3 identified the cross-border movement 

of people due to these sets of insecurities as requiring sound border management policies. Informant 

4, therefore, noted that addressing all these challenges would be difficult because while Kabila is no 

longer the country’s president, his party continues to control key governance positions. According to 

the informant, this can potentially limit the extent to which Tshisekedi can make substantive changes 

to the country’s political and security landscapes.  

These observations were echoed by an informant who works for GIZ Botswana whom I 

interviewed in April 2019, who argued that “at a macro level, elections may not solve the capacity 

challenge and legitimacy challenge that the Congolese state faces.” The informant was of the belief 

that in order to build on the positive gains of the elections, the Congolese population first has “to 

believe that they are Congolese” which can only happen if the ‘state’ improves its performance in 

terms of the provision of safety to the population. As such, Informant 1 of the Southern African 

Development Community (SADC) emphasised the importance of supporting “the government of the 

DRC and [giving] the current president or current administration a chance to try and move things 
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forward.” Informant 2 of SADC was also of the view that “the country is at an auspicious period, a 

transition period where there are many opportunities for it to heal and for peace to be consolidated.” 

Consequently, Dr Gladys Mokhawa (University of Botswana) noted that: 

 
it’s very difficult to really characterise both political and security problems in the 

DRC, and I think that’s part of the problem, because if scholars and practitioners 

cannot necessarily define exactly what the issues are, it’s going to be quite difficult 

as well to come up with solutions and strategies to really deal with potential 

problems. 

  

Drawing on the insights of research participants on the situation in the DRC at the time the 

interviews were conducted, the above discussion has provided a summative background of recent 

political developments in the country that are particularly relevant for this research. In doing so, it 

has highlighted the views of some of the actors engaged with the DRC and/or wider peace and security 

issues in Southern Africa. The discussion and Dr Mokhawa’s observation about the difficulties of 

defining the exact nature of the challenges confronting the DRC is also pertinent for this research and 

informs both the research’s aims and the questions that will be addressed throughout this thesis. 

Moreover, the fact that the DRC is currently “at an auspicious” period, to borrow Informant 2 of 

SADC’s words, creates the necessary impetus to both define these challenges as well as to chart new 

ways forward.  

 

Background to intergovernmental actors in the DRC 

 

There are several key actors working to address the peace and security challenges confronting 

the DRC. These are: the African Union (AU), the International Conference on the Great Lakes Region 

(ICGLR), the Economic Community of Central African States (ECCAS), SADC, MONUSCO, and 

the European Union (EU). The AU’s work has comprised of election observation missions. It also 

has a Special Representative of the Chairperson of the AU Commission who is the Head of the AU 

Liaison Office in the DRC. The office is mandated by the AU Peace and Security Council (PSC). It 

provides the AU with on-the-ground representation and regularly monitors the political and security 

developments in the country to keep the PSC and the AU Commission informed of these dynamics. 

The office also provides the AU with the capacity to follow up on the implementation of the Peace, 

Security and Cooperation Framework (PSC Framework) for the DRC which was signed on 24 

February 2013 by the then president of the country, Joseph Kabila and the presidents of the Central 

African Republic, Angola, Burundi, the Republic of Congo, Rwanda, South Africa, South Sudan, 

Uganda, Zambia and Tanzania.  
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It was also signed by the then Secretary-General of the UN, Ban Ki-Moon; the then 

Chairperson of the AU, Dr Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma; the then Chairperson of SADC, Armando 

Emilio Guebuza; and the then Vice-President of Uganda, Edward Kiwanuka Ssekandi. Through the 

office, the AU participates in other mechanisms and meetings that support the implementation of the 

PSC Framework. As such, the office’s mandate is the prevention, management, and resolution of 

conflict in the DRC through the provision of advice and assistance on various administrative and 

thematic issues through liaising and coordinating with national and other stakeholders in the country. 

Moreover, as a guarantor of the PSC Framework the AU shares responsibility for signatories’ 

observance and implementation of the framework. As such, the PSC of the AU monitors ongoing 

political and security developments in the country in order to ensure continued adherence to the PSC 

Framework. The AU also has a Special Envoy on Women, Peace and Security who is responsible for 

promoting women’s roles in peacebuilding and peacemaking as well as ensuring that the DRC 

implements policies that are responsive to women’s particular experiences with (in)security.  

Another key actor in the DRC is the ICGLR. The principal governing document of the 

organisation is The Pact on Security, Stability and Development for the Great Lakes Region (the 

Pact), which seeks not only to provide a framework to govern relations between its members, but to 

create the conditions of possibility for security, stability, and sustainable development within the 

Great Lakes region. The DRC is a signatory to the Pact and as such, the ICGLR is active in addressing 

the peace and security challenges confronting the country. Two of the ICGLR’s flagship projects are 

focused on such work. The first is focused on the disarmament and repatriation of armed groups in 

the DRC’s Eastern provinces (ICGLR 2006/2012). The second is focused on the development of 

improved means of managing border security as well as the promotion of human security (ICGLR 

2006a). The ICGLR provides support to the work and activities of the AU, the UN, and the FARDC 

(Congolese armed forces) in their efforts to ensure both the voluntary and forced disarmament of 

armed groups in Eastern DRC. The work of the ICGLR is also focused on increasing the logistical 

capacity of the FARDC as part of the disarmament process as well as addressing the humanitarian 

needs arising out of these processes (ICGLR 2006b).  

Another actor in the DRC is ECCAS, whose efforts are principally confined to election 

observation. As such, ECCAS is not a particularly active actor, but it is important to acknowledge it 

given the DRC’s membership in the organisation. SADC and the UN and MONUSCO will be 

addressed separately in subsequent sections as well as the rest of this thesis. On the other hand, the 

EU is also a key actor in the country. The EU’s efforts in the DRC are focused on ‘strengthening’ the 

country’s democratic processes and institutions as well as promoting human rights. The focal sector 

for the EU that is relevant for this research is that of governance and rule of law within which the 

organisation seeks to ensure policy reforms as they relate to the DRC’s justice-related institutions and 



    15 
 

security sector. In addition to this and on the basis of its Common Security and Defence Policy 

(CSDP), the EU has also historically conducted five CSDP missions in the Congo (Vlassenroot & 

Arnould 2016), two of which were military (Operation Artemis in 2003 and EUFOR DRC in 2006) 

and three civilian missions (EUPOL Kinshasa from 2005-2006, EUPOL DRC from 2007-2014, and 

EUSEC DRC in 2005). The EU is not a guarantor of the 2013 PSC Framework. Its contemporary 

efforts in the DRC to ‘strengthen’ the country’s democratic processes, justice-related institutions, and 

security sector can be understood to be a means of promoting EU interests and values in the country.  

This section has provided an overview of the main actors working to address peace and 

security issues in the DRC as a means of foregrounding the landscape in which MONUSCO and 

SADC are operating. The overview does not encompass non-governmental organisations operating 

in the country on matters of peace and security by virtue of intergovernmental organisations being of 

primary interest for this research as the main interveners in the country. As such, the following two 

sections of this introduction will address the purpose of this research and the research questions 

animating it before discussing why the DRC was selected as an illustrative case and why MONUSCO 

and SADC were selected as organisational case studies given the diversity of intergovernmental 

actors operating in this country.  

 

Purpose of the research 

 

The preceding discussion has highlighted the preoccupation of intervening actors in the DRC 

with ‘state-building’, understood as the content of peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts. In other 

words, it has shown how the organisations discussed above are undertaking varied but complementary 

activities which, ultimately, seek to ‘strengthen’ the Congolese ‘state’. As such, this thesis seeks to 

define or clarify the nature of the issues confronting the DRC as a means of determining strategies 

for addressing the multifaceted challenges highlighted in the preceding discussion. Consequently, 

and given the breadth of actors in the country, the thesis examines the function(s) performed by 

concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ in configuring relations between different sets of actors in 

this country, particularly in the context of peace programming. The thesis, therefore, examines the 

factors contributing to socio-political crises in the DRC and the role thereof of the deployment, in 

peace programming, of the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’. In this context, the thesis 

examines the extent to which these concepts are deployed by SADC and MONUSCO as part of their 

programming. This is in order to understand the impacts of the definition of ‘problems’ and particular 

peacebuilding and peacemaking frames on peace and security outcomes on the ground.  
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Research questions 

 

Based on the above-mentioned aims, this thesis seeks to answer the following questions: 

 

i. To what extent do the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ aid our understandings of the 

causes of socio-political crises in the DRC? 

 

ii. To what extent do the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ aid the design and 

implementation of effective responses to peace and security challenges in the DRC? 

 

iii. How are the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ operationalised by intergovernmental 

actors in the context of peacebuilding and peacemaking in the DRC, and what are the impacts 

thereof? 

 

iv. What forms of political authority and power contestation are promoted through peacebuilding 

and peacemaking efforts in the DRC and what are their implications for peace and security 

outcomes? 

 

Why the DRC? 

 

The DRC was selected as an illustrative case for this research because it exemplifies the 

challenges of peacebuilding and peacemaking. As a country that has faced ongoing governance 

challenges and armed conflicts both prior to and since gaining independence from Belgium in 1960, 

the country arguably faces peacebuilding and peacemaking fatigue. A prolonged UN peacebuilding 

presence (ONUC from 1960-1964, MONUC from 1999-2010, and MONUSCO from 2010-present) 

combined with the efforts of other sets of actors highlight the importance of examining and 

investigating the potential factors that have resulted in the inability of various actors to ‘bring’ peace 

to the DRC (Autesserre 2012, 2009). Moreover, the country is commonly understood to be a ‘weak’, 

‘fragile’, or ‘failed’ state whose challenges are intractable for a myriad reasons, including the efforts 

of international interveners (Weigel 2020; Sweet 2020; Perazzone 2019; von Billerbeck & Tansey 

2019; Jacobs & Kyamusugulwa 2017; Eriksen 2009), which requires an examination of both the 

utility of and functions performed by these frames, including the very concept of ‘the state’ itself. 

The DRC provides the context in which to comparatively examine the work of two intergovernmental 

organisations operating at different scales (the global (MONUSCO) and the regional (SADC)), 

thereby highlighting those factors which might contribute to the maintenance of ongoing 

peacebuilding and peacemaking interventions.  
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Why MONUSCO and SADC? 

 

Given the breadth of actors working towards peace in the DRC as well as space constraints, 

it was important to select organisations whose peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts allow for a 

detailed analysis of the impacts of the operationalisation of the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak 

states’ on relations between different actors in the country. MONUSCO and SADC are, therefore, 

suitable given the latter’s peace support operations in the country in the form of the Force Intervention 

Brigade (FIB) which operates under the command and control of MONUSCO—though the FIB will 

no longer be purely comprised of regional troops following a recent decision by the UN (SADC 

2020). As such, it was important to compare a regional African organisation and a global organisation 

in terms of the following: (1) their respective engagement with different Congolese stakeholders; (2) 

divergences or convergences in their approaches; and (3) the impacts thereof on peace and security 

outcomes in the country. The fact that the UN has been a consistent feature in the DRC since the 

country gained independence and beginning with ONUC (see preceding discussion), suggests that 

peace efforts in the country have generally failed, thereby providing a strong case for examining the 

efforts of the latest UN Mission, MONUSCO’s peacebuilding efforts in the country.  

 

Significance of the study 

 

This study builds on literature on the role of policy frames in shaping policy or project 

programming outcomes (Thomas & Turnbull 2017; van Hulst & Yanow 2016; Chesters & Welsh 

2004; Futrell 2003; Carroll & Ratner 1996).  It does this through an interrogation of the functions of 

not only the ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ states concept in configuring relations between different actors, but 

in broadening it to further examine the implications of the concept for positive peace outcomes. 

Moreover, this study extends this analysis to the parent concept of ‘the state’, something which 

existing literature is yet to do (Autesserre 2012, 2009). As such, this research makes an important 

contribution to the study of the dominant frames that animate peace programming and their impacts 

on outcomes on the ground. The study provides a conceptual and analytical framework for 

understanding the dynamics of social organisation on the African continent, particularly in the context 

of peace programming. This framework—the processual relational account of statism—provides a 

means of understanding the ways in which statism impacts peace and security outcomes in conflict-

affected countries through an examination of the sets of norms that underlie peace programming. The 

study, therefore, examines the implications of such norms and taken-for-granted concepts such as 

‘the state’ and ‘weak/fragile states’ for the achievement of positive peace and security outcomes.  

The main findings of the study are that statist norms (or statism) undermine the design and 

implementation of effective responses to conflict. This can be attributed to intergovernmental actors’ 
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inability to interrogate the assumptions and beliefs that animate the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak 

states’ and attendant practices of ‘state-building’. By deploying these concepts as part of their peace 

programming, these actors are curtailing their ability to understand the drivers of conflict and, in turn, 

reproducing the very forms of instability they seek to address. As such, the conceptual and analytical 

framework developed in this study provides a tool to set aside these concepts in order to undertake a 

detailed and robust analysis of the sets of norms that animate peace programming —often understood 

as ‘state-building’ efforts—and their ramifications. Consequently, this research outlines a set of 

alternative norms which can be employed as part of these efforts towards the realisation of positive 

peace and security outcomes in countries such as the DRC. The study effectively shifts the 

conversation away from understanding the challenges confronting such countries through deficit 

frames that posit ‘failed’ or ‘flawed’ state-building projects as the root causes(s) of these challenges 

by both identifying and rejecting statism itself as the fundamental and primary driver of conflict, one 

that is a definitive feature of the global political economy and the coloniality of power thereof. Doing 

so while completely rejecting the ontological reality of the category of ‘the state’—including relying 

on it as a tangible ‘unit’ of analysis— and the analytical import of the concept is a task that is yet to 

be seriously undertaken by peace- and state-building literature in the field of International Relations 

(IR), a discipline that continues to take the existence of ‘the state’ and/or the usefulness of the 

category for granted (Juncos & Joseph 2020; Xu 2019; Richmond 2018, 2013; Bachmann & Schouten 

2018; Mac Ginty 2015; Barnett et al 2014; Jeng 2012). 

 

Limitations of the study 

 

This research’s limitations relate not only to the selection of MONUSCO and SADC as 

intergovernmental case studies over the plethora of other such organisations working on peace and 

security issues in the DRC. They also relate to the applicability of the findings of the research. In 

other words, given actors outside of these two organisations were not the focus of this research, the 

applicability of its findings to other organisations’ peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts has not 

been demonstrated within the context of this thesis. Demonstrating such applicability will require a 

separate study that applies the same or a similar analysis to new case studies to determine the exact 

ways in which the findings may be applicable. Moreover, given the focus of this thesis is not the DRC 

as such, but the impacts of peacebuilding and peacemaking frames on positive peace and security 

outcomes, the thesis does not provide a detailed history of the country, but rather focuses on those 

aspects of the country’s history that are of relevance to the thesis. Additionally, given MONUSCO 

constitutes one of the case studies, the research effectively covers the peacebuilding and peacemaking 

efforts of both MONUSCO and SADC from 2010, when the Mission was established, to 2019, when 

fieldwork for this research was conducted. As such, the analysis presented in the thesis does not 
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provide detailed analysis of the work of either SADC or the UN in the DRC prior to 2010. It covers 

the period circa 2010-2019.  

Moreover, given research on and debates about ‘the state’ span a multitude of disciplines, 

time and space constraints restricted the extent to which literature across a range of disciplines outside 

of the interrelated fields of Political Science, IR, International Political Economy, and Political 

Geography could be engaged. The research itself is situated within the discipline of IR and is partly 

a response to the inability of scholarship within this discipline to interrogate its central concepts and 

assumptions, and their implications for peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts and, more generally, 

our understanding of social phenomena. As such, while the research does engage with literature from 

the adjacent fields, it does not engage with literature proffering theories of ‘the state’ or of ‘state 

formation’ from every discipline (e.g. anthropology) that grapples with understanding and/or defining 

this concept. Another potential limitation of the research is that it does not extensively engage with 

‘African’ theories of ‘the state’. This is because African scholarship on ‘the state’ or literature on the 

‘African state’ falls within one or more of the categories of ‘state theory’ demarcated and discussed 

in Chapter One. As such, there is no strong argument to be made for differentiating African and/or 

Africanist scholarship from these broader categories by virtue of African countries constituting the 

principal subjects of analysis. Nevertheless, this is a potentially significant limitation of the study. 

  

Methodology 

 

This research is a qualitative, inductive, comparative case study that uses Critical Discourse 

Analysis (CDA) and a Program Theory Evaluation approach (PTE) to examine the programmatic 

differences and similarities that characterise the peace efforts of MONUSCO and SADC, and that 

can explain the peace and security outcomes of both organisations’ work in the DRC. Given these 

organisations are both relevant and similar cases (intergovernmental organisations), any differences 

or similarities in the underlying assumptions and expectations for the conduct of a peace intervention 

as well as the potential results and impacts (i.e., the program theory) can provide an understanding of 

the causal forces behind the peace and security outcomes of both organisations’ work. CDA and the 

concept of securitisation (see Chapter Two) are utilised throughout the study to understand the social 

and political functions performed by the concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ in configuring 

relations between different sets of actors through negations of personhood and threat ascriptions 

(Mudimbe 1988; Balzacq et al 2016). The study is, therefore, inductive in that it seeks to develop a 

hypothesis about the role(s) of particular ‘frames’ in organisations’ ability or inability to realise 

positive peace and security outcomes. Given concepts such as ‘the state’ or ‘weak states’ are supposed 

to capture the features of empirical phenomena and given the essentially contested nature of these 

concepts, this research design allows for the development of a conceptual and analytical framework 
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that deconstructs these concepts to clarify: (1) their functions; (2) what scholars are referring to in 

utilising them; and (3) the dynamics of social organisation that the concepts seek to capture. This is 

to avoid the deployment of a singular understanding of these concepts while examining the sets of 

assumptions that guide MONUSCO and SADC’s peace programming and their implications for the 

realisation of positive peace and security outcomes, focusing on the period c. 2010-2019. The 

framework also allows the determination of alternative norms for social organisation and acts as a 

tool for understanding the dynamics of social change.  

As such, the research uses frame analysis to examine how MONUSCO and SADC personnel 

“construct an interpretive schema that underlies mobilisation and sustains action” (Steinberg 1998: 

845). This is because interpretive frameworks “give meaning to collective action” (Taylor & Whittier 

1995: 167). The research also uses triangulation and thematic analysis to determine the varied 

interpretations of data that can arise due to examining the same data through different thematic lenses. 

Triangulation in these ways is also used to determine if data from different sources can “be interpreted 

as saying the same thing” (Ackerly & True 2010: 186). As such, data was collected using secondary 

and primary archival data materials, including academic literature and selected organisations’ policy 

documents, reports, and resolutions. Fieldwork was also conducted to collect primary data using 

semi-structured interviews with a total of 16 participants (7 from MONUSCO, 6 from SADC, and 3 

from civil society). Participants from MONUSCO and SADC were nominated and given approval to 

participate in the research by their respective organisations. All fieldwork took place during a 6-

month research exchange program in South Africa with the University of Pretoria’s Department of 

Political Sciences and Future Africa Institute from January to late June 2019. Fieldwork in the DRC 

with MONUSCO personnel was conducted in early June 2019, and with SADC personnel in 

Botswana in April 2019. 

 

Confidentiality 

 

To secure interviews with MONUSCO personnel, a Research Request Form was submitted 

to the organisation. The approval of the request was contingent on the potential value of the proposed 

research to MONUSCO’s mandate, the improvement of the organisation’s own understanding or 

knowledge of specific subject matter, and the provision of greater and/or more accurate academic or 

public awareness of the organisation’s role and operations in the DRC. As a condition of the approval 

of the request, MONUSCO reserves the right to review any draft publications prior to their 

finalisation to ensure that compromising information that could affect the Mission’s mandate is not 

released. Drafts will be reviewed within 30 days of submission and MONUSCO may require that 

confidential information be removed prior to publication and dissemination. This provision is 

intended to protect sensitive information without proffering the organisation a right to censor research 
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results. However, concerns remain regarding the way the organisation will determine which aspects 

of the data collected constitute sensitive or compromising information.  

Moreover, due to the organisation’s concerns with safeguarding its mandate, personnel did 

not consent to audio-recordings of their interviews preferring that hand-written notes be taken instead. 

While these notes were taken in as detailed a manner as possible, analysis and discussion of the data 

and findings is based on paraphrased participant responses based on the handwritten notes and 

memory of each interview. Similar challenges as relates to publication were also encountered with 

SADC. While two of the respondents from SADC consented to audio-recordings of their interviews, 

four preferred that handwritten notes be taken. Out of these four, three were interviewed at the same 

time due to scheduling constraints and the nature of their roles. Discussion and analysis of these four 

interviews is, therefore, also based on paraphrased participant responses and memory of each 

interview. Moreover, while two SADC staff members consented to being publicly identified, this was 

only for the purposes of the completion and examination of this dissertation. All participants have, 

therefore, been de-identified, including for any future publications or dissemination of the research. 

 

Summary of subsequent chapters 

 

Chapter One seeks to answer the following question: (1) to what extent does the concept of ‘the 

state’ aid our understandings of the causes of socio-political crises? The chapter critically engages 

existing literature on ‘the state’ to shed light on existing definitions of the concept. It argues that while 

the concept of ‘the state’ is an empty signifier without an actual referent object, statism as a logic of 

social organisation is tangible. The chapter examines the constitutive norms of statism, highlighting 

the contradictions therein and how they reveal statism’s unsuitability for the building of stable social 

orders. The chapter argues that in sustaining the illusion of building an organisational ‘form’ (ideal-

typical or otherwise) called ‘the state’, practices of ‘state-building’ simply entrench norms and 

attendant practices that are prone to crisis. In doing so, the chapter develops the processual-relational 

account of statism (PRA) which provides a means of understanding the strategic functions that the 

deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs in configuring relations between 

different sets of actors, including on the African continent.  

Chapter Two further develops the PRA and argues that structuralist conceptualisations of 

statism like ‘the state’ and ‘weak states’ are securitising concepts that construct African social orders 

as existing in a state of ‘anarchy’, thereby requiring a transition to ‘normal politics’, a ‘civilised’ or 

‘developed’ condition. That is, African societies and countries are framed as lacking order, with this 

perceived ‘absence’ resulting in ‘state-building’ being sanctioned. The chapter highlights how 

‘peacebuilding’ efforts contribute to the securitisation of African countries and the entrenchment of 

the socio-political challenges confronting them through the promotion and institutionalisation of 
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statist norms. Chapter Two, therefore, reveals how the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations 

of statism performs the strategic securitising function of both creating and reinforcing unequal 

relations between different actors through the sanctioning of social transformation, including on the 

African continent. 

Chapter Three highlights the applicability of the PRA through the examination of a country’s 

history and, in particular, that of the DRC. This is done through an examination of the emergence of 

the ‘Congo Free State’ under Belgian King Leopold II, Belgian administration post-Leopold II’s rule, 

the articulation of the Zairian social order under Joseph-Désiré Mobutu, and Laurent Désiré Kabila’s 

brief period in power. The chapter examines the following questions: (1) how has statism historically 

taken form in this country; (2) what forms of political authority have arisen; and (3) what forms of 

power contestation have been entrenched? Chapter Three highlights that statism is a destabilising 

logic of social organisation that entrenches oppositional modes of political authority and engagement. 

In particular, the chapter highlights the material ways in which structuralist conceptualisations of 

statism were strategically deployed in this context to justify various forms of social transformation in 

both the colonial and post-independence periods. Chapter Three also concludes Part I of the thesis. 

Three empirical chapters constitute Part II of the thesis, examining the extent to which ‘peace’ 

actors are contributing to the instability and crises discussed in the preceding chapters. Chapter Four 

engages with what ‘peacebuilding’ entails from the perspective of the United Nations Organisation 

Stabilisation Mission in the DR Congo (MONUSCO), including the drivers and justifications for such 

a concept. The chapter also analyses the Southern African Development Community’s (SADC) lack 

of such a concept and the drivers for the organisation’s reluctance to articulate a concept of 

‘peacebuilding’. As such, the chapter examines how SADC characterises its efforts to address peace 

and security challenges in Southern Africa, including the DRC, in the absence of this concept. The 

chapter compares and places the two organisations’ approaches in conversation with one another, 

examining their implications, divergences, and convergences, including whether their respective 

approaches represent examples of securitisation, counter-securitisation, or desecuritisation of the 

DRC. The chapter interrogates the implications of these factors for the realisation of positive peace 

and security outcomes in the DRC, highlighting both organisations’ observance and promotion of 

statist norms.  

Chapter Five examines the extent to which the structuralist concepts of ‘the state’ and 

‘weak/fragile states’ are deployed by both MONUSCO and SADC in their efforts to address peace 

and security challenges in the DRC. The chapter examines both organisations’ justifications for the 

deployment or lack thereof of these concepts, while interrogating how their operationalisation 

complicates both organisations’ work. Subsequently, Chapter Six examines the ideas about 

‘sovereignty’ that animate both MONUSCO and SADC’s engagement with and perceptions of the 
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DRC government and other relevant actors on matters of peace and security in the country. In doing 

so, it examines how MONUSCO and SADC articulate their strategies of engagement with different 

stakeholders. The chapter further elucidates how MONUSCO and SADC understand the constraints 

and challenges that confront them in their efforts to address peace and security challenges in the DRC 

by virtue of their relationship with the country’s government. The chapter concludes by further 

assessing the extent to which MONUSCO and SADC’s conceptualisations of ‘sovereignty’ reinforce 

structuralist understandings of statism thereby undermining both organisations’ ability to adopt post-

statist approaches to peacebuilding/making. The thesis concludes by providing recommendations for 

how both organisations can achieve the latter as well as how—in addition to SADC—other African 

actors on the continent can work towards the realisation of post-statist futures and the completion of 

a stalled decolonisation project.  
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Chapter 1: The (dis)articulation of statism 

 

A preliminary introduction to the processual-relational account 

 

This chapter (dis)articulates and disrupts the concept of ‘the state’ to not only elucidate the 

norms that constitute it, but to highlight how the concept obfuscates our understanding of the nature 

of social organisation. An argument for the disavowal of the concept and of statist norms is presented 

through the development of the processual-relational account of statism (PRA). However, before 

interrogating existing definitions of ‘the state’ it is important to ask a prior question, namely, what is 

‘state theory’? State theory is an effort to account for the nature of contemporary modes of socio-

political organisation through elucidations of the nature and function(s) of ‘the state’ as a ‘form’ of 

social organisation. State theory, therefore, takes ‘the state’ as its primary unit of analysis. It seeks 

not only to define, but to describe the function(s) of ‘the state’ as an empirical, theoretical, or abstract 

form or idea. While state theorists explicitly undertake this task, many Political Science, and 

International Relations (IR) scholars whose work is not focused on theorising ‘the state’ nevertheless 

accept this category as well as operationalise various sets of assumptions about the nature of ‘the 

state’ in their work. State theorists acknowledge that the concept of ‘the state’ is essentially contested. 

In other words, there is disagreement about the ontological status of ‘the state’ and, consequently, the 

analytic import of the concept.  

The following sections, therefore, engage state theory to elucidate existing definitions of ‘the 

state’ before identifying gaps in this literature and offering a critique of scholars’ acceptance of this 

category as a lens through which to understand contemporary social orders, and before developing 

the PRA which represents the disarticulation of this logic of social organisation. Subsequent chapters 

will elucidate the strategic functions performed by the deployment of the categories of ‘the state’ and 

‘weak states’ in the African context and in configuring relations between different sets of actors. 

However, before embarking on these tasks, this section will briefly engage with the writings of 

scholars whose work on ‘the state’ most readily informs the PRA developed in this chapter to 

highlight both the limitations of their theorising as well as fruitful points of departure. It is also to 

disclose researcher positionality in relation to questions about the ontological status of ‘the state’ and 

to provide a glimpse into the PRA that will be developed later.  

Abrams’ (1988) important contribution on the ‘difficulty of studying the state’ has laid the 

groundwork for subsequent scholarly efforts to examine both the ontological status of ‘the state’ as 

well as the category’s analytic import. On Abrams’ account, we might be better served by abandoning 

efforts to ‘study the state’ and “study instead…politically organised subjection” (1988: 63). This is 

to ensure a shift “from the analysis of the state to a concern with the actualities of social 

subordination” (1988: 63), given the spuriousness of ‘the state’ as an ‘object’ of study. Nonetheless, 
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Abrams is simply proposing “that we should abandon the state as a material object of study whether 

concrete or abstract while continuing to take the idea of the state extremely seriously” (1988: 75, 

emphasis in original). In other words, we should not concern ourselves with the conceptual-empirical 

distinction as it relates to ‘the state’ or the latter’s ontological status. For Abrams, “internal and 

external relations of political and governmental institutions (the state-system) can be studied 

effectively without postulating the reality of the state” (1988: 75). That is, political “institutions, the 

‘state-system’, are the real agencies out of which the idea of the state is constructed” (1988: 75, 

emphasis in original). By upholding the idea of a ‘state-system’, Abrams simply side-steps the task 

of interrogating and explaining the ontological status of ‘the state’ by presupposing it. This is perhaps 

due to the difficulty of the task, which he notes. Nonetheless, the importance of Abrams’ account lies 

in its recognition that the category of ‘the state’ obfuscates our understandings of social organisation 

and the practices that animate it.  

Abrams influenced Mitchell’s (1991) efforts to understand why social and political reality 

appear in a binary form of ‘state’ and ‘society’. How is such a distinction configured? To put it 

differently, what “is it about modern society, as a particular form of social and economic order, that 

has made possible the apparent autonomy of the state as a free-standing entity” (1991: 91)? Mitchell 

is concerned with understanding how practices and processes of organising our socio-political lives 

are productive of ‘state effects’ or in Abrams’ terms, a type of ‘politically organised subjection’ 

rooted in the (re)production of the state-society distinction. According to Mitchell, the “state needs 

to be analysed as…a structural effect…not as an actual structure, but as the powerful, metaphysical 

effect of practices that make such structures appear to exist” (1991: 94). Mitchell is at pains to 

differentiate his position from ‘structural approaches’ that take “for granted the idea of structure—an 

actual framework that somehow stands apart from physical reality as its dimension of order—and 

does not ask how this apparently metaphysical separation is brought about” (1991: 94). He is at pains 

to argue that by “approaching the state as an effect, one can both acknowledge the power of the 

political arrangements that we call the state and at the same time account for their elusiveness” (1991: 

94-95). Later, this chapter will highlight how both Abrams and Mitchell’s accounts ultimately reify 

the idea of ‘structure’ that they seek and fail to explain away, or rather, evade. Moreover, despite 

efforts to avoid speaking of the concept or idea of ‘the state’ as one with a real/actual referent object, 

both scholars nonetheless implicitly accept an ontology of ‘the state’ as real/actually existing or as if 

real (see below), which the idea of ‘state effects’ betrays (see also the uses of ‘state power’, ‘state 

projects’, ‘state apparatus’, and ‘state system’ by Jessop (1990, 2007, 2015)).  

On the other hand, Hay (2014) conceives of ‘the state’ as if real.  For Hay, the “issue is not the 

existential status of the state which, as an ontological matter is likely to prove insoluble anyway, but 

the analytical utility of the concept” (2014: 463, emphasis in original). Hay’s account echoes the 
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previous two. While Abrams argues for the utility of the ‘state idea’ in understanding social 

organisation or subordination, so too does Mitchell with his notion of ‘state effects’. Likewise, Hay 

argues that if “our analytical purchase on social, political and cultural dynamics can demonstrably or 

even just credibly be augmented by referring to the state as if it were real, then that is sufficient 

justification for doing so” (2014: 463, emphasis in original). In other words, we need not preoccupy 

ourselves with trying to answer the question of whether ‘the state’ is real as such. The “relevant 

question…is not the existence or non-existence of the state but the extent to which it is useful to refer 

to such a construct” (2014: 463, emphasis added). In a departure from this view, the PRA developed 

in this and subsequent chapters not only answers the question of the ontological status of ‘the state’ 

but does so in the negative.  

Thus, without upholding Wai’s (2012) acceptance of the ontological reality of ‘the state’, the 

PRA takes seriously his call to challenge Eurocentric unilinear evolutionist or universalist frames of 

understanding the determinants of socio-political crises on the African continent such that we see the 

prevalence of ideas about ‘state weakness/fragility’ or ‘state failure/collapse’. The PRA builds on this 

call by taking the critique of the functions of these secondary categorisations a step further and 

examining the functions of the parent concept of ‘the state’ while disavowing it and reconceptualising 

statism in non-structuralist terms. The PRA is, therefore, an effort to provide a non-Eurocentric 

framework for understanding the determinants of socio-political crises in Africa and an active 

disavowal “of the teleologies of theories of social evolutionism and ideologies of modernisation” 

(2012: 41). It answers the question of the ontological status of ‘the state’ in the negative (it does not 

exist, it cannot be built, and the concept is not analytically useful), but maintains that statism as a 

logic of social organisation (conceived in processual rather than structural terms as a composite of 

norms) constitutes a dominant mode of organising society in the contemporary milieu. In doing so, 

the PRA grants that the ‘state idea’, that is, the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of 

statism, is nonetheless important to understanding how relations between different sets of actors (e.g., 

local African actors, regional and global organisations, and Euro-American social orders) are 

configured, including in the context of peacebuilding and peacemaking. Thus, the importance of the 

‘state idea’ lies in the strategic functions it performs in the configuration of relations between 

constellations of different actors. In the context of this thesis, the relevant local actors are any 

Congolese actor (including the government and armed groups operating in the Congo), while SADC 

is the regional actor of concern, and MONUSCO the global actor. These actors are also understood 

to exist in a transnational web of connections.  

The PRA, therefore, highlights the strategic securitising functions of structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism (i.e., ‘the state’, ‘fragile states, ‘weak states’, ‘failed states’, ‘collapsed 

states’, ‘ungoverned states’), arguing that they obfuscate our understandings of the determinants of 
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socio-political crises in Africa which are often regarded as the result of failed or weak ‘state-building’ 

projects which result in socio-politico-economic crises. Instead, the PRA presented in this and 

subsequent chapters allows for the identification of statism itself (as process rather than structure) as 

the driver of such crises. On the PRA, the ‘state idea’ is a fiction which is relied upon by global actors 

(whether in the form of international organisations or otherwise) to securitise African societies in 

order to justify various interventions on the basis that Africans have failed at establishing order or 

‘state-building’ (i.e., building something that fundamentally cannot be built). On the other hand, it is 

a fiction that is upheld by local (and regional) actors to maintain a narrowly beneficial logic of social 

organisation. The disarticulation of statism that is undertaken on the PRA is, therefore, meant to 

contribute to: (1) the fundamental recognition of statism (not ‘failed’ or ‘weak’ so-called ‘state-

building’ projects) as the primary determinant of socio-political crises; and (2) the realisation of post-

statist logics and practices of social organisation. The PRA will be elucidated in later sections; but 

suffice it to say that it differs from Hay’s (2014) account by commenting on the ontological status of 

‘the state’. It converges with Hay’s account in the sense that it seeks to understand how the ‘state 

idea’ can be said to be important in making sense of relations between different sets of actors. It 

differs and converges with both Abrams (1988) and Mitchell’s (1991) accounts in the same ways. 

Nonetheless, it recognises the presence of elements in the latter scholars’ thought that can be used to 

make a case for understanding statism in processual rather than structuralist terms.  

Before turning to Jessop, another important state theorist, it is important to elucidate what is 

meant by ‘structuralism’ in this thesis and to clarify the attendant objection to it while making a case 

for processualism. The debate around the so-called ‘structure-agency’ problem is often one between 

the relative merits of objectivism (emphasis placed on external constraints that pre-exist social actors) 

or subjectivism (emphasis placed on agency) (King 2000; Nissen 2015). Those who argue against 

objectivism often do so on the basis that it represents the reification of external constraints in ways 

that do not account for the causal efficacy of agency in the realisation of various social outcomes. 

Inversely, those who argue against subjectivism often do so on the basis that it does not sufficiently 

account for the constraints that limit and/or make impossible the causal efficacy of agency. Such 

constraints are generally termed ‘structure(s)’. Thus, objectivism tends to be deterministic in 

character in that all social outcomes are understood to be causally determined by external ‘structures’ 

which proscribe agency. On the other hand, subjectivism tends to be non-deterministic in its 

allowance of social actors to overcome external constraints in bringing about various social 

transformations. Others (Elbasha & Wright 2017; Eggerman 1976) advocate for a middle ground 

which requires that one acknowledge the mutually constitutive nature of both ‘structure’ and agency. 

Despite their non-determinism, subjectivist views remain structuralist in their acceptance of the 

existence of external ‘structures’ while prioritising the role of agency in their constitution, their 
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potential transformation and, indeed, subversion. However, neither of these structuralist views 

adequately articulates the difference between constraint and determination as we will see with the 

discussion of Jessop below. While determination presupposes constraints, the latter does not 

presuppose determinism.  

Structuration theory represents an effort to bridge the gap between objectivism and subjectivism 

thereby resulting in a soft-determinism. According to Giddens (quoted in Stones 2005: 59), “It is 

perfectly obvious that every situated actor faces an environment of action that has an ‘objectivity’ for 

him or her…” Therefore, Stones (2005: 61) argues that there is a place in structuration theory “for 

external structures that either pre-exist agency or have a causal influence on the outcome of the 

agent’s practices.” Stones understands Giddens to be making a distinction between constraint as a 

type of normative sanction and constraint as a type of structural constraint. The former is supposed 

to allow for the greater exercise of agency, while the latter is supposed to be more limiting (Giddens 

1984). However, a close reading of his account highlights how normative sanctions are subsumed 

under structural constraints and are only comprehensible in the context of objective or external 

structural constraints which are inalterable. That is, to the extent that agents can act in ways that 

challenge received ways of being, doing, and knowing in the face of sanctions, the challenge posed 

can never be transformative because of the broader structural constraints within which agents are 

operating. Consequently, such challenges, on a soft-determinist structuralist account, can only ever 

be reformative rather than transformative such that should they be forceful enough in the face of 

sanctions, they can only contribute to the reproduction of the existing order(s), albeit with minor 

reconfigurations.  

‘Structuralism’ in this thesis is defined in broad terms to refer to an adherence to determinism 

(whether hard or soft) in theoretical, or intellectual contributions to the study of statism. On 

structuralist accounts, one would be tempted to argue that the dominance of statism as a logic of 

social organisation in the post-independence period is emblematic of the path-dependence that 

characterises the structural constraints or strategic selectivities (see discussion of Jessop below) of 

the conjuncture(s) at which formerly colonised actors found themselves at the point of independence, 

a path-dependence they could neither circumvent nor subvert. However, on a processual account, one 

would recognise the normative constraints i.e., potential sanctions on behaviours/decisions/actions 

that were/are characteristic of the prevailing order(s), while simultaneously recognising that because 

the constraints are only ever normative and norms are enacted by agents who can similarly champion 

and/or enact alternative norms, the possibility to transform rather than reproduce existing order(s) 

and to bring about new orders was/is always ever-present. On a processual account, order—routinised 

or regularised ways of being, doing, and knowing—is an epiphenomenon of agency which arises out 

of agents’ enactment of norms through varied practices and knowledges. Here, ‘agency’ is understood 
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to mean social actors’ inherent capacity to be self-determining and to make choices and decisions 

about how to organise their relationships to others, themselves, and their environment(s). It is not 

possible to take away people’s capacity to be self-determining, although it can be constrained. 

Therefore, understanding order as epiphenomenal to agency reveals the central role or function of 

relational processes in the emergence, maintenance, and transformation of social order(s) through 

the agency of social actors. In other words, nothing (as relates to social phenomena) is ever 

determined given the dynamism and fundamental indeterminacy of the production and enactment of 

various norms and the resultant order(s). This is inclusive of the reality of the enactment of statist 

norms which, at any point in time, can be displaced by other norms as a result of social actors 

exercising their agency in different ways.  

Thus, when Giddens (1984) differentiates between normative sanctions and ‘structural’ 

sanctions, arguably, what he really means by the latter is structural determination. However, a 

processual understanding of order not as (a set of) objectively existing structures or medium for action 

is sufficient to provide an account of the constraints that agents are faced with in ways that do not 

foreclose transformative change. Transformation proper as opposed to reform is arguably only 

comprehensible or sensible on non-deterministic accounts of the causality of social outcomes or 

phenomena. In other words, transformation only makes sense when agents are not understood to be 

‘contained’ by the constraints with which they are faced regardless of the degree to which such a 

containment is understood (i.e., hard versus soft determinism). The fact of being contained is the fact 

of social outcomes or phenomena always already being determined by ‘external structures’ that 

supposedly pre-exist agency. As such, on a processual account, the so-called ‘structure-agency 

problem’ is a non-problem for there is no structure (e.g., ‘the state’) to speak of; there is only agency 

which is productive of order(s). A processual account allows for a nuanced understanding of the 

nature of the constraints facing agents or actors. It is non-deterministic and refutes the idea of 

‘structure’ given the latter’s inherent determinism and it allows for an understanding of constraints in 

normative terms. As such, the PRA developed in this and subsequent chapters necessitates a shift 

from the concept of ‘reproduction’ to the concept of the ‘enactment’ of social order(s). Such a shift 

makes it possible to understand what Cohen (quoted in Stones 2005) calls ‘position-practice relations’ 

as involving the enactment rather than the reproduction of order(s) such that praxis is sufficiently 

emphasised in non-deterministic, processual terms. Position-practice relations are: 

 
positional identities defined in terms of identifying criteria such as documented 

qualifications and observable attributes…clusters of practices through which 

identifying criteria, prerogatives and obligations are made manifest in ways that are 

generally acknowledged by others…the range of other position-practices that must 
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be, or can be, interrelated within a given position-practice…a range of 

institutionalised reciprocities, including asymmetrical power relations, through 

which position-practice relations occur (quoted in Stones 2005: 62).  

 

As such, without the enactment of norms by agents, position-practice relations (relations based 

upon identities and differential power) do not make sense. In other words, they do not ‘pre-exist’ their 

enactment by agents in the making of order(s). This and the above characterisation of processualism 

should, therefore, stand as a critique of structuralism’s fetishisation of constraints whether in terms 

of hard or soft determinism. Thinking in terms of process requires thinking in terms of order rather 

than structure and so in terms of the enactment of order rather than its reproduction. It is necessarily 

dialectical, with dialectic understood as being incompatible with determinism. Dialectic is processual 

(Ciccariello-Maher 2017). However, suffice it to say that the PRA is a non-deterministic social 

constructivist approach to understanding statism and this differentiates it from the structuralism and 

determinism of the theories engaged with in this chapter. This is also what differentiates the PRA 

from Jessop’s strategic-relational approach to ‘the state’, which despite drawing on aspects of it in 

the development of the PRA is rejected in this thesis on the basis that it is fundamentally structuralist. 

Jessop’s (1990) strategic-relational approach betrays the structuralism and (soft) determinism 

critiqued here. Not only does he uphold the concept of ‘the state’ instead of understanding statism in 

normative, processual terms (see latter section of chapter), but he also argues that: 

 
the state is the site of strategy. It can be analysed as a system of strategic selectivity, 

i.e., as a system whose structure and modus operandi are more open to some types 

of political strategy than others. Thus, a given type of state, a given state form, a 

given form of regime, will be more accessible to some forces than others according 

to the strategies they adopt to gain state power; and it will be more suited to the 

pursuit of some types of economic or political strategy than others because of the 

modes of intervention and resources which characterise that system (Jessop 1990: 

260, emphasis in original).  

 

Jessop’s approach is, therefore, illustrative of soft determinism in ways that echo structuration 

theory’s efforts to highlight the duality of ‘structure’ by highlighting the mutually constitutive nature 

of agency and ‘structure’. In Jessop’s words, the “strategic selectivity of the state is in part the 

emergent effect of the interaction between its past patterns of strategic selectivity and the strategies 

adopted for its transformation” (Jessop 1990: 261, emphasis in original). Thus, even as Jessop is at 

pains to highlight that the concept of ‘the state’ has “no institutional fixity or pre-given unity [since] 

there are different potential state systems” (1990: 268), he nonetheless argues that ‘the state’ so-called 

“has a necessary structural selectivity” (1990: 268). Thus, he understands statism through a 
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structuralist lens that accepts the ontological reality of ‘the state’ as an existing structural constant, 

albeit whose form is variable. This structuralism and the soft-determinism that characterises his 

approach highlights the main point of departure from the PRA developed in the latter section of this 

chapter. Nevertheless, Jessop’s (2015) approach “shifts focus from the state to the topic of state power 

and rests on the enigmatic claim that the state is a social relation” (2015: 54).  

The following sections will show how this is not dissimilar from conventional Weberian 

accounts of ‘the state’. The shift described by Jessop is also demonstrative of his efforts (like the 

above-mentioned scholars) to side-step the question of the ontological status of ‘the state’, albeit 

unsuccessfully as the preceding discussion has shown. For Jessop, those “who use the [strategic-

relational approach] reject attempts to capture the ‘essence’ of the state and aim instead to elaborate 

useful theoretical and methodological tools to study its changing forms, functions, and effects” (2015: 

55). That is, instead “of looking at the state as a substantial unified thing or unitary subject, the 

[strategic-relational approach] widens its focus, so as to capture not just the state apparatus but the 

exercise of state power as a contingent expression of a changing balance of forces that seek to advance 

their respective interests inside, through, and against the state system” (2015: 55, emphasis in 

original). Elsewhere, Jessop argues that state theory “cannot take the state for granted as an analytical 

object, but it can, and should, explore the practices that produce highly variable state effects” (2015: 

47, emphasis in original). This builds on his earlier work where he argued that: 

 
We need to first examine the state as a complex institutional ensemble with a specific 

pattern of ‘strategic selectivity’ which reflects and modifies the balance of class 

forces; and second, to consider the constitution of these class forces and their 

strategies themselves, including their capacity to reflect on and respond to the 

strategic selectivities inscribed within the state apparatus as a whole. In short, if we 

accept that the state is a social relation, we can analyse its structure as strategic in its 

form, content, and operation, and analyse actions, in turn, as structured, more or less 

context-sensitive, and structuring (1999: 51).  

 

While later sections will draw on Jessop’s Poulantzian notion of ‘strategic-selectivity’—

understood in processual rather than structuralist and determinist terms—in developing the PRA, the 

above elucidations of Jessop’s strategic-relational approach reveal an important contradiction. In 

arguing that ‘the state’ should not be essentialised, Jessop is neither arguing for its existence nor non-

existence. By speaking of ‘state effects’, he betrays a conception of ‘the state’ as if real that Hay 

(2014), Mitchell (1991), and Abrams (1988) put forward. At the same time, he betrays an ill-masked 

conception of ‘the state’ as real and unchanging, with its ‘form’, functions, and effects contextually 

determined and characterised by regular changes or shifts in the balance of social forces. This is 
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evident in his description of ‘the state’ as a “site of strategy” (1990: 260, emphasis added) given the 

immovability of ‘sites’. It is also evident in his use of the notion of ‘state apparatus’ which suggests 

a stable institutional landscape or ‘structure’. It is also evident in his notion of ‘state power(s)’ which 

are inherent to the institutional landscape or ‘structure’ but are “activated by changing sets of 

politicians and state officials located in specific parts of the state, in specific conjunctures” (2015: 56, 

emphasis added). These latter two notions buttress that of the ‘state-system’, which is the composite 

of ‘state agencies’ that comprise the ‘state apparatus’. The notion of ‘state projects’ which are pursued 

by those actors who activate ‘state power(s)’ is another one. Jessop’s account is, therefore, a 

structuralist account of ‘the state’, despite its recognition of the role of social forces in maintaining, 

contesting, and (re)producing ‘the state’ in variable ways. Nevertheless, insofar as Jessop 

inadvertently produces an image of ‘the state’ as an unchanging institutional landscape or ‘structure’ 

through, within, and against which social forces pursue and contest certain ‘state projects’ and 

‘hegemonic visions’, his account carries echoes of the neo-Weberian conceptions of ‘the state’ 

discussed and critiqued in subsequent sections. This is evident in his characterisation of ‘state decline’ 

and ‘state failure’, which entail: 

 
1. the failure of state capacity, whether through administrative failure, legitimacy 

crisis, or loss of legitimacy, so that the collective goals specified in state projects 

about the nature and purposes of government are not attained; 2. the loss of control 

over state territory through catastrophe, conquest, fusion, or secession, the rise of 

multilevel government, the development of dual power within one territory as 

incumbent and revolutionary forces contest sovereignty, or the emergence of claims 

to extraterritorial authority or immunity (or both); 3. the dissolution of Staatsvolk, 

whether through processes such as genocide, forcible removal, or demographic 

decline or by other routes such as civil war, dual power, or divided loyalties (2015: 

42-43). 

 

By providing an account of ‘state decline’ and ‘state failure’ Jessop, perhaps inadvertently, 

suggests that an ‘ideal-typical’ model of ‘the state’ is one that would not be characterised by the 

properties he describes as being characteristic of ‘state decline’ and ‘state failure’. The primary point 

of departure from most neo-Weberian scholarship is perhaps the fact that Jessop does not characterise 

these notions of ‘state decline’ and ‘state failure’ as the exclusive domain of non-Euro-American 

social orders. Nonetheless, and despite his best efforts, Jessop reifies the very thing whose existence 

he neither wants to grant nor deny, but ultimately grants anyway. Jessop’s strategic-relational 

approach departs from the PRA in that it implicitly answers the question of the ontological status of 

‘the state’ affirmatively which is accompanied by a notion of ‘strategic selectivities’ that is 
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deterministic, which then results in a structuralism that is thinly veiled by the claim that ‘the state’ is 

a social relation. The PRA on the other hand necessitates a rejection of the existence of ‘the state’ to 

account for the strategic functions performed by the deployment of structuralist conceptions of statism 

in configuring relations between different sets of actors, including on the African continent. It is also 

in order to understand the causes of socio-political crises in Africa beyond charges of ‘state decline’, 

‘state failure’, or ‘state weakness’, and to locate them with statism itself, understood in processual 

terms as a logic of social organisation, rather than in structuralist terms. While the PRA departs from 

Jessop’s strategic-relational approach in these key senses, it is nonetheless informed by Jessop’s 

approach while allowing us to study the phenomena of statism in the African context without any 

prior normative or ontological commitments to the existence of ‘the state’, including in ideal-typical 

ways, as will be demonstrated in later sections of this chapter.  

The following sections engage with ‘state theory’ beyond the scholars engaged with in this 

section. In doing so, they highlight not only the difficulties in defining and so studying ‘the state’ that 

Abrams (1988) noted, but its emptiness as a signifier. In other words, the definitional challenges 

surrounding the concept of ‘the state’ are, as will be argued, because the concept lacks a referent 

object. Moreover, because it is an empty signifier, it has no analytic import (i.e., one cannot study the 

exercise of or struggle over ‘state power’, the ‘state-system’, ‘state projects’, ‘state apparatus(es)’, 

‘state decline’, ‘state failure’, ‘state weakness’). This is where this thesis, in later sections, borrows 

from Jessop’s approach and, in particular, his notion of ‘strategic selectivities’ in discussing the ways 

in which statism can be studied in the absence of a commitment to ‘the state’ as real, as if real, or not 

real but analytically useful. The importance as opposed to usefulness of the ‘state idea’, it will be 

argued, lies in the extent to which it can help us to understand the strategic functions its deployment 

performs in configuring relations between different sets of actors (local, regional, and global). 

Moreover, it will be argued that while ‘state’ theory reveals the emptiness of the concept as a signifier, 

it nonetheless reveals that the contemporary milieu is characterised by a dominant logic of social 

organisation which, for convenience’s sake, is termed ‘statism’. This logic is fundamentally what 

Jessop (2015) would call ‘polyvalent’ and is the sum of certain norms which shape our socio-political 

practices and social organisational processes such that they become routinised in particular ways (see 

later sections). Thus, the study of statism as a logic of social organisation requires that we study norms 

in terms of their processual inscription in day-to-day life through actions and practices, reflexive 

strategic calculations, and the social, cultural, economic, and political routines their enactment gives 

rise to. The PRA is the totality of these arguments. With this preface in mind, we may now turn to an 

engagement with other theories of ‘the state’.  
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Social contract theories of ‘the state’ 

 

Liberals or social contract theorists generally understand ‘the state’ in contractarian terms. That 

is, they either regard ‘the state’ as signifying an exit from the ‘state of nature’—an anarchic condition 

in which people live absent a uniform centralised authority—by entering a contract to establish such 

authority in the form of the territorialised ‘state’. The latter is regarded as necessary to safeguard the 

rights of all individuals (Munger 2012; Steinberger 2008; Abramchayev 2004). Liberal or social 

contract theories of ‘the state’ are, therefore, also rights-based theories of ‘the state’. In this sense, 

they are also securitising theories in the sense that the ‘state of nature’ is framed as a place of 

heightened insecurity that requires a transition from a condition of ‘exceptionality’ to one of 

‘normalcy’ (securitisation will be dealt with in detail in the next chapter). Writing in the eighteenth 

century, Jean Jacques Rousseau was particularly preoccupied with preserving the individual’s rights, 

arguing that the social contract was established out of the realisation of the insecurity of the state of 

nature, a ‘pre-civilisational’ condition wherein people act purely out of self-interest to the detriment 

of not only others’ but their own well-being (Rousseau 2011: 163). The state of nature is theorised to 

be anarchic, but rational minds recognise the necessity of establishing ‘the state’ as the only means 

towards sustained self-preservation, security, and order. According to Rousseau, upon entering a 

social contract (which includes tacit agreements), individuals become a political community which 

is an entity distinct from the individuals who comprise it. This political community possesses 

opinions which constitute the General Will, a will which expresses itself in the community’s laws 

and legislation (2011: 164). Sovereignty lies with this General Will or the people, and there need not 

arise any worry about disenfranchised or subordinated minorities or the tyranny of the majority within 

a given ‘state’ because: 

 
Whenever substantially the whole community...whether male or female, have an 

equal share and a reasonably efficient share in framing the laws by which they are 

to be bound, that community is free (Odgers 1916: 330).  

 

Rousseau was concerned with theorising a social contract not between an already existing 

community with its ruler(s), but “the original constituent contract under which several families of the 

same race united themselves into a tribe or several tribes united themselves into a nation” (Odgers 

1916: 328). This preoccupation on the part of Rousseau can be seen to animate ‘state-building’ efforts 

in the African context through colonial and post-independence interventions that have sought to 

address the perceived absence of order on the African continent by European colonial actors, as 

subsequent chapters will demonstrate. Rousseau was concerned with understanding the exercise of 

the General Will (the people’s will) or popular sovereignty as part of a ‘state-building’ process. 



    36 
 

However, in contrast to Rousseau, Sterba (1982) addresses the problem of subordination, what he 

calls a Marxist dilemma for social contract theory. This dilemma arises because: 

 
The state of nature choice situation will either de defined to exclude or to include the 

knowledge of the general facts of class conflict. But if...the state of nature choice 

situation is defined to exclude such knowledge, then it would be argued that only an 

inadequate conception of justice tailored to the interests of the most advantaged 

classes would be chosen. And if...[it’s] defined to include such knowledge...then it 

could be argued that no agreement would be reached, and hence, no conception of 

justice would be chosen at all (Sterba 1982:  51).  

 

Sterba (1982) believes this dilemma can be met by utilising a Rawlsian veil of ignorance in the 

contracting process (Rawls 1971). Through utilising this hypothetical veil: 

 
The parties to the social contract are deprived of the knowledge about themselves 

and their society that would lead them to unfairly advance their own interests over 

the interests of others, with the result being that they would necessarily choose 

morally acceptable principles of justice (Sterba 1982: 55).  

 

Sterba puts forward the ‘Needs and Agreement Principle’ which holds that: 

 
The results of voluntary agreement and private appropriation are morally justified 

provided each person is guaranteed the social goods necessary to meet the normal 

costs of satisfying his basic needs in the society in which he lives (1982: 52).  

 

People who accept the principle under a veil of ignorance do so out of self-interest, and those 

who do so without the veil do so out of genuine concern for others’ well-being; either way, Sterba 

believes the principle itself and its acceptance avoid the Marxist dilemma making it possible to 

establish a just social structure or ‘state’. This is partly why, using the African continent as a point of 

departure and from a Rawlsian liberal perspective that echoes Sterba, Menkiti argues that the “task is 

to be able to articulate an arrangement that can be found acceptable to the different national peoples 

comprising the African state today” (2002: 42). Similarly, Abramchayev (2004), drawing on Locke’s 

belief that “the very end and function of government [is] to preserve an individual’s natural rights”, 

argues that: 

 
[the purpose of government is to ensure and provide for order, stability, and 

prosperity]. The state is actively engaged in achieving and maintaining these 

objectives. Meeting these objectives necessarily implies a duty to offer protection, 
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and in large part, the government has been able to offer protection, as manifested in 

creating such entities such as police (2004: 886).  

 

There is an optimism about ‘states’ or ‘governments’ ability and willingness to provide 

protection to citizens, made clear by reference to policing institutions. Locke not only believed that 

‘states’ ought to preserve or protect people’s natural ‘rights’ or ‘liberties’, but when faced with the 

question of how it is late-comers, those born after the establishment of a given social contract are said 

to be bound by it, he relied on property and its inheritance (and purchase) as a means of people 

agreeing to the terms and conditions of the society in which they are born (Dienstag 1996: 990). For 

Locke, simply by engaging with ‘state’ institutions and abiding by the laws and legislation of a given 

political community, one is agreeing with them. Another rights-based framing of the social contract 

asserts that there exists “an international market for social contracts, or bundles of rights” (Francis 

2010: 181). This means that “the market matches citizens who demand rights with ‘states’ that supply 

rights to determine the equilibrium social contracts” (2010: 182). This is a competitive framework 

wherein “human rights are the set of rights common to all social contracts,” they are endogenous. 

People demand certain rights be recognised by ‘states’ which are pressured to supply them in a 

competitive marketplace lest they want to lose citizens who will migrate to ‘states’ with more 

favourable conditions. The problem, according to Francis, arises when ‘states’ tamper with the market 

by increasing migration costs for citizens (2010: 185). The solution then is to have ‘supra-state’ 

authorities that curtail states’ ability to do so to maintain the integrity of the market. This framing of 

social contracts or human rights again assumes that ‘states’ have an obligation or duty to protect their 

citizens and provide for their wellbeing equally. Subsequent chapters will highlight that ‘rights’ were 

not central (or even peripheral) to the initial (and subsequent post-independence) strategic deployment 

of structuralist conceptualisations of the concept of ‘the state’ through colonial encounter on the 

African continent even as colonisation was often presented in humanitarian and philanthropic terms. 

On the other hand, Ellis argues that (2006: 545):  

 
By adhering to a seventeenth-century model of civil society, in which individuals 

independently endowed with property and with the capacity to exercise political 

judgment contract together to found the state, minimalist social contract theory fails 

to realise the fundamental contractarian value that legitimate rule is by the consent 

of the governed. 

 

Without disavowing the notion of a ‘state of nature’, Ellis’s Kantian account (2006) holds that 

“the underlying logic of social contract as the exercise of collective self-rule, as the real-world 

approximation of the moral ideal of freedom, holds far more promise than the…heuristic story of the 
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exit from state of nature” (2006: 545). That is, collective self-determination must underpin any notion 

of an exit from the ‘state of nature’. While pre-colonial African societies were regarded by European 

colonial actors as representing ‘states of nature’, notions of ‘self-determination’ did not accompany 

‘civilising’ efforts aimed at establishing ‘order’ through colonial ‘state-building’ endeavours. Ellis 

(2006) defends Kantian contractarianism thinking it avoids the problem of subordination, because 

“Kantian contractarianism prioritises the basic principles of government by consent over any set of 

presumed natural rights to property carried over from pre-political existence” (2006: 551), unlike 

Lockean and Rousseauan forms. The latter view ‘the state’ as an entity that people contract to live 

under as a means of preserving their property (which Rousseau believes is the origin of inequality). 

While in the context of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (the DRC), the country case study for 

this thesis, Belgian actors sought to enter into ‘contracts’ with African leaders in order to legitimise 

the expropriation of land (see Chapter Three), these ‘contracts’ were with an eye to claiming the latter 

on behalf of Belgian colonial actors. The ‘winners’ in the context of such exchanges were the latter, 

with Africans the ‘losers’. Mostly, land in the DRC was regarded as being ‘unoccupied’ and could, 

therefore, be expropriated regardless of any ‘contract’. According to Ellis (2006: 550): 

  
Kant’s contractarianism places first priority on the demand for autonomous consent, 

and only grants secondary status to the protection of private property as a condition 

of civil society’s acceptance of government.  

  

The establishment of colonial rule in the African context was not motivated by such Kantian 

concerns as elaborated by Ellis who notes that for Kant there exists one natural right: autonomy. 

People “enter into mutually agreed upon contracts in order to vindicate their natural right...of being 

free from determination by another’s choice” (2006: 550). Ellis believes that what makes Kant’s 

account stronger than other contract theories is his provisional rights thesis. This is that in the absence 

of the (just) ‘state’, property or power held by people is done so provisionally, not conclusively. 

Arguably, the provisional rights thesis was deployed in the context of colonial ‘state-building’ in 

Africa in the sense that European actors regarded Africans as living in ‘states of nature’ with minimal 

or non-existent claims to the land they inhabited. However, in the context of Kant’s thought, the 

provisional rights thesis allows him to acknowledge that most modes of governance are far from ideal 

and so their rule must be accepted only provisionally whilst individuals work towards the 

establishment of modes of rules that would truly vindicate their autonomy. For Kant, people’s consent 

is always first and foremost and inheritance of property cannot serve as tacit agreement with pre-

established norms. In this sense, the provisional rights thesis conflicts with Locke’s reliance on 

property inheritance as a means of consolidating pre-established governance regimes to late comers 

(2006: 545). This and the above-mentioned accounts of ‘the state’ discussed in this section are, 
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therefore, aspirational in content. That is, they fail to provide a clear definition of ‘the state’, but 

simply describe what its functions should or ought to be. In addition to this, they describe the 

circumstances that create the conditions of possibility for ‘the state’ to be established.  

Building on contractarian thinkers like Rousseau and Kant in particular, and while arguing 

against totalitarianism, Arendt (2003) argued in contractarian terms for the duality of ‘state’ 

functions. On the one hand, she viewed ‘states’ as responsible for the integration of diverse 

populations into a unified body politic (territoriality), while on the other hand, ‘states’ are responsible 

for the enshrinement and fair implementation of the rule of law to the benefit of all. Such an 

elucidation of ‘state’ functions speaks to its normative dimensions, its purposive character. In other 

words, it speaks to what states both should and ought to do on the basis that such things are either 

intrinsically good (they are good in and of themselves) or extrinsically good (they derive their moral 

import from without i.e., a desirable set of consequences or outcomes). In this sense, ‘states’ have an 

agential character and can act purposively to realise various sets of outcomes. The prevailing 

assumption in Arendt’s thought is that the legitimacy of ‘the state’ is derived from what is supposed 

to be a uniform and impersonal territorialised legal order (Tsao 2004). These normative concerns that 

are expressed in contractarian thought animated the establishment of colonial rule on the African 

continent (see Chapter Three), highlighting that a preoccupation with such ‘humanitarian’ or 

‘philanthropic’ concerns does not necessarily result in ‘impersonal’ modes of organising societies as 

a reading of contractarian literature might suggest. On Arendt’s account, the protection of human 

rights is the paramount objective of ‘the state’. However: 

 
the rise of the modern Western notion of the “nation” – which posited the existence 

of a community based on shared historical or linguistic heritage, irrespective of class 

membership that made it possible to sustain any broad-based allegiance to the body 

politic as a whole… [was a] development that had the pernicious effect of partly 

transforming the state “from an instrument of law to an instrument of the nation”, 

thereby obscuring its fundamental mission as the guarantor of rights for all. (Tsao 

2004: 112) 

 

The consequences of this were the ‘fusion of state and nation’ (2004: 112) which, on Arendt’s 

view, underpins colonialism. The rise of statism in the African context through colonial encounter 

has always been accompanied by an attendance to narrow sets of interests which makes this a 

definitive feature of colonial-era and post-independence statism. For Arendt (2003), nationalism and 

class-based politics undermine and, indeed, discredit the moral authority of ‘state structures’ and the 

‘impersonal’ legal and rules-based order they are presumed to represent. The establishment of 

appropriate political institutions through which the competitive tendency to attend to narrow group 
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interests can be mediated is regarded as the saving grace of a mode of governing fraught with tensions 

and contradictions. This view is characteristic of most contractarian accounts of ‘the state’ and carries 

echoes of the post-Marxist or autonomist views described in the following section (McKenna et al 

1988; Sawyer 2012). Contractarians emphasise the autonomy of ‘the state’ from class or group 

interests in the performance of its functions. Emmet (1989: 118), for example, argues that ‘the state’ 

“is the sole repository of organised force, and is entitled to use this force to carry out its stabilising 

and harmonising function.” Thus, ‘state apparatuses’ are understood to provide socio-political 

stability while uniting populations. ‘The state’ is responsible for the provision of various public goods 

that result in people leading decent lives. Similarly, Drucker (2002) examines the works of Friedrich 

Julius Stahl, highlighting that the latter saw ‘the state’ as a territorialised organisational ‘form’ within 

which all people are prepared for entrance into the Kingdom of God; in other words, everyone would 

be expected to observe the relevant Christian values and norms as articulated within a given ‘state’. 

On this account, ‘the state’ is anything but secular and should be reflective of Christian values, in 

accordance with which all those living within ‘the state’ must adhere, the better to safeguard ‘rights’.  

On the other hand, Dienstag (2012), another contractarian, asks what, “if anything, could render 

acceptable the existence of states founded on a primordial exclusion” (2012: 291). He argues that ‘the 

state’ is built on foundational exclusions which, while not arbitrary, require that communities and 

individuals take responsibility for rectifying them as part of ongoing processes of ‘state’ formation 

and maintenance. However, looking specifically at American political theory, Peel (2018) argues that 

while the vast majority of this scholarship understands ‘the state’ as distinct from ‘the people’ who 

are governed by it and as something that ought to be prevented from encroaching on people’s interests 

and wellbeing, with appropriate sets of institutions put in place to ensure this, it is more accurate to 

think of ‘the people’ as ‘the state’. Peel, therefore, dissolves the ‘state-society’ distinction that is 

operative in most accounts of ‘the state’ which is, in some ways, similar to Jessop (see introductory 

section). Instead, ‘the state’ and ‘society’ are conceived of as one and the same, such that any modes 

of governing that society establishes are necessarily reflective of that society’s interests (a departure 

from Jessop who does not assume a ‘harmony’ of interests).  

Overall, far from clarifying what ‘the state’ consists in, social contract theorists provide an 

account of how ‘states’ are established as well as a normative account of how they should function. 

That is, they are aspirational. At best, then, ‘the state’ is reducible to an ill-defined social contract. In 

other words, ‘the state’ is understood to be constituted through a social contract, which presumably 

ensures that the well-being of all those party and subject to the contract—tacitly or otherwise—is 

safeguarded within the putative jurisdiction of the territorial ‘state’. Social contract theories of ‘the 

state’ answer the question of its ontological status affirmatively. The assumptions underpinning social 

contract theories’ aspirationalism are also central to structuralist conceptualisations of statism that 
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characterise African social countries as exemplary of ‘weak’ or ‘failed’ ‘state-building’ projects as 

well as the deployment of the very category of ‘the state’ in justifying various colonial and post-

independence ‘interventions’ on the African continent, as will be seen in chapters two and three.  

 

Marxist theories of ‘the state’ 

 

Building on social contract theories and on the works of the political economist and philosopher 

Karl Marx, instrumentalist Marxist conceptualisations of ‘the state’ view it as a collection of 

institutions used by the ruling class in the formulation and enforcement of public policies that 

represent long-term class and group interests (Girardin 1974; Kumar 1990; Lasslett 2015). In other 

words, ‘the state’ is not impersonal as contractarians—discussed above—would like it to be. 

Individuals who are in positions of institutional authority in a given society exercise political, 

economic, and ideological power, including through the use of force. ‘State’ institutions constitute a 

“power structure…of a patterned distribution of resources that is regularised by the institutions within 

a particular society” (Barrow 1993: 14). Struggles over economic power, or control of capital and 

other material resources or the means of production, are regarded as definitive of ‘the state’ (Strange 

2013). However, Gramscian accounts of ‘the state’, emphasise ideology while maintaining that class 

struggles and conflict(s) characterise it. While taking the existence of ‘the state’ for granted, 

instrumentalists seek to demonstrate or generate evidence supporting these claims. Most analyses 

focus on interrogating the global management of finances, the management of societies’ financial or 

corporate sectors, and understanding the relationship between governments and the ‘private sector’, 

including the influence the latter exerts on the former (d’Errico 1996; Hoca 2012). Others examine 

the nature of socio-economic disparities amongst populations of a given society and the factors 

influencing them (Gearey 2017). While some do not make finance a central point of analysis, they 

nonetheless interrogate how an identifiable group or class of people exert their dominance through 

‘state’ institutions and the impact(s) thereof on public service provision (Thomas & Meyer 1984). 

For instrumentalists, ‘the state’ always functions in the service of particular class interests. However, 

far from clarifying what ‘the state’ consists of, instrumentalists describe activities that occur through, 

within, outside of ‘the state’ or in relation to it. As with social contract or liberal theories, ‘the state’ 

is reducible to a set of ill-defined institutions.  

Chongfu (2014) highlights this, arguing that ‘the state’ is the vehicle through which members 

of a ruling class assert their common interests and authority over a population within a particular 

geographic location, which echoes Jessop’s notion of ‘state power’ discussed in the introductory 

section of this chapter. On this account, ‘the state’ is also “a special instrument of violence”, with 

‘state’ “violence…monopolised by the ruling class and…used as a political tool to maintain their 

interests and the social order and to fight foreign enemies” (2014: 127). ‘The state’ is a performer of 
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“public functions such as social management” (2014: 127; Panitch 1999). Gordon (2007: 14) takes 

these points further by arguing that “issues of race and racism are not external to the state…[which] 

exists in and through racialised social relations of domination.” Tsolakis (2010) also emphasises that 

‘the state’ “is always an expression of broader class struggles and of the organisational capacities of 

social forces” (2010: 396). Moreover, fluid, “conflict-ridden hierarchical relations underlying society 

are reproduced in all state institutions—whether formally (clearly defined positions and functions) or 

informally (influence and tacit authority of particular collective agents in an organisation)” (2010: 

396). In short, ‘the state’, despite the transnational nature of capital and class interests, is a set of 

territorialised institutions over which struggles for power occur. Instrumentalist accounts of ‘the state’ 

are often utilised in efforts to understand governance in Africa; this subsequently results in the 

reinforcement of the aspirationalism of social contract theories while also forming the basis for calls 

for intervention (see Chapter Two).  

Similarly, neo-Marxist structuralists seek to demonstrate how ‘the capitalist state’ is inherently 

prone to class conflict(s) between labour and capital, with such conflict(s) originating in “regular 

cycles of economic stagnation” (Barrow 1993: 51). For structuralists or neo-Marxists, ‘the state’ can 

be understood based on its function(s) and how well state institutions perform in the maintenance of 

the capitalist system (Hill 2001). They hold that ‘the state’ “can be analysed in terms of the functional 

interrelations between its economic, political, and ideological structures” (Barrow 1993: 51). Socio-

political stability is realised when each of these structures is not only well-integrated with the others, 

but performing its specific function(s) well, resulting in capitalists’ continued ability to extract surplus 

value from labourers (Thomas 2000). This is not always possible, however, given the capitalist state 

is characterised by internal contradictions that generate economic and political crises. Scholars of this 

tradition either seek to examine how the economic, political, and knowledge production ‘structures’ 

are operating in each society, and/or to provide a causal account of various socio-political and 

economic crises based on the latter examination (Kelly 1999; Barrow & Keck 2017). An effective or 

well-functioning ‘state’ is, therefore, one that achieves cohesion amongst its different institutions 

while warding off crises.  

DeCanio’s (2000) work is characteristic of this; he examines the circumstances under which a 

given ‘state’ can operate autonomously from various group or class interests. DeCanio argues that 

public ignorance of political matters ensures that those in charge of carrying out the day-to-day 

operations and functions of ‘the state’ have sufficient leeway to operate independently of any public 

pressure(s) given the “public’s pervasive ignorance” (p. 232; Gerber 1995). He presupposes that 

territoriality constitutes the basis or foundational ground on which ‘state’ legitimacy is constituted or 

built. Similarly, Ake argues that the “essential feature of the state form of domination is that the 

system of institutional mechanisms of domination is autonomised and becomes largely independent 
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of the social classes including the hegemonic class” (1985: 105-106). He provides a synthesis of 

instrumentalist and structuralist views by arguing that while ‘the state’ “is a specific modality of class 

domination” (1985: 85), the fact of class domination holds independent of the actions of social forces. 

Instead, because ‘the state’ independently produces class domination, class struggles are simply a 

reflection of ‘state’ logics, but do not themselves determine this specific character of ‘the state’. On 

Ake’s account, struggles for/over ‘state power’ occur in an institutional setting whose foundational 

or definitive rules are those of class domination such that we see the emergence of a ‘hegemonic 

class’. Ake develops this account to argue that what we see in Africa is the absence of such autonomy 

and, therefore, ‘the state’. In other words, ‘the state’ in Africa is as defined by instrumentalist 

Marxists. Social forces manipulate it to ensure their dominance. This lack of autonomisation comes 

at “the detriment of government stability and political stability and even the development of 

productive forces” (1985: 110). On Ake’s account, a ‘state’ proper is one that has not been ‘captured’ 

by the ‘hegemonic class’ such that ‘the state’ can mediate the fact of class domination by 

institutionalising “individualism, competition, freedom, and equality as its operative norms” (1985: 

109). A hegemonic class should emerge as a result of free competition, not manipulation or ‘capture’.  

Ake’s account carries echoes of the neo-Weberian theories of ‘the state’ that will be engaged 

with in the following section in that his argument can be summarised thus: there is no ‘state’ in Africa, 

but it can be ‘built’ in ideal-typical ways through the achievement of autonomisation. Ake’s account 

also echoes the social contract theories discussed in the preceding section in its aspirational character. 

Resch (1992: 330) notes that a class-based ‘state’ formation does not require that the ‘state’ be the 

dominant class’s direct instrument but that it, “legitimise and reproduce the conditions and relations 

of domination and exploitation by which the ruling class is constituted.” The absence of this 

autonomy is what leads Ake, with reference to the African context, to argue that there is no ‘state’ in 

Africa. Thus, neo-Marxist structuralism, including by way of Jessop’s Poulantzian structuralism, has 

informed analyses of social organisation in Africa that promote an ‘ideal-typical statehood’ in one 

way or another. This is the case for scholarship that is also informed by Evans’s (1995) concept of 

‘embedded autonomy’ which has informed ‘developmental state’ literature and posits, in Jessop’s 

fashion, that ‘the state’ selects or enables particular strategies which result in social forces whose 

agendas are in conflict with those of ‘the state’. Such selectivity can be understood, on Ake’s view, 

to be result of processes of autonomisation. 

In attributing the class, religious, and ethnic crises of insecurity confronting many African 

countries to the inheritance of arbitrary colonial boundaries (see Chapter Three), neo-Marxist 

structuralist African scholars and scholars whose work is Africa-focused recognise that inherited 

modes of statist social and political organisation are inherently prone to crises (Aluede 2017; Vaughan 

2013). Some of the proposed solutions to this challenge include renegotiating or remaking the 
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continent’s borders (Mukisa 1997) to ensure the autonomisation of ‘the state’ that Ake (1985) 

advocates. Musika (1997) also advocates for systemic and planned continental integration through 

regional economic, security, and political communities to not only achieve autonomisation, but to 

prevent the continued exploitation of the continent by external actors. The term ‘neomedievalism’ is 

sometimes ascribed to the creation, maintenance, and/or prioritisation of the integration of countries 

into larger, overlapping subregional and/or continental organisational units where sovereignty or the 

authority that is exercised over a given geographic location and its population is shared by different 

actors (Bull 1977). However, with regards to the African continent the term tends to be applied to 

how conflict generates overlapping authority (Winn 2003; Olsen 2003; Berzins & Cullen 2003), 

resulting in calls for autonomisation. 

In a slight departure from the instrumentalists and structuralists—though while maintaining a 

broad view of ‘the state’ as a set of territorialised institutions—post-Marxist conceptualisations of 

‘the state’ assume that it is incapable of resolving periodic crises and of maintaining existing 

processes of capital accumulation. Instead, they focus on explaining why these crises occur as 

opposed to describing processes of ‘state’ maintenance (Maravall 1979; Helliker 1988). Post-

Marxists examine instances of policy failure, capital accumulation, and regime stabilisation 

(Williams & Reuten 1994). They direct their attention towards explaining the failures of one or more 

‘sub-systems’ of ‘the state’, namely the economic, political, and ideological. As such post-Marxist 

thinkers are not preoccupied with class but expand their understanding of the ‘ideological’ to include 

categories like race, gender, nationality, sexuality, and religion in their analyses. Their aim is to 

establish links “between state activity and the structural problems of a (capitalist) social formation” 

(Barrow 1993: 97).  

Other post-Marxists emphasise the territorial dimensions of ‘the state’ and understand it to be 

an organisation that is characterised by the extension of political authority and coercive control over 

a given territory and its attendant population. This allows them to emphasise the autonomy of ‘the 

state’ from class or group interests by giving it the character of an actual organisation that exercises 

territorial and population control (Macnair 2006). Their primary focus is demonstrating the state’s 

autonomy from dominant class interests in all or some instances (Pierson 1984; Ake 1985; King 

1989). Given control of territory and people is taken to constitute the principal basis of ‘state’ power, 

autonomy from dominant group interests is regarded as integral to the effective exercise of this control 

and effective centralisation and diffusion of coercive authority. All in all, ‘the state’ remains reducible 

to a set of territorialised governance institutions operating in a capitalist context. And like the 

instrumentalists and structuralists, but unlike social contract theorists, post-Marxists presuppose the 

thing they wish to explain i.e., ‘the state’. That is, in treating ‘the state’ as real, they do not explain 
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how it comes into being. And like each of the Marxist accounts discussed above, post-Marxist 

analyses are also often utilised in arguments about ‘failed’ or ‘weak’ African ‘states’. 

Finally, while arguing for the need to move beyond ‘the state’, anarchists uphold these 

conceptions and seek the abolition of the capitalist mode of (re)production including the social 

relations engendered by it (private property regimes, commodity, and wage systems) which they view 

as being underpinned by a predatory and hierarchical or hierarchising ‘state’ system (Mbah & 

Igariwey 1997). Moreover, anarchists reject struggles for ‘state power’—understood in the Weberian 

sense (see next section) as a territorialised set of coercive institutions wielded by one or more groups 

in their assertion of dominance and control—as part of a broader rejection of ‘the state’. Anarchists, 

like the other scholars, also uphold a distinction between ‘the state’ and ‘society’ and locate 

progressive impulses within ‘society’ without problematising either this category or that of ‘the state’ 

(Prichard 2010; Williams 2010; Carter 2011; Ryley 2012; Leipold 2015; van der Walt 2016; Arnold 

2016; Lewis 2017; Roxburgh 2018). While the PRA developed in this thesis draws on anarchist 

thought on ‘horizontalism’ in arguing for the realisation of post-statist futures, this is done on the 

basis of a complete disavowal of ‘the state’ as a category.  

Nonetheless, anarchist thought contrasts with contractarian scholars (for example, du Gay 

2012) who argue that ‘the state’ is (or at least can be) a positive vehicle of/for social change, peace, 

and security. However, despite advocating the organisation of society along anti-statist lines, 

anarchists take for granted the existence of such an ‘entity’ without clarifying what precisely it 

consists in/of. On either Marxist view, an implicit conception of a ‘well-functioning state’ emerges 

as one that does not (re)produce class inequality and is able to ward off crises even as such inequality 

is understood by Marxists to be a fundamental characteristic of capitalist social formations. This 

echoes the neo-Weberian conceptualisations of ‘the state’ discussed below. However, like social 

contract theories of ‘the state’, Marxist theories similarly answer the question of its ontological status 

affirmatively. Marxist and social contract theories of ‘the state’ are, therefore, structuralist.  

 

Weberian theories of ‘the state’ 

 

While each of the aforementioned conceptualisations frame what goes on within ‘the state’ 

differently, they nonetheless define it in territorialised institutionalist terms, each presupposing the 

existence of ‘the state’, with the exception of some social contract theories. Institutionalist 

conceptualisations of ‘the state’ view it as “an entity that can be understood through its apparatus 

(government, institutions)”, whereas relational approaches “see the state as a set of relations that enact 

arrangements of political authority” (Lottholz & Lemay-Hébert 2016: 1471). Weber (1978: 54), who 

pioneered the most used conceptualisation of ‘the state’ can be understood to be a relational 

institutionalist whose work carries both Marxist and contractarian echoes. Echoes of his work are 
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also evident in Jessop’s strategic-relational approach (see introductory section to chapter). In his 1922 

seminal text, Economy and society: An outline of interpretive sociology, Weber provides a definition 

of ‘the state’. He characterises it as “an organisation which imposes, within a specifiable sphere of 

operations, its order (with relative success) on all action conforming with certain criteria, a 

compulsory organisation or association” (Weber 1978: 52, emphasis in original). He then goes on to 

specify such criteria and to define ‘the state’ in the following terms (1978: 54, emphasis in original): 

 
A ‘ruling organisation’ 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. A compulsory political 

organisation with continuous operations…will be called a ‘state’ insofar as its 

administrative staff successfully upholds the claims to the monopoly of the legitimate 

use of physical force in the enforcement of its order.  

 

Earlier in his text, Weber defines ‘power’ as “the probability that one actor within a social 

relationship will be in a position to carry out his own will despite resistance” (1978: 53). Weber 

understands power as conflictual social relations between different groups seeking to direct the 

activities of a given society, maintain influence and dominance within that society, including through 

the use of coercive institutions. Weber understands such contestations to occur within a specified 

geographic location such that compliance with actors’ rule is safeguarded within those bounds. His 

account of ‘the state’ allows one to understand any such mode of socio-political organisation as 

unitary insofar as it is a spatialised expression of power that sees the exercise of power by particular 

social forces through a given set of institutions of population control. Such institutions constitute the 

organisational architecture of dominant social forces i.e., ‘the state’. On Weber’s account, the term 

‘state’ represents a territorialised form of political authority that is established and maintained by 

social forces through administrative practices, coercive and/or otherwise.  

Weber’s elucidation of what constitutes ‘legitimate’ authority or domination is also important. 

He argues that ‘the state’ so understood “attempts to establish and to cultivate the belief in its 

legitimacy” (1978: 213). That is, dominant social forces aim to cultivate belief in their legitimacy. 

However, the type of legitimacy claimed can differ from context to context and accordingly, “the 

type of obedience, the kind of administrative staff developed to guarantee it, and the mode of 

exercising authority” (1978: 213). This means that ‘states’ do not have to take an ‘ideal form’ in terms 

of their organisational processes and practices to be considered ‘states’—territorialised arenas of 

social conflict with one or more group(s) asserting their dominance through coercive and 

administrative institutions—nor do they have to rely on the same modes of control. The social forces 

that control ‘the state’ can rely on varied methods of social control to legitimise their rule while 
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maintaining their ‘statehood’. Weber provides three grounds on which legitimate domination may be 

exercised (1978: 215): 

 
[r]ational grounds resting on a belief in the legality of enacted rules and the right of 

those elevated to authority under such rules to issue commands (legal authority). 

Traditional grounds resting on an established belief in the sanctity of immemorial 

traditions and the legitimacy of those exercising authority under them (traditional 

authority); or finally, [c]harismatic grounds resting on devotion to the exceptional 

sanctity, heroism, or exemplary character of an individual person, and of the 

normative patterns of order revealed or ordained by him (charismatic authority). 

 

While delineating these ‘ideal types’ of legitimate authority, Weber avoids making value-

judgements of these types, with the result that his conceptual framework leaves room for ‘the state’ 

to take different ‘forms’ in different contexts and for legitimacy to be underpinned by varying sets of 

ideas and practices. Nonetheless, territoriality constitutes a prior, if not foundational form of 

legitimacy and ‘states’, despite taking multiple and varied ‘forms’, are idealised as a way of 

organising society. Moreover, and in tension with his conceptualisation of ‘the state’ as the expression 

of a conflictual social relation between different social forces seeking to direct and control the 

activities of a given society within a particular geographic location through established institutions, 

he holds, like social contract theorists, that any legal order that emerges out of such confrontations 

must be “impersonal” (1978: 215). However, impersonality on Weber’s account simply means 

individuals “exercising the authority of office…by virtue of the formal legality of their commands 

and only within the scope of authority of the office” (1978: 216). This is notable given the emphasis 

by contemporary neo-Weberian contractarian approaches on external legitimacy—non-coerced 

acceptance of ‘the state’ by people living within the bounds of a given geographic location—rather 

than the internal legitimacy emphasised by Weber.  

Despite the openness of his framework, Weber’s relational institutionalist account of ‘the state’ 

(echoed in Jessop’s Poulantzian notion of ‘the state’ as a social relation) not only leads him to 

delineate a ‘pure type’ of legal authority, which he classifies as “that which employs a bureaucratic 

administrative staff” and is headed by a single “supreme chief” (1978: 220), but to posit ‘the state’ 

more generally, as constituting the ideal ‘form’ of social organisation. While the latter is prescriptive, 

the former is not necessarily so given in delineating the details of this ‘ideal type’ Weber does not 

foreclose the possibility of different ‘states’ taking on alternative governance practices. Thus, 

Weber’s conceptualisation of ‘the state’ is a fluid one. Lottholz and Lemay-Hébert (2016) argue that 

a misunderstanding of Weber as promoting a single ideal type of governance has given rise to neo-

Weberian institutionalist understandings of ‘the state’ which hold that physical “and material 
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dimensions such as the provision of security and a range of other public goods, all on the basis of the 

state’s monopoly of violence, constitute the criteria according to which every state can be assessed” 

(2016: 1272). Hameiri (2010) similarly critiques neo-Weberian approaches for their focus on 

“defining and measuring [state] capacity” (2010: 16). That is, neo-Weberian scholars attempt to 

define the functions of ‘the state’ narrowly and restrictively in ways that result in ‘states’ that deviate 

from those definitions being regarded as ineffective failures.  

This is like post-Marxist efforts to demonstrate that ‘the state’ enjoys autonomy from dominant 

class interests. While Weber’s definition of ‘the state’ does not ground its legitimacy on the provision 

of public goods or services, but simply the observance, by those in power, of the rules they themselves 

have established in the maintenance of social order (internal legitimacy), neo-Weberian scholars 

ground legitimacy in such a provision of public goods and services (external legitimacy), as Hameiri 

(2010) notes. This is in addition to accepting territoriality as a foundational form of legitimacy. Thus, 

while the Murdoch School (Carroll et al 2020) which is rooted in Jessop’s strategic relational 

approach, is at pains to differentiate its political economy approach to studying ‘the state’ from 

Weberian conceptualisations, Murdoch Scholars’ position that “institutions reflect and entrench 

existing distributions of power among constellations of social forces especially class forces – within 

particular historical junctures” (2020: 3, emphasis in original) echoes Weber’s account while 

challenging neo-Weberian conceptualisations. That is, Weber himself did not emphasise any such 

thing as ‘state autonomy’ or ‘capacity’ in articulating his understanding of ‘the state’. Insofar as the 

Murdoch School echoes Weber, it is also reflective of Jessop’s idea of ‘the state’ as a social relation 

as the following passage shows: 

 
institutions are never neutral. Because they distribute power and resources, they are 

always fought over sometimes violently by social groups seeking to entrench their 

preferences as policy, to empower themselves and/or their allies, and to direct 

resources towards favoured elites. Institutions most importantly, state institutions are 

therefore seen as a contingent outcome of political struggle…Thus, institutional 

forms, such as political regimes or economic regulations, emerge from social conflict 

(Hameiri & Jones 2020: 12). 

 

Despite providing a welcome critique of concepts like ‘state weakness/fragility/failure’, the 

Murdoch School accepts the ontological reality of ‘the state’ — even while preferring the language 

of ‘institutional forms’ and ‘regimes’—while arguing that the changing balance of social forces at 

any given moment in time determines its form (i.e., soft determinism). As Hameiri and Jones (2020: 

15) state, Murdoch Scholars seek, after Jessop’s Poulantzian fashion, “to explain institutional forms 

and their operation…as a product of socio-political struggle—rather than simply lamenting their 
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‘inefficiency’ or trying to explain or remedy the gap between reality and an idealised model”. The 

preceding discussion has, therefore, shown that the category of ‘neo-Weberian scholar’ so defined 

tends to include social contract and Marxist theorists alike. Moreover, while the criticisms charged 

by both Lottholz and Lemay-Hébert (2016) and Hameiri (2010) highlight the need to interrogate the 

strategic functions performed by the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism like 

‘weak states’ and ‘failed states’, these scholars nonetheless take the category of ‘the state’ for granted. 

That is, they limit their critique to the explanatory weaknesses of these concepts without necessarily 

interrogating their functions or those of the primary concept of ‘the state’ itself. 

Nevertheless, while Weber (1978) acknowledged that ‘the state’ is the expression of conflict 

between different social forces seeking to establish dominance over a particular territory through use 

of coercive and administrative institutions, most neo-Weberian scholars understand ‘the state’ in strict 

institutionalist terms as a distinct entity detached from social relations, whose authority should not be 

contested, with sovereignty resting with this ‘entity’ (Thomas & Meyer 1984; Brast 2015; Lloyd 

2016). Moreover, it can be ‘built’ in ideal-typical ways around the world. Neo-Weberian scholars 

(Robinson & Parsons 2006) build on Weber’s delineation of a pure form of ‘legal authority’ and seek 

to generalise it to all contemporary social orders despite Weber himself—writing specifically about 

‘state’ formation in Europe—not having done so. However, on either account, ‘the state’ is reducible 

to a set of contested and, once more, ill-defined territorialised governance institutions.  

Like Weber, Bourdieu (1999), understands ‘the state’ as “the culmination of a process of 

concentration of different species of capital: capital of physical force or instruments of coercion 

(army, police), economic capital, cultural or…informational capital, and symbolic capital” (1999: 57, 

emphasis in original). The latter encompasses each of the other forms of capital and is the modes of 

control through which individuals come to recognise ‘the state’. However, such a concentration of 

capital is often contested both in terms of inter- and intra- ‘state’ competition as different actors seek 

to concentrate power in their own hands. Bourdieu thus conceives of ‘the state’ as functioning 

according to logics of violence and suppression of non- or sub- ‘state’ actors insofar as these operate 

within a set of constraints delimited by ‘the state’. Through such concentration and through the effects 

of symbolic capital, ‘the state’ regulates individual and group practices, including through the 

hierarchical classification of individuals into different categories, for example, race, sex, class, 

gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, marital status, skill, and religion, amongst other things.   

Bourdieu understands this account of the rationale and modalities according to which ‘the state’ 

functions to be generalisable to all ‘states’ across the world, yet these characteristics are often 

exclusively pathologised in relation to non-Western societies, including African countries. However, 

unlike Weber, Bourdieu’s account presents ‘the state’ as a distinct (though highly differentiated) 

entity rather than as a social relation. Similarly, Curtis (1997) argues that “administrative knowledge 
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formation is also a work of state formation, for the production of knowledge extended and developed 

administrative capacities” (1997: 390). ‘The state’ is borne out of ‘officialising practices’ as state 

“knowledge production both depend[s] upon and extend[s] infrastructural work: definitions of time, 

of location and territory, of weights and measures, of money and language, of the rights and 

obligations of citizens” (1997: 390). He understands ‘state-produced’ knowledge to have been central 

to the hierarchical organisation and management of the Canadian colonial settler ‘state’. Thus, both 

Bourdieu and Curtis broaden Weber’s account of the modes of control through which ‘statehood’ is 

constituted to include the centralisation of information, Weber having emphasised physical force. 

Each, however, accepts territoriality as constituting the primary basis of ‘state legitimacy’.  

Again, ‘the state’ is reducible to a set of contested territorialised governance institutions. This 

means that the notion of territoriality and contestations over territorialised power, in their racialised, 

gendered, and classed dimensions, are mutually constitutive. Nevertheless, one does not get a sense 

of what exactly ‘the state’ is beyond an idea that is appealed to in the organisation of societies in 

particular ways and the justification of the dominance of certain actors over others. In other words, 

an image of ‘the state’ as a concrete and non-abstract entity, does not emerge, only one of certain 

practices of social organisation. Thus, like social contract and Marxist theories of ‘the state’, 

(neo)Weberians answer the question of its ontological status affirmatively.  Moreover, despite these 

theories’ lack of a clear definition of ‘the state’ is, each of them is generally deployed in ways that 

suggest that the primary determinant of socio-political crises on the African continent is African 

actors’ inability to meet the ideal of a ‘well-functioning state’ entailed by either of these accounts, or 

their presumed exemplification of the ills identified by the theories (see next chapter).  

 

Weber and poststructuralists in conversation 

 

While each of the theories discussed in this chapter inform the PRA that is developed in the 

next section in some capacity, the theoretical perspectives discussed in this section are the ones that 

most readily inform the social constructivist and non-deterministic preoccupations of the PRA. This 

includes the PRA’s understanding of ‘the state’ concept in terms of its functional use-value in the 

sense articulated by Wittgenstein in his Philosophical Investigations (1953). Thus, Molloy (1995), a 

poststructuralist, argues that the modern ‘nation-state’ was constituted through the construction and 

entrenchment of gendered hierarchies and binaries (man/woman), with women as the subordinate 

Other. In doing so, she highlights the patriarchal foundations and violence of contemporary social 

orders as social groups create hierarchies of personhood in the constitution of governance institutions 

(Thobani 2015). Weber’s (1978) own account—discussed above— recognised that social conflict 

characterises social orders. Like other scholars (Kratochwill 1986; Adams 1999; Mansbridge 2003; 

Del Valle 2009; Lapointe 2015; Pogodda & Richmond 2015; Konings 2010), Molloy accepts the 
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premise that gendered and ethno-racialised control and so inclusion into the polity on the basis of 

inequality (an inclusionary-exclusion) are the rationale on which ‘the state’ is established and 

contemporary political authority constituted and exercised. Weber’s (1978) definition of power as 

“the probability that one actor within a social relation will be in a position to carry out his own will 

despite resistance” (1978: 53) also highlights that he also conceived of ‘the state’ as founded on 

inclusionary-exclusion.  

Echoing Weber, Woodward (2014), a poststructuralist, builds on Mitchell (1991, see 

introductory section) arguing that ‘the state’ should be understood as a social relation that makes itself 

felt in how relations between different people are configured and in how people relate to each other. 

That is, “the differential social relations that emerge between the state’s composite precarity and the 

facade of its unity—its state effect —suggest a deep and abiding cynicism, a state ‘affect’ that helps 

constitute…statist institutions” (2014: 26). On this account, bodies are “differently affected” by 

‘state’ institutions “despite the assumption of state unity and coherence” (2014: 26). Thus, he upholds 

the idea of ‘statehood’ and ‘state’ institutions as constituted through inclusionary-exclusion. ‘The 

state’, having “the capacity to affect while simultaneously not existing…[is] potentially more 

powerful than those circumscribed by its laws, those who, for lack of the unknown, learn to anticipate 

a state that does not exist by anticipating its violences and its contingencies” (2014: 29). Woodward’s 

(2014) account focuses on describing the ‘effects and affects’ of governance ‘structures’ and 

practices, which can be many and varied for different social forces.  

Like Weber, Woodward’s account also regards ‘the state’ as founded on violence and 

population control, the effects of which are differentially experienced by differently categorised 

individuals. He also accepts that territoriality forms the foundational basis of ‘state legitimacy’. By 

treating the state as a structural effect that differentially affects individuals, Woodward (2014; 

Woodward & Bruzzone 2015) was building on Mitchell’s work (1991; 1999) who, in turn, was 

building on Weber’s and instrumentalist Marxist understandings of ‘the state’ as a social relation. 

Each of them finds sympathy in Mercier (2016) who argues that ‘state’ “legitimation always depends 

on differential interpretation, which will claim to validate (or invalidate) ‘the state’” (2016: 382). He 

argues that ‘the state’ is a spectre that is constituted through “a series of practices and legitimating 

conventions, already potentially illegitimate because fundamentally contradictory or incompatible” 

(2016: 382). Thus, there is the recognition that while territoriality constitutes the foundational ground 

of ‘state legitimacy’, this legitimacy is always already tenuous.  

Notable, then, is Liu’s exploration of the rationale on which statehood is constituted. She holds 

that the “operational apparatus of the management of things and all aspects of life…is indeed the 

question we need to face in front of various forms of the contemporary governmental paradigm” 

(2015: 89). While treating ‘the state’ as a distinct entity rather than a ‘structural’ effect or social 
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relation, Liu challenges, in somewhat contractarian terms, conceptions of ‘the state’ as fixed and 

having a singular identity and instead understands “the nation as the place of emptiness, the nation 

constantly in a process of being composed and decomposed, the vacuous and inoperative place that 

allows the arrival and departure of different people through the historical process” (2015: 97). This 

allows ‘the state’ to be understood as both a fragmented and coherent actor, “as a topological space, 

a no-place space, infiltrated in a dynamic movement interacting with all seeds of possibilities and 

potentials” (2015: 98). Liu’s (2015) account, therefore, differs from others who view ‘the state’ as 

necessarily functioning according to a logic of inclusionary-exclusion, but is like Weber’s in that she 

understands it to be grounded in social relations albeit without domination by a single group. Hers is 

a view of ‘the state’ as an inclusive though empty space that can be defined by all social forces. 

However, she also argues that the logic of inclusionary-exclusion is the basis on which contemporary 

‘states’ function.  

Like Woodward (2014), her account focuses on the ‘effects and affects’ of ‘the state’ as a 

spatiotemporal actor that produces heterogeneous subjects whose ‘possibilities and potentials’ within 

‘the state’ are varied. Lefort (1986), similarly refers to ‘the state’ as an ‘empty place of power’ that 

is characterised by high levels of heterogeneity and social differentiation. This contrasts with Weber 

(1978) and instrumentalist Marxists who understand ‘the state’ as one or more social forces’ exercise 

of domination and control over others, and Mitchell (1991; 1999) and Woodward (2014) who view 

it as a structural effect that in turn affects individuals differently with varying (often negative) effects. 

Thus, while on these accounts ‘the state’ is reducible to territory and the accompanying set of 

(contested) governance institutions, the latter remain undefined while the relationship between them 

and the territory on which they are operationalised is not straightforward. On the other hand, Wendt, 

a social constructivist, (1994: 387) echoes social contract theories and maintains that the “provision 

of security (and more specifically the maintenance of a territorial monopoly on organised violence) 

is a key function of the state” (1994: 392). However, in a point of departure from the aforementioned 

theorists, he also stresses that while ‘monopoly’ “normally refers to control by a single actor…it can 

also denote control by multiple actors if they are not rivals and engage in institutionalised collective 

action” (1994: 392). He, therefore, argues that “political authority need not be centralised” (1994: 

393). That is, “a ‘disarticulated’ sovereignty in which different ‘state’ functions are performed at 

different levels of aggregation” (1994: 393) may also prevail.  

This is in keeping with Weber (1978) who argues that a ‘state’ must simply claim a monopoly 

on the legitimate use of physical force, with ‘legitimate’ delineating an organisation’s administrative 

staff, officeholders, or representatives’ observance of their social group or organisation’s governing 

rules and norms. Such an account of legitimacy leaves room for multilayered forms of governance to 

emerge (Jones & Jessop 2010) and for different forces to be engaged in conflict(s) against each other 



    53 
 

while making legitimate use of physical force and other instruments of coercion (Latham 2000). We 

can term this ‘internal legitimacy’. As Lust (2018: 335) highlights, ‘the state’ “is situated within 

separate but overlapping realms of authority, in which different actors produce goods in accordance 

with their own institutions.” According to Lust, politics is better understood “as struggles within and 

between multiple, overlapping arenas of authority (of which the state is but one)” (2018: 335). Earlier, 

Lehman (1988: 819) had argued that “the state is both a supraorganisation and an organisation,” 

responsible for the coordination of both sub- and ‘non-state’ organisations.  

Nonetheless, on Weber’s account, while a given group may not have the actual monopoly on 

the legitimate use of physical force over the entirety of a given geographic location and its 

corresponding population, this is permissible given social forces need only make claims to such a 

monopoly even as that monopoly may not eventuate. This contrasts with neo-Weberians’ view (see 

above) that ‘the state’ should not only make such claims, but actually possess a monopoly (Hampel 

2015). Wendt’s (1994) account is, therefore, like Radcliffe’s (2001) who holds that in “political 

connections that privilege neither the state nor ‘opposition’ social movements, transnational 

connections can be viewed as a process, while formal political institutions are situated in an open, 

multi-levelled field” (2001: 21, emphasis in original). This echoes Weber’s understanding of ‘the 

state’ as the territorialised institutionalised expression of social conflict with multiple actors seeking 

to assert their dominance and control over a given geographic location and its corresponding 

population or engaging with each other on various terms in the pursuit and/or exercise of power. Kyed 

(2017) similarly argues that ‘the state’ “is in a constant process of formation through various, 

sometimes contradictory practices by diverse actors who draw on multiple strategies and logics that 

are layered in history” (2017: 469). She argues that because of this, ‘the state’ can be understood to 

be a hybrid actor given it is highly heterogeneous and characterised by fragmentation and a lack of 

unity from its establishment. The mixing of different legal and political cultures within a single ‘state’ 

apparatus results in hybridised forms of authority that “mix and merge” (2017: 469). Thus, 

understanding “hybridised state authority” requires focusing on ‘the state’ “as an empirical form 

without relying on a purified, fixed idea about what the state is or ought to be” (2017: 469).  

The following section draws on the preceding engagement with different ‘state’ theories in 

highlighting that while there have been efforts to define ‘it’, none convincingly makes a case for 

treating ‘the state’ either as real, as if real, or as not real but analytically useful. This failure on the 

part of scholars is what informs the PRA that is developed in the following section which, in addition 

to disavowing the ontological reality and analytic usefulness of ‘the state’ and other structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism, assesses the strategic functions performed by the deployment of the 

latter in configuring relations between different sets of actors (local, regional, global), including on 

the African continent. This differentiates the PRA from the above post-structuralist perspectives. 
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The processual-relational account of statism 

 

Taking ‘the state’ out of statism 

 

The preceding discussion has revealed that while coming from somewhat different 

perspectives, scholars by and large hold that ‘the state’ is a contested set of territorialised governance 

institutions. This is the case even as they acknowledge that ‘the state’ is an abstraction, “both real and 

illusory” (Mitchell 1999: 76). ‘The state’ operates across and is comprised of a delimited territory or 

geographical location recognised and contested by various sets of actors either through, within, or 

outside of that operative location. Through processes of spatialisation, different social forces exert 

control (coercive or otherwise) over that location’s corresponding population through various 

organisational processes and practices. This spatialisation of authority is regarded as either giving 

rise to a distinct entity called ‘the state’ or producing a ‘state’ effect which provides the appearance 

of a distinct actor called ‘the state’ operating across location(s). This ‘entity’ is maintained through 

practices of population classification or categorisation according to race, sex, class, religion, gender, 

sexuality, ethnicity, caste, occupation, marital status, and immigration status, amongst other things, 

and provides the organisational landscape through, within, and/or against which the balance of social 

forces is determined.  

Such forms of categorisation are used to hierarchically order society through the elevation, 

dehumanisation, and/or marginalisation of particular groups and individuals on the basis of which 

categories they fall into, although social contract theorists argue that this ought not to be the case. For 

example, the patriarchal organisation of societies, heteronormativity, as well as racialised hierarchies 

in the form of the global elevation of white subjectivities over and above those who are coded as 

‘non-white’. ‘The state’ is thus understood to function in accordance with both exclusionary and 

inclusionary logics, the latter because individuals and groups inhabit a given territorialised location 

on the terms set by those exercising power through established modes of control, including because 

of the changing balance of social forces. While not necessarily exercising the monopoly on the use 

of violence and coercion (for example, through the army and police), ‘the state’ is understood to claim 

such a monopoly through earlier mentioned processes of spatialisation—the projection of power and 

influence across a delimited location by given social forces—which underlie both ‘state’ formation 

and maintenance. ‘The state’ is, therefore, both a fragmented and coherent actor—coherence 

understood as the appearance of an entity called ‘the state’, including through particular forces 

attaining hegemony—and is characterised by high levels of social differentiation and stratification, 

even as this ought not to be the case according to social contract and post-Marxist autonomist theories. 

Thus, all the theories of ‘the state’ engaged with in this chapter are structuralist (i.e., determinist) 

even as some of their proponents seek to distance themselves from structuralism by propounding a 
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soft determinism (see section one). This is inclusive of post-structuralist theories by virtue of the 

concept of ‘state effects’.  

The preceding engagement with different theories of ‘the state’ has also revealed that while 

there exists much literature purporting to describe and/or explain contemporary modes of social 

organisation, ‘the state’ as one such mode remains a nebulous concept. In attempting to define ‘the 

state’, scholars often end up describing activities that occur through, within, or against ‘the state’ or 

how ‘the state’ itself comes into being. Moreover, they describe the tensions that characterise efforts 

to exercise power through ‘the state’ while failing to provide a definition that would support both the 

explicit and implicit acceptance of the ontological reality of ‘the state’ as well as charges that it would 

still be an analytically useful category even if one were to disavow its existence. What these theories 

do reveal is that while one cannot speak of ‘the state’ as such, one can speak of the existence of 

statism, a dominant contemporary logic of social organisation whose nature scholars have, ultimately, 

been trying to understand, albeit through an untenable structuralist lens. The determinism, hard or 

soft, that characterises such structuralist views leads to the acceptance of the view that social actors 

can engage in ‘state-building’ projects either in ideal-typical or variable ways. Such a view is only 

tenable if one accepts the existence of ‘external structures’ which either pre-exist (hard determinism) 

and/or exist in a mutually constitutive relation with agency (soft determinism). This results in notions 

of path-dependence as necessitating the continual ‘building’ of ‘state structures’ which both mediate 

and constrain the range of actions available to social actors. As Ince and de la Torre (2016: 10) note, 

statism “generates and justifies dynamics that violently position differentially-situated groups in 

authoritarian relations, institutionalising hierarchical patterns of relating both within and beyond 

spaces”. Nevertheless, while coming from different perspectives, each of the theorists discussed 

above recognises this, including social contract theorists whose aspirationalism betrays this 

recognition.  

However, on a processual account, statism can be defined as the contemporaneous enactment, 

through varied practices and by a multitude of actors, of certain norms such that we see the emergence 

of order(s) in the form of territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power that are constitutive 

of a favourable or unfavourable terrain for social and political manoeuvre by a range of actors. As 

such, the study of statism as a logic of social organisation requires that we study norms in terms of 

their processual inscription in day-to-day life through actions and practices, reflexive strategic 

calculations, and the social, cultural, economic, and political routines their enactment gives rise to. 

Statism is, in the words of Jessop (2015), polyvalent. It is a set of norms which can be enacted by a 

multitude of actors simultaneously resulting in the emergence, maintenance, and/or transformation of 

order(s). The practices stemming from such norms do not produce ‘structures’ that can be termed 

‘states’, rather, they are generative of varied processes through which societies are established or 
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maintained resulting in routinised ways of being, doing, and knowing (i.e. institutions). This is the 

processual-relational account of statism and it is this focus on process rather than structure (i.e., the 

non-deterministic disarticulation of statism in processual, relational, and institutionalist terms) that 

differentiates it from Jessop’s (1999) strategic-relational approach to ‘the state’. Whereas Jessop’s 

(1999) structuralist approach would have us analyse the strategic selectivities of ‘the state’ while 

understanding the selectivities as those ways in which social forces’ actions are ‘structurally’ or 

externally constrained, the PRA requires the study of such in relation to statism as defined above and 

as the ways in which agents enact a range of norms, including through strategic considerations aimed 

at either sustaining existing organising processes or transforming them and transitioning from one 

type of order to another. On the PRA, strategic selectivities are not the result of external constraints, 

but rather, the internal calculations or considerations of agents. That is, the PRA places emphasis on 

agency, including in the negotiation of international order, to highlight the dialectical relation 

between agency and process, with order understood to be an epiphenomenon of agency. In other 

words, the biases of statism as a set of norms that are productive of dynamic intersecting and 

overlapping networks of power: 

 
must be connected to specific strategies pursued by specific forces (or specific sets 

of such forces) with specific identities in order to advance specific interests over 

specific spatial and temporal horizons relative to specific other forces, each 

advancing their own interests through their own strategies over their own spatial and 

temporal horizons (Jessop 1999: 54).  

 

 Statism as a contingent set of norms produces “multiple material, discursive and affective 

interfaces with other equally-present logics of organisation and belonging” (Ince & de la Torre 2016: 

18). However, different practices by different actors (both within and outside of a given set of 

intersecting networks of power) stemming from statist norms (see below) can never preclude the use 

of a given set of strategies or certain coalitional possibilities given the capacity of social actors to 

navigate a given set of constraints, including in the face of differential power. Strategies and interests 

are not pursued in the context of ‘the state’, but rather, give rise—through the enactment of statist 

norms in day-to-day practice—to different, complementary, competing, and overlapping organising 

processes. In this context, the promotion and application of certain concepts can be part actors’ 

strategic arsenal given the types of knowledge, relations, and practices that relevant concepts 

sanction. Therefore, on the PRA, it becomes important to understand the strategic functions of the 

deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism in configuring relations between different 

sets of actors (local, regional, and global).  
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Scholars have generally confused the presence of statism with the existence of some entity 

called ‘the state’ that is more or less easily identifiable and that can be ‘built’ (in various ways) across 

the world. Moreover, scholars have tended to fetishise constraints in ways that take path-dependence 

as a given thereby foreclosing the possibility of transformative agency. While the tendency to take 

‘the state’ for granted or to view the presence of statism as indicative of the existence of such an 

‘entity’ is not unique to the discipline of IR, it is particularly stark within IR because the discipline is 

primarily concerned with making sense of relations between and within ‘states’, and how these are 

shaped by developments in a so-called ‘anarchic’ international ‘states’ system. IR scholarship is 

exemplary of scholars’ acceptance of a false equivalence between statism—a logic of socio-political 

organisation—and ‘the state’—a non-entity that is presumed to exist by virtue of the former 

constituting a predominant logic of socio-political organisation. Thus, drawing on the preceding 

discussion, this section outlines the constitutive norms of statism, while emphasising that the 

existence of a particular set of norms, practices, and technologies of social organisation that can be 

given the label ‘statism’ is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition for the existence of something 

called ‘the state’ nor the analytic usefulness of such a concept such that ‘state-building’ can be 

sanctioned.  

This departs from Foucauldian governmentality in that it is premised on the complete rejection 

of the idea of ‘the state’, rather than simply seeking to explain the disciplinary governmental logics 

that characterise life within ‘the state’ as a taken for granted category (Foucault 2001). Thus, this 

section argues that what scholars (and practitioners) are identifying when they speak of ‘the state’ is 

rather a logic of socio-political organisation constituted by norms that give rise to varied practices 

and organising processes. As such, if ‘the state’ is not taken for granted as an existing or analytically 

useful category and scholars instead seek to examine and understand statism as a contingent and 

temporal set of norms and practices enacted by social actors in the establishment and/or 

transformation of order(s), they would be better placed to understand the nature of social organisation 

and power relations both within and across social orders. This section also highlights how statism as 

a logic of social organisation obfuscates our understandings of the causes of socio-political crises 

across the world, a point that will be picked up in the next chapter’s examination of the strategic 

functions of the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism in configuring relations 

between local, regional, and global actors on the African continent. So, what does statism consist of? 

 

What is statism? 

 

The preceding discussion provided a definition of statism as the contemporaneous enactment, 

through varied practices and by a multitude of actors, of certain norms such that we see the emergence 

of territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power that are constitutive of a favourable or 
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unfavourable terrain for social and political manoeuvre by a range of actors. It is, therefore, important 

to examine what these norms are. Exclusive territoriality is understood by many scholars to form the 

foundation of statism. Branch (2017) argues that territory should be understood as an institution, that 

is, as “a linked set of spatial ideas, practices, and technologies that, together, constitute territory” 

(2017: 132). On this account, territory “serves as part of a political strategy of control” (2017: 135). 

Central to the institution of territory is: 

 
the ideal of mutually exclusive, linearly bounded authority and norms such as 

territorial integrity and non-violation of borders. The practices of territory involve 

the set of patterned actions surrounding borders and the implementation and 

maintenance of control over a delimited space. Finally, the relevant technologies 

include infrastructure, transportation, and communication technologies that make 

possible those practices (2017: 137-138). 

 

Such authority is often contested as different sets of actors seek to delimit borders in the first 

instance, to redraw them, to maintain them, and/or to reinforce their authority over relevant locations. 

While territoriality as a constitutive norm of statism requires the delimitation of land(s) as well as the 

practices governing political engagement, settlement, and movement within those lands, it does not 

necessarily require recognition from actors inhabiting other territorialised societies, such that each 

society’s borders’ are (for all intents and purposes) inviolable. This is because of the polyvalent 

character and contemporaneous enactment of this logic of social organisation which gives rise to 

overlapping sovereignties as different actors pursue their own strategic visions. Mutual recognition 

of borders arises only insofar as it is strategically beneficial to the relevant actors of a given 

territorialised social order or (intersecting) networks of power. Territory, therefore, “implies space 

demarcated and constructed for political purposes” (Kadercan 2015: 129). Indeed, territorialisation 

“directly aims to organise and regulate individual and social behaviour by way of defining the scope 

and extent of authority and the cultural as well as emotive affiliations of human groups with space” 

(2015: 130). Statism, therefore, sanctions strategic and exclusive claims to a given physical location 

and the assumption that territorial “social formations are…the root of all identities” (Agnew 2008: 

178). Indeed, often the “boundaries (including borders) between them are…viewed as opposing and 

exclusionary identities that pre-exist the coming of borders” (2008: 178, emphasis in original). This 

is what gives statism the character of dynamic intersecting networks of power animated by strategic 

calculations. Later, this section will discuss the co-existence of hegemonic and non-hegemonic 

organising processes, projects, and visions (for example, those governing political engagement and 

expectations about which sets of actors are responsible for service delivery) within such dynamic 

social orders.  
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The above also highlights the second constitutive norm of statism: oppositionality. Both 

individual and group identities are understood to be necessarily conflictual, both within and across 

territorialised social orders, hence the establishment, contestation, and maintenance of borders (i.e., 

exclusive territories). Oppositionality, the creation of categories into which people are placed based 

on physical, cultural, social, and/or political differences on the basis of which society is organised, is 

integral to statism. Oppositionality as a constitutive norm of statism also requires that differentially 

categorised individuals and groups of people both within and across territorialised social orders 

compete—through various processes—for influence/authority, material, and other resources. The 

understanding of individuals and groups of people as belonging to separate categories is often central 

to determining who is and/or who is not deserving of various social, material, and/or political goods 

i.e., citizenship regimes or a seat at various decision-making tables. This results in highly fragmented 

social orders (order understood as routinised practices grounded in specific norms, with such practices 

often differing from actor to actor), which leads to the third constitutive norm of statism: hierarchy.  

Put simply, hierarchy is the practice of awarding greater importance to something or someone 

over another. Statism requires that some actors (understood in individual and/or group terms) be 

accorded greater significance than others. Different actors who operate within, across, or against a 

given territory may also be awarded greater significance than others on the basis of not only the 

different governance functions they perform, but the relative salience of their strategic visions, 

projects, and/or organising processes. Dominant actors (for example, ‘governmental actors’), by 

virtue of the salience of the latter, are likely to perform a coordinating role over all other actors 

operating and carrying out various activities within a shared territory. Non-dominant actors may or 

may not be recognised at all because of the weaker salience of their strategic visions, projects, and/or 

organising processes which may not be regarded as socially or politically acceptable by dominant 

actors who are situated at the top of the extant hierarchy in a given set of territorialised networks of 

power (e.g. armed groups, secessionist movements, opposition political parties, other political 

movements). Such recognition by dominant actors is not necessary for different actors to promote 

and implement their own statist or alternative visions. However, this hierarchisation of socio-political 

life often forms the explicit and/or implicit basis of resource allocation (social, political, material) 

within and across given territorialised social orders (Kadercan 2015) and in the context of intra-group 

dynamics is often utilised as a strategic organisational tool for the achievement of actor goals and 

objectives. It also acts as justification for the enactment of various forms of violence against non-

members or those who do not adhere to or accept relevant actors’ authority. Hierarchy, therefore, 

lends itself to the fourth constitutive norm of statism as a logic of social organisation: coercion.  

Those social forces that are situated at the top of the hierarchy both within and between actors 

within a given set of territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power—based on citizenship, 
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gender, race, class, sexuality, ethnicity, and/or political affiliation(s)—will, in accordance with statist 

norms, act to ensure that those who do not share their position observe the status quo, though they 

may also seek to transform it. This requires the application of pressure and/or the use of force through 

the promotion and enforcement of various rules and expectations in accordance with which different 

individual and/or group actors within a particular territory are expected to organise their everyday 

lives and engagement with each other. Thus, to ensure compliance, various disciplinary practices are 

often put in place not only as punishment, but as a deterrent against acting outside of sanctioned ways 

of being and doing. These can include rules governing citizenship or group membership, policing, 

judicial, martial, and other enforcement practices, including grassroots violence. Depending on how 

any given set of actors (dominant or non-dominant) articulate their strategic visions, the use of 

coercive force may or may not be accompanied by claims to a monopoly on the (legitimate) use of 

force.  

This further lends itself to the fifth constitutive norm of statism: assimilation or integration. 

Territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power necessarily bring heterogeneous groups of 

actors together, often as inhabitants of a single, hierarchical, social order, however contested its 

constitution may be and however many actors may be working to transform it through the enactment 

of alternative non-statist norms. Individuals and groups are, therefore, required to assimilate or 

integrate, that is, conform to the rules governing everyday social and political life in the territorialised 

social order within which they find themselves. To maintain their membership within and/or to 

contest such an order, individuals and groups may act to uphold existing hierarchies by challenging 

established governance practices through existing grievance and dispute resolution mechanisms 

(dominant or otherwise) and/or challenge them by establishing competing mechanisms based on 

alternative norms. Failure to do the former may result in transgressive actors being met with the full 

force of the disciplinary practices of dominant and/or other relevant actors within a given 

territorialised social order. 

The specific practices stemming from the contemporaneous enactment of the above constitutive 

norms of statism can look different from actor to actor. There exists no ideal-typical way of practicing 

or enacting these norms despite the relative salience of some ways over others. Moreover, any actor 

can uphold and/or pursue their own strategic visions, projects, and organising processes, which may 

or may not seek to wholly challenge or compete with those of dominant or other sets of actors. 

Nevertheless, dominance is continuously negotiated and contested and is often context and/or site 

dependent even as relates to a single country. Moreover, statism is not something that is implemented 

by dominant actors alone; there may also be multiple dominant actors within a given set of 

territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power whose strategic visions, projects, and 

organising processes are at odds and/or complementary). In effect, statism is itself a hegemonic 
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organising logic which can be implemented by different sets of actors resulting in dominant, but 

always contested, organising processes. On the African continent, statism and extant processes 

governing political engagement and service delivery became hegemonic because of their enactment 

through colonial encounter as subsequent chapters will demonstrate. Nonetheless, insofar as 

dominant organising processes are accepted by non-dominant actors, this is due or attributable to the 

relative successes of dominant actors in representing themselves (their strategic visions, projects, and 

organising processes) in hegemonic terms. Such hegemony may only be representational, be 

accompanied by the use or application of coercive force, or political mobilisation. Thus, actors may 

not be hegemonic in the sense of the widespread acceptance, recognition, and adherence by others to 

their organising processes, visions, and projects; however, their mode of representation (the way they 

articulate their aims and objectives to both themselves and others) and the practices stemming from 

it may be hegemonic. Different actors’ modes of representation can, therefore, provide an 

understanding of the potential ways in which power will both be contested and negotiated, including 

the strategies selected by different actors to do so in the context of a given territorialised dynamic 

intersecting network of power.  

The contemporary tendency to uphold statism as a logic of social organisation assumes that 

statism “is the outcome of a ‘natural’ tendency towards hierarchical organisation at a large scale” and 

that hierarchical organisation “is the only medium through which societies can function efficiently 

and justly” (Ince & de la Torre (2016)). More accurately, territorialised hierarchisation is assumed 

to be the end-state towards which all societies progress. Often, though not always, this is accompanied 

by claims that statism results in greater stability as social actors are brought together within a single 

exclusive territory with each of them governed by the same set of rules. Regardless of whether social 

actors are understood to willingly uphold statism due to having entered into a social contract with one 

another, or as a result of statism having been imposed upon them and/or as a strategic mode of 

pursuing various social and political ends, statism is regarded as a stabilising logic of social 

organisation. That is, it provides the best means of managing social conflict, particularly if, so the 

story goes, organising processes governing political engagement are upheld in the form of 

representative parliamentarism with periodic elections taking place to ensure amicable transfers of 

power between different sets of actors, are put in place. This is particularly true of social contract and 

(neo)Weberian theories, though not so much of some Marxist and post-structuralist theories of ‘the 

state’ as the preceding discussion highlighted. Indeed, a close engagement with the preceding 

discussion would have revealed that statism is a logic of social organisation that has a greater 

likelihood of fostering crises and instability due to the nature of statist norms, as will be shown below. 

The rest of this chapter’s discussion will, therefore, examine the ways in which structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism obfuscate our understandings of the causes or determinants of socio-
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political crises and conflict by locating them in ‘weak’ or ‘failed’ ‘state-building’ projects rather than 

statism itself.  

 

Statism as the fundamental cause of crises 

 

Rather than locating the causes of socio-political crises outside of statism or locating them with 

‘weak’ or ‘failed’ experiments with statism (understood in structuralist terms), it is important to 

recognise statism itself as the culprit. To do this, one can reveal inconsistencies and tensions in the 

constitutive norms of statism as a logic of social organisation. Thus far, this chapter has highlighted 

that the legitimacy that is enjoyed by social and political actors promoting their particular statist 

visions, projects, and organising processes is tenuous at best. Exclusive territoriality, the attendant 

differentiation of people through their ‘placement’ in separate categories, and the entrenchment of 

social hierarchies is likely to result in not only contestation (rejection of borders and the laws 

governing them, and/or competing claims to administering activities and life within borders in 

particular ways), but ideational and/or physical clashes between different actors within a given set of 

territorialised dynamic intersecting networks of power seeking to implement alternative visions, 

projects, and organising processes, all occurring in a transnational context characterised by the 

coloniality of power.  

Moreover, given oppositionality is yet another constitutive norm of statism, the stability 

(absence of socio-political crises) societies that uphold it as a logic of social organisation enjoy, is 

also tenuous. That is, while the contemporaneous enactment of statism by a multitude of actors results 

in the establishment, maintenance and/or contestation of routinised (dominant or non-dominant) 

statist practices of governing and exercising authority, this contradictory process of the ‘stabilisation’ 

of this hegemonic logic creates the conditions of possibility for socio-political crises. The ongoing 

process of statist hegemonic stabilisation is necessarily accompanied by a destabilisation drive which 

is partly due to the polyvalent character of statism as well as subversions of the logic itself. This 

means that the use of pressure or coercive disciplinary practices to ensure that actors within a given 

territorialised geographic location uphold statism results in the further diminishment of the tenuous 

legitimacy that such social orders and the various actors (dominant or non-dominant) thereof enjoyed 

in the first place. Each of these underlying currents of instability logically lead to the assimilative or 

integrative norm of statism being undermined to varying degrees. 

Considering the above, structuralist conceptualisations of statism obfuscate our understandings 

of the determinants of socio-political crises in two ways: (1) by postulating the ontological reality of 

‘the state’ as real, as if real, or as not real but analytically useful; and (2) by postulating that different 

sets of actors can engage in ‘state-building’ resulting in successful, flawed, or failed examples of ‘the 

state’. Both of these postulations prevent a clear understanding of the dynamics of socio-political 
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organisation by deliberately or inadvertently painting a static picture that understands it in terms of 

concrete structures that mediate and shape interactions between people rather than as a relational 

process characterised by the enactment of the abovementioned norms through wide-ranging practices 

by a multitude of actors resulting in (differentiated) routinised ways of being, doing, and knowing 

(i.e. institutions/order). Moreover, both postulations entail that such ‘structures’ in the form of ‘the 

state’ can be more or less built successfully, with socio-political crises understood as the result of 

flawed attempts at ‘state-building’. This structuralism results in a preoccupation with determining 

how to do ‘state-building’ better, rather than the problematisation of statism in and of itself. In other 

words, the determinism inherent to structuralist views rears its head in the preoccupation with ‘state-

building’ as the end-state towards which social orders inevitably progress. Nonetheless, such 

structuralism reveals the necessity of the PRA developed in this chapter for better understanding 

contemporary socio-political organisation as well as the determinants of socio-political crises thereof. 

It also reveals the need to examine the strategic functions performed by the deployment of structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism in configuring relations between different sets of actors (local, regional, 

and global), including on the African continent.  

Suffice it to say that political scientists and IR theorists have to date taken the existence of 

‘the state’ for granted, resulting in the false equivalence of statism as a logic of socio-political 

organisation with the existence of something called ‘the state’ (Ruggie 1993; Passoth & Rowland 

2010; Prozorov 2011). To a lesser extent, this is also true of political geography literature even as it 

engages territory as a socially constructed technology of power (Johnston 2001; Cox 2003; Lacher 

2005; Branch 2011; Kadercan 2015). This is important because international relations is arguably the 

field of practice that has the greatest impact on our lives due to the interdependent nature of life across 

geographies, but whose impacts are often overlooked or minimised. While ‘states’ do not exist— 

contrary to what many political scientists, international relations practitioners, and IR scholars would 

have us believe—it is possible to identify those norms in accordance with which societies are 

predominantly organised in contemporary times, norms which constitute a logic of social organisation 

(Agnew 1994). As such, the processual-relational account of statism developed in this chapter is 

likely to be useful in better understanding the dynamics of socio-political organisation, political 

engagement, the determinants, and manifestations of crises, and how to build a post-statist world 

order. Moreover, the PRA, as will be shown in Chapter Two, can assist us in understanding the 

strategic functions the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs in 

configuring relations between different sets of actors, including on the African continent and in the 

context of peacebuilding and peacemaking. 
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Chapter 2: ‘The state’ as a securitising concept 

 

Introduction: Tracing ‘securitisation’ to African thinkers 

 

This chapter reveals how the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs 

the strategic securitising function of both creating and reinforcing unequal relations between different 

social actors, including on the African continent. In Discourse on Colonialism (1972), first published 

in French in 1955, Césaire argues that in trying to understand ‘colonisation’ and ‘civilisation’, it is 

important “to see clearly, to think clearly—that is, dangerously—and to answer the innocent first 

question: what, fundamentally, is colonisation” (1972: 10)? For Césaire, answering this question 

requires agreeing “on what it is not”, which is “neither evangelisation, nor a philanthropic enterprise, 

nor a desire to push back the frontiers of ignorance, disease, and tyranny, nor a project undertaken 

for the greater glory of God, nor an attempt to extend the rule of law” (1972: 10). In effect, 

colonisation represents the negation of ‘civilisation’ and order itself. According to Césaire, 

colonisation is the “bridgehead in a campaign to civilise barbarism, from which there may emerge at 

any moment the negation of civilisation” (1972: 18). As such, the ‘decivilisation’ of Europe is secured 

through colonial encounter and through the enactment of violence and the brutalisation of the non-

European ‘Other’ by European colonial actors.  

Césaire highlights that while colonisation was justified as a necessary intervention fulfilling the 

‘white man’s burden’ of bringing order to anarchic societies, it did not bring with it the purported 

security, culture, or rule of law (see Chapter One’s discussion of the aspirationalism of social contract 

theories). Despite colonisation and its interventionist thrust having been characterised in 

humanitarian and philanthropic terms, it was instead pseudo-humanist in character. Césaire’s 

question (what, fundamentally, is colonisation?) highlights that colonial interventions were informed 

not only by European actors’ desire to create new markets for the development of European social 

orders, but by perceptions of and the belief that their non-European counterparts required a transition 

from ‘anarchy’ or the ‘state of nature’, to one characterised by not only order, but a type of order 

informed by European norms and ways of being, doing, and knowing. This betrays a determinist, 

universalist logic that is characteristic of structuralist conceptualisations of statism. Colonisation or 

intervention is, therefore, principally justified through the negation of existing social orders, and the 

construction and appeal to a narrative of the non-European ‘Other’ as having failed to establish 

civilisation and as requiring direction from European colonial actors in doing so.  

Césaire’s analysis of colonialism is echoed in Fanon’s (1963) assertion that under colonialism, 

the “zone where the natives live is not complementary to the zone inhabited by the settlers”, that is, 

the “two zones are opposed, but not in the service of a higher unity…they both follow the principles 

of reciprocal exclusivity” (1963: 39). Here, Fanon highlights that in embarking on their colonial 
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projects, European actors demarcated two zones: the zone of being and the zone of non-being. 

European actors belonged to the former category, whilst their non-European counterparts belonged 

to the latter category. This demarcation formed the basis on which the violent enterprise of 

colonialism was rooted, with violent practices that would not be acceptable in the zone of being 

understood to be acceptable against the dehumanised non-European ‘Other’ of the zone of non-being. 

According to Fanon, the demarcation itself was further indicative of how the “native is declared 

insensible to ethics; he represents the absence of values, but also the negation of values” (1963: 41). 

Indeed, in the European imaginary, the native is regarded as “the enemy of values, and in this sense, 

he is the absolute evil” (1963: 41). Highlighting trends in European thought and how the African 

continent has historically figured thereof, Fanon notes that colonial settlers understood themselves as 

the makers and agents of history. In Fanon’s words, they are “the absolute beginning” (1963: 51) and 

through colonisation they usher in the beginning of history in places and to societies that were 

previously ‘outside’ of history’s remit. In doing so, European actors usher in a transition from the 

‘absence’ of order to one where the rule of law reigns. Fanon is implicitly referring to the remarks of 

G.W.F Hegel in his book, The Philosophy of History, first published in 1837. While Hegel is 

exemplary of this thinking, the views he espouses predate him by centuries. Nevertheless, Hegel 

writes: 

 
Africa proper [south of the desert of Sahara], as far as History goes back, has 

remained for all purposes of connection with the rest of the world shut up; it is the 

Gold-land compressed within itself—the land of childhood, which lying beyond the 

day of self-conscious history, is enveloped in the dark mantle of Night…The Negro, 

as already observed, exhibits the natural man in his completely wild and untamed 

state. We must lay aside all thought of reverence and morality—all that we call 

feeling if we would rightly comprehend him; there is nothing harmonious with 

humanity to be found in this type of character …At this point, we leave Africa, not 

to mention it again. For it is no historical part of the World; it has no movement or 

development to exhibit. Historical movements in it—that is in the northern part—

belong to the Asiatic or European World (Hegel 2001: 109, 111, 117, emphasis in 

original).   

 

Thomas Hobbes’ picture of the ‘state of nature’, first published in his book Leviathan in 1651, 

is echoed in Hegel’s remarks where a view of life on the African continent as “solitary, poor, nasty, 

brutish, and short” (1909: 110) is cemented. As Mudimbe notes in the opening passage to his book, 

The Invention of Africa: Gnosis, Philosophy, and the Order of Knowledge, “colonialism and 

colonisation basically mean organisation, arrangement” (1988:1, emphasis in original) with the words 
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derived from the Latin word ‘colēre, “meaning to cultivate or to design” (1988: 1). This highlights 

that colonialism and colonisation are concerned with the transformation of societies towards varied 

ends with such a transformation underpinned by various myths about the societies and lands subject 

to colonisation. This fact of transformation and of transformation as ushering in a transition from a 

‘state of nature’ or pre-historical life to one of culture, law, and order understood in European terms, 

cannot be ignored in answering Césaire’s question regarding the fundamental character of 

colonisation. Through colonial encounter, European actors sought to (re)organise and “transform 

non-European areas into fundamentally European constructs” (1988: 1). 

Here it becomes important to recall Fanon’s observation that for European actors, the native is 

“the negation of values” (1963: 41). This highlights that the transformation of African societies was 

to be done through the diffusion, enactment, and implementation of European norms, in other words, 

of statism. Such an enactment has historically been accompanied by structuralist notions of the ‘end-

states’ which African societies are moving towards, with such ‘end-states’ understood in objectivist, 

universalist terms that betray an adherence to social determinism. In effect, colonialism was/is a war 

of/over values and ethics, with the land, bodies, and minds of the colonised constituting the 

battlegrounds. Mudimbe argues that European intellectual traditions have tended to “speak about 

neither Africa nor Africans, but rather to justify the process of inventing and conquering a continent 

and naming its ‘primitiveness’ or ‘disorder,’ as well as the subsequent means of its exploitation and 

methods for its ‘regeneration’” (1988: 20). Through such an invention and the resultant 

transformative processes, the notion of an ‘African genesis’ through colonial encounter is sustained 

(1988: 22).  

Thus, a year prior to Ole Wæver’s (1989) working paper, ‘Security, the speech act: analysing 

the politics of a word’, and ten years prior to the publication of Buzan and Wæver’s book (1998), 

Security: A New Framework for Analysis, which are credited with pioneering securitisation theory, 

Mudimbe—building on the work of African scholars’ past—had already demonstrated the roles of 

discourse and speech in justifying the use of ‘extraordinary’ measures, including violence, against 

those regarded as posing an existential threat not only to themselves, but to those constructing them 

as a ‘threat’. While he did not use the language of ‘security’ given he is neither a political scientist 

nor an IR scholar, but a philosopher, Mudimbe does this in the ways discussed above and by 

highlighting that “missionary discourses on Africans were powerful” and expounded “the model of 

African spiritual and cultural metamorphosis” (1988: 44) which also formed the justificatory ground 

on which colonialism was practiced. For Mudimbe, we “might consider that missionary speech is 

always predetermined, pre-regulated, let us say colonised” (1988: 47, emphasis in original) due to its 

dependence “upon a normative discourse already given, definitely fixed, clearly meant in ‘a vital 

connection between Christianity and Western culture as a whole’” (1988: 47). On Mudimbe’s 
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account, missionary “orthodox speech, even when imaginative and fanciful, evolved within the 

framework of…the authority of truth”, that is, “God’s desire for the conversion of the world in terms 

of cultural and socio-political regeneration, economic progress and spiritual salvation” (1988: 47).  

This meant that the missionary, much like any colonising European actor, did not “enter into 

dialogue with ‘pagans’ and ‘savages’ but [had to] impose the law of God” (1988: 47). Indeed, all non-

European and non-Christian cultures had to “undergo a process of reduction to, or—in missionary 

language—of regeneration in, the norms that the missionary represents” (1988: 47-48). Thus, 

missionary discourses and speech, much like the writings of Hegel, provided the basis on which 

colonisation and its attendant brutality were justified. Mudimbe in this regard echoes Fanon’s notions 

of the zone of being and non-being. Insofar as colonisation and the attendant social orders were 

presented through a deterministic and universalist lens, the lens highlight the importance of the 

processual-relational account of statism (PRA) to understanding order as an epiphenomenon of 

agency and the enactment of (statist) norms by social actors. Thus, the securitisation framework that 

Buzan and Wæver articulated can be traced to African philosophical writings and, for that reason, be 

considered an African framework.  

What Buzan and Wæver did was simply attach a name, ‘securitisation’, to the processes that 

Mudimbe describes. However, in doing so, the account of securitisation that they present is, as Howell 

and Richter-Montpetit (2019) highlight, Eurocentric. By neglecting the insights and experiences of 

African thinkers and peoples, Buzan and Wæver (1998) re-articulated the framework in a way that 

“is fundamentally and inextricably structured not only by Eurocentrism but also by civilisationism, 

methodological whiteness, and anti-black racism” (Howell & Richter-Montpetit 2019: 2). In other 

words, they re-articulated it in a structuralist and determinist manner. Securitisation theory, as will 

be shown below, “distinguishes between politics and security, or politicisation and securitisation” 

(2019: 3). Through the process of securitisation, an issue or object is constructed, through speech acts 

and discourse, as posing an existential threat to those engaged in threat-construction. This process 

subsequently provides justification for “breaking from ‘normal’ political rules, a potentially 

dangerous slip from the norm to the exception” (2019: 3, emphasis in original). The possibility of 

‘desecuritisation’ is present and often processes of securitisation and desecuritisation go together 

(Austin & Beaulieu-Brossard 2017), with the latter also informed by existing relations of power. 

Buzan and Wæver’s re-articulation of securitisation theory fails to examine how concepts that are 

relied upon in the contemporary day-to-day organisation of life and practice of politics are also 

exemplary of ongoing racialised practices of securitisation, concepts such as ‘the state’ and 

‘weak/fragile/failed states’. 

Buzan and Wæver’s re-articulation of securitisation theory, therefore, forecloses the 

observations of Mudimbe (1988) and Fanon (1963), with Mudimbe having highlighted that racialised 
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discourses and speech formed the grounds on which colonialism and colonisation were justified and 

the distinction between the zone of being and non-being enacted. In other words, on Mudimbe’s 

account, colonial discourses are securitising discourses which cast non-European social orders and 

actors as posing an existential threat to both Europe and themselves, thereby requiring European 

intervention to transform them by ushering in a transition from an ‘absence’ of order (exceptionality) 

to one of ‘normal politics’ (culture, law, and order). On Mudimbe’s account missionary “speech and 

praxis prove that no human enterprise can succeed as long as the true God is not acknowledged” 

(1988: 51-52), with Christianisation also representative of Westernisation or Europeanisation and so 

the presumed nullification of the ‘threat’ posed by the non-European ‘Other’. Colonialism and 

colonisation are, therefore, emblematic of a war of/over values and ethics, one in which practices of 

securitisation centrally feature and where ‘state-building’ is sanctioned.  

Mudimbe’s engagement with colonial securitising discourses also highlights that practices and 

processes of securitisation are intimately intertwined with questions of sovereignty and that a 

multitude of actors are responsible for securitisations at any given point in time (i.e., European 

intellectuals, explorers/adventurers, missionaries, traders, politicians). By presenting African 

societies as exemplary of the ‘absence’ of order, such discourses necessarily negate the sovereignty 

of African peoples through the requirement that European actors usher in a transition to ‘normal 

politics’ and, consequently, an ‘African genesis’ (Mudimbe 1988). Notably, the type of order 

sanctioned by European actors was one that saw the reorganisation of African societies along statist 

lines. Therefore, it is important to ensure the disarticulation of statism through the processual-

relational account. Without such a disarticulation, statism will be understood as not only inevitable, 

but it will be sanctioned as a ‘superior’, ‘advanced’, ‘developed’, and ‘civilised’ logic of social 

organisation as its attendant norms—through varied practices and by a multitude of actors—are 

continuously enacted and implemented like during the colonial era. In other words, colonial 

securitising discourses of African societies as existing in a ‘state of nature’ provided the justification 

for European intervention(s) and the establishment of statist social orders. Fundamentally, these 

interventions and the transformations they ushered negated the sovereignty of African peoples. 

Practices of ‘state-building’ through colonial encounter belonged to a securitising arsenal of 

discourses and practices which sustained the negation of African subjectivities and sovereignty.  

In utilising the PRA to analyse the strategic functions performed by the deployment of 

structuralist conceptualisations of statism, it is important to keep in mind that in the Western or Euro-

American imaginary, the term ‘sovereignty’ has two dimensions, “a philosophical dimension 

[that]…focuses on the ground of the concept of sovereign authority and a political dimension 

[that]…engages with the form that that authority takes” (Lorenzo 2015: 400). That is, it engages 

questions about the basis on which someone or something is or can be considered a sovereign actor 
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or being. We have already addressed how in the Euro-American imaginary, Africans belong to the 

zone of non-being as opposed to the zone of being, which is reserved for Euro-American actors. In 

other words, something or someone can only be considered sovereign if they or it possess particular 

properties. If the basis or grounds on which sovereignty claims can be made is perceived to be lacking 

(in this regard, by Euro-American actors) or if properties that make one a sovereign actor are lacking, 

this can be perceived to undermine the ‘form’ that sovereignty takes (for example: ‘statehood’ or 

personhood). As Kalmo & Skinner (2010) note, “any claim as to what sovereignty is can also be read 

as a claim as to what it is not” (2010: 11). In his analysis, Skinner (2010) focuses on the ‘form’ that 

sovereignty takes by attempting to provide “a genealogy of the modern state” (2010: 26).  

According to Skinner, the term ‘state’ emerged in the latter parts of the fifteenth and the 

beginning of the sixteenth centuries, about “a specific type of union or civil association…or 

community of people living subject to the sovereign authority of a recognised monarch or ruling 

group” (2010: 27). The term ‘state’ was initially used to refer to the personal property of a subject 

who was regarded as not only embodying, but capable of exercising sovereignty. On the other hand, 

Skinner (2010) highlights that legal theorists spoke instead of rulers’ “obligation to maintain the states 

over which they ruled”. This change led to the characterisation of ‘the state’ as a physical or 

geographic entity rulers are entrusted with. These efforts to conceptualise statism in structuralist terms 

can be seen to be part of efforts to demarcate the boundaries of sovereignty. In a book written in 1576 

by Jean Bodin entitled The Six Books of the Commonwealth (Six Livres de la République in the 

original French), Bodin is translated to have written that, “‘it is neither the wals, neither the persons, 

that maketh the citie, but the union of the people under the same soveraigntie of government’” (quoted 

in Skinner 2010: 28). The term ‘citie’ is used interchangeably with the term ‘state’.  

Thus, from the fifteenth throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, sovereignty was 

regarded as centralised rule in the ‘form’ of a single ruler or a ruling group, including the Church, 

with that sovereign actor exercising authority over a specified geographic location (2010: 30). Thus, 

non-territorialised modes of exercising authority or governing would not be regarded as sovereign by 

European actors. Later we will see how even the reorganisation of African societies along statist lines 

did not result in their being regarded as sovereign by their Euro-American counterparts as ideas about 

‘weak’ and ‘failed’ states emerged. In a 1601 book, Relations of the Most Famous Kingdoms and 

Commonwealths, Giovanni Botero described ‘the state’ as ““…popular, and subject to no one 

Prince”” (quoted in Skinner 2010: 31). This referred to a notion of ‘the state’ whereby a multitude of 

people could make decisions about their own political-economic wellbeing and inform policymaking 

in their places of residence or political communities through various mechanisms. Sovereignty is, 

therefore, generally held to reside in particular ‘forms’ or ‘structures’. This structuralisation of 

statism which gave rise to the idea of ‘state-building’ and ‘statehood’ occurred alongside European 
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powers’ establishment of colonies in the non-European world from the 1400s onwards (Wynter 

1984). It is not separate from global histories of and experiences with colonialism and colonisation.  

As Anghie (2005) highlights, “colonialism was central to the constitution of international 

law…including, most importantly, sovereignty doctrine [which was] forged out of the attempt to 

create a legal system that could account for relations between the European and non-European world 

in the colonial confrontation” (2005: 3). Anghie (2005) demonstrates how non-Europeans were not 

recognised by Europeans as sovereign actors on the basis that their cultural norms, practices, and 

ways of organising society differed from those of Europeans. This is despite the fundamentally 

nebulous nature of the concept of ‘the state’ (see Chapter One). Thus Anghie (2005) demonstrates 

that the principle of ‘sovereignty’ predates the Treaties of Augsburg (1555) and Westphalia (1648) 

which are by and large considered to have ushered in relations of equality between different 

territorialised political communities and to be the hallmarks on which the contemporary global order 

is built. Moreover, Anghie, like Lawson and Shilliam (2009) shows that hierarchy and raciality have 

always been central and fundamental to the very principle of ‘sovereignty’, which insofar as it is 

appealed to by formerly colonised peoples in safeguarding their ‘self-determination’, has historically 

been used to justify various forms of interventions in the ‘Global South’. As such, it is not surprising 

that this principle would be central to international relations, both as discipline and practice given 

imperialism and colonialism were central to the establishment and continued maintenance of the 

global order. In this way, it is also not surprising that the pre-colonial contributions of non-Europeans’ 

societies to ‘globalisation’ and European ‘modernity’ (Hobson 2007) are also often omitted in 

historical accounts (see discussion of Hegel above). 

This section has demonstrated that securitisation theory can be traced to African thought 

through an engagement with the work of V.Y. Mudimbe which highlights the power and role of 

discourses and speech in justifying the colonisation of ‘threatening’ African peoples through 

European intervention(s) in African social orders aimed at ushering in an ‘African genesis’ that is 

characterised by ‘state-building’ projects aimed at facilitating the exploitation of African peoples and 

the lands they inhabit. The next section will engage with securitisation in greater detail within the 

context of a critique of secondary structuralist conceptualisations of statism such as ‘weak/fragile’, 

‘failed’, or ‘collapsed states’. This is in order to highlight how such secondary concepts are indicative 

of the further structuralisation of statism in the post-independence context which, much like the 

deployment of the parent concept of ‘the state’ during colonial encounter, performs the strategic 

function(s) of securitising African societies and countries as justification for/of intervention(s) by 

Euro-American actors in the African context, including through ‘peacebuilding’ initiatives.  
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The processual-relational account and the discourse on ‘weak states’  

 

As discussed above, securitisation involves the naming or construction of a ‘security threat’ 

such that various ‘extraordinary’ measures aimed at addressing or neutralising the ‘threat’ are 

justified and enacted, resulting in a shift from ‘normal politics’ to a state of exception. Sheikh argues 

that this “logic is easily transferable to the realm of evil” (2014: 496). This echoes Fanon’s (1963) 

assertion discussed above, that under colonialism, the native becomes the figure of absolute evil. On 

Sheikh’s account, “what we could call in this context a process of ‘evilising’ the enemy or the threat 

can be seen as an element of the process of securitisation” (2014: 496). ‘Evilisation’ is, therefore, 

central to securitising practices and processes. For Sheikh, thinking “of the process of evilising as a 

speech act facilitates a shift away from thinking of evil as a motivational factor towards a more output-

oriented approach, thus enabling a focus on which acts are conditioned by the dynamics of evilising” 

(2014: 497, emphasis in original). Other scholars have used the concept of securitisation to critique 

Western or Euro-American security discourses as they relate to countries in the Global South and the 

justification of both military and humanitarian intervention (Baysal 2019; Ratuva 2016; Thede 2013; 

Amin-Khan 2012; Watson 2011).  

In the context of the argument presented in this chapter—building on the previous chapter—

the necessary outputs of the securitisation of African societies and countries by Euro-American 

actors, outputs which are regarded as nullifying the African ‘evil’ or ‘threat’, are ‘states’ which are 

‘built’ through a transformational process of colonisation that ensures Africans’ transition from a 

‘state of nature’ to one of ‘structured’ order. The structuralist idea of ‘the state’ is therefore, borne 

out of securitising practices and processes and is itself a securitising concept. This is the strategic 

function its deployment performs in configuring relations between African and Euro-American 

actors. This is particularly significant given the category of ‘the state’ is an empty signifier whose 

structuralisation (its conceptualisation in terms of concrete or actually existing structures) occurred 

through colonial encounter. Moreover, securitisation demonstrably continues in the post-

independence period through the mobilisation of the concepts of ‘state weakness’ and ‘state failure’. 

The rest of this section will, therefore, examine how these concepts, in addition to that of ‘the state’, 

perform this strategic securitising function.  

As Hagmann notes, “the securitisation process should not be seen merely as naming threats and 

empowering norm-breaking politics, but that it also produces larger and variable understandings of 

who (or what) threatens whom and how” (2018: 195, emphasis in original). In the context of this 

thesis and chapter, securitisation is representative not of ‘norm-breaking’, but of norm-enactment, 

that is, the enactment of statism as a logic of social organisation (see Chapter One) through colonial 

and post-independence interventions aimed at transforming non-Western social orders through the 
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strategic securitising deployment of structuralist conceptions of statism. This is contrary to Buzan 

and Wæver’s formulation of securitisation whose “main interests and strengths are not in theorising 

how the construction of threats comes with subjectification of others in world politics, or in examining 

how actors utilise established threat representations for a variety of programmatic finalities” 

(Hagmann 2018: 198, emphasis in original). An understanding of securitisation that traces it to 

Mudimbe’s work (1988) would be cognisant of this as well as the reality that the statist norm of 

oppositionality (discussed in the previous chapter) lies at the centre of efforts, directly or indirectly, 

to transform African societies and finalise their ‘transition’ to a Euro-determined ‘African genesis’. 

As dos Santos notes: 

 
the discursive conditions of possibility are predetermined by the established 

hegemonic discourses which imply the formation of identities through the logic of 

equivalence and difference. Those logics permit the analysis of the Self and the 

Other…[S]ecuritisation cannot take place without antagonism, without the Other 

that threatens the Self’s survival (dos Santos 2018: 236).  

 

This analysis is important because IR scholars such as Autesserre (2009: 254) have noted that 

“frames shape how people understand the world and based on this understanding, what they perceive 

to be appropriate action” in a given policy sphere. Moreover, she notes that “problems are not given, 

they are constructed and frames shape people’s views on what counts as a problem and what does 

not” (2009: 254). More importantly, she highlights that frames, paradigms, theories, or ideologies 

“reify and perpetuate arbitrary and often dichotomous categories such as man/woman, war/peace, or 

barbarian/civilised”, categories that “shape one’s understanding of objects or processes and how one 

acts toward or within them” (2009: 254). This is important to acknowledge in the context of this thesis 

and chapter’s interrogation of the strategic functions of the deployment of structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism (i.e., ‘the state’, ‘weak states’, ‘failed states’) in configuring relations 

between African and Euro-American or Western actors, with such deployments relying on and 

perpetuating constructions of African social orders as ‘problems’ to be solved through various 

interventions. Futrell (2003) argues that “framing offers diagnosis of problems and attributions of 

cause and blame, possible solutions and strategies to attain them, and motivational arguments for 

collective responses to problematic situations” (2003: 361). Thus, van Hulst and Yanow (2016: 96) 

argue that it is necessary to make explicit the frames that “shape policy definition, discourse, and 

debate.”  

Securitisation refers to the construction, representation, or framing—through discourse and 

speech acts—of an event, object, situation, or actors, including societies as presenting an existential 

threat to another (set of) actor(s). Without rooting their analysis in African thought, including 
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Mudimbe’s (1988) work, but while applying the notion of securitisation to how ‘the West’ views its 

place in the world, Hellmann et al (2014: 369) argue that one can speak of the “institutional 

consequences of a security semantics in which ‘the West’ figures as the threatened, yet notoriously 

vague referent object that has to be defended against alleged challenges.” This is the context in which 

the concepts of ‘the state’, ‘weak or fragile states’, and ‘failed states’ should be understood. Grimm 

et al (2014: 198) argue that “the concept of ‘fragile states’ can be seen as an attempt by [certain] 

powers to describe reality in accordance with their foreign policy priorities.” They reveal how the 

concept is utilised by aid donors to categorise places “facing major political crises or extreme poverty 

as ‘fragile’, ‘failing’ or ‘failed’ in order to legitimise aid spending and interventionist strategies” 

(2014: 198). Moreover, they further reveal how the label is “accepted and reinterpreted” by those 

being labelled “when there is the potential for political gain” (2014: 198). ‘State weakness’ is 

frequently, if not generally, characterised as “one of the most critical factors underlying armed 

violence (along with outside intervention)” (2014: 198). Grimm et al (2014) note several other 

categories within which African countries are often placed: “‘collapsed state’, ‘failed state’, ‘fragile 

state’, ‘imaginary state’, ‘absent state’, ‘lame Leviathan’, and ‘soft state’” (2014: 199).  

Highlighting, from a critical political geography lens, that the global order is characterised by 

unequal relations between different social actors, Miller (2009: 51) further notes that scholars 

“conducting scalar analysis do so without precisely defining scale or identifying the processes and 

technologies through which scale is constructed.” Scale, as generally understood in IR, is made 

possible through the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism, such that if ‘the state’ 

is posited as actually existing or as if real (see Chapter One), then a ‘state-level’ of analysis can be 

posited as a distinct scale at which politics occurs and (in)security experienced. Not only this, but the 

construction of scale through the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism allows for 

the further deployment of structuralist concepts such as ‘weak states’ or ‘failed states’ to attribute the 

various crises facing different countries to ‘failures’ at the ‘state-level’ or ‘domestic’ sphere. 

Consequently, this insulates various regional and/or global actors from being identified as implicated 

in such crises. Miller, therefore, considers the extent to which ‘scale’ is a “chaotic concept” (2009: 

52). In other words, he charges that it is a concept that “lump[s] together a diverse range of objects 

and processes” (2009: 52) in an attempt to make sense of how they relate to one another.  

Importantly, Miller (2009: 52) notes that “scale is socially constructed through struggle.” He 

highlights that “the assignment of responsibilities, and the construction of capacities of, territorially 

constituted institutions play critical roles in the social construction of scale” (2009: 53). Here, 

‘institutions’ (i.e. order) are understood to mean routinised practices stemming from the enactment 

of particular sets of norms (see Chapter One). The politics of scale and which ‘level of analysis’ 

scholars choose to focus their analyses can perform the strategic function of reinforcing unequal 
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relations between different actors. It is, therefore, important to realise that issues are not “clearly 

definable in scale-exclusive terms, as local or national or regional or whatever” (Cox 1998: 3). 

However, such a definition and the idea of diverse “forms of spatial fixity commit agents…to securing 

those conditions in particular places that will allow them to go on (e.g.) making a profit, earning a 

wage, appropriating a rent, saving for retirement, appropriating tax revenues” (1998: 4), or promoting 

statism in order to sustain the extraction of raw materials and export-oriented African economies as 

a means of sustaining the ongoing ‘development’ of Euro-American metropoles (see next chapter).  

Scale is a socially constructed technology of power that is the expression of the power relations 

underlying interactions and contact between different social actors. In other words, “scales and scalar 

relations are shaped by the processes of struggle between powerful social actors and subaltern groups” 

(MacKinnon 2010: 24). As such, the structuralist concept of ‘the state’ is “a product of conflict 

between social groups struggling to determine order…including by constructing scales and modes of 

governance where their interests will prevail” (Hameiri & Jones 2017: 60). With regards to the 

African continent, ‘the local’ emerged in the Euro-American imaginary as pathological such that 

colonial ‘state-building’ projects were sanctioned to address the ‘problem’ of African ‘disorder’. This 

resulted in the emergence of the ‘state-level’ of organisation which, upon decolonisation, required a 

further post-independence ‘state-building’ project to address the ‘ongoing problem’ of African 

‘disorder’ as both ‘the local’ and ‘the national/state-levels’ of organisation were pathologised. This 

has provided justification for interventions from a range of non-African actors who perceive 

themselves as best placed to address the so-called deficiencies of African social orders. These 

securitising moves obfuscate the fact that scale is not an ontological but epistemological reality that 

is enacted by agents and is epiphenomenal to agential enactment. As such and as Moore (2008: 214) 

notes, the recognition “that scales are not substantial categories of analysis, but categories of practice, 

directs our attention to the ways in which scalar narratives, classifications and cognitive schemas 

constrain or enable certain ways of seeing, thinking and acting.” A processual-relational account, 

therefore, allows us to understand how the enactment of scale by powerful political actors in the 

strategic pursuit of specific political projects gives rise to and sustains hierarchical relations that 

precipitate the various forms of socio-political crises facing different social orders.  

This conceptualisation of scale “shows how securitisation theory sets up a definably colonial 

relationship whereby certain voices cannot be heard, while other voices try to speak for those who 

are silenced” (Bertrand 2018: 282). It highlights the importance of tracing securitisation theory to the 

work of Mudimbe (1988) and to stop principally relying on how this theory has been articulated by 

scholars such as Buzan and Wæver (1998). For Bertrand, securitisation theory as articulated by the 

latter scholars is reducible “to a form of ‘white man’s burden’” (2018: 283) when applied to non-

Western contexts i.e., the majority of the world. This is not necessarily fair given Buzan and Wæver’s 
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(2009) concept of ‘macrosecuritisations’ is potentially capable of accommodating the mechanisms 

that Bertrand describes as creating the conditions of possibility for the West to speak security for its 

counterparts in the global system. Due to the interests and agency of African actors having been 

secondary—in the Euro-American imaginary—to those of Euro-American actors, one can argue that 

colonial interventions and securitisations were buttressed on what Bertrand calls ‘locutionary 

silencing’, which means that “all those who cannot voice their concerns are excluded from 

determining what counts as security and what does not” (2018: 285). In this context, any protestations 

African actors may have had to colonial settlement, socio-political transformations, and the attendant 

violence would not have resulted in colonial interventions being understood as posing a threat to 

African actors or societies. This is because of the negation of African subjectivities that 

fundamentally underlies Euro-American securitisations. A contemporary example of this is the UN’s 

efforts to change the composition of the Southern African Development Community’s (SADC) Force 

Intervention Brigade which operates under the command and control of the United Organisation 

Stabilisation Mission in the DR Congo (MONUSCO) and has historically been composed of SADC 

troops alone (SADC 2020). In this sense, Euro-American actors, or institutions where these actors’ 

interests prevail, are the only ones imbued with the agency to construct threats.  

Building on this idea of ‘locutionary silencing’, Bertrand (2018) puts forward that of 

‘illocutionary frustration’ which understands securitisation as having ‘marginalising effects’ whereby 

“all those who cannot address a sufficiently powerful audience willing to listen to their concerns are 

excluded from determining what counts as security and what doesn’t” (2018: 285). This interacts 

with the third form of silencing that occurs through securitisation, which Bertrand calls ‘illocutionary 

disablement’. Here, ideology “or other powerful narratives can act as disabling frames” (2018: 286). 

Narratives and mythologies framing Euro-American actors as ‘innocent’, ‘good’, ‘civilised’, 

‘advanced’, ‘developed’, ‘progressive’, and ‘democratic’ mean that counter-securitisation moves on 

the part of non-Euro-American actors “would not be audible” (2018: 286) because they are disabled 

by these narratives and mythologies. This is what de Sousa Santos (2014) aptly describes as 

‘epistemicide’. In addition to the power of such narratives and processes of epistemicide in disabling 

counter-securitisation moves, the “requirement for a specific conceptual vocabulary may act in 

similarly disabling ways” (Bertrand 2018: 286). Here, “the dominance of liberal ideology and its 

corresponding vocabulary that articulates communicative encounters within the international sphere” 

(2018: 286) is a significant form of disablement. To this, this thesis adds the dominance of statism as 

a logic of social organisation and, in particular, structuralist conceptualisations thereof.  

Finally, in the bag of ‘illocutionary disablement’ is language differences, which refers to the 

“fiction of monolinguality and assumptions of universality” (2018: 286) that characterise the 

contemporary global order. This is important because “the language in which securitisations can be 
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successful matters; one may try to securitise but fail to be heard for not using or knowing how to use 

a hegemonic language” (2018: 287). For Bertrand, it is important to appreciate how these “three 

mechanisms of silence work together in different ways to marginalise subaltern voices” (2018: 287). 

In doing so, she arrives at another form of silencing that is evident in the securitisations of Euro-

American actors, which is that of “speaking security for others” (2018: 287) by claiming to better 

understand or comprehend the determinants or causes of the challenges facing non-Euro-American 

social orders. For example, the colonial identification of the ‘absence’ of order as integral to the 

perceived challenges (‘backwardness’ and ‘savagery’) facing African social orders provided the 

justification for colonial ‘state-building’ projects. In contemporary times, the ontological status of 

‘the state’ is taken for granted as the ‘problem’ is identified by Euro-American actors as being one of 

‘state weakness’, ‘state failure’, ‘state collapse’, ‘state capture’, and ‘ungovernability’. These are all 

instances of non-African actors “speaking security” for their African counterparts.  

Tracing securitisation theory to Mudimbe (1988) means that the theory is not limited by a 

seemingly “objective claim as to what security is by fixing its form as exception and extraordinary 

measures” (Bertrand 2018: 288). Doing so allows one to understand (in)security as not only coming 

into being through speech acts and discourse, but through the lived experiences of non-securitising 

actors or securitising actors whose counter-securitisations are ‘disabled’ through the aforementioned 

mechanisms. On Mudimbe’s account, the belief and understanding that one’s material and lived 

realities are not conducive to or undermine one’s wellbeing is sufficient for bringing security into 

being. Securitisations are, therefore, not necessary in terms of bringing security into being, but rather, 

perform a justificatory or legitimating function in the pursuit of strategic goals. By situating 

securitisation in Mudimbe’s (1988) work, we can understand security in both discursive and material 

terms. In other words, “securitisation can be understood as both explanandum and explanans; that is, 

respectively, as both a “process that is triggered by something else [and] as itself the trigger of certain 

effects” (Guzzini 2011: 337). Nevertheless, the fact of belief and understanding being sufficient in 

constituting security does not mean actors will be equally able to pursue strategic goals in a 

hierarchical global context where securitisations are strategically deployed and primarily dependent 

upon for the enactment of global hierarchy. 

 To escape the trappings of locutionary silencing, illocutionary frustration, and illocutionary 

disablement, African actors would have to reveal the strategic securitising functions the deployment 

of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs in configuring relations between themselves 

and Euro-American actors. This is because these conceptualisations reinforce the mechanisms of/for 

silencing identified by Bertrand, mechanisms that are representative of ‘epistemicide’ and the 

maintenance of the conditions of possibility for the construction and definition of African (in)security 

by Euro-American actors. However, African actors would still have to reckon with the mechanisms 
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of/for silencing in challenging mythologies of ‘state-building’. Nevertheless, within this context it 

remains possible to find strategies to frustrate and disable the securitisations of Euro-American actors 

through not only speech and discourse, but practices that can limit and/or overturn the impact(s) of 

Euro-American securitisations (see the conclusion of this thesis). Security is, in this context, a 

negotiation wherein different sets of actors, recognising their material realities, rely on different or 

similar overlapping, contradictory and/or complementary strategies and tools in pursuit of goals that 

promote their wellbeing and interests. This is the context in which the concept of ‘the state’ and 

secondary concepts such as ‘state weakness’, ‘state fragility’, and ‘state failure’ should be understood. 

That being said, in their efforts at counter-securitisation, (dominant) African actors (e.g., 

governments) may find it strategically beneficial to nevertheless deploy the structuralist concept of 

‘the state’ in their dealings with non-African actors, in order to safeguard their interests. A better 

strategy would, however, be to do as de Sousa Santos (2014: 40) suggests in her seminal text on 

epistemicide, which is to “challenge the horizon of possibilities” and reject the assumptions “that the 

current paradigm provides answers” for the predicament(s) confronting their societies.  

 

Tracing the emergence of the ‘weak states’ concept 

 

A useful place to start in charting the emergence of the concept of ‘weak states’ as a securitising 

concept is to read the texts of ancient Greek philosophers who are regarded as the progenitors of the 

discipline of Western political science. This is in order to uncover how the term ‘weak’ has 

historically been used in the Western imaginary. In 380 BC, the Greek philosopher, Plato (1930), 

wrote The Republic which contains various uses of the term ‘weak’. He overwhelmingly used the 

term to refer to: the loss of physical strength as a result of old age (1930: 17); the frailty of one’s body 

relative to others (1930: 63, 79); emotive responses to situations (1930: 255); diminished spiritual 

wellbeing (1930: 291, 455); the limited impact of words on those to whom they are spoken (1930: 

304); and differences between the sexes, with women classified as ‘weak’ in comparison to men 

(1930: 435, 447, 449, 451). On the other hand, Aristotle, who was writing after Plato in 350 BC, used 

the term ‘weak’ in his book, Politics, to refer to the law. Specifically, he wrote that, “a readiness to 

change from existing to new and different laws will accordingly tend to weaken the general power of 

law” (1995: 112). This is, therefore, one of the earliest uses of the term ‘weak’ to describe the nature 

of a given political community’s governance practices.  

Aristotle also used the term ‘weak’ to refer to the lack of physical strength (1995: 203); to the 

limited influence of some political offices or professions (1995: 218); to a person or group of people’s 

lack of political power (1995: 281); and to the frailty of old age (1995: 339). Thus, roughly 2, 400 

years ago, the term ‘weak’ represented an object or subject’s loss of something previously possessed; 

that is, it represented the loss of the ability to do something well due to that ability being diminished 
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through natural processes such as, for example, ageing. ‘Weak’ was also used to refer to the loss of 

something due to tampering, excessive handling, or injury. This latter sense is the sense in which 

Aristotle used the term in referring to the law. That is, on Aristotle’s account, a given political 

community’s laws and governance practices ‘weaken’ because of too many alterations or changes 

being made to them. Therefore, on Aristotle’s account, the ‘strength’ of the law is dependent on the 

stability of ‘the law’ which is equated with longevity. This means that on his account, political 

communities whose laws are frequently subject to change are ‘weak’. However, Aristotle does not 

actually use the term ‘weak’ to refer to political communities themselves or relate it to the structuralist 

concept of ‘the state’ or a similar one, as in the contemporary sense.  

Beyond ‘weakness’ being thought of as the loss of something or poor performance at a given 

task, the term ‘weak’ was also used by both Plato and Aristotle to refer to women as the ‘weaker’ 

sex. In this case, ‘weakness’ is conceived of as an inherent property that is naturally possessed and is 

not due to loss. Because women are regarded as naturally or inherently ‘weak’ in mind, body, and 

spirit; they are regarded by both Plato and Aristotle as unfit for political decision-making. Thus, ideas 

about weakness as loss and weakness as inherent existed concurrently. However, the implications of 

constructing women as inherently ‘weak’ in the context of Aristotle’s argument that too many 

changes to the law result in the weakening of political institutions, are that political communities that 

are led by women or that empower women to make political decisions are, on both Plato and 

Aristotle’s accounts, ‘weak’ compared to those that maintain decision-making as an exclusive domain 

for men. Therefore, between 380 and 350 BC, the ‘strength’ or success of political communities was 

both gendered and tied to the longevity of laws or political institutions. Thus, in addition to weakness 

reflecting the loss of something valuable, it also reflected the gendered lack of power.  

In a letter written in 1617, a George Lord Carew (1860) used the term ‘weak’ to refer to ‘towns’. 

As shown in the previous sections, in the seventeenth century, the term ‘city’ was often used 

interchangeably with the term ‘state’. Carew’s use of the term ‘weak’ to refer to a community 

racialised as non-white demonstrates that the contemporary term ‘weak states’ has historically carried 

racialised connotations in its use. Carew (1860: 130, emphasis added) writes: 

 
The Moores of Spayne, banished as you know some few yeres past into Barbarye, 

having latelye encreased in shipping, infest the coast of Spayne, spoylinge weake 

maritime townes; they have also bene att the Canaries and Madera, where they have 

made havoke, and taken above 2000 prisoners; there strength at sea is more then 60 

shippes.  

 

Thus, some 1, 900 years after Aristotle used the term ‘weak’ to refer to the weakening of 

political communities’ laws or institutions due to frequent alterations and amendments, Carew used 
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the term to refer to a geographic community’s inability to withstand invasions and/or armed 

confrontations from a racialised group. Ideas about ‘weakness’ as they relate to the structuralist and 

securitising concept of ‘the state’ have, therefore, historically spoken to the instability or 

impermanence of laws as well as the inability of communities to defend themselves against external 

intrusions (i.e., weakness as loss). Moreover, since they have been gendered, they have also been 

racialised (i.e., weakness as inherent). Writing in 1857, George Fitzhugh (1966) argued that society 

has a duty to protect the ‘weak’ and that “it is a duty which no organised and civilised society ever 

failed to perform” (1966: 226). Of black people, he wrote: 

 
The blacks of America are both positively and relatively weak. Positively so, because 

they are too improvident to lay up for the exigencies of sickness, of the seasons, or 

of old age. Relatively so, because they are wholly unequal to the whites among 

whom they live, in the war of the wits and free competition, which universal liberty 

begets, and political community encourages (1966: 226). 

 

Driving this sentiment home, he emphasised that: 

 
Whilst, as a general and abstract question, negro slavery has no other claims over 

other forms of slavery, except that from inferiority, or rather peculiarity, of race, 

almost all negroes require masters, whilst only the children, the women, the very 

weak, poor, ignorant, &c., among the whites, need some protective and governing 

relation of this kind; yet as a subject of temporary, but worldwide importance, negro 

slavery has become the most necessary of all human institutions (1966: 240).  

 

Thus, ‘weakness’ is conceived as loss in the sense that it is a result of unequal and inequitable 

social processes and cultural practices. It is also conceived as something that is inherent to groups 

racialised as non-white, namely, people of African descent. Echoing some of these sentiments and 

writing on The Ethics of Internationalism, Hobson (1906) spoke about how globalisation by way of 

colonialism had drastically transformed relations between people the world over. He wrote that “the 

facilitation of travel, the direct contact and experience with other peoples spreading so among modern 

developed nations” brings people into more “sympathetic contact with the whole world” (1906: 17). 

He further wrote that because of technological advancements that had been made in the early 20th 

century, people could easily learn about what was occurring in different parts of the world. In this 

context, he argues that it “is not possible…for a social problem to be solved by a single nation” and 

that “no nation can…solve what it calls its own problems itself” (1906: 20). Moreover, he argues that 

there “are no large problems which are securely fastened within the confines of a single nationality” 

(1906: 20). Hobson used the term ‘weak republics’ to refer to South American countries that had, at 
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the time, gained independence from European colonial rule such as Haiti, Cuba, Puerto Rico, Mexico, 

and Brazil, amongst others. These societies are regarded as ‘uncivilised’ and: 

 
loosely ear-marked by the civilised nations as ‘buffer states’, ‘spheres of influence’ 

or ‘spheres of interest’, or some other self in that sliding scale of aggrandising 

terms…applied to them, marking them out for future absorption by one or the other 

of their great civilised neighbours (1906: 24). 

 

Thus, while the concept of ‘weakness’ in reference to political communities already existed 

between 380 and 350 BC, it became intertwined with ideas about the ‘uncivility’ and racial inferiority 

of non-European people through colonial encounter from the 1400s onwards. However, ideas about 

‘state weakness’ became cemented in the 20th century and were used to justify various interventions 

in the non-Western world. Hobson (1906) also reflected today’s wisdom that political events within 

a given community’s borders can impact other communities across the globe. Nonetheless, between 

1900 and 1970, there exists little academic literature referring to ‘weak states’. The first book—to 

this researcher’s knowledge—to use the concept was Singer’s 1972 book entitled, Weak States in a 

World of Powers, in which he sought to explore “the dynamics of changing relationships between 

weak and powerful states” (1972: 3). Singer argues that a “true understanding of the workings of the 

international political process requires that we first understand the individual and group decisions and 

actions that have repercussions beyond the boundaries of single states” (1972: 4). Singer is interested 

to explore not only the nature of relations between ‘weak states’ and what he terms ‘powerful states’, 

but “to examine the effects of these ties on the elites in the weaker countries” (1972: 5).  

Writing during the Cold War, he defines the major powers as “the United States, the Soviet 

Union, Japan, Great Britain, and France” and the ‘weak states’ as those “that are legally independent 

but are in various ways, ‘associated’ with [the major powers]” (1972: 5). Singer conceives of ‘state 

weakness’ primarily in terms of relations between ‘states’ rather than with reference to the internal 

political dynamics of communities. He characterises ‘weakness’ as former colonies’ dependence on 

their former colonial powers (or other major powers) and international organisations, both politically 

and economically. ‘Weakness’ is, therefore, characterised as a given community’s inability to stand 

on its own feet and is determined by “the degree and kind of perceptual, communication, economic, 

military, and political ties that exist between states and elites of states” (1972: 6). While he focuses 

on relations between communities rather than dynamics internal to communities, he nonetheless 

argues that “national identity may be far less developed than some group identities that cross state 

boundaries” in weaker countries (1972: 27). That is, ‘state weakness’ is also a result of the lack of a 

coherent national identity with the “indigenous elite… [defining the] national interest in terms 

compatible with their own international identity” (1972: 30).  
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It is in this context that Singer—speaking primarily to Western policymakers—calls “for a new 

approach to relations between weak and powerful states” (1972: 6). He argues that it is imperative to 

build “a world order in which the [major powers] recognise the long-term value to themselves of 

helping the currently dependent weaker countries to become stronger, more developed, and more 

interdependent” (1972: 7). That is, major powers should recognise “the utility and the effectiveness 

of the attractive [non-coercive] instruments of power, and [use] them in place of the coercive 

instruments” (1972: 7). Singer highlights that power is a given actor’s ability to influence another 

actor’s actions, behaviour, and interests in accordance with that actor’s own interests using either or 

a combination of both coercive and non-coercive means. Power, on Singer’s account, is an actor’s 

ability to prevent others from influencing their behaviour and to be able to organise one’s activities 

and lives in accordance with one’s interests alone. He defines a ‘weak state’ as one that is reliant on 

major powers for the production and processing of goods, including the extraction of raw materials, 

as well as the subsequent effort of finding markets for those goods.  

A ‘weak state’ is, on Singer’s account, also dependent on major powers for the education and 

training of its populace, for technology and skills transfers, and for military training (1972: 59). These 

‘weaknesses’ result in a ‘weak state’ acquiring “an international political outlook that is not very 

different from the international political outlook of the people from whom they are in contact in the 

affluent country” (1972: 59). Singer does not examine the strategic and securitising functions that his 

deployment of the concept of ‘the state’ and that of ‘weak states’ performs in configuring relations 

between non-Western and Western social orders, even as he calls for major powers to intervene using 

non-coercive means to direct ‘weak’ countries’ development along seemingly desirable lines. For 

Singer, understanding local languages, aid provision and other forms of development investment, 

including through the abovementioned means and through international organisations are another 

means for major powers to exert influence on ‘weak’ or ‘dependent states’. These are ultimately 

multifaceted ways of intervening in the affairs of ‘weak states’ (1972: 377, 384). According to Singer, 

“ties between weak and powerful states tend to reinforce each other and create additional ties” (1972: 

368) such that coercion is largely unnecessary.  

Singer argues that those “who call for a halt to intervention in the internal affairs of weaker 

states are merely calling for a halt to intervention as currently practiced; or else they are calling for a 

halt to ‘their intervention’, while they see nothing wrong with ‘our assistance’” (1972: 377). For 

Singer, non-intervention “is simply not an option” (1972: 377). This is because the “disparity of 

power that exists in the world today between weak and powerful states is a danger for all states” 

(1972: 380). Thus, he uses the concept of ‘weak states’ to justify various forms of intervention and, 

more specifically, Western intervention, in non-Western countries which form the bulk of what he 

refers to as ‘weak states’. Singer, therefore, built on previous uses of the term ‘weak’ to refer to 
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political communities (i.e., weakness as loss and/or inherent) while laying the groundwork for 

contemporary uses of the concept to refer primarily to internal political dynamics (see the preceding 

discussion on the construction and uses of ‘scale’) of non-Western countries. That is, he laid the 

groundwork for the further securitisation of non-Western social orders through the deployment of the 

concept of ‘weak states’ which, in addition to the primary concept of ‘the state’, frames them as 

problems to be solved through various forms of Western intervention aimed at ‘strengthening’ their 

capacity to govern and ‘restoring’ order to them. Singer’s recommendations were later taken up by 

international organisations such as the World Bank, the European Union (EU), and the Organisation 

for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).  

Scholars such as Nay (2014), Lemay-Hébert and Mathieu (2014), and Grimm et al (2014) have 

shown how the concept of ‘weak states’ gained prominence in the late 1990s as a “core category, 

used by Western governments to bolster legitimacy for their new foreign assistance strategies towards 

developing countries” (Nay 2014: 211). Nay argues that from the 1990s onwards, the concept was, 

“promoted by certain Western donor countries as a conceptual tool enabling the creating of a new 

global agenda in the fields of foreign policy, international cooperation and peacekeeping operations” 

(2014: 211). According to Nay, the concept is a “prescriptive category” that facilitates the “definition 

of the problems experienced in countries from the Southern hemisphere that is highly congruent with 

Western preoccupations and interests” (Nay 2014: 211). Writing on her own, Grimm (2014) further 

examines how the EU has defined the concept of state fragility (i.e., state weakness), noting that it 

has gained prominence in the post-9/11 period. She focuses on the EU because it is a major 

development assistance organisation. The EU’s main focal areas are the promotion of 

democratisation, including through practices such as electoral observation and efforts to ‘strengthen’ 

the rule of law of aid recipients. Highlighting the securitising functions of the concept of ‘state 

weakness’—but not of the parent concept of ‘the state’—Grimm, therefore, shows how most 

definitions of ‘weak states’ measure political communities based on what are presumed to be the 

central attributes of statism, understood in structuralist terms. These are (Grimm 2014: 254):  

 
(1) effectiveness (how well state functions necessary for the security and well-being 

of citizens are performing); (2) authority (understood as the enforcement of a 

monopoly on the legitimate use of force); (3) legitimacy (public, non-coercive 

acceptance of the state).  

 

This echoes the neo-Weberian structuralist conceptualisations of statism discussed in the 

previous chapter. However, beyond simply critiquing one structuralist conceptualisation of statism, 

it is necessary to critically examine the strategic securitising functions performed by the deployment 

of such structuralist notions regardless of which broad tradition of ‘state’ theorising they fall into. 
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This is something that, ultimately, Grimm does not do in her paper despite noting that there exists 

disagreement amongst scholars “over whether state fragility is (1) the result of internal malfunctions; 

(2) the result of the structure of the global political economy and fragile states’ position in this 

economy; or (3) the result of external interference and various transnational forces” (2014: 254). As 

such, despite critically engaging with the concept of ‘state weakness’, the above critiques nevertheless 

reify it in seeking to understand the determinants or causes of ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’.  

It is notable that the concept of ‘weak states’ as it applies to non-Euro-American, including 

African, social orders gained prominence in the post-independence period as new discursive 

technologies facilitating intervention became necessary in a formally decolonised global context. 

Such a secondary concept was not necessary during the colonial period(s) because the primary 

structuralist concept of ‘the state’ principally performed the securitising function that these secondary 

concepts perform today, and colonial regimes were, for the most part, regarded as legitimate by 

colonial actors. Moreover, that concepts like ‘weak states’ and ‘failed states’ were not used to refer 

to colonial regimes highlights that these concepts exist primarily to pathologise post-independence 

Global Southern social orders and to maintain the coloniality of global hierarchy. Consequently, when 

speaking about security and statism it is important to appreciate that the structuralisation of statism 

occurred through colonial encounter with the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of 

statism performing a strategic securitising function of justifying intervention(s) in the Global South, 

including the African continent, under the guise of ‘state-building’ or ‘development’. The following 

section examines how ‘peacebuilding’ is an arena wherein these structuralist concepts are often 

deployed and operationalised such that ‘peacebuilding’ itself subsequently becomes a securitising 

move due to its interventionist character.  

 

Peacebuilding as securitisation 

 

Van Leeuwen et al (2012) highlight that criticisms of ‘liberal peace’ or ‘modernisation’ are 

often criticisms of the interventionist and top-down approach to peacebuilding that predominates 

today. That is, they are criticisms of the manner of dissemination of liberal norms and practices. Van 

Leeuwen et al understand ‘liberal peace’ to be a descriptive term of, “an implicit blueprint for 

countries to adopt liberal democratic forms of government and free-market economic principles” 

(2012: 293). They argue that mainstream criticisms of this blueprint are limited in their questioning 

of the feasibility or possibility of establishing legitimate governance practices through outside 

intervention(s). What the authors do not acknowledge is the similarly limited nature of promoters of 

liberal peace’s acknowledgement of the shortcomings of this blueprint. By acknowledging that liberal 

peacebuilding often results in ‘hybrid’ regimes, the latter group contributes to the hierarchisation of 

social orders and, therefore, treats non-Euro-American social orders as ‘diminished subtypes’ of their 
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Western counterparts (Giraudy 2012). That is, they not only fail to understand non-Western social 

orders on their own terms and how different societies organise decision-making and authority 

(Jayasuriya & Rodan 2007), but they also fail to critique the enactment of statism as a logic of social 

organisation through peacebuilding interventions.  

But what do proponents of liberal peacebuilding and, consequently, statism, have to say? Paris 

(2010) argues that “nothing in recent critical literature provides a convincing rationale for abandoning 

liberal peacebuilding or replacing it with a non-liberal or ‘post-liberal’ alternative” (2010: 340). 

Despite this, he argues, the literature “reinforce[s] the case for reforming current approaches to 

peacebuilding, without disavowing the broadly liberal orientation of these missions” (2010: 340). 

That is, scholars critical of liberal peacebuilding are merely calling for reforms to the liberal blueprint 

of elections, constitutional limits on governmental power, respect for individuals’ civil and political 

rights, establishment of equitable judicial institutions, promoting the growth of civil society groups, 

market liberalisation, and security sector reform. Paris (2010) further argues that critical scholars 

often misguidedly equate peacebuilding to colonialism, despite the ‘reality’ that most human and 

financial peacebuilding resources flow towards intervened societies, rather than in the opposite 

direction. This is a rather weak objection on Paris’s part. The fact of which direction peacebuilding 

resources flow is not the most relevant factor in determining or establishing the similarities between 

colonialism and peacebuilding. Both are ultimately concerned with the transformation of societies to 

address what is perceived as the ‘absence’ of order, furthering the interests of particular sets of actors, 

and maintaining hierarchies between different groups of people and actors who are understood to 

exist in oppositional terms. Moreover, relations between different social forces are understood to be 

necessarily characterised by relations of domination/submission and superiority/inferiority (Wynter 

1984). That is, colonialism and peacebuilding are concerned with the coloniality of power, being, and 

knowledge, which refers to what Quijano (2000) understands to be the reconfiguration of the global 

political economy on the basis of racial hierarchies, with individuals, norms, knowledges, and 

practices stemming from ‘the West’ situated at the top.  

Colonialism and peacebuilding, therefore, do not require territorialised domination or 

subjugation of one set of actors by others, though they are often accompanied by such (e.g., the 

deployment of peacebuilding/keeping missions). Colonialism and peacebuilding capture the subtle 

forms of onto-epistemological domination, including the predominance and continued promotion of 

statism as a logic of social organisation—whose norms permeate liberal values of individualism, 

competition, self-interestedness, private ownership, electoral proceduralism, and free-market 

principles. In the final analysis, Paris (2010: 362) argues that the “challenge today is not to replace 

or move ‘beyond’ liberal peacebuilding, but to reform existing approaches within a broadly liberal 

framework.” This is in keeping with some scholars’ (Maiangwa & Suleiman 2017) arguments that 



    85 
 

liberal peace interventions can be sufficiently reformed through sustained inclusion of local actors 

resulting in a form of ‘hybrid peace governance’, a notion put forward by Jarstad and Belloni (2012). 

In general, hybridity scholars, including those writing about this ‘local turn’ in liberal peacebuilding 

are caught between three types of argument. They either argue that ‘post-liberal’ calls for the 

realisation of “radical local agency beyond liberal-universal epistemology” (Finkenbusch 2016: 248) 

undermine purposive policy formulation by international interveners; or they argue that 

“contemporary counterinsurgency [or peacebuilding] positions itself as an exercise in social 

recovery” (Moe 2016: 100) through the empowerment of local actors; or that liberal institutions or 

norms are “pragmatically implausible and intellectually or culturally alien” (Richmond & Mitchell 

2011: 326) to local actors impacted by international interveners’ policy responses to conflicts.  

Each of these positions is in keeping with Jarstad and Belloni’s (2012) conceptualisation of 

‘hybrid peace governance’. The authors argue that whereas liberal “peace governance is based on 

market economy and legitimate accountable democratic institutions and formal practices such as 

elections that provide for shifting majorities and the change of government”, by contrast, “hybrid 

peace governance combines such formal practices with informal institutions like hereditary, ethnic, 

or traditional rule” (2012: 3). Already, this conceptualisation of hybridity is troublesome, least of all 

in its characterisation of non-Western social orders as ‘diminished subtypes’ of their Western 

counterparts for not (sufficiently) resembling the latter’s governance practices and arrangements 

(Giraudy 2012), but the broader and fundamental delegitimization of these social orders through 

framings of them as ‘uncivilised’, ‘backward’, ‘undeveloped’, and ‘primitive’. Jarstad and Belloni 

(2012) further argue that “liberal peace governance actors include civil servants, politicians, open 

civil society, free media, police and judges” and political parties, whereas hybrid “peace governance 

empowers additional actors such as local chiefs, traditional and religious institutions, rebel groups, 

warlords, and mafia groups” (2012: 3). Additionally, they argue that liberal peace governance is 

“based on values such as meritocracy, rule of law, transparency, and human rights” compared to 

hybrid peace governance which “also encapsulates illiberal values such as patrimonialism, religious 

orders, authoritarian rule, and the notion that international human rights are secondary” (Jarstad & 

Belloni 2012: 3). Thus, the authors are guilty of the deployment of securitising structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism (i.e., ‘the state’ and ‘state weakness’) in order to justify liberal 

peacebuilding interventions in the Global South. That is, they hold the view that non-Western 

societies are ‘weak’ and in need of strengthening or an eventual transition from so-called hybrid peace 

governance to liberal peace governance. The former simultaneously refers to: (1) the inclusion of 

‘local’ actors in liberal peacebuilding initiatives’ decision-making and implementation processes; and 

(2) the co-existence of non-Western political practices and norms with liberal norms and practices, 

thereby resulting in ‘illiberal’ hybrid orders.  
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In the context of the DRC—the illustrative case for this research—scholarship operationalises 

neo-Weberian (see Chapter One) structuralist conceptualisations of statism that emphasise (Katoka 

2018) the country’s lack of institutional capacity as being the main determinant of the crises it 

confronts. The assumption is that through the ‘strengthening’ of institutions or ‘capacity building’ 

such crises can not only be averted but resolved. This same argument is advanced, albeit in a different 

guise, by Davis (2013) who puts forward a critique of peace processes which have taken place in the 

DRC and resulted in power-sharing arrangements that, on her analysis, undermined transitional 

justice efforts. She argues that in the absence of “a functioning state or justice system” (2013: 302), 

the potential for power-sharing arrangements to mitigate violence and perform justice-related 

functions is undermined. In doing so, she deploys neo-Weberian structuralist conceptualisations of 

statism in highlighting how ‘weak’ institutions compounded by flawed peace processes can 

undermine the realisation of the desired peace and security outcomes. Paying attention to norm 

resistance and adaptation, Rayroux and Wilén (2014) examine how the notion of ‘local ownership’ 

developed and has been operationalised by the European Union (EU) in the context of security sector 

reform initiatives in the DRC. They highlight the tensions between the diffusion of a foreign idea and 

efforts to ‘localise’ it which are often resisted by the very ‘local’ actors such localisation is seemingly 

supposed to benefit. As such, they reveal how the politics of the construction and enactment of scale 

not only allow Western actors to pursue their agendas in the country but allow various actors in the 

DRC to either resist and/or adapt to changing practices in various ways to maintain their power bases 

and the type of political order that best serves their interests.  

Similar observations are made by Hellmüller (2014) who examines the failures of local and 

international peacebuilding actors to coordinate their efforts in ways that can result in the desired sets 

of outcomes, further demonstrating how different understandings and operationalisations of the idea 

of ‘local ownership’ (i.e., who sets the agenda or priorities) can complicate peacebuilding efforts. 

These efforts to ‘strengthen’ institutions and to foster ‘local ownership’ are part and parcel of broader 

‘state reconstruction’ efforts in ‘post-conflict’ contexts, whereby the aim is the rejuvenation of 

institutions destroyed by conflict (Khadiagala 2017). Thus, in the context of the DRC, the ‘inclusion’ 

of ‘local actors’ is not necessarily seen as pathological, however, the multi-scalar dynamics of the 

struggle over the power to determine the extant political order often go unexamined by scholars. 

Moreover, insofar as scholars like Rayroux and Wilén (2014) have engaged questions relating to 

norm diffusion and contestation, they have not extended this examination to the very idea of ‘the 

state’ itself and have continued to assume the ‘fragility’ of the DRC, thereby precluding recognition 

of statism as the primary determinant of the peace and security challenges confronting the country. 

Moreover, to the extent that peacebuilding efforts in the DRC are understood to be those of ‘state 
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reconstruction’, scholars have to date failed to interrogate the desirability of ‘reconstruction efforts’ 

if their primary aim is the continued enactment of statist norms and statist political orders.  

Peacebuilding, therefore, contributes to the securitisation of non-Western social orders. As 

Jones (2013) notes, and as highlighted in the preceding discussion, sovereignty “is directly implicated 

in fashioning certain orders whilst disabling others with local or ‘transnational’ social bases not 

corresponding to territorial borders” (2013: 1149). That is, despite interveners’ efforts “to ‘cage’ and 

‘contain’ social relations within a ‘national’ context, transnational social relations persist” (2013: 

1150), including through the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism in the 

justification of interventions and processes of peace programming. The promotion of statism as a 

logic of social organisation and attendant notions of sovereignty “through intervention are never 

neutral but always advance the interests, agendas, and preferred orders of some social forces over 

others” (2013: 1150), both ‘local’ and ‘external’. This is important to highlight given the UN 

increasingly takes on the functions of contemporary government and acts as a de facto authority in 

countries facing crises such as, for example, East Timor (Hameiri 2010).  

In this sense, sovereignty and intervention enable “certain political orders—notably, those 

based upon a fixed territory and population—whilst disabling others—including those based on 

solidarities overlapping territorial borders, such as class, ethnicity, and religion” (Jones 2013: 1151). 

In such a context, the question of who “prevails in these struggles over sovereignty and intervention 

depends heavily upon prevailing international constellations of power, interests, and ideology” (2013: 

1153). Importantly, the act of defining “who can participate in these struggles by wielding sovereignty 

or practicing intervention is one means by which contending forces pursue the stabilisation or 

transformation of social order” (2013: 1154). The so-called ‘local turn’ discussed above and efforts 

to include ‘local actors’ in the processes of programming and implementation is insufficient in both 

challenging and overturning the hierarchies inherent to peacebuilding interventions as an arena or 

sphere through which statism as a logic of social organisation is further entrenched through the 

strategic deployment of securitising structuralist conceptualisations of this logic. 

 

A preliminary discussion of MONUSCO and SADC in the DRC 

 

The dynamics discussed above are evident to varying degrees in the context of efforts to address 

peace and security challenges in the DRC by two intergovernmental organisations, the United Nations 

Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the DR Congo (MONUSCO) and the Southern African 

Development Community (SADC). The precise ways in which different interests inform and shape 

the strategic deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism in this context will be addressed 

in the second part of this thesis; however, there is a need to situate such deployments and the role of 

interests as they relate to these organisations in the current chapter’s discussion of the securitising 
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functions of the structuralist concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘state weakness/fragility’ in the justification 

of interventions which, ultimately, promote statism as a logic of social organisation. The remainder 

of this section will, therefore, briefly look at the ideas and interests underpinning the work of both 

MONUSCO and SADC in responding to peace and security challenges in the DRC. This discussion 

will be expanded upon in the second part of this thesis through engagement with empirical data 

gathered for this research through interviews with personnel of both organisations. 

The preamble to the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolution 1925 which was 

adopted in 2010 and saw the transition from the United Nations Organisation Mission in the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC) to MONUSCO, emphasises the UNSC’s awareness 

“of the persistent challenges to the stability of the [DRC]” as well as the recognition that the situation 

confronting the country at the time continued “to pose a threat to international peace and security in 

the region” (2010: 3). This recognition necessitated continued efforts and partnership between the 

government of the DRC and the UN in the form of MONUSCO in addressing identified challenges. 

In this context, the creation of MONUSCO was partly justified in terms of Chapter VII of the UN 

Charter which authorises, in Article 39, the UNSC to “determine the existence of any threat to the 

peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression and [to] make recommendations or decide what 

measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international 

peace and security” (1945). The Articles referred to exclude armed force from the measures which 

may be authorised by the UNSC. The UN Charter nonetheless contains provisions for the 

circumstances under which armed force may be utilised; however, where possible, it should not be 

principally relied upon.  

Thus, effective 1 July 2010, MONUSCO was established and, since its establishment, its 

mandate has been reviewed and renewed at yearly intervals. The Mission’s establishment was not 

without controversy; however, given the then president of the DRC, Joseph Kabila, wanted to see the 

withdrawal of the UN from the country by 2011. This call on the part of Kabila was partly informed 

by the fact that both presidential and parliamentary elections were scheduled for that year and he 

wanted to avoid the perceived scrutiny that would be cast on the electoral process due to the UN’s 

continued presence in the country. Nevertheless, in laying out MONUSCO’s mandate, several key 

assumptions animated the Mission’s establishment and clarify the basis on which the intervention is 

justified. These assumptions included the perception that there was a need to: (1) improve the DRC 

government’s ability to “restore” authority in areas where armed groups had either been neutralised 

and/or were still active; (2) improve authorities’ ability “to effectively protect the population through 

the establishment of sustainable security forces” (2010: 3); and (3) consolidate government authority 

“throughout the territory, through the deployment of Congolese civil administration, in particular the 

police, territorial administration and rule of law institutions in areas freed from armed groups” (2010: 
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3). As such, the overall perception was that there is a need to establish a hierarchical statist order in 

which dominant actors (the government) exert their authority and influence across the entirety of the 

country and implement a uniform and liberal (i.e., statist) hegemonic strategic vision in governing 

the country. While the initial as well as subsequent resolutions establishing and renewing, 

respectively, MONUSCO’s mandate do not use the terms ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’, the assumptions 

animating the Mission are illustrative of the deficit framings of African social orders that these 

structuralist concepts represent. This is particularly evident in the concept of ‘stabilisation’ that 

informs the character of this peacebuilding intervention. In the context of the mission, ‘stabilisation’ 

is defined, in UNSC Resolution 2211, as: 

 
the establishment of functional, professional, and accountable state institutions, 

including security and judicial institutions, in conflict-affected areas, and through 

strengthened democratic practices that reduces the risk of instability, including 

adequate political space, promotion and protection of human rights and a credible 

electoral process (2015: 5). 

 

Stabilisation is, therefore, the mode through which MONUSCO seeks to address the perceived 

problem of ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’ through ensuring a successful ‘state-building’ project that 

achieves the abovementioned aims. As such, both the parent structuralist concept of ‘the state’ and 

its secondary concept of ‘state weakness’ perform strategic securitising functions thereby providing 

justification for a peacebuilding intervention in the DRC. In this context, the norm of exclusive 

territoriality is reinforced as emphasis is placed, as in UNSC Resolution 2409, on the Mission’s 

“commitment to the sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial integrity of the DRC” (2018: 1) 

as well as the principle of non-interference. This is notable not only in terms of the explicit ways in 

which it highlights a commitment to statism but because the establishment of MONUSCO is 

exemplary of ‘overlapping sovereignties’ which exist in a hierarchical relation or in territorialised 

dynamic networks of power in the DRC. The issue is not simply one of critiquing the liberal character 

of MONUSCO as a peacebuilding intervention, but the very promotion of statism as a logic of social 

organisation which, arguably, has been a key determinant or cause of socio-political crises in the 

DRC since before the post-independence period, rather than any perceived ‘absence’ of order. Insofar 

as the Mission’s mandate also demonstrates a willingness to work with ‘local actors’, including the 

government of the DRC as the dominant actor in this context, this is insufficient for overturning 

inherent hierarchies that inform which type of political order prevails through the peacebuilding 

intervention.  

In a meeting on 19 May 2010, the then Permanent Representative of France to the UN, Gérard 

Araud, reported on the outcomes of a mission to the DRC that took place from 13 to 15 May of that 
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year, stating that although “conditions in the country had evolved in a positive way…they remained 

fragile” (UNSC 6317th Meeting, 2010). Araud emphasised that at the time, France was in the middle 

of preparing a draft resolution for what would eventually see the transition from MONUC to 

MONUSCO, a transition that would be principally motivated by the “aim to restore State authority 

over the national territory” (UNSC 6317th Meeting, 2010). A third meeting was subsequently held on 

28 May 2010, the same day the resolution establishing MONUSCO was adopted, with discussions 

emphasising the need to improve “Government capacity to protect the population effectively; and the 

consolidation of State authority throughout the territory” (UNSC 6324th Meeting, 2010). Euro-

American actors played key roles in determining the sets of assumptions that underpinned the 

establishment of MONUSCO through their deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism 

(i.e., ‘the state’ and ‘state weakness’) and justification of an ongoing peacebuilding intervention that 

was to be and has remained a ‘state-building’ project. While the specific details relating to the work 

and priorities of MONUSCO have changed with each subsequent renewal of the Mission’s mandate, 

these defining objectives and assumptions have remained constant. As such, it is possible to conclude 

that the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs the strategic securitising 

function of justifying interventions in the Global South as part of the maintenance of global 

coloniality. As such Euro-American actors largely determine the character of the political orders 

which emerge through peacebuilding interventions like MONUSCO. 

SADC, therefore, provides an interesting comparative case in terms of how it addresses peace 

and security challenges in Southern Africa, including in the DRC, and the sets of norms, practices, 

and type of political order it promotes relative to MONUSCO. This is important given historically 

SADC has neither deployed nor authorised a peacebuilding intervention in the region as the UN has 

done in the form of MONUSCO due, in part, to global post-independence norms of non-

interventionism prevalent among former colonies (Hongoh 2016; Acharya 2014, 2016; Adebajo 

2016). The reasons for this will be examined in greater detail in the second part of this thesis through 

engagement with empirical data from interviews conducted with personnel of the SADC Secretariat. 

Suffice it to say that two key documents inform SADC’s responses and engagement with peace and 

security matters and challenges in the region. These documents are the Protocol on Politics, Defence 

and Security Co-operation (2001) and the SADC Mutual Defence Pact (2003). In addition to these 

documents, the Strategic Indicative Plan for the Organ on Politics, Defence and Security 

Cooperation (2010) articulates the ways in which the principles and objectives laid out in the other 

two documents will be operationalised in addressing peace and security challenges in the Southern 

African region.  

SADC, in contrast to MONUSCO, is an African regional organisation. As such, it is important 

to examine the extent to which the ways it engages with peace and security challenges in the region 
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differ to those of actors like the UN. As already noted, SADC does not have a history of authorising 

peacebuilding interventions like MONUSCO. In the context of the DRC, the most notable SADC 

intervention was in 1998 when three members (Angola, Namibia, and Zimbabwe) of the organisation 

intervened in a conflict citing mutual defence against an external aggressor. While there exists 

controversy regarding whether or not this intervention was a SADC intervention (see next chapter), 

it nonetheless created the conditions of possibility for the adoption of the organisation’s mutual 

defence pact five years later. Article 6(1) of the Pact emphasises that any attack against a member of 

the organisation, by either a fellow member or actors external to the organisation, “shall be considered 

a threat to regional peace and security and such an attack shall be met with immediate collective 

action” (2003: 3). This clause is in keeping with the strict non-interference norm in other countries’ 

internal affairs that animates the work of the organisation. Given Southern Africa is a region 

comprised of countries whose dominant actors (i.e., governments/governing parties) are 

predominantly former anti-colonial liberation movements, SADC continues to exhibit a commitment 

to minimising the influence and impact of external actors’ interests and activities within the region 

as part of broader efforts to buttress the region’s self-determination. It is in this context that SADC 

takes a non-interventionist approach to peace and security matters in the region such that historically, 

it has not authorised a peacebuilding intervention, though it has supported and coordinated its efforts 

in the DRC with MONUSCO. The second part of this thesis will discuss SADC’s non-interventionism 

in greater detail. 

Nevertheless, an examination of the organisation’s Protocol governing defence and security 

matters highlights that it strongly relies on, strategically deploys, and defends the structuralist concept 

of ‘the state’ in everything it does. Whether or not this is indicative of such a reliance, deployment 

and defence as performing a securitising function will be discussed in the second part of this thesis; 

however, suffice it so say that given SADC’s non-interventionist ethos, while the deployment of this 

concept may not securitise members of the organisation in order to justify interventions, it is arguably 

illustrative of a form of counter-securitisation of external, extra-regional actors whose 

interventionism SADC is opposed to. While the deployment of this securitising structuralist concept 

is principally directed towards non-members of the organisation, it is important to refrain from 

valorising such counter-securitisation moves given their instrumentality in further entrenching and 

promoting statism as a logic of social organisation. Article 2(e) of the Protocol governing responses 

to regional peace and security matters emphasises that one of the specific objectives of SADC is to 

“prevent, contain and resolve inter-and intra-state conflict by peaceful means” (2001: 4). Moreover, 

as per Article 2(f), the organisation shall only “consider enforcement action in accordance with 

international law and as a matter of last resort where peaceful means have failed” (2001: 4).  
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This highlights the crux of SADC’s approach to conflict prevention, management, and 

resolution in the region. The Protocol further outlines the peaceful methods or means by and through 

which the organisation may prevent, manage, and resolve regional conflicts. These include, as per 

Article 11(3a), “preventive diplomacy, negotiations, conciliation, mediation, good offices, arbitration 

and adjudication by an international tribunal” (2001: 12). Moreover, Article 11(4a) states that with 

respect to such efforts and with respect to “both inter- and intra-state conflict, the Organ shall seek to 

obtain the consent of the disputant parties to its peacemaking efforts” (2001: 13), the ‘Organ’ being 

the division of the organisation that is responsible for matters on political, defence, and security 

cooperation. SADC, therefore, demonstrates a strong aversion to interventionism and interference in 

its members’ affairs, which is clear in the organisation’s use of the term ‘peacemaking’ as opposed 

to ‘peacebuilding’. The significance of this preference in the terms and concepts the organisation 

relies upon will be addressed in greater detail in the second part of this thesis, including whether it 

also deploys secondary structuralist concepts of statism such ‘state weakness/fragility’. Through its 

deployment, reliance upon, and defence of the structuralist concept of ‘the state’, SADC demonstrates 

a preoccupation with the security of dominant political actors in countries that constitute the 

organisation’s membership, which carries significant implications for the sustainability of the 

organisation’s approach to addressing peace and security challenges in the Southern African region. 

The discussion above has highlighted the strengths of the PRA in understanding how relations 

between different sets of actors are configured and through what modalities. It has highlighted that 

hierarchies in global knowledge production and representations of Eurocentric statist norms as 

providing the ‘best’ logic and natural ‘end-state’ of social organisation—one that is conducive to the 

establishment of (stable) order—underpin contemporary peacebuilding/making efforts in Africa, 

including the DRC. This is particularly evident in the context of MONUSCO and its deployment of 

the securitising structuralist concepts of ‘the state’ and ‘state weakness/fragility’ to justify 

interventions in the DRC aimed at transforming the social and political life of this African country. 

It is also evident in SADC’s own deployment of the concept of ‘the state’, even as a non-

interventionist ethos and approach to addressing regional peace and security challenges characterises 

the organisation’s work.  

The preceding discussion has further highlighted that MONUSCO’s approach to addressing 

peace and security challenges is one that securitises social orders, whereas SADC’s approach is 

representative of regional counter-securitisation efforts aimed at minimising foreign interference in 

regional affairs. Nevertheless, SADC’s approach, as the second part of this thesis will highlight, is 

also demonstrative of tacit support for the securitisation of the region’s countries, including the DRC 

through its peace support operations in the form of the Force Intervention Brigade. As such, the work 

of both MONUSCO and SADC cannot be said to be neutral; rather, it is directly implicated in and 
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central to the advancement of dominant political actors and their preferred political orders, albeit in 

different ways. The processual relational account of statism developed in this and the first chapter, 

therefore, provides a means of understanding how statism impacts peace and security outcomes in 

conflict-affected countries through an examination of the sets of norms that underpin peacebuilding 

and peacemaking efforts. It allows us to understand how taken for granted concepts like ‘the state’ 

and ‘weak/fragile states’ prevent us from better understanding the nature of social organisation and 

the crises thereof. The following chapter examines how structuralist conceptualisations of statism 

have historically been deployed in the DRC to justify various statist social transformations in both 

the colonial and post-independence periods, and the negative impacts thereof. 
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Chapter 3: Statism in context 

 

Colonial articulations of statism 

 

This chapter highlights the material ways in which structuralist conceptualisations of statism 

were strategically deployed in what is now the Democratic Republic of the Congo to justify various 

forms of social transformation in both the colonial and post-independence periods. When the Berlin 

West Africa Conference took place from 15 November 1884 to 26 February 1885 (see below), the 

‘scramble’ for Africa had already begun and King Leopold II’s efforts to establish a ‘Free State’ in 

Central Africa well underway. As Ewan (2002) notes, apart “from establishing the (qualified) 

principle of free trade, the Conference of Berlin was, in fact, of less practical significance than has 

been generally supposed” (2002: 97-98). In fact, the conference did not signal the partition of Africa 

as such, but rather the consolidation of colonial enterprises and activities that were already underway 

prior to the convening of the conference. At best the conference performed the function of preventing 

a European conflagration in Africa by clarifying the rules of engagement, on the continent, between 

European and other actors interested in conducting commerce on and/or with the continent. That is, 

the conference principally served to articulate the rules governing commerce on the African continent 

as well as those governing new occupations (Uzoigwe 1985).  

The partition of Africa and the creation of the ‘Congo Free State’ under the auspices of the 

West African Berlin Conference of 1884-1885 was undergirded by an interventionist thrust which 

sought not only to transform the nature of commerce on the African continent along liberal principles 

of free trade, but to bring the benefits of ‘civilisation’ to what were perceived to be barbarous peoples. 

Moreover, disparities in military organisation and technology between Africans and Europeans were 

further used as justification to intervene in the affairs of the continent and to direct them onto paths 

favourable to European interveners (Ewans 2002). Geostrategic considerations on the part of 

European powers that did not want to lose a foothold to their European counterparts on the African 

continent, as elsewhere, were also foremost on the minds of interveners (Vanthemsche 2012). In the 

case of King Leopold II, an initial lack of domestic appetite for colonial expansion did not preclude 

efforts on the part of the Belgian king to establish overseas territories. In fact, the lack of such a 

domestic appetite created the conditions of possibility for a highly personalised form of colonial rule 

to emerge in the Congo under the tutelage of King Leopold II, as the following discussion will show.  

Prior to the Berlin Conference, King Leopold II convened the International Geographical 

Conference in Brussels in September 1876 to establish his African credentials and to express his 

desire, at an international level, in establishing colonial territories on the African continent 

(Schweinfurth 1876). Explorers and geographers, amongst other dignitaries, constituted the bulk of 

those invited to the conference signalling Leopold II’s interests in charting out the cartography of and 
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demarcating what was to become the ‘Congo Free State’. This highlights the significance of the norm 

of exclusive territoriality in the colonisation of this geographic location and in the establishment of 

colonial rule more generally (as discussed in the previous chapters). Various European powers were 

represented at this conference highlighting the importance, to King Leopold II of not fracturing 

relations between Belgium and other European powers similarly engaged in colonial enterprises and 

so in avoiding a European conflagration in Africa. At the conference, Leopold II proposed the 

establishment of an international organisation that would oversee a generalised European ‘civilising 

mission’ on the continent as well as the management of commerce between various European powers 

where the continent was concerned (Dunn 2003). Such an endeavour was characterised, by Leopold 

II, in philanthropic terms. That is, as a necessary intervention that was required to transform African 

societies in ways that would result in the continent developing along lines determined by ‘civilised’ 

European actors (Ewans 2002). The conference thus agreed on the establishment of the Association 

Internationale pour l’Exploration et la Civilisation de l’Afrique Centrale (the International 

Association for the Exploration and Civilisation of Central Africa (AIA)).  

King Leopold II enlisted the help of the renowned American explorer, Henry Morton Stanley, 

in exploring the Congo and establishing Belgian and, more specifically, his personal interests in this 

land. He was, therefore, partly through the auspices of the AIA, and more specifically through Stanley 

charting the cartography of the region by establishing multi-purpose stations, actively engaged in a 

race to establish territories in Central Africa. There was significant competition between France and 

Leopold II in their efforts to consolidate colonial territories within the broader Central African region. 

Stanley was charged by the latter with entering into treaties with African leaders or ‘chiefs’ in this 

region, treaties which, under Leopold II’s direction were supposed to not only secure trading rights, 

but to ensure that African peoples ceded sovereignty and their lands, including all of the resources 

attached, to the AIA. Those communities that entered treaties were subsequently referred to by 

Leopold II and the AIA as ‘free’ or ‘independent’ states (Ewan 2002), a precursor to the formalisation 

of the colonisation of this land and its peoples at the Berlin Conference of 1884-1885 through which 

it came to be known as the ‘Congo Free State’. By 1882, the Association Internationale du Congo 

(AIC) was established as a parallel entity to the AIA, further signalling Leopold II’s commitment to 

establishing a territorial foothold in this geographic location (hereafter the Congo).  

As the years passed, Leopold II’s endeavours in the Congo continued to be presented in the 

language of internationalism in order to avoid criticism of his colonial activities in the region. This is 

reflected in the fact that the negotiations at the Berlin Conference—which took place a couple of 

years following the formation of the AIC—emphasised the rights of all those who attended the 

conference, to ‘free’ commerce or trade in the Congo. For all intents and purposes, while the ‘Congo 

Free State’ was to be ruled by King Leopold II and to be a ‘de facto’ Belgian territory, the Berlin 



    96 
 

Conference sought to limit the impacts of the norm of exclusive territoriality on international trade 

and access to natural and other resources and goods in the Congo. Leopold II’s activities in Central 

Africa under the auspices of both the AIA and the AIC as international organisations, therefore, set a 

precedent for international organisations exercising sovereignty over territories (Phillips Jr 1888/9). 

Suffice it to say that Leopold II sought to have the AIC recognised as a sovereign actor by other 

European actors as a means of buttressing his claims to territory in the Congo. The purported aims of 

this struggle for recognition of the AIA/AIC as a sovereign actor were to dispel tensions over the 

possibility that power over the Congo would be exercised by a single European actor. In terms of the 

interventionist drive underpinning the conference, it was (Ewan 2002): 

 
…concerned to take some moral high ground. The signatories undertook to ‘help in 

suppressing slavery and especially the slave trade’, to ‘watch over the preservation 

of the native tribes, and to care for their moral and material well-being’, to practice 

religious tolerance and to protect missionaries and others who aimed at ‘instructing 

the natives and bringing home to them the blessings of civilisation’. There was also 

much discussion about preserving the neutrality of what was to be called the 

‘Conventional Basin of the Congo’.  

 

The collective decision to recognise the AIC as a sovereign actor despite initial reluctance—

resulting in the establishment of the ‘Congo Free State’—was by and large motivated by the desire, 

on the part of other European actors, to curtail French expansionism in this geographic location. On 

the question of King Leopold II concurrently becoming a monarch for two places, Belgian opinion 

was primarily of the view that the establishment of such rule elsewhere should be on a personal basis, 

so as not to implicate Belgium in Leopold II’s colonial enterprises. There was strong reluctance on 

the part of Belgian authorities to become involved in the Congo and in colonial machinations. 

Nonetheless, the Congo was supposed to accrue benefits to Belgium. The Congo was also going to 

be reflective of Belgium’s neutrality in international politics. Thus, the Congo was to become the 

exclusive personal domain of King Leopold II. As such, the ‘Congo Free State’ was born as a result 

of the 1884-1885 Berlin Conference. A highly centralised mode of rule with control resting in 

Brussels emerged as the statist norm of exclusive territoriality became firmly entrenched. This is 

despite the Berlin Act of the Berlin West Africa Conference having stipulated that the Congo maintain 

its broad international character in relation to free trade (Reeves 1909). All the rights and duties 

pertaining to the governance of the Congo rested with Leopold II, who could exercise power as he 

saw fit absent repercussions because sovereignty rested in his person. His rule was to be subordinate 

only to the international treaties entered into by the ‘Congo Free State’. Nevertheless, Leopold II 
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bequeathed the Congo to Belgium in his 1890 will, setting the path for Belgium’s future direct 

administration of the Congo. 

Various efforts were mobilised in the Congo Free State in order to protect initiatives such as 

the construction of infrastructure (for example, railways), including the establishment of militias. 

These militias also performed the function of “forcibly recruiting and maintaining the local work 

force” (Ewan 2002: 114). This set the precedent for future armed forms of resistance as the following 

discussion will show in its examination of the modes of power contestation that became entrenched 

in response to colonial and post-independence political authority, buttressed as the latter were by the 

statist norms of exclusive territoriality, oppositionality, hierarchy, coercion, and assimilation. King 

Leopold II’s rule in the Congo was characterised by prolonged rebellions against colonial authority. 

Unrest characterised life within the colony as indigenous communities revolted against the oppression 

they were subjected to at the hands of both concession companies licensed by Leopold II to extract 

resources as well as the military apparatus of the colony. The revolts often played out for several 

years on end before their successful suppression (Ewan 2002).  

In 1888, the Force Publique was created to deal with the revolts and it constituted the largest 

military force in colonial Africa (Gordon 2017). Due to dire working conditions, including brutal 

treatment and poor pay, recruits or conscripts often deserted or engaged in mutinous activities. Work 

for companies and colonial authorities aimed at producing various commodities and raw materials, 

including rubber, similarly precipitated violence in the form of armed resistance (Roes 2010). The 

dismemberment of the limbs and hands of labourers who were regarded as underperforming, was 

characteristic of the punitive measures within the colony. Such violence was often enacted by African 

supervisors who were required to mutilate their counterparts to demonstrate to their white ‘superiors’ 

that they were performing their designated tasks well. Production in the colony had to be maximised 

at whatever cost. These bodily mutilations came to be symbolic of King Leopold II’s rule in the 

Congo (Briefel 2015). Nevertheless, while Leopold II ruled the Congo for more than two decades, he 

never once set foot in the country, highlighting that to him, “the Congo and its inhabitants were 

always more a construct or idea, the manifestation of his dreams of empire, power, and profit, an 

ambitious project that brought violence and destruction to its subjects” (Rutz 2018: 15).  

This highlights that while there were active disciplinary frameworks that were put in place to 

secure and reinforce the frontiers of the colony, the enactment of statist norms that characterised the 

colony was opposed by indigenous communities and sowed the seeds of prolonged socio-political 

conflict and instability in this country. However, despite these aspects of King Leopold II’s rule, he 

continued to characterise his administration of the Congo in philanthropic and humanitarian terms 

and, for some time, this was the reputation he continued to enjoy amongst Euro-American powers. 

By the 1890s, rumours about the brutal character of Leopold II’s rule and ‘state-building’ project in 
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the Congo began to surface, posing a challenge to his humanitarian credentials. As news and details 

about the rubber-focused forced labour regime began to emerge, Euro-American powers that had 

previously been supportive of Leopold II became critical of his activities in the Congo (Clay 2020). 

Such criticism bolstered their own positions as imperial powers on the African continent as frustration 

over Leopold II’s failure to maintain the Congo’s openness to free trade grew. As Nzongola-Ntalaja 

(2002) notes, the main question as regards the Congo has always been about who is excluded from 

controlling this country rather than who exercises control. However, whilst particularly stark in the 

case of the Congo Free State, colonial enterprises had always been justified in humanitarian terms by 

Euro-American powers. Thus, rather than being the result of genuine concern for the plight of the 

peoples of the Congo alone, these criticisms reveal the fundamentally racialised character of 

humanitarianism and that appeals to the latter are generally informed by the interests of the political 

actors concerned. Appeals to humanitarianism are fundamentally political gestures.  

In 1904, the Congo Reform Association (CRA) was established by E. D. Morel, a clerk for 

Elder Dempster, an English shipping company that was responsible for moving all the Cargo between 

Europe and the Congo (Pavlakis 2015). The CRA quickly established itself as an international 

organisation dedicated to publicising the horrors of Leopold II’s rule in the Congo and ensuring that 

the atrocities committed in the Congo came to an end (Hasian Jr 2015). Due to the pressure exerted 

by the CRA and growing international pressure, Leopold II established, in 1906, a Commission of 

Inquiry to carry out an investigation of the administration of the Congo Free State. Rather than 

absolve him, the Commission confirmed that abuses were indeed occurring. This resulted in 

negotiations for the transfer of power, in the Congo Free State, from Leopold II to the Belgian 

government, despite the latter having hitherto been reluctant to become directly involved in colonial 

affairs. The formal transfer of power was concluded on 15 November 1908 and, shortly thereafter, in 

December 1909, Leopold II passed away. Behind him he left a highly hierarchical personal kingdom 

and statist political order that was maintained through stringent policing and military institutions, 

forced labour regimes, religious proselytising aimed at buttressing humanitarian claims,—including 

through the provision of public goods and services—an arena for the enactment of global 

interventionist designs, and a fragmented commercial space where private companies enjoyed 

substantial amounts of autonomy from administrative oversight by either Leopold II and his 

governors.   

The extent to which Leopold II was successful in enacting statist norms is unclear, however. 

On the one hand, Leopold’s Force Publique successfully squashed (armed) rebellions when they 

occurred (as the preceding discussion showed), but the fact of these rebellions highlights that statist 

norms were fundamentally contested by African peoples while being relied upon to resist colonial 

rule. This is indicative of conflicting notions of sovereignty, whereby the effective exercise of 
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authority within pre-colonial African contexts was not based on exclusivist notions of sovereignty or 

territory. Rather, more fluid conceptions of sovereignty as necessarily subject to a limited jurisdiction 

that could not exceed the unbounded borders of a given imagined community prevailed. Moreover, 

African polities did not actively seek to establish territorially exclusivist and assimilationist societies 

whereby people belonging to different traditions and ways of doing, being, and knowing would be 

subject to the same modes of rule. Such enactments of political authority would conflict with both 

non-exclusivist conceptions of land and sovereignty that prevailed in precolonial times.  

The imposition of colonial authority came into direct conflict with norms governing political 

authority and, with the proliferation of arms in the Congo, such an imposition created the conditions 

of possibility for armed resistance to the enactment of statist norms which saw political authority 

practiced in absolutist terms by Belgian colonial authorities, including in the person of King Leopold 

II. The latter’s rule also created the conditions of possibility for international organisations to exercise 

authority in this country, ironically destabilising the exclusivist notions of sovereignty they sought to 

enact at any given point in time. Under Leopold II, the Congo became an arena of competing and 

overlapping sovereignties with colonial authorities claiming the monopoly on this quality (for a 

discussion of sovereignty, see chapter two). Such international organisations (i.e., the AIA/AIC) 

sought to buttress particular actors’ claims to sovereignty (i.e., King Leopold II) even as their own 

objectives (building peace) presented such organisations as being the only actors best-placed to enact 

arrangements of political authority. Suffice it to say that Leopold II left a complex legacy behind, the 

horrors of which, rather than disappearing, became transformed in a new guise upon his passing. 

Enter, the Belgian Congo. 

Following the formal annexation of the Congo by the Belgian government, the latter’s 

administration of the Congo post-Leopold II’s rule was characterised in beneficent and 

developmentalist terms by Belgian authorities and international actors. These representations of 

colonial authority were consistent with earlier framings of King Leopold II’s rule in philanthropic 

terms. Thus, Belgian administration was characterised in humanitarian terms as hopes that the abuses 

that had characterised the Congo Free State would not continue in the ‘new’ Belgian Congo 

abounded. Stanard (2018) argues that colonial policing and disciplinary practices, including arrests 

and imprisonment, in the Belgian Congo were less a reflection of the strength of colonial authority, 

than a reflection of the anxieties that underpinned it. A heightened sense of insecurity characterised 

Belgian colonial rule as the threat of indigenous resistance was ever-present (Likaka 1994). 

Restrictive immigration regimes aimed at limiting the flow of people in and out of the Belgian Congo 

in order to limit their exposure to ideas that would undermine colonial control were also a key 

coercive feature of colonial authority in the country. The curtailment of the free movement of people 

was construed by colonial authorities as a public security issue. This highlights that statism as a logic 
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of social organisation is grounded in uneasiness about the ability of dominant political actors to assert 

control, thereby necessitating harsh coercive practices and claims to the monopoly not only on the 

use of violence and force, but territory—and sovereignty. Colonial authority established as it was 

through the enactment of statism, is characteristic of a perpetual nervous condition. Rather than being 

all-encompassing and representing the absolutist nature of statism as colonial authorities sought to 

implement it (i.e., hegemonic mode of representation), the hegemony of colonial authorities was 

never fully accepted by indigenous peoples. This was due to resistance to colonial rule and, in 

particular, the enactment of statist norms to resist colonial rule.  

Nevertheless, economic exploitation continued to characterise colonial rule in the country. As 

Nzongola-Ntalaja (2002) notes, the Belgian Congo did not represent a point of departure from the 

Congo Free State; it was built on the latter’s legacy. The colony served as a key source of Belgian 

capital accumulation. It also ensured that Belgium emerged out of various economic and financial 

troubles at home. The proclaimed neutrality of the Congo and the ‘international community’s’ stake 

in maintaining the Congo’s neutrality and openness to trade was by and large with an eye to ensuring 

access to strategic natural resources such as uranium, copper, cobalt, and industrial diamonds, 

amongst others. During the period of the Cold War, the United States and its allies sought to prevent 

the Soviet Union and its allies from gaining influence and access to such strategic resources in the 

Congo Basin. The Belgian Congo was not only instrumental in the enrichment of Belgium, but a 

theatre of strategic contestations both among Euro-American powers and between Euro-American 

powers and the countries of ‘the East’.  

In general, as the preceding discussion has showed, there was a tendency towards the 

internationalisation of the Congo under the tutelage of various world monopolies (Belgian colonial 

authorities and concession companies), which reinforced a situation of overlapping sovereignties that 

both competed against and complemented each other as Euro-American powers competed and 

cooperated to gain access to Congolese natural resources. These overlapping sovereignties constituted 

the status quo in the Congo, a status quo that was threatened by independence in 1960 as the future 

of Belgian and other imperial financial interests became uncertain. Thus, the provision of public 

goods and services was never at the centre of colonial concerns even as a developmentalist and 

humanitarian rhetoric was used to characterise Belgian rule in the Congo. The benefits accrued from 

the exploitation of both natural and human resources were principally aimed at enriching external 

sets of actors and safeguarding the strategic interests of various non-African actors in a volatile global 

environment of competing imperialisms.  

Economic exploitation and the maintenance of colonial law and order formed two sides of the 

same coin. Colonial authority in the Belgian Congo was established through company rule, with large 

parts of the Congo ceded to concession companies (Hunt 2016).  African mercenaries—like the 
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militias that were used under King Leopold II’s rule—were employed to ensure that Congolese met 

their rubber production quotas and other colonial labour requirements. African leaders were also 

brought on board as intermediaries in the establishment and maintenance of colonial administration. 

These intermediaries were responsible for ensuring the cultivation of export crops, conscription and 

forced labour on various public projects, and labour recruitment as well as the collection of taxes. As 

under Leopold II, the Force Publique was instrumental in dealing with anticolonial resistance. Each 

of these practices were buttressed by racialised hierarchies in the form of various legal statutes and 

regulations that used race as justification for the differential treatment of colonial subjects, this often 

taking the form of de facto racial segregation (Nzongola-Ntalaja 2002). Africans were banned from 

consuming hard liquors and moving through European residential areas after dark (save for security 

personnel). Moreover, they were subjected to corporal punishment, housing segregation, separate 

regimes governing labour, and various limitations on the sale and ownership of land.   

Racial segregation in public spaces such as public transportation, hotels, restaurants, and 

stadiums, as well as bans (unofficial) on interracial sex which were not applicable to white men, were 

also operative in the colony. The Congo was understood to be a tabula rasa lacking in history, culture, 

and scientific knowledge, such that European modes of governing were required to bring ‘civilisation’ 

to its peoples. In 1948, colonial authorities introduced a ‘social merit card’, later superseded by the 

status of ‘matriculation’ through which Africans who had ‘evolved’ culturally would be granted the 

same treatment as Europeans (Zeilig 2008). These évolués were required to demonstrate, through a 

test, their level of Europeanisation. Therefore, the impacts of the enactment of statist norms was 

deeply felt and integral to the colonial project. As such, statist norms created the conditions of 

possibility for resistance which reinforced the fact of overlapping sovereignties in the colony.  

Resistance to colonial authority principally took place within colonially established 

arrangements such as the colonial army. Taxation, conscription and labour recruitment practices and 

systems also fomented discontent within the Belgian Congo, and so too did African leaders’ partial 

loss of autonomy because of their co-optation into the colonial system as intermediaries of colonial 

administrators. Armed resistance, mutinies, religious protests, peasant rebellions, and workers’ 

revolts characterised resistance the Congo. These forms of resistance laid the foundation not only for 

broader anticolonial struggles that resulted in the attainment of independence in 1960, but the sets of 

challenges, including armed conflict that have plagued this county as a result of the continued 

enactment of statism as a logic of social organisation. Nevertheless, these struggles were struggles 

against the enactment of this logic and, in particular, its colonial manifestations.  
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Post-independence articulations of statism 

 

The rise and fall of Joseph-Désiré Mobutu 

 

The anti-colonial struggle was the result of different class elements forming an anticolonial 

alliance following the embrace of the évolués or petty bourgeoisie as leaders of the anticolonial 

struggle (Nzongola-Ntalaja 2002). This is despite the évolués having been reformist rather than 

revolutionary in their orientation towards colonial rule i.e., they succumbed to the logic of path-

dependence and embraced statism. The independence struggle was nonetheless quite fragmented as 

different political parties emerged, often using violence against each other, hoping to win elections 

that would lead to independence. Nevertheless, the struggle for independence and demands for 

immediate independence by black political parties led to Belgium convening a Roundtable 

Conference on 20 January 1960 at which the decision was made to grant complete and unconditional 

independence on 30 June 1960. Post-independence leaders were, however, primarily concerned with 

ensuring personal access to the material goods and benefits that they had been denied under 

colonialism, thereby laying the seeds for the continuation of statist modes of rule as inherited under 

Leopoldian and Belgian administration.   

Patrice Lumumba became prime minister after winning the pre-independence May 1960 

elections. Joseph Kasavubu became the ceremonial president. In the immediate post-independence 

period, the UNSC authorised the deployment, from 1960 to 1964, of roughly 20 000 troops as well 

as a large contingent of civilian personnel to assist with nation-building tasks. This was the first UN 

peacebuilding mission deployed in the country. The deployment of the Opération des Nations Unies 

au Congo (ONUC) was also motivated by the fact that the Congo represented a strategic location in 

Central and Southern Africa and since the Congo gained its independence at the height of the Cold 

War, ONUC was supposed to prevent a conflagration between the United States and the then Soviet 

Union in the Congo (Koko 2012). The history of overlapping and mutually-constituted sovereignties 

and authority, therefore, continued and became further entrenched through the deployment of the 

Mission. The move by the UNSC to deploy ONUC also highlights the highly political and externally-

driven nature of the deployment of peacebuilding missions in this country, as highlighted in the 

previous chapter.  

The Mission was deployed because in the immediate aftermath of independence, Prime 

Minister Lumumba had to reckon with a nationwide mutiny by the army and a secessionist movement 

in the province of Katanga. According to Nzongola-Ntalaja (2002) both revolts were machinated by 

the Belgians who also intervened militarily on 10 July 1960, a day before the formal announcement 

of the secession of the province on 11 July 1960. Lumumba appealed to the UNSC to deploy a 

peacekeeping mission in the Congo, a request which was interpreted by the UN Secretary General at 
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the time, Dag Hammarskjöld, in accordance with Western geostrategic concerns and interests. This 

resulted in a dispute between the two men, which subsequently resulted in a US- and Belgian-led 

effort to assassinate Lumumba. Thus, the first ‘Congo crisis’ from 1960-1965 was, as Nzongola-

Ntalaja notes, a crisis of decolonisation because Belgium was unable to transfer power to moderate 

leaders who could advance Western interests in the country. The crisis resulted in US and UN 

interventions, consequently maintaining the permeable nature of the Congo. It began with the mutiny 

of the army on 5 July 1960 and ended with the military coup on 24 November 1965, which resulted 

in Joseph-Désiré Mobutu (Mobutu Sese Seko) coming to power. As stated above, it also included the 

Katanga secession, Lumumba’s assassination, and the consolidation of power by Congolese 

moderates, the latter understood as such due to a willingness to advance Western interests.  

On 8 August 1960, the secession of South Kasai from Lubumbashi was also proclaimed by 

Albert Kalonji who sought to make exclusive territorial claims. The secession was eventually crushed 

in September 1962. As such, statist norms enacted under King Leopold II and Belgian administration 

were strongly upheld in the post-independence period as different local and external actors sought to 

advance their interests in the country. Amidst all of this, on 5 September 1960, Kasavubu dismissed 

Lumumba from the position of prime minister partly in order to curb Lumumba’s anti-secessionist 

activities. Parliament refused to heed the dismissal, including Lumumba’s own effort to dismiss 

Kasavubu from the presidency. Post-independence Congo was, therefore, also embroiled in a 

constitutional crisis from a very early stage. Attempts to reconcile the two on the part of African 

diplomats and UN envoy, Rajeshwar Dayal, were ineffective in light of powerful local and external 

interests in the form of Mobutu and his Western allies. Subsequently, on 14 September 1960, Mobutu 

launched his first military coup. Following all these developments, Lumumba was assassinated on 17 

January 1961.  

Joseph Désiré Mobutu was born in 1930, got kicked out of secondary school and was 

conscripted into the Force Publique between 1950 and 1956 (Barron 2013). In 1957, he began a 

career as a journalist, utilising the writing and typing skills he had acquired during his time in the 

army. Subsequently, he was hired as an informer for Belgian intelligence services. In 1958, he 

travelled to Belgium to receive further intelligence training under the auspices that he was studying 

social work (Nzongola-Ntalaja 2002). That same year, he was also retained as an informer by the 

United States Central Intelligence Agency. Mobutu was responsible for informing his Western 

patrons of developments pertaining to African nationalism in the Congo. He was an indispensable 

figure to Western actors from an early age, beginning with his time in the Force Publique. 

Consequently, as shown in the preceding discussion, Mobutu played a key role in the first Congo 

post-independence crisis, including seeing to it that Lumumba was ousted from power. This is despite 

Lumumba having initially appointed him junior minister in the prime minister’s cabinet and 
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subsequently chief of staff of the armed forces, unwittingly sounding his own death knell. In a fraught 

Cold War context, Mobutu eventually came to power on 24 November 1965 through a military coup 

with the support of his Western patrons. Statism and its constitutive norms—exclusive territoriality, 

oppositionality, coercion, hierarchy, and assimilation—was, therefore, integral to the sets of 

challenges confronting this country. It is also important to emphasise that the enactment of statism as 

a logic of social organisation in a transnational context characterised by coloniality is what results in 

overlapping sovereignties because statism transcends geography. This is important to emphasise 

because a year before Mobutu came into power, in 1964, the then Organisation of African Unity (now 

the African Union) adopted a resolution reaffirming respect for borders existing when countries 

achieved independence (Touval 1967). Statism, a colonial logic of social organisation, was being 

legitimised by African actors across the whole of the African continent. 

The military and other paramilitary forces, immigration controls, surveillance and intelligence 

services were central to Mobutu’s ability to quell dissent and retain power from 1965 to 1997. He 

also renamed the country which became known as ‘Zaire’ from 1971 to 1997. Internal border control 

was a crucial element of social control under Mobutu. The security forces served to protect the leader 

himself as well as those within his extensive network; they served to protect his interests. The army 

and broader security sector were, therefore, under Mobutu’s control, performing the function they 

had performed under Leopoldian and Belgian rule: maintaining Congolese subservience to the regime 

or dominant social actors seeking to enact their hegemonic statist visions and projects in both 

ideological and materially violent terms. The Congolese security sector, therefore, existed in conflict 

with the aspirations of the Congolese people. Those who served in regular military forces were 

seldom paid adequately resulting in them leveraging their uniform(s) to extort money and other 

material goods from civilians (Prunier 2009). As under Leopoldian and Belgian administration, the 

security sector in the country was an instrument of repression which, indeed, cannot be untethered 

from these foundations. Political authority thus constituted was fundamentally privatised, serving 

narrow sets of interests. The rule of law (i.e., dominant organising and coercive processes and 

practices) was also underpinned by statist norms, highlighting that the ‘rule of law’ at any given point 

in time is neither neutral, impartial, nor impersonal. With the exception of its black leadership, Zaïre 

did not represent a departure from previous iterations of rule in this country since colonialism. 

As under colonial authority, Mobutu was faced with what Achille Mbembe termed ‘the 

historical capacity for indiscipline’ (quoted in Young 1994: 248) of Congolese society. Far from this 

‘indiscipline’ representing a pathological society, it was indicative of the harshness of statism which 

society deemed undesirable and challenged through various means, including through the 

simultaneous enactment of statist norms. Such indiscipline was in a state of perpetual confrontation 

with the hegemonic visions and projects of dominant actors who did not condone deviation from the 
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dictates of the leadership of the day. Young (1994) argues that governance under Mobutu took the 

form of ‘integral’ statism, whereby a sharp distinction is drawn between dominant and non-dominant 

social forces. Those exercising authority during the time when Mobutu was president enjoyed 

autonomy from ‘society’ and a “monopoly…extending over social and economic vectors of 

accumulation” (Young 1994: 249). Leadership and governance during the Mobutu days sought to 

cultivate and maintain “passive subjects, even if mobilised into ritual expressions of their deference” 

(1994: 249). The ‘capacity for indiscipline’ of Congolese society ensured the limitations of any efforts 

to enforce hegemonic visions of political authority in this country.  

Fundamentally, any efforts to establish such authority were never going to be wholly accepted 

by the Congolese. Thus, while Young (1994) views indiscipline as having led to the erosion of 

integral statism, hegemony and indiscipline were mutually constitutive, engaged in a constant battle 

of wills wherein one would always prevail as the uncertain or unsettled ‘victor’. Additionally, a post-

Cold War global environment saw the retreat of Mobutu’s traditional Western allies and so a 

diminished support base for the erstwhile leader and his cadres. In the emergent unipolar global 

environment, the increased dominance of neo-liberal philosophy, and Western actors’ introduction of 

conditionality in their aid provision, the statist norms underpinning Mobutu’s rule were further 

reinforced as the provision of public goods and services was further deprioritised thus reinforcing the 

indiscipline of Congolese society. This reinforcement and the inability of Mobutu’s and his cadres to 

address growing social discontent eventually led to his fall at the hands of Laurent Désiré Kabila’s 

Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation of the Congo-Zaire (AFDL) in 1997.  

 

The rise and fall of Laurent Désiré Kabila 

 

Political upheaval and civil wars in Burundi and Rwanda in the early and mid-1990s saw the 

wide-scale displacement of people who subsequently sought refuge in Zaire. Conflicts in each of 

these two countries and Rwanda spilled over into Zaire as displaced groups of people organised 

themselves into armed units launching attacks on their countries of origin. Zaire, therefore, became a 

base for various armed groups and a key node in a constellation of regional conflicts. The influx of 

people from neighbouring countries, combined with the growing discontent of the Congolese, fuelled 

clashes over land which were often rooted in the politicisation of ethnicity by various actors. The 

porosity of borders revealed the difficulties of enforcing the norm of exclusive territoriality alongside 

other key statist norms such as oppositionality and coercion as part of the consolidation of seemingly 

fixed notions of identity (Hutu/Tutsi divisions in both Rwanda and Burundi, as well as Congo-Zaire 

itself). As Hutu who were fleeing the Rwandan genocide and its aftermath from 1994 onwards settled 

in Zaire, a delicate ‘balance of power’ or ‘balance of interests’ in both the North and South Kivu 

provinces of Zaire was upset.  
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As the number of Hutu in Zaire increased due to displacement in neighbouring countries, Tutsi 

in Zaire experienced a heightened sense of insecurity which regional actors such as the emergent 

Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) government took advantage of resulting in the ‘Banyamulenge 

rebellion’ of 1996 (for a detailed examination of the Banyamulenge and regional factors contributing 

to conflict in Congo-Zaire, including the roles of Burundi and Uganda, see Reyntjens 2009). The 

Rwandan government leveraged the discontent and grievances of Zairean Tutsi to extend Rwanda’s 

ethnicised civil war to Zairean borders in an effort to neutralise Hutu militias operating from within 

their neighbours’ borders and, specifically, refugee camps. Subsequent attacks on refugee camps by 

Zairean Tutsi who had been co-opted into the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) combined with a desire 

to seize power in the South and North Kivu provinces, were perceived by Mobutu as representing an 

effort by regional actors to undermine his rule. Rwandan support for Zairean Tutsi was also 

accompanied by claims that land that was inhabited by the latter historically belonged to Rwanda, 

which saw calls for a second Berlin Conference to redraw both Rwanda and Zaire’s borders.  These 

efforts on the part of Zairean Tutsi and the RPF/RPA provided the impetus for the formation of the 

Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation of the Congo-Zaire (AFDL) under Laurent Kabila’s 

leadership, which saw Mobutu’s removal from power.  

The AFDL was officially formed on 18 October 1996—a month after the commencement of 

the ‘Banyamulenge rebellion’—and was a coalition of four political movements: The Party for the 

Popular Revolution (PRP), the National Resistance Council for Democracy (CNRD), the 

Revolutionary Movement for the Liberation of Zaire (MRLZ), and the People’s Democratic Alliance 

(ADP). Initially the spokesman of the AFDL, Laurent Kabila eventually became the alliance’s 

chairman. The AFDL rebellion sought to redress the perceived shortcomings of past rebellions in the 

country, which included: the absence of political education, a lack of autonomy from outside actors 

which resulted in movements’ inability to appreciate the contradictions of Congolese society, a lack 

of sufficient engagement with the countryside, tribalism and sectarianism in how rebel movements 

conducted their wars, the prioritisation of struggles for power and/or personal enrichment, inadequate 

or absence of coordination between ordinary people and fighters, as well as the absence of “a 

revolutionary party, in the absence of which a revolution is impossible” (Reyntjens 2009: 104).  

Arguably, the AFDL rebellion was a means of legitimising the ‘Banyamulenge rebellion’ 

(Reyntjens 2009) as a home-grown national movement with local leadership in the form of Kabila, 

who was not a Tutsi but a Katangan tasked with embodying the image of a ‘national leader’. Not long 

after its formation, the AFDL commenced its march westwards towards the Zairean capital, Kinshasa, 

claiming territory along the way. The inadequacies of the Zairean Armed Forces (FAZ) ensured a 

smooth victory for the rebel movement. In essence, the rebellion was the embodiment of Congolese 

society’s indiscipline as well as the internalisation of statism by non-dominant actors in the country 
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who similarly relied on coercive statist methods to safeguard their interests. In the language of 

statism, the AFDL was framed and seen by the Zairean government as an ‘enemy’, thereby 

reinforcing oppositional modes of engagement between different Congolese social forces. Despite 

efforts on the part of the AFDL’s regional backers in the form of Rwanda and Uganda to make the 

former appear as home-grown as possible, the movement was still understood to be externally 

contrived by the Zairean government which similarly sought support in fighting the rebellion from a 

range of regional (African) and extra-regional, non-African partners. The territorialised dimensions 

(and contestations thereof) of the war between the AFDL and the Zairean government were not only 

pertinent in relation to ‘internal’ dynamics, but ‘external’ dynamics as well. Indeed, the war collapsed 

the distinction between internal and external as relates to any exclusivist understanding of territory.  

While each of the parties to the conflict sought to reinforce exclusive territoriality alongside 

other statist norms, their ability to do so was predicated on the subversion and denial of such 

exclusivity, thus revealing the unstable nature of the norm of exclusive territoriality. To the extent 

that different social forces embraced exclusivist notions of identity and land management or 

occupation, such an embrace was buttressed by a recognition of the malleability of identity, a 

recognition that fuelled the desire to concretise territorial claims as the AFDL ‘captured’ or 

‘conquered’ land and Rwanda called for the reconstitution of Zairean and Rwandan borders alike. 

The ease with which the AFDL rebellion managed to advance on Kinshasa and to establish control 

of various ‘territories’ was not only due to the inadequacies of the FAZ, but the inherent character of 

statism itself which created the conditions of possibility for coherent statist resistance movements to 

emerge and present a formidable challenge to similar movements of yesteryear (recall that Mobutu 

came to power through a military coup with the backing of external patrons). Mobutu’s penchant for 

‘governing from a distance’ and a general lack of interest in the goings on in Zaire’s eastern provinces 

while maintaining a hegemonic mode of representation of his rule, were also contributing factors.   

As the fighting continued, the AFDL also pursued negotiations with the Zairean government, 

which initially refused to engage in dialogue with the rebels. However, this was not indicative of the 

AFDL’s willingness to accept anything short of Mobutu relinquishing power and transferring it to 

Kabila himself. A constellation of regional actors in the form of the OAU, individual countries 

engaging with both the Zairean government and the AFDL on a bilateral basis, as well as non-African 

actors in the form of the UN, EU, and individual European and other Western countries, namely, the 

U.S., sought to shape the outcome of the conflict. Simultaneous calls for a ceasefire and the holding 

of elections—the enactment of the norm of oppositionality through the ballot rather than the bullet—

were made, with the main opposition political party, the Union for Democracy and Social Progress 

(UDPS), in support of a negotiated settlement and the establishment of a national unity government 

with the leader, Etienne Tshisekedi, as Prime Minister. The UDPS hoped that the AFDL would 
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eventually recognise that continuing the war was futile in the face of ongoing negotiations; however, 

the latter remained confident of victory, thereby diminishing the possibility of a settlement. On 15 

May 1997, the AFDL arrived in Kinshasa, resulting in Mobutu fleeing the capital the following day 

and Kabila proclaiming himself president of the renamed Democratic Republic of the Congo.  

Several unresolved challenges threatened the longevity of the Kabila regime and sowed the 

seeds of the continuation of the war that had brought Laurent Kabila to power. One of these challenges 

was neighbouring countries, namely Rwanda, Burundi, and Uganda’s extant security concerns about 

armed groups operating in/from the DRC’s Kivu provinces. Hutu-Tutsi divisions continued to 

characterise these security concerns and the instability characteristic of the Kivus. Such divisions 

were also reflected in the AFDL itself as Kabila and others within the alliance sought to limit the 

influence of Tutsi within not only the AFDL, but the country at large. These efforts were in part due 

to Kabila’s interests in demonstrating his autonomy from Rwanda and in buttressing his image as the 

country’s ‘liberator’. While the Kabila regime initially demonstrated a willingness to assist Rwanda, 

Burundi, and Uganda in countering armed groups in the DRC’s eastern provinces, the newly-

constituted Congolese Armed Forces (FAC) showed a lack of will to counter the activities of these 

‘Hutu’ groups which presented a threat to Kabila’s erstwhile allies. This lack of will fractured the 

Kabila regime’s relationship with these ‘traditional’ allies. The second challenge concerned the status 

of Banyarwanda and Tutsi, in the DRC. With local authorities in the North Kivu, for example, 

buttressing the authority of Tutsi at the expense of pre-existing ‘traditional’ leadership structures, 

non-Tutsi felt marginalised. The challenge of managing the question of ‘indigeneity’ became quite 

pertinent as non-Tutsi perceived Tutsi in the country as outsiders. Practices of buttressing Tutsi 

authority in matters of governance, therefore, reinforced non-Tutsi’s feelings “of living under a 

regime of occupation” (Reyntjens 2009: 147). The subsequent rise of anti-Tutsi sentiment and 

opposition to ‘Tutsi hegemony’ and ‘Tutsi transnationalism’, combined with Kabila’s desire for 

autonomy reinforced a volatile situation (Reyntjens 2009).  

The third challenge confronting the Kabila regime was the continuation of government efforts 

to discipline Congolese society into a deferential relationship with the new regime or dominant social 

actors. Societal indiscipline as demonstrated both by the continuation of armed conflict in the Kivus 

as well as by the leader of the UDPS, Etienne Tshisekedi’s refusal to recognise Kabila’s government 

and presidency through calls for a renewed resistance, saw the reinforcement of the statist norm of 

oppositionality and the perpetuation of the conditions of possibility for renewed conflict which would 

lead to yet another leadership change. These calls on the part of Tshisekedi saw Kabila’s regime 

respond by banning political parties and public demonstrations. This combined with the AFDL’s lack 

of coherence due to it being a fragmented alliance of convenience, undermined Kabila’s ability to 

consolidate his hold on power. Each of these factors and, in particular, the alienation of Rwanda, saw 
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the eruption of yet another ‘rebellion’ with the support of Rwanda, Uganda, and Burundi on 2 August 

1998, whose principal aim was the removal of Kabila from the presidency. The rebellion commenced 

as a result of Sylvain Mbuki, the then commander of the FAC’s 10th Brigade, announcing the FAC’s 

decision to overthrow Kabila over the radio, an act which was supported by the FAC’s 12th Brigade 

which joined the uprising (Reyntjens 2009: 194). With the support of Rwandan troops, “the rebels 

took over Goma, Bukavu and Uvira without much of a fight” (2009: 194-195). On 12 August, the 

rebellion officially became known as the Rassemblement Congolais pour la Démocratie (RCD), led 

by Arthur Z’Ahidi Ngoma. In essence, the RCD was a proxy, the result of the Rwandan leadership’s 

efforts to pursue its interests in the DRC. The rebellion saw the deployment of the RPA and the 

Ugandan People’s Defence Forces (UPDF) on Congolese territory, with Uganda partly motivated by 

a desire to not cede the DRC as a sphere of influence to Rwanda. The RCD, with the support of the 

RPA and UPDF subsequently took control of various towns. Another key armed movement at the 

time was the Mouvement de Libération du Congo (MLC) which emerged on the scene in November 

1998 under the leadership of Jean-Pierre Bemba.  

The involvement of Rwanda and Uganda resulted in Angola, Zimbabwe, and Namibia 

launching an intervention in support of the Kabila regime under the—disputed—auspices of SADC, 

a decision that was not reached unanimously and subsequently informed SADC’s adoption of a non-

interventionist ethos, including through the adoption of the Mutual Defence Pact (2003). This 

intervention served to force the Rwandan and Ugandan forces to retreat and the re-establishment of 

control over the regions neighbouring Kinshasa by the pro-Kabila coalition. Subsequently, in 

September, several Central and West African countries condemned what they saw as aggression 

against the DRC. Chad, Libya, and Sudan also became implicated both directly and indirectly. Each 

of these actors intervened for reasons beyond a general support for Kabila. While space constraints 

prevent a detailed discussion of the motivations of each of the interveners, suffice it to say that these 

reasons ranged from a desire to curb domestic opposition (Angola) and the need to buttress business 

interests (Zimbabwe), amongst others (for a detailed discussion of the conflict dynamics during this 

period, see Reyntjens 2009). A stalemate eventually emerged between the different parties, thereby 

creating a need to pursue a negotiated settlement to bring an end to the conflict.   

For various reasons, several actors sought to play a role in efforts to end the war. These actors 

included: “SADC, the UN, the OAU, South Africa, Libya, Belgium, the United States, the 

Francophonie and NGOs” (Reyntjens 2009: 244, emphasis in original). SADC’s efforts were 

complicated by the fact that three of the organisations’ members were directly involved in the war; 

however, the organisation nonetheless sought to reinforce the DRC’s territorial integrity in calling 

for the cessation of hostilities. Mediation efforts eventually led to the signing of the Lusaka Accord 

of July 1999. The Accord was signed by Angola, DRC, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. 
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The MLC and the RCD subsequently signed on August 1st and 31st August, respectively. The Accord 

saw all parties to the conflict brought to the table and included in the peace process (for details about 

the Accord, see Reyntjens 2009) and laid the seeds for the establishment of the United Nations 

Organisation Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC) following the adoption, 

by the UNSC, of Resolution 1279 on 30 November 1999. Despite such progress, Kabila’s 

unwillingness to cooperate slowed the implementation of the Accord which, arguably, played a role 

in his assassination by one of his bodyguards on the afternoon of 16 January 2001. In dynastic fashion, 

Kabila was succeeded by his son, Joseph Désiré Kabila on 26 January.  

  

Revisiting statism as the fundamental cause of crises 

 

The above discussion has shown that social forces that enact statism as a logic of social 

organisation often seek to enforce adherence to statist norms by other social forces as part of broader 

efforts to ‘build’ their authority in spatialised ways. Failure on the part of other actors to adhere to a 

different actor’s statist practices results in dominant actors using various means to ensure compliance 

on the part of those from whom such compliance is sought. However, given the contemporaneous 

enactment of statism as a logic of social organisation (i.e., it is polyvalent), contested and competing 

efforts to establish and/or maintain hegemony, and the enactment of alternative norms in the service 

of divergent interests and identities, statism’s polyvalence undermines each actor’s ability to 

universalise their particular statist or other projects and visions. Statism is, therefore, an inherently 

fractious logic of social organisation and efforts to utilise it to establish stability are always 

contradictory because they further sow the seeds of deep societal instability and socio-political crises.  

The making and pursuit of exclusivist territorial claims in the DRC underpinned the instability 

confronting the country as social forces sought to engage in practices of ‘state-building’. It also 

underpinned Rwandan incursions into Congolese territory, calls for the reconstitution of both 

Rwandan and Congolese borders, the widespread displacement of people due to protracted regional 

conflicts, various rebel movements’ ‘capture’ and control of territory, and peacebuilding/making 

interventions. The structuralisation of statism—evident in the enactment of statist norms by various 

actors, including in the making of land claims—is accompanied by the simultaneous construction of 

‘problems’. The structuralisation of statism— the idea that it is possible to engage in ‘state-building—

through colonial encounter allowed the securitisation, by King Leopold II and Belgian authorities, of 

indigenous African actors and modes of social organisation who were regarded as ‘problems’ in need 

of external solutions through ‘state-building’ interventions. Resistance to colonial rule, including 

what led to the attainment of independence, similarly constructed colonial authority as a ‘problem’ 

requiring the renewed enactment of statist norms by a black leadership—statist counter-securitisation.  
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Thus, as the previous chapter revealed, representations or constructions of ‘problems’ are 

generally met with counter-securitisations, which while outwardly aiming to ensure the realisation of 

qualitatively different modes of social organisation nevertheless reinforce existing modes. They 

reveal a state of affairs wherein social forces, having been disciplined into accepting statism through 

various historical processes, nonetheless seek to subvert it without necessarily proffering alternatives, 

though this possibility is always present. The indiscipline that emerges and animates those subject to 

particular actors’ hegemonic statist projects and visions is, therefore, a fundamentally subdued one. 

To the extent that difference is both recognised and constructed in statist social orders, such 

recognition is always underpinned by a coercive drive on the part of all actors who seek to ensure 

adherence by other actors to their statist organising processes and practices. Only difference that 

adheres to the latter is recognised and even then, recognition is extended only to those who uphold 

the strategic visions and projects of dominant actors in a given context (‘dominant actors’ being, for 

example, governments, security institutions, individuals belonging to a dominant racial group in the 

context of racialised social hierarchies, etc.).  

Silva’s (2009) notion of ‘necessitas’ can, therefore, be deployed by a multitude of actors at any 

point in time. Indeed, the case of the DRC reveals that when societies are organised in accordance 

with statist norms, the question of which sets of actors are the subject of ‘necessitas’—those whose 

bodies and lands have become places where dominant actors deploy force as a means of self-

preservation—is ambiguous. This is because to the extent that any given agent may not be supportive 

of particular actors’ statist visions or projects and/or be the target of the latter’s deployment of force—

a subject of ‘necessitas’—the fact of statist indiscipline often results in ‘subordinate’ or frustrated 

actors’ efforts to implement statist norms on their own, thereby transforming others into their own 

subjects of ‘necessitas’. A sharp distinction between subjects and non-subjects of ‘necessitas’ cannot 

be readily made or upheld in the context of the DRC as a statist social and political order.  

This chapter has, therefore, demonstrated the central role of both global, regional, and local 

processes in the diffusion and adoption of statist norms and practices, the impact of which has 

consistently yielded negative livelihood outcomes for the majority of people in the DRC. A perpetual 

condition of insecurity has, therefore, been the outcome of statism—for all actors—in this country. 

The chapter implicitly used as a point of departure Abrams’ (1988) observation that scholars have to 

date been trapped “by a reification [of the state] which in itself seriously obstructs the effective study 

of a number of problems about political power” (1988: 63). By insisting on the disarticulation of 

statism, this and previous chapters developed a clearer understanding of a number of issues relating 

to political subjection, domination, and resistance in the DRC. The picture that emerges is not one of 

‘state weakness’ or ‘state failure’ as the primary cause or determinant of the crises confronting the 

DRC, but one of statism itself as the culprit. As such, it is important to abandon both the parent 
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concept of ‘the state’ and its secondary concepts if we are to adequately understand both the root 

causes and character of socio-political crises. Part II of this thesis applies the analysis developed in 

Part I to both MONUSCO and SADC’s contemporary peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts in the 

DRC, before delineating the post-statist norms that can ground these efforts in the future. 
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Chapter 4: The (dis)articulation of peacebuilding 

 

A processual relational analysis of conceptual (dis)articulation 

 

This chapter engages with what ‘peacebuilding’ entails from the perspective of the United 

Nations Organisation Stabilisation Mission in the DR Congo (MONUSCO) and the Southern African 

Development (SADC), including the drivers and justifications for the (dis)articulation of such a 

concept. MONUSCO’s International Security and Stabilisation Support Strategy (ISSSS) was 

designed to support the Congolese government’s implementation of the national Stabilisation and 

Reconstruction Plan for War-Affected Areas (STAREC). The latter is principally aimed at addressing 

challenges confronting conflict-affected areas of the DRC, particularly in the country’s eastern 

provinces and was launched in June 2009. The main goal of the STAREC is to restore the authority 

of dominant social actors (i.e., the government) in the East of the country given both its exposure and 

vulnerability to conflicts. The plan seeks to rehabilitate the administrative infrastructure(s) in this part 

of the country in part to combat poverty and fight against impunity (STAREC INFOS 2009).  

STAREC was developed prior to the establishment of MONUSCO and, arguably, is the plan 

from which MONUSCO’s concept of ‘stabilisation’ was borrowed—the Mission was established in 

2010—even as the ISSSS is a revised stabilisation strategy that builds on the United Nations Security 

and Stabilisation Strategy (UNSSS) which was developed in 2008. This is because the ISSSS was 

developed in order to align any notion of ‘stabilisation’ with the DRC government’s priorities. 

However, compared to the limited scope of the STAREC, the ISSSS, as we will see, encompasses 

the whole country such that ‘stabilisation’ is conceived as a process that is relevant for the entirety of 

the country as the name of the Mission highlights. In this sense, the ISSSS departs significantly from 

the STAREC. Nevertheless, the ISSSS was developed to ‘support’ these national efforts to promote 

and ensure a stable environment in the whole country. Highlighting the departure from the STAREC, 

the revised ISSSS (2013-2017), written in French, states that because the political order in the DRC 

is ‘patrimonial’, individuals’ ability to meet their basic needs is often dependent on the networks to 

which they belong as well as their relative position of influence and authority within the broader 

political order or ‘system’.  

The strategy asserts that in order for individuals to exploit the extant political arrangements in 

the country, the latter are deliberately kept in a state of ‘weakness’ (this claim will be further 

examined in the next chapter). Consequently, (1) dominant social actors in the DRC, particularly the 

government, are vulnerable to external interference, including territorially; (2) the FARDC and other 

security actors lack sufficient capacity to fulfil their sovereign functions (to be further examined in 

Chapter Six) towards the civilian population which sometimes results in the use of these institutions 

for the pursuit of private interests; and (3) dominant actors in the DRC (i.e., the government) are not 
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able to provide a sound administrative and regulatory framework that meets the needs of the broader 

population. As such, the Congolese population is argued to live in a state of permanent material and 

institutional insecurity, thereby provoking cycles of violence as these tensions are instrumentalised 

by ‘conflict entrepreneurs’. The ISSSS, thereby, appears as a corrective to the STAREC as 

MONUSCO works with or ‘supports’ Congolese authorities in broadening their understanding or 

assessment(s) of the scale of the challenges confronting the country.  

The ISSSS defines ‘stabilisation’ in the context of the DRC as an integrated and holistic but 

focused process enabling ‘the state’ and society to relate to one another on the basis of mutual 

accountability in order to address as well as mitigate any existing and/or emerging ‘conflict vectors’, 

thus contributing to the creation of conditions that are conducive to better long-term governance and 

development (ISSSS 2013). The ISSSS acknowledges the contested nature of the concept of 

‘stabilisation’ while nevertheless arguing that it is a process focused on the building of mutual trust 

and legitimacy between ‘the state’ and ‘society’ so that these presumably distinct actors can prevent 

and resolve different conflicts together. Thus, while the ISSSS states that the main priority in terms 

of the geographic focus of stabilisation initiatives will be the DRC’s Eastern provinces in order to 

align the strategy with the STAREC’s narrower conception of ‘stabilisation’, the concept as 

operationalised by MONUSCO remains broader and aimed at the wholescale transformation of the 

country and the extant political order. Thus, the most recent (at the time of writing) UNSC resolution 

which extended the Mission’s mandate until 20 December 2020 stated that ‘stabilisation’ would entail 

“the strengthening of State institutions in the DRC and key governance and security reforms, in order 

to establish functional, professional, and accountable state institutions, including security and judicial 

institutions” (UNSC Resolution 2502: 10).1 

This presents a complex picture of both the challenges and opportunities facing the Mission in 

operationalising its peacebuilding (which includes peacekeeping) mandate. On the one hand, it is 

clear that the lack of conceptual clarity that personnel of the Mission identified (see subsequent 

sections) stems from the broad and all-encompassing nature of the aim or objective of achieving 

social cohesion through the ‘strengthening’ of institutions and improvement of administrative 

capacity in the country. Such an objective begs the question of what precisely the content of such 

 
1 Since the writing of this thesis, MONUSCO’s mandate was renewed and extended until 20 December 2021 by way of 

UNSC Resolution 2556. The mission’s new mandate is demonstrative of active efforts on the part of the organisation to 

address many of the issues raised by MONUSCO respondents as part of this research. In particular, the new mandate 

addresses the issue of clarifying the content of ‘stabilisation’ by addressing the further challenge of ‘prioritisation’ 

resulting in emphasis being placed on understanding the root causes of conflict, security sector reform, and Disarmament, 

Demobilisation, and Reintegration (DDR). With regards to the latter, the stated Community Violence Reduction (CVR) 

approach and its emphasis on addressing conflict-related insecurity “through community-based security and stabilisation 

measures and a flexible disarmament and demobilisation approach” (2020: 12-13) is extremely promising and congruous 

with the ripple model of nonviolence developed in this thesis and its recommendations for addressing the challenges 

MONUSCO personnel identified in this research, and that the Mission will be addressing through its renewed mandate. 

See conclusion for further discussion of the Mission’s new mandate.  
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‘strengthening’ efforts is. To the extent that this content can be gleaned, it centres, by and large, on 

preventing and combatting human rights violations and perceived abuses of power by Congolese 

authorities as relates to all of the country’s institutions or organising processes, violations and abuses 

that are regarded as productive of the challenges (poverty, armed conflict, divided society) 

confronting the country. Thus, insofar as peacebuilding-as-stabilisation entails the ‘strengthening’ of 

institutions to reduce and/or eradicate conditions of insecurity so defined, there exists some idea of 

what ‘stabilisation’ entails. This becomes clearer in the face of the recognition that a significant 

amount of the Mission’s work has been directed towards the promotion of elections as a means 

through which to ensure transfers of power between dominant actors in the country and the emergence 

of a ‘stable’ political order through which conflicts are settled through the ballot rather than the barrel 

of a gun or other violent practices.  

Beyond this, however, ambiguities remain about the exact nature of the transformation the 

Mission is working towards and the exact kind of political order it would like to see emerge. This is 

because the concept of ‘stabilisation’ remains vague, arguably, to ensure some level of flexibility in 

how the Mission performs its ‘supporting’ role towards local actors as it operationalises its mandate. 

The articulation of a concept of peacebuilding-as-stabilisation, therefore, allows the Mission to justify 

its presence in the country to DRC authorities, regional actors (e.g., SADC) interested in limiting 

external intervention, and global actors who provide funding to sustain the Mission, while providing 

minimal guidance which is flexible, on what the precise content of ‘stabilisation’ is. The relevant 

struggles as relates to the politics of scale, therefore, relate to the resistance of local actors to a 

protracted intervention and disagreements relating to the precise work that local actors require 

‘support’ for. As relates to MONUSCO’s interactions with regional actors and, more specifically, 

SADC, the point of struggle relates to how the Mission’s aims are perceived and whether or not the 

Mission is regarded by SADC as an aggressor or more narrowly, as not aligning its work with local 

actors’ interests and regional protocols, including as relates to the constitution of the Force 

Intervention Brigade (SADC 2020). 

Lastly, with regards to the global actors who fund the work of the Mission, the tension relates 

to whether it is regarded as sufficiently mitigating those challenges identified in the ISSSS which, 

ultimately, conflict with local actors’ priorities. As such, the following discussion will highlight how, 

due to this lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the content of ‘stabilisation’, the Mission, through 

its work, promotes statism as a logic of social organisation and, as such, the enactment of statist norms 

by both local actors and MONUSCO personnel, thereby contributing to the maintenance of a 

fundamentally unstable political order. That is, while this state of affairs has the corollary of partially 

mitigating some of the tensions between local, regional, and global actors as, ultimately, they each 

are committed to this logic of social organisation even as they may differ on what the governance 
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practices and organising processes that stem from it ought to be; it nevertheless is paradoxical to try 

and achieve ‘stability’ in a statist political order because statism is fundamentally unstable as Part I 

of this thesis showed. 

Suffice it to say that the lack of conceptual clarity identified by the Mission’s personnel (see 

subsequent sections) stems from this paradox. Moreover, when one examines the work that the 

Mission is conducting on the ground, an incongruence between the broader framework through which 

its work is defined (transformationalism) and the form its work takes can be noted. MONUSCO’s 

work can be disaggregated into five categories: (1) good offices, including facilitating dialogue 

between different stakeholders to ensure the peaceful resolution of conflicts, including at the 

intercommunal level; (2) the provision of technical, financial, and logistical support to Congolese 

military, policing, and justice institutions; (3) monitoring and reporting human rights abuses and 

violations as a means of addressing impunity; (4) supporting the FARDC with combat deployments 

and the conduct of patrols in conflict-affected areas; and (5) ensuring the existence of the conditions 

for the peaceful conduct of elections (United Nations 2019, 2020). These activities are not as 

transformative as a transformationalist framework would suggest. This can be explained by the 

tensions discussed above between the STAREC and the ISSSS, whereby the former and the DRC 

government’s priorities hinder the extent to which MONUSCO can implement a broadly 

transformationalist mandate. Consequently, the picture that emerges of MONUSCO in terms of the 

actual nature of its work is that of a hybrid preventionist-transformationalist model that is situated 

within a general transformationalist framework. MONUSCO is preventionist in its primary focus on 

mitigating human rights abuses and averting the escalation of conflict through the support it provides 

to the FARDC, policing and justice institutions. As such, MONUSCO is restricted in its ability to call 

into question the extant social order in the DRC given its priorities are principally driven by an 

interpretation of the ISSSS through the lens of the STAREC. This exacerbates the lack of conceptual 

clarity surrounding the Mission’s core concept of ‘stabilisation’ as it continues to promote statism as 

a logic of social organisation while simply calling for the reformation of this logic rather than its 

disavowal.  

Contrastingly, SADC’s disarticulation of a concept of peacebuilding—even as the organisation 

carries out peace support operations—is consistent with the organisation’s objective to address peace 

and security challenges in the Southern African region as stated in the Protocol on Politics, Defence 

and Security Co-operation (2001) and the SADC Mutual Defence Pact (2003). Article 2(2e) of the 

Protocol outlines one of SADC’s main objectives is to “prevent, contain and resolve inter-and intra-

state conflict by peaceful means” (2001: 4). This is followed by Article 2(2f) which states that the 

organisation will “consider enforcement action in accordance with international law and as a matter 

of last resort where peaceful means have failed” (2001: 4). Lastly, Article 2(2k) emphasises the need 
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to “develop peacekeeping capacity of national defence forces and coordinate the participation of State 

Parties [sic] in international and regional peacekeeping operations” (2001: 4). Thus, for SADC, any 

cooperation with international organisations such as MONUSCO must not be, according to Article 

10(1a), “inconsistent with the objectives and other provisions of…this Protocol” (2001: 10). 

Therefore, cooperation on peace support operations can only occur on the basis that the requirements 

of these provisions have been met and will not contravene the non-interventionist ethos of the 

organisation. The methods by which SADC depends on to address peace and security challenges in 

its region were previously discussed in Chapter Two. Suffice it to say that, as per the Protocol and as 

highlighted by Informant 2 (see subsequent sections), mediation, preventive diplomacy, negotiations, 

conciliation, and good offices, are the organisation’s preferred tools of engagement. Rather than being 

referred to as peacebuilding efforts, SADC regards its activities and initiatives in this domain as 

peacemaking efforts. Each of these is consistent with Articles 7 and 8 of the Pact, with the former 

stating that parties to the Pact shall “undertake to respect one another’s territorial integrity and 

sovereignty and, in particular, observe the principle of non-interference in the internal affairs of one 

another” (2003: 3). The latter further articulates SADC’s position on ‘destabilising factors’, stating 

that parties to the Pact shall undertake “not to nurture, harbour or support any person, group of persons 

or institutions whose aim is to destabilise the political, military and economic or social security” of a 

party to the Pact (2003: 3-4). The DRC is a signatory of both the Protocol and the Pact and is bound 

and protected by both. 

SADC’s approach to peacemaking is, therefore, one of preventionism and is four-tiered. In the 

first instance it represents the desecuritisation of regional political orders confronting various peace 

and security challenges. In other words, SADC does not characterise these political orders as existing 

in a state of permanent insecurity that poses an ongoing threat to the relevant populations as well as 

the region at large. As such, the organisation does not position itself as an actor whose responsibility 

it is to address such a perceived state of permanent insecurity and usher in an ‘African genesis’ (see 

Chapter Two). This desecuritisation of regional political orders is underpinned by a notion of 

‘support’ as the consensus-based identification of challenges and determination of appropriate 

responses and priorities, which is principally driven by local actors. Such ‘support’ is not underpinned 

by any presuppositions about the nature of the challenges facing relevant political orders or about 

what an appropriate response ought to be. The ‘support’ provided to local actors is always 

contextually rooted. Moreover, such support and, more broadly, desecuritisation is underpinned by 

the norm of non-interference (i.e., exclusive territoriality) in relevant political orders’ affairs, whereby 

any characterisation of members of the organisation as existing in a state of permanent insecurity 

would constitute a form of interference.  
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Thus, SADC overturns the securitisation of political orders discussed in Chapter Two with 

regards to regional political orders or actors. This leads to the second pillar of SADC’s preventionism: 

counter-securitisation. Much like desecuritisation, counter-securitisation is inherent to the work of 

SADC. It performs a strategic deterrence function against interference in regional affairs by extra-

regional actors, including potential military action. This is exemplified by the organisation’s Mutual 

Defence Pact (2003), but also by the organisation’s main operative norm of non-interference. As 

such, the third pillar of preventionism is non-interventionism, which will be further discussed in 

subsequent sections and is characterised by an engagement with regional political orders facing peace 

and security challenges in ways that do not seek to transform those orders, but rather to provide 

‘support’ to address mutually identified challenges. This leads to preventionism’s fourth pillar: non-

prescriptive peacemaking, which relies on preventive diplomacy, mediation, and conciliation as tools 

of choice in addressing regional peace and security challenges, with enforcement measures (e.g., 

peace support operations) as a last resort. It is through these four pillars, which are inherent to the 

work of the organisation, that SADC works to prevent regional insecurity or instability and, to the 

extent that it is possible, contain crises to the relevant countries. 

In contrast to SADC’s preventionism, MONUSCO’s transformationalism, grounded as it is in 

the ISSSS, is three-tiered. In the first instance, it represents the securitisation of the DRC as a country. 

That is, the DRC is regarded as existing in a permanent state of insecurity which poses a threat to 

both local and extra-local actors and countries, thereby requiring ‘external’ intervention. This 

securitisation performs the strategic function of justifying the Mission’s presence in the country as 

discussed above. It is also underpinned by a notion of ‘support’ as the consultation-based 

identification of challenges and determination of appropriate responses, which is principally driven 

by MONUSCO personnel (‘global actors’) who are regarded as ‘technical experts’. This leads us to 

the second pillar of transformationalism: interventionism. The latter seeks to bring a complete change 

in the character of the extant political order in this country, one that is regarded as not only deficient 

but non-existent, especially in the Eastern provinces. This is despite the fact that MONUSCO’s work 

is restricted in its ability to be transformative as a result of responding to Congolese authorities’ 

priorities. This brings us to transformationalism’s third pillar: (prescriptive) peacebuilding, which 

refers to the rebuilding and reconstruction of institutions or the dominant organising processes and 

practices of a given country in order to usher in a ‘new’ political order. Therefore, despite efforts to 

align the Mission’s work with the priorities of local actors through the implementation of the ISSSS, 

Mission personnel are ultimately seen as possessing the necessary expertise to determine which 

political order should emerge as a result of MONUSCO’s intervention.  

What, therefore, are the implications of SADC’s preventionism and MONUSCO’s hybridised 

transformationalism? SADC’s preventionist approach explicitly entails support for dominant actors 



    120 
 

in the region and, consequently, the extant political orders. While mediation and conciliation may 

allow for sensitive issues to be raised and addressed, this is done in ways that reinforce the 

organisation’s efforts to foster a strong sense of community amongst its constitutive members. As 

such, the legitimacy of the extant political order, including in the DRC, is never in question given the 

organisation is unconcerned with the transformation of social orders. Rather, the organisation’s focus 

is preventing fires as well as putting them out as and when they arise. Beyond this, the organisation’s 

observance of the norm of non-interference (i.e., exclusive territoriality) ensures that it does not 

meddle in the goings on of its members, including the DRC. As shown in Chapter Three’s discussion 

of the roles of external actors in the DRC’s post-independence conflicts, SADC’s aversion to 

interventionism is due to the region’s historical experience with destabilisation as a result of extra-

regional actors intervening in the region. With regards to the DRC, the organisation has consistently 

been seized with matters in the country, largely out of a need to prevent the challenges facing the 

DRC from adversely affecting the broader region. The philosophy of preventionism, therefore, carries 

significant limitations in terms of the role the organisation can play in addressing the root causes of 

the peace and security challenges confronting the DRC. The recognition and acceptance of the 

institutions or organising processes and practices of countries in the region severely curtails the 

organisation’s ability to call into question the extant political order in the DRC. Doing so would 

require the partial abandonment of preventionism as a philosophy and the adoption of aspects of a 

transformationalist outlook, namely a shift away from non-interventionism that is undergirded by the 

other pillars of a preventionist outlook.  

Preventionism’s strengths, therefore, lie in its emphasis on taking preventative action through 

means which, if inclusive of both dominant and non-dominant social actors (e.g. militias), can yield 

positive results, such means being preventive diplomacy, mediation and conciliation. As relates to 

SADC’s recent work in the DRC, this has largely comprised of the work of the FIB whose three troop 

contributing countries (at the time of writing) are South Africa, Malawi, and Tanzania—all members 

of SADC. The FIB was authorised by the UN Security Council on 28 March 2013 through resolution 

2098. The work of the FIB consists of efforts to neutralise armed groups and militias in the DRC 

under the command and control of MONUSCO and provides the main defence capability of both 

organisations in the country. Moreover, SADC personnel are also engaging with Congolese 

infrastructures for peace through training and capacity-building efforts in order to ensure that they 

will be able to implement locally developed peace programs in the country. SADC also has a liaison 

office in the DRC which was launched in April 2018 and is tasked with evaluating and assessing the 

political and security situation on the ground as well as providing recommendations to the SADC 

Secretariat about how to direct the organisation’s peacemaking efforts.  
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The office also serves as a conduit for engagement with different stakeholders in the DRC’s 

security sector, civil society, and other parts of the country. The information received by the 

Secretariat through the office is subsequently packaged into insights that are presented to the 

leadership of SADC to guide them on how best to engage with the DRC. In 2017, the former president 

of Namibia, Hifikepunye Pohamba, was identified as a candidate to serve as SADC’s special envoy 

to the DRC; however, prior to his deployment the DRC’s leadership had the opportunity to provide 

their view that this was not their preferred approach for SADC to engage with their country. 

Consequently, the liaison office was agreed upon as a more suitable means of engagement and 

support. This is despite the fact that in the original conceptualisation the liaison office was intended 

to provide support to the special envoy. SADC also has a Panel of Elders which is part of the SADC 

Organ’s Mediation, Conflict Prevention and Preventive Diplomacy Structure. While the Panel have 

not been fully deployed yet, they can intervene as part of the organisation’s peacemaking efforts in 

the region, including in the DRC. They are guided by the organisation’s Mediation Reference Group 

in the conduct of their work. Using these instruments, SADC also engages in outreach activities on 

the principles and guidelines governing democratic elections. Therefore, if built upon through a shift 

to a hybridised preventionist-transformationalist approach to peacemaking, these instruments have 

the potential to address the root causes of the peace, security, and governance challenges confronting 

the DRC.  

The strength of MONUSCO’s transformationalism, therefore, lies in the fact that it allows 

Mission personnel to call into question the extant political order rather than accepting it and 

abandoning calls for social transformation, calls which local non-dominant social actors make. In this 

regard, the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the Mission’s concept of ‘stabilisation’ is perhaps 

positive in that it leaves room for manoeuvre in determining the character of the political order which 

could emerge through the Mission’s intervention. It brings flexibility to an otherwise prescriptive 

transformationalist philosophy that frames Mission personnel as possessing the necessary expertise 

to usher in a transition from the existing political order to a qualitatively different one. Such flexibility 

is however, undermined by the fact that in practice MONUSCO displays a hybridised model of 

intervention that ends up looking more preventionist without the strengths of SADC’s unique model. 

Therein also lies the weakness of MONUSCO’s transformationalism. Despite the flexibility wrought 

by a lack of conceptual clarity regarding ‘stabilisation’, the inherent prescriptive thrust of the Mission 

means that Mission personnel are often reliant upon generalisations about their operational context 

which, consequently, informs the Mission’s responses to peace and security challenges in the DRC 

(see discussion below).  
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Disarticulating preventionism and transformationalism 

 

The picture that emerges from the preceding discussion is one of two organisations with 

recognisably different yet similar approaches to addressing peace and security challenges in the DRC. 

Each of these outlooks and the challenges they pose result in both organisations promoting statism as 

a logic of social organisation. As stated in Chapter One, and on a processual-relational account, 

statism is the contemporaneous enactment, through varied practices and by a multitude of actors, of 

certain norms—exclusive territoriality, hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, and 

assimilation/integration—such that we see the emergence of territorialised dynamic intersecting 

networks of power that are constitutive of a favourable or unfavourable terrain for social and political 

manoeuvre by a range of actors. As such, the study of statism as a logic of social organisation, 

including its enactment in the context of peacebuilding and peacemaking, requires that we study 

norms in terms of their processual inscription in day-to-day life through actions and practices, 

reflexive strategic calculations, and the social, cultural, economic, and political routines their 

enactment gives rise to vis-à-vis institutions. The above discussion has shown that both MONUSCO 

and SADC treat ‘the state’ as real and uphold the notion that different sets of actors can engage in 

‘state-building’ resulting in successful examples of ‘the state’. SADC’s structuralism is most evident 

in the organisation’s peace support operations, its promotion of elections as a means through which 

transfers of power should occur, and the organisation’s privileging of engagement with the Congolese 

government.  

This outlook is also inherent to MONUSCO’s work. Both prevent a clear understanding of the 

dynamics of socio-political organisation by painting a static picture that understands it in terms of 

concrete structures (i.e., ‘the state’) that mediate and shape interactions between people rather than 

as a process characterised by the enactment of statist norms through wide-ranging practices by a 

multitude of actors, thereby resulting in particular often differentiated ways of being, doing, and 

knowing. Subsequent sections will reveal that MONUSCO personnel’s preoccupation with 

determining the most appropriate entry point of support in terms of extant institutions and dominant 

organising processes in the DRC (i.e., prioritisation) is demonstrative of an unquestioning 

commitment to dominant social actors even as calls for reform are being made. As relates to SADC, 

this is evident in the fact that peacemaking efforts primarily occur between and are led by dominant 

regional social actors, including those of the target countries, with these dominant actors constituting 

the membership and decision-makers of the organisation. This structuralism and preoccupation with 

the language of ‘the state’, therefore, results in a further preoccupation with determining how best to 

do ‘state-building’ rather than the problematisation of statism in and of itself.  
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MONUSCO and SADC both adhere to a determinist logic about social change in the context 

of addressing peace and security challenges, with ‘the state’ understood to be an immutable 

‘structure’ or end towards which social forces strive. However, both are only tenable if one is willing 

to accept the existence of ‘external structures’ which either pre-exist (hard determinism) or exist in a 

mutually-constitutive relation with agency (soft determinism). The latter is more characteristic of 

both organisations’ approaches to peacebuilding/making while further betraying the acceptance of 

the logic of path-dependence through a commitment to the continual ‘building’ of ‘state structures’ 

which both mediate and constrain the range of actions available to agents. As such, neither 

MONUSCO nor SADC prioritises examining the ways in which agents or social actors enact or 

uphold statist norms through strategic practices aimed at either sustaining existing order(s) or 

transitioning from one type of order to another. This is perhaps because it would require 

understanding these dynamics in relation to not only dominant social actors (governmental actors), 

but all actors in the country—including armed groups and militias—given everyone’s inherent 

capacity to observe and enact statist norms. Moreover, it would require an examination, on the part 

of both organisations, of those ways in which such dynamics give rise to different, complementary, 

competing, and/or overlapping organising processes that both precipitate and/or escalate conflict or 

undermine peacebuilding/making efforts.  

As it stands, both MONUSCO and SADC sanction the making of strategic and exclusive 

claims, by social actors, to the physical location that constitutes the DRC (territoriality). Moreover, 

they sanction oppositionality, not only through the promotion and sanctioning of elections (i.e., 

‘managed’ conflict), but through the operationalisation of the categories of ‘state’ and ‘non-state’ 

actors or ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ actors such that those that belong to the latter categories (‘non-

state’/’informal’) are regarded as pathological actors and ‘spoilers’ who must be disciplined into 

statist ways of being, doing, and knowing (i.e., ‘formalised’ or ‘professionalised’). This is the bedrock 

of the FIB and MONUSCO’s Demobilisation, Disarmament, Reintegration (DDR) and security sector 

reform efforts in the DRC. It fails to recognise that both ‘formal’ and ‘informal’ actors alike are 

engaged in the enactment of statist norms and that lending support to the statist visions of dominant 

actors, by prioritising armed modes of engaging with ‘informal actors’, merely masks the underlying 

problem while further creating the conditions of possibility for crises to re-emerge should non-

dominant actors become further disillusioned by the prevailing statist political order. As such, both 

MONUSCO and SADC sanction hierarchical modes of social organisation in lieu of horizontal social 

organisation. This is evident in how so-called ‘state’ or ‘formal’ actors are the main or principal 

stakeholders or partners in both organisations’ peacebuilding/making cultures and activities. All other 

actors are secondary while armed groups are principally engaged with by both organisations through 

force. Both organisations, therefore, further sanction coercion in the pursuit of positive peace and 
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security outcomes. In other words, they uphold the principle that those social forces that are situated 

at the top of the Congolese social hierarchy, both within and between actors should, in accordance 

with statist norms, act to ensure that those who do not ‘share’ their position observe the extant 

hierarchy. Ultimately, this is supposed to result in non-dominant actors being assimilated/integrated 

into the organising processes and practices of dominant actors, including intergovernmental ‘peace’ 

actors.  

Thus, insofar as SADC’s preventionist outlook means that the organisation upholds a non-

interventionist ethos, the organisation nevertheless promotes statist political orders, even in the 

absence of prescriptions around what precisely such orders should look like. Despite this, SADC’s 

emphasis on mediation and preventive diplomacy is instructive in thinking of ways to transform the 

DRC along non-statist lines. This is because such an emphasis paves the way for the promotion of 

norms other than those of exclusive territoriality, oppositionality, assimilation/integration, coercion, 

and hierarchy. However, as it stands, this possibility is undermined by the organisation’s reliance on 

structuralist conceptualisations of statism that ensure that dominant social actors are always the 

organisation’s principal and privileged stakeholder. The challenges of ensuring a ‘stable’ social order 

in the context of the ongoing promotion of statism as a logic of social organisation are also stark in 

the context of MONUSCO given the organisation’s transformationalist outlook to addressing peace 

and security challenges. Despite a lack of conceptual clarity around the ideas, concepts and beliefs 

that inform the organisation’s work and the fact of this lack undermining the realisation of positive 

peace and security outcomes (see next section), the organisation continues to promote statism as a 

logic of social organisation because of the inability of Mission personnel to think outside of and 

beyond structuralist frames.  

For example, despite MONUSCO recognising the flaws of the Congolese security sector, this 

recognition has not resulted in a broader interrogation of the necessity of security institutions in the 

first instance or at least the desirability of statist norms in configuring them due to the fact that they 

are regarded as key ‘state’ institutions. Instead, this recognition has simply resulted in calls for reform 

in the form of the ‘professionalisation’ of the security sector. More promising is the increased 

recognition of the need to rethink ‘reintegration’ beyond an emphasis on integrating/assimilating 

former combatants into dominant social actors’ modes of disciplining society, towards a broader 

understanding of reintegration as ensuring or facilitating self-sufficiency and fostering a sense of 

community belonging (see next section). Thus, to the extent that these two organisations are still able 

to coordinate their efforts in the form of the FIB (at the time of writing), this is always in the context 

of divergent ethos and priorities as well as ways of understanding the DRC itself.  
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MONUSCO and the articulation of peacebuilding 

 

This section examines how MONUSCO personnel understand and operationalise different or 

similar understandings of ‘peacebuilding’, drawing on interviews conducted in June 2019, in 

Kinshasa, the DRC. Informant 1 highlighted that the main challenge the organisation faces is that of 

sequencing or prioritisation of goals, which hinges on the clarification of certain key concepts which 

underpin the organisation’s work. The informant noted that the concept of ‘stabilisation’ is not yet 

well-defined, almost a decade after the establishment of the Mission. This is despite the existence of 

ISSSS (see previous section). As such, the question of how to apply the concept and to realise the 

desired outcomes in the absence of the necessary conceptual clarity, becomes fraught. This is 

particularly notable because this concept underpins the Mission’s work as a ‘peacebuilding’ 

intervention. The second challenge that informant 1 highlighted, which stems from this lack of 

conceptual clarity, is that of determining what to rely on in the process of ‘peace’ programming: 

generalisations about the context in which the organisation is operating or specific understandings of 

the context. The informant noted that since the latter is often lacking, the former are often relied upon, 

which compromises the organisation’s ability to achieve the desired outcomes. The third challenge 

that Informant 1 highlighted was the lack of clarity regarding the organisation’s policies, for example, 

the policy relating to DDR. At the time the interview was conducted, the organisation’s experience 

had been such that reintegration—often understood as the integration of former combatants into the 

country’s security sector—had led to the emergence of new types of challenges, for example, the de-

professionalisation of the security sector. Thus, the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the concept 

of ‘stabilisation’, a concept that underpins the work of the Mission, results in its inability to both 

design and implement responses to the challenges (e.g., armed conflict) facing the country in ways 

that can resolve those challenges. This is because, simply put, the organisation lacks a clear idea of 

what it should be doing to address those challenges and, inversely, a strong understanding of the 

nature of those challenges.   

A fourth related challenge highlighted by Informant 1 concerns what the Mission’s entry point 

of support should be in relation to the DRC’s institutions. In addition to noting that it is not clear what 

the entry point should be, the informant gave the example of prison management and the principle of 

humane treatment, highlighting that with existing support to the country’s justice-related institutions, 

there is a lack of clarity about whether such support should be about ideas, concepts, and beliefs, or 

about infrastructure and resources. This challenge, in conjunction with the others, reveals how the 

inability to provide conceptual clarity about the primary concepts an organisation relies upon (i.e., 

stabilisation) in doing its work, creates secondary conceptual problems around not only the sets of 

ideas and principles an organisation should be promoting, but whether or not it should be promoting 
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any ideas and principles at all, and whether the provision of infrastructural and resources support 

entails support for yet other ideas and principles the organisation should not be supporting. In other 

words, what, fundamentally, is the nature of the support to be provided, and if the organisation’s work 

is to be understood in terms of support, what are the implications of supporting, through various 

means, the extant political order in the DRC? Nevertheless, the question of whether support should 

be understood in terms of ideas, concepts and beliefs is important, particularly if one understands 

statism in processual (i.e., norm enactment) as opposed to structuralist terms (i.e., ‘state-building’).  

The fifth and final related challenge that Informant 1 highlighted was that of measuring the 

effect(s) of peacekeeping and how to make informed statements about progress. In such a context, it 

becomes difficult to develop an exit strategy and set benchmarks about what to achieve in the 

meantime. This, and the abovementioned accompanying challenges, is subsequently compounded by 

the fact that the Mission, according to Informant 1, has seen a reduction of its budget from USD$1.4 

billion to USD$1.1 billion over the past eight years (at the time of the interview). Moreover, the 

Mission has faced a reduction in the number of blue helmets (peacekeepers). Several of the Mission’s 

different units tasked with performing different tasks were also said to be underperforming. As such, 

in addition to addressing each of these challenges, the informant also emphasised the need for 

peacekeeping reform. It should, therefore, be clear that a lack of conceptual clarity surrounding those 

key concepts an organisation relies upon in addition to a lack of clarity around what ‘support’ entails 

can have a tangible impact on that organisation’s capacity to realise the desired outcomes in its 

operational context(s).  

This is particularly notable given the ISSSS, insofar as it exists to support the STAREC, 

represents a broadening of the notion of ‘stabilisation’ in ways that the latter does not and which, 

subsequently, precipitate the sets of challenges identified by Informant 1. The challenges that then 

stem from this lack of definitional clarity in addition to budgetary and other resource constraints an 

organisation is faced with, compound to undermine the organisation’s capacity to both design and 

implement effective responses to peace and security challenges. In MONUSCO’s case, they result in 

a weak hybridised preventionist-transformationalist approach to peacebuilding that undermines the 

Mission’s ability to call into question the extant political order in the DRC. However, suffice it to say 

that for an organisation that understands its mandate as that of building peace through ‘stabilisation’, 

the lack of clarity around what peacebuilding-as-stabilisation entails, is notable. Also notable is the 

fact that central to the ill-defined notion of ‘stabilisation’ is the idea of ‘support’. How do we make 

sense of this term in light of attendant challenges to determine how to offer ‘support’, particularly in 

a context wherein the ISSSS conflicts with the DRC’s government’s STAREC which continues to 

restrict the extent to which the Mission can be transformationalist? 
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In spite of these challenges, Informant 2 noted that MONUSCO recognises that governance as 

a whole, including the management of institutions (i.e., the fight against corruption), public finance 

governance, judicial governance, and security sector governance constitute the crux of the Mission’s 

work. As relates to public finance governance, this involves working with DRC stakeholders to ensure 

sound economic policies. However, in order to do this as well as to address challenges in each of the 

other areas, there is a need, according to the informant, to develop human capital, which is currently 

low. The organisation is, therefore, tasked with working with stakeholders and officials of the country 

to develop the human capital, skills, and knowledge necessary to address the challenges confronting 

it. MONUSCO is also active in working with such stakeholders to ensure that Congolese have access 

to good health facilities, including through working towards increasing revenue collected from the 

population to support development. Thus, MONUSCO is engaged in promoting transparency in all 

areas of governance as well as social cohesion, democracy, and freedom of expression and 

association.  

Consequently, Informant 2 also highlighted prioritisation as a key challenge confronting the 

organisation in operationalising its mandate. According to the informant, when everything seems 

urgent, there is a need to prioritise as well as to determine the criteria to do so in order to then mobilise 

resources adequately. However, the previous discussion also highlighted that the lack of clarity 

surrounding key concepts such as ‘stabilisation’ and ‘support’, which Informant 2 also noted, 

undermines MONUSCO’s capacity to prioritise effectively. Thus, ‘peacebuilding’ as such, does not 

only relate to addressing armed conflict and/or addressing perceived deficiencies with the country’s 

security sector, but relates to the transformation (see previous section) of the country such that it 

transitions from a state of ‘fragility’ or ‘weakness’ to one of ‘strength’ in the abovementioned senses 

(the deployment of the structuralist concept of ‘state weakness/fragility’ will be discussed in the next 

chapter). Arguably, the confusion around prioritisation contributes to the organisation’s restricted 

ability to be transformationalist and to address the main challenge it faces, which is that of clarifying 

those ideas, concepts and beliefs that inform its work—for example, through the disavowal of statist 

norms. 

In keeping with Informant 2, Informant 3 spoke of the organisation’s work to promote the 

efforts of the government (the dominant actor in the DRC) to fight impunity, including through 

ensuring that armed group dynamics are respectful of international standards and principles, namely 

those relating to how to orientate themselves towards civilians or non-combatants. As such, in 

providing support to the FARDC in their efforts to reduce and eliminate the threat of armed groups, 

MONUSCO first assesses the risks associated with the provision of such support, including why it is 

required as well as the human rights implications and reputational risks associated with such a course 

of action. It is in this context that any joint operations between the Mission and the FARDC are seen 
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as a risk management strategy aimed at mitigating human rights violations. Joint operations also allow 

the organisation to leverage its reputation to promote human rights and protect civilians against 

human rights abuses. Thus, even as the future of MONUSCO’s mandate was uncertain at the time of 

the interview, Informant 3 was certain that human rights would remain a key focal area of the UN’s 

engagement with DRC stakeholders even after MONUSCO leaves and/or its presence is reduced. 

However, Informant 3 also highlighted that under such circumstances, the risk of human rights abuses 

would continue in the absence of continued monitoring of the situation on the ground. As it stands, 

MONUSCO acts a deterrent against human rights abuses, something which echoes Informant 2’s 

articulation of the ways in which MONUSCO seeks to support DRC authorities in the fight against 

corruption and ‘strengthening’ of justice-related institutions. The responses of Informant 3, much like 

Informant 2, therefore, betray an understanding of the DRC as presently existing in a heightened state 

of insecurity such that a global or ‘external’ organisation is required to both mitigate that insecurity 

as well as potentially eliminate it, something which is inherent to the ISSSS as a ‘stabilisation’ policy 

framework and that is revealed by respondents in their understanding of the multifaceted nature of 

the insecurity confronting the DRC.  

It is in this context that Informant 4 noted that MONUSCO aims to ensure that the armed forces 

in the DRC is not considered a threat by the broader population. This informant also echoed Informant 

3 by emphasising that if the organisation has to work with the FARDC, it is important that a risk 

assessment is conducted in order to ensure that the armed forces do not present a threat to the 

population. An image of the country’s security sector and, in particular, the FARDC as being a driver 

of insecurity is consistent one across each respondent’s understanding of the nature of the work of 

the organisation and the challenges it seeks to address. Informant 4 also spoke of DDR as a key focus 

of MONUSCO’s work, albeit one in which the organisation supports the efforts of Congolese 

authorities, which echoes abovementioned concerns around conceptualising ‘support’. According to 

the informant, several challenges have arisen with the DDR process. Some of these challenges relate 

to the fact that MONUSCO supports the D and D, whereas the R remains the responsibility of 

Congolese authorities. Disarmament and demobilisation include the screening of people and offering 

them the option to disarm as well as the identification and storage of weapons. According to Informant 

4, the success of this hinges on the fact that those who are supposed to go through the DDR process 

are combatants with weapons and who are willing to give up arms. However, such willingness often 

rests on the ability of the DRC’s authorities to carry out their responsibilities with regards to 

reintegration.  

As such, Informant 4 proposed that there was a need for a shift from a narrow understanding of 

reintegration as referring to the integration of former combatants into the country’s security sector, 

and to a broader one that offers them a chance for integration in the social and economic fabric of the 
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country. An image of the challenges facing the DRC as cyclical and nested, therefore, emerges. That 

is, given the state of the DRC’s economy is rather poor and the country is socially divided, at the 

present time, it is near impossible to ensure the reintegration of former combatants into the fabric of 

the DRC in ways that would not reinforce the cycle of violence. Nevertheless, Informant 4 called for 

the reconceptualisation of the notion of ‘reintegration’. However, once more, the challenges wrought 

by a lack of conceptual clarity around key concepts such as ‘stabilisation’ (presented in the ISSSS) 

that the organisation relies upon in carrying out its mandate rear their head in relation to the secondary 

concept of ‘reintegration’. Ultimately, Informant 4 characterised MONUSCO’s work as that of 

bringing different stakeholders together to address common challenges through internal political 

processes so as to achieve social cohesion and ensure that Congolese, regardless of class, are not 

“playing a game of survival”, but rather have sufficient personal resources and capacities to meet 

their needs so that they do not need to turn to violence to secure their livelihoods. Thus, the informant 

also spoke to the meaning of stabilisation as meaning support provided to Congolese authorities to 

have improved capacity to rule and manage the country as well as to create the long-term ability to 

stabilise the country and maintain that stability. This includes the prevention of violence, protection 

of civilians, and establishment of “sound institutions”.  

Overall, the picture that emerges is one that supports the arguments developed in the first part 

of this thesis as well as the first section of this chapter, which highlighted that ‘peacebuilding’ is 

concerned with the transformation of societies and efforts to both steer and facilitate a transition from 

what is perceived to be a defective political order or lack thereof to one that is ‘well-functioning’ and 

able to meet the needs of the broader populace. As such, peacebuilding-as-stabilisation seeks to usher 

in an ‘African genesis’ (see Chapter Two) where ‘support’ is provided to enact changes to the DRC’s 

extant political order through the agency of MONUSCO’s personnel. This is despite the limited extent 

to which MONUSCO can be transformationalist as discussed above. The preceding discussion has 

also highlighted that insofar as there exists general ideas about the challenges facing the DRC and 

the type of political order that needs to be established, real concerns exist about the lack of conceptual 

clarity surrounding the organisation’s primary concept of ‘stabilisation’ and secondary concepts such 

as ‘support’ and ‘reintegration’. Thus, to the extent that an understanding of ‘peacebuilding’ as social 

and political transformation emerged from interviews with personnel of the organisation, there exists 

confusion about the nature of that transformation.  

 

SADC and non-interference 

 

Having considered what ‘peacebuilding’ entails from the perspective of MONUSCO, it is 

important to examine the extent to which personnel of SADC understand their work in the DRC as 

that of ‘peacebuilding’. To what extent does SADC articulate such a concept? The short answer is 
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that SADC does not have such a concept and is not interested in developing one. However, as the 

following discussion will show, the story is far more complex than this statement suggests. According 

to Informant 1 of SADC, “we do not believe that SADC should always go to a member state and 

impose our programs or peacebuilding programs or plans on the member state.” Moreover, “SADC 

really believes in the concept of locally owned projects or plans or programs.” As such: 

 
when we go to the DRC and we realise that there is any problem…we sit down with 

the nationals, we sit down with the people on the ground and then come up with a 

plan and we both, we ensure that we implement the plan, the work plan on the 

programs.  

 

This framing of how SADC orientates itself towards local stakeholders in the DRC is one that 

does not seek to transform the Congolese political order. Rather, SADC operationalises the principle 

of consensus-building in determining how to support Congolese social actors (the government) in 

implementing those plans or programs they themselves have determined as being necessary. Thus, 

SADC’s notion of ‘support’ is one that speaks to assisting Congolese social actors to implement 

locally developed and owned projects and initiatives. MacGinty & Richmond (2013) define ‘local’ 

as “the range of locally based agencies present within a conflict and post-conflict environment, some 

of which are aimed at identifying and creating the necessary processes for peace, perhaps with or 

without international help and framed in a way in which legitimacy in local and international terms 

converges” (2013: 769). In this sense, ‘the local’ is distinct from ‘the national’, whereas SADC’s 

conception of the former encompasses the latter. Nevertheless, MacGinty and Richmond (2013) note 

that ‘the local’ “is not necessarily exclusive of the national and international” (2013: 770), which 

would explain SADC’s inclusion of ‘the national’ within the category of ‘the local’. In doing so, the 

authors recognise the role of power in configuring relations between different actors, with ‘local 

agency’ emerging as something that often conflicts with governmental power or dominant actors’ 

efforts at co-optation (see Chapter Two’s discussion of scale). Nonetheless, ‘the local’ is understood 

as necessary for peace to be both viable and sustainable. Randazzo (2016) highlights how discourses 

of “local agency are also often geared towards peace-promoting agents” (2016: 1356), such that 

armed groups which are, arguably ‘local’ actors, are excluded from the oft-idealised category, with 

the resulting effect that organisations such as MONUSCO and SADC can create the FIB, which is 

aimed at neutralising such groups through violent means. This begs an important question of “what 

dictates the terms and characteristics of what or who needs to be emancipated, how, and in what 

direction” (2016: 1357) when organisations emphasise ‘the local’ as part of their peacebuilding or 

peacemaking initiatives? In other words, based on what criteria do organisations decide who counts 
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as a ‘legitimate’ local actor and, moreover, which local modes of authority and governing are 

‘legitimate’? SADC does not engage with these questions. 

Thus, when Informant 1 emphasises that SADC does not itself independently design plans for 

addressing challenges confronting the DRC and that, to the extent that this is the case, it is done on 

the basis of consensus, such remarks should be understood in this context. However, in principle, the 

organisation is opposed to the imposition of ‘solutions’ on its members due to its commitment to the 

principle of non-interference which is rooted in the statist norm of exclusive territoriality and results 

in the organisation’s aversion towards intervention. Consequently, the organisation has a limited 

physical presence in the country (the work of the FIB will be discussed in the latter half of this 

section). SADC’s non-interventionist ethos also stems from the organisation’s experience with 

regional actors (Angola, Namibia, and Zimbabwe) militarily intervening in the DRC to safeguard 

their interests through securing the leadership of their preferred social actors in the country (see 

Chapter Three) in the late 1990s. Moreover, it stems from the historical experience of extra-regional 

actors intervening in the region, including the DRC. Nevertheless, and while referring to the 

organisation’s present-day peacemaking efforts, Informant 1 notes that “we do have a liaison office 

in the DRC…which evaluates or assesses the political and security situation or developments in the 

country and then makes recommendations to the Secretariat.” The liaison office was established in 

April 2018. It was in this context that, “in June this year [2019] they will send a team to go and 

evaluate the work of the office, if the country still needs the office to operate or not, or if it should be 

closed.” Thus, the fact that the office would have been open for a little over a year at the time the 

evaluation to determine whether to maintain it was slated to occur further reinforces the non-

interventionist ethos of the organisation. This is particularly striking given the modest objectives of 

the office in the first instance and the fact that after a year it would still have been in its infancy in 

terms of adequately performing the tasks mentioned by the interviewed officer. As such, Informant 2 

of SADC emphasised that: 

 
in the nomenclature of SADC, in terms of institutional naming, naming of the SADC 

structures, and the Organ on Politics, Defence, and Security Cooperation, there isn’t 

any department called a peacebuilding department. But, under the Defence Affairs 

Sector, you have some activities, peace support operations activities of the SADC 

Standby Force as a peacekeeping instrument at the disposal of SADC. So, that’s on 

the one hand, but on the other hand, through…the Politics and Diplomacy Sector, 

there’s the Mediation Support Unit and when you look at the number of mediation 

interventions that SADC has had, it shows you that mediation is the tool of choice 

to intervene in SADC.  
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This is consistent with the organisation’s Protocol and the Mutual Defence Pact discussed in 

the first section of this chapter. The fact of not having a peacebuilding department is particularly 

notable since it highlights an awareness on the part of both staff of the organisation’s Secretariat that 

such a department would result in an approach to addressing peace and security challenges in the 

region, including in the DRC, in ways that contravene the organisation’s non-interventionist ethos. 

Insofar as a concept of ‘peacebuilding’ exists, Informant 2 noted that as the organisation is currently 

constituted, “the idea is implied.” As such, when I asked the informant whether the organisation’s 

lack of an explicit articulation of a concept of ‘peacebuilding’ is partly due to strong norms around 

not wanting to be seen as interventionist, Informant 2 responded by emphasising that, “that’s a bit 

sinister.” In other words: 

 
When you say not wanting to be seen in a particular way, it’s more inherent. The 

latency of it is that as an intergovernmental organisation, naturally the outlook is 

somewhat a bit more traditional and state-centric. So, where there is those, I hesitate 

to say military or militaristic conception, but the point is why am I hesitant and it’s 

because as I mentioned, the evidence shows most of the interventions haven’t been 

military. They have been more mediations and facilitators, special envoy, you know, 

and eminent persons. And there’s also the SADC strategy on the prevention of 

election-created conflicts. So, really, I think SADC is evolving. 

 

The evolution of the organisation is, therefore, such that it is building on its mediation strengths 

as it more broadly maintains its non-interventionist ethos which, as Informant 2 highlighted, is 

inherent to the workings and culture of the organisation rather than it being a strategic consideration 

to ward off negative perceptions of the organisation. Suffice it to say, “SADC is evolving, it is a 

growing and learning organisation and, the culture is there,” said Informant 2. However: 

 
the outlook and desire are to ensure that there are peaceful solutions to all differences 

and to see the welfare of all member states, that may all member states enjoy that 

prosperity and that all is realised without infringing on the sovereignty of each 

member state. 

 

The question of sovereignty will be discussed in Chapter Six. However, for Informant 2, the 

organisation’s “motive is positive, there isn’t any sinister agenda that goes on even behind these 

closed meetings, where there’s secret plans to, you know, deviate from the publicly adopted 

frameworks and norms.” As such: 
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the Protocol on Politics, Defence and Security, the Strategic Indicative Plan of the 

Organ, and some of our other documents that are there, they’re all done in good 

faith. It’s in the spirit of the letter as you see it there. Perhaps the challenges in 

implementation sometimes have nothing to do with motive, but mostly structural. In 

some cases, maybe the political culture, as I mentioned, which is not about 

intervening and being prescriptive, and you want to constructively engage and move 

beyond. The idea is to move together.  

 

Informant 2 put the culture of the organisation even more succinctly when he highlighted that 

the non-interventionist ethos of the organisation means that: 

 
You don’t come in and you’re all about trying to castigate and, you know, dress 

down together. What good does it do? Are you going to chase them out of the 

collective or rather keep them in the flock and see how best to move along, because 

you are there to support each other? That’s what binds you. 

 

There is, therefore, a strong sense of community and the sense that member ‘states’ (i.e., 

dominant social actors in the countries that constitute the organisation’s membership) are guided by 

a need to sustain collective bonds and to work together rather than against each other, to address 

peace and security challenges in the region. SADC’s notion of ‘support’ is, therefore, two-tiered. On 

the one hand, it speaks to supporting ‘local’ actors in the implementation of locally developed and 

owned programs to address identified challenges, while on the other hand it speaks to building and 

sustaining a sense of community and camaraderie between members of the organisation who 

ultimately make decisions about the norms and frameworks guiding and informing its peacemaking 

efforts. Consequently, it is interesting to note the organisation’s peace support operations in the form 

of the FIB, which saw the deployment of 6, 000 troops in the DRC to counter the activities of armed 

groups operating in the country.  

In March 2013, SADC was one of the organisations that took the initiative to deploy the FIB, 

which operates under the command and control of MONUSCO. The FIB has a Chapter VII mandate 

under the UN Charter. Despite this, the FIB was—at the time of writing—fundamentally a regional 

peacekeeping force whose aim was to work towards the stabilisation of the DRC’s Eastern Provinces 

through the prevention of mass atrocities as well as the protection of civilians, in accordance with the 

DRC government’s STAREC policy framework. The FIB was formed following the signing of the 

PSC Framework for the DRC and the adoption of UNSC Resolution 2098. The FIB’s mandate was 

to not only pursue and conduct offensive operations against armed groups or ‘negative forces’ in the 

Eastern DRC, but to help the government (dominant social actor) to reassert its control over the 

entirety of the DRC’s territory. The work of the FIB led to the eventual surrender of the M23 rebel 
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movement. Another notable outcome of the FIB is the partial surrender of the Forces démocratiques 

pour la libération du Rwanda (FDLR), though the FDLR remains active.  

During a group interview with three different personnel of the SADC Secretariat, they each 

emphasised that the FIB represented a tripartite collaboration between MONUSCO, SADC, and the 

FARDC (the Congolese armed forces). The emphasis on collaboration is particularly notable given 

the non-interventionist ethos of the organisation. As such, insofar as the FIB is under the command 

and control of MONUSCO, it was regarded as a SADC force.2 However, the fact of it being a peace 

support operation was meant to underline the consensus-building culture of SADC as an organisation, 

such that the FIB would not have come into fruition without the consent of Congolese authorities. 

Consequently, the three personnel further emphasised that the DRC government principally 

determines the priorities of the organisation’s initiatives as they relate to their country and that 

engagement with the DRC depends on what Congolese authorities want to do. Thus, the picture that 

emerges is one that substantiates the arguments presented in Chapter Two regarding the fundamental 

non-interventionism of SADC as an organisation and, more broadly, one that lacks a concept of 

‘peacebuilding’, but rather views itself as engaged in peacemaking, principally through mediation 

and, secondarily, through peace support operations.  Consequently, during our interview, Informant 

2 was of the view that: 

 
the non-interference should be qualified, because as you may be aware, the DRC has 

been on the agenda of SADC for quite a long time in terms of it being discussed at, 

you know, the highest levels, Summits, the double Troika Summits, extra-ordinary 

summits at the MCO—Ministerial Committee of the Organ—and each time its 

discussed even the delegation from the DRC is able to provide their perspective on 

the latest developments there. And SADC has taken even a proactive measure of 

setting up a SADC liaison office in the DRC and this came from a decision of a 

Summit last year, that was in fact in 2017, because the office was launched in April 

of 2018, and this was done also in order to, you know, assist the leadership of SADC 

to get firsthand information in preparation for those elections [December 2018] as 

well as to have a liaison presence to serve as a conduit to, you know, engage with 

different stakeholders in the security sector and other parts of the country. And in 

that way, what better way to have firsthand engagement.  

 

 
2 The UN has since decided to reconfigure the FIB, despite strong objections by SADC, such that the FIB will no longer 

be a regional SADC force in its composition (SADC 2020). Moreover, it highlights that SADC’s counter-securitisations 

of extra-regional military interventions have failed, which is indicative of the ‘illocutionary disablement’ (Bertrand 2018) 

discussed in Chapter Two. 
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Thus, to the extent that SADC observes a strict ethos of non-interventionism, this observance 

does not preclude the organisation from taking decisive action to address peace and security 

challenges confronting the region. In many ways, this ethos is meant to minimise conflicts between 

the countries who constitute the organisation’s membership as well as to ensure that any subsequent 

efforts to address regional peace and security challenges do not create or foster unnecessary tensions 

between said members, thereby complicating the organisation’s ability to mediate conflicts as and 

when they arise. The fact of SADC’s disarticulation of a concept of peacebuilding is also well-

understood by one of the organisation’s main ‘external’ partners on peace and security matters, the 

German Corporation for International Cooperation (GIZ). An informant who works for GIZ-

Botswana was of the view that “SADC doesn’t have a concept of peacebuilding in terms of a policy 

but also as a program.” The organisation “is more oriented into mediation, as they call it, facilitation.” 

Moreover, “if you look at some of the institutional arrangements, they are not designed to do 

peacebuilding as we understand a lengthy process of rehabilitating the state and the society.” Thus, 

even personnel of one of SADC’s main international partners are cognisant of the non-

interventionism of the organisation and its preferred modes of engagement a la peacemaking.  

This also presents us with a complex picture of the challenges and opportunities facing the 

organisation. The latter relate to the duality of the organisation’s disarticulation of a concept of 

peacebuilding whilst articulating one of peacemaking. SADC’s disarticulation of peacebuilding 

allows the organisation to buttress its non-interventionist principles in order ensure constructive 

engagement with stakeholders or members of the organisation on regional peace and security matters 

in a region whose leaders are extremely sensitive to any perceived interference in the internal affairs 

of their countries. Therefore, the concept of peacemaking, understood principally as preventive 

diplomacy and mediation as the organisation’s tools of choice, is necessary to prevent regional 

conflicts from arising. The organisation is, therefore, working to enhance its capacities as relates to 

these methods of conflict prevention and resolution while striving to foster a sense of community and 

mutual accountability amongst its members. As such, the disarticulation of a concept of 

‘peacebuilding’ allows the organisation to engage with its members, including the DRC, in ways that 

do not alienate them (i.e., dominant actors) in order to effectively respond to regional peace and 

security challenges on the basis of mutual trust. Consequently, SADC does not view itself as an 

organisation that undertakes interventions in the countries that constitute its membership, but rather, 

as an organisation that is built on the principles of mutual accountability and consensus-building as 

part of broader efforts to foster regional integration and community.  
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Peacebuilding and peacemaking as the enactment of violence 

 

From 2015 to 2019, the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (2015, 2016, 

2018, 2019b) noted with great concern that the human rights situation in the DRC was consistently 

worsening due to both the activities of armed groups and the FARDC’s efforts to neutralise these 

groups. Moreover, in each reporting period, the Commissioner notes that Congolese authorities have 

been primarily responsible for human rights violations. Furthermore, the human rights situation has 

been affected by political factors that have resulted in the shrinking of political space that resulted in 

violations of individuals and groups’ rights to freedom of peaceful assembly, expression, and 

association due to the interventions of Congolese authorities to repress political opponents and other 

critical voices or actors. This has taken the form of the excessive use of force against those 

demonstrating against such abuses of power, including arbitrary arrests. This has remained the case 

throughout the country even as the DRC’s Eastern provinces remain the most affected. While 

improvements are noted with regards to the prosecution of senior military officers for the violation 

of human rights, including war crimes and crimes against humanity, these have been muted by the 

broader culture of impunity that continues to characterise the DRC. In fact, a report by the UN 

Secretary General (United Nations 2019) notes that in 2018 alone, MONUSCO documented 6, 831 

human rights violations with Congolese authorities responsible for 61 per cent of violations, while 

armed groups were responsible for 39 per cent of the violations. Seventy-nine per cent of these 

violations occurred in conflict-affected provinces with a 4 per cent increase noted in the number of 

human rights abuses committed by armed groups and militias indicating an intensification of their 

activities that has further fuelled intercommunal violence. Moreover, in 2018, 1, 169 persons are 

reported to have been victims of extrajudicial killings. The Secretary General’s report also notes that 

these and other figures represent a constant increase in human rights abuses since 2014.  

These reports highlight the inability of both MONUSCO and SADC to make substantive 

changes to the political order in the DRC, including to armed conflict dynamics. This is despite 

examples of the FIB’s ‘successes’ in neutralising some armed groups operating in the country’s 

Eastern provinces as well as the those of MONUSCO in disarming and demobilising armed group 

combatants. These ‘successes’ are likely to be compromised as the UN seeks to reconfigure the FIB 

into a non-SADC force, a recent move which was made without consulting SADC and which, at the 

time of writing, the organisation continues to challenge and protest together with the DRC 

government (SADC 2020). The abovementioned reports also support the argument presented 

throughout this chapter that the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the content of ‘stabilisation’ 

on the part of MONUSCO and the resultant weaknesses of the Mission’s hybridised preventionist-

transformationalist work explains this inability to enact substantive changes. Moreover, SADC’s non-
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interventionist ethos undermines the organisation’s ability to call into question the existing political 

order in the DRC and to engage with the country’s stakeholders in ways that do not reinforce the 

cycle of violence. The continuing high numbers of human rights violations and abuses also highlight 

the need for both MONUSCO and SADC to better coordinate their efforts and adopt post-statist 

approaches to peacebuilding/making in the DRC. The following chapter, therefore, examines the 

extent to which both organisations’ inability to do so can be attributed to their acceptance and 

deployment of the concepts of ‘state weakness’ or ‘state fragility’. 
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Chapter 5: The (dis)articulation of ‘the state’ 

 

What is in a term: ‘State strength’ versus ‘state weakness’? 

 

This chapter examines the extent to which the structuralist concepts of ‘the state’ and 

‘weak/fragile states’ are deployed by both MONUSCO and SADC in their efforts to address peace 

and security challenges in the DRC. Building on the discussion of the concept of ‘state weakness’ in 

Chapter Two, this section begins by interrogating the inverse concept of ‘state strength’. Arguably, 

as discussed in the previous chapter, by embarking on ‘state-building’ through understandings of 

peacebuilding-as-stabilisation, MONUSCO aims to ‘support’ DRC authorities in building a ‘strong 

state’. This section examines whether there exists any substantive difference between this concept 

and that of ‘state weakness’. Moreover, the section expands on the response of Informant 1 from 

MONUSCO (see next section) who called for a “new system” that can address the challenges facing 

the DRC and those relating to land management in exploring how to do so. The section further 

interrogates the notion of ‘state presence’ emphasised by MONUSCO personnel (see below) while 

arguing that the recognition of such a presence amounts to nothing more than the recognition of the 

successful enactment of statist norms and the negative livelihood and peace and security outcomes 

thereof. Lastly, the section will interrogate the idea of ‘state structure(s)’ embraced by both 

MONUSCO and SADC while highlighting how the structuralism inherent to it hinders both 

organisations’ ability to adopt post-statist approaches to peacebuilding/making. In doing so, the 

discussion will highlight the dual and contradictory ways (to be discussed in further detail in later 

sections) in which the simultaneous deployment and (partial) disavowal (i.e., ‘the state’ and ‘state 

weakness’) of structuralist conceptualisations of statism reveals both the strengths and weaknesses in 

MONUSCO’s transformationalism and SADC’s preventionism.  

Giraudy (2012: 602) argues that concepts like ‘state strength’ and ‘weakness’, “belong to either 

one of two prototypical concept structures: the necessary and sufficient concept structure and the 

family resemblance concept structure.” On the first structure, for a country to be considered as having 

a ‘strong state’ it needs to meet three core criteria. That is: 

 
strong states exist where the central state (i) penetrates evenly throughout the 

territory it claims to govern, regulate, control; (ii) exerts political power 

autonomously from non-state actors, and (iii) relies on a professionalised, 

institutionally capable, and resourceful bureaucracy to carry out public policies and 

enforce the rule of law (2012: 602). 

 

Unlike the necessary and sufficient structure, on the family resemblance structure it is sufficient 

but not necessary for a given country to meet one or more of the above core criteria in terms of 
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dominant organising processes and actors. Giraudy argues that the family resemblance structure is 

preferable as it allows one to conceptualise “diminished subtypes” which are not “full instances of 

the root concept of state strength i.e., where the three core dimensions are present” (2012: 606). These 

subtypes “help move beyond a dichotomous conceptualisation of strong and weak states, as they help 

recognise the ‘hybrid’ or ‘mixed’ character of states’” (2012: 606). Di John’s (2010: 14) argument 

that state failure occurs “in many dimensions such as security, economic development, political 

representation, income distribution and so on” predates Giraudy’s account. For Di John, it is 

“imperative for any definition of state ‘failure’ to be explicit in which dimension a state fails’ (2010: 

14). This is particularly so given “the variation in state capacity across sectors” (2010: 14). But what 

function does the categorisation of countries in these ways perform? In his assessment of the social 

construction of political ‘problems’, Edelman (1988: 14-15) observes that: 

 
A problem to some is a benefit to others; it augments the latter group’s 

influence…The term ‘problem’ only thinly veils the sense in which deplored 

conditions create opportunities. What is the political import of terms that emphasise 

troubles and conceal benefits? They certainly mute conflicts of interests between 

social groups. They also reassure victims of problems and those who sympathise 

with them that concern for their plight is widespread. In these subtle ways, language 

forms help moderate the intensity of social conflict…The language is clearly 

beneficial to political manoeuvre and to the construction of subjectivity. 

 

In keeping with this assessment, Kieh Jr’s (2009) contribution to the literature on the instability 

facing many African countries is a welcome one. He argues that the “discourse on political instability 

in Africa—both in scholarly literature and in the corridors of policy-making in the metropolis—tends 

to treat the phenomenon as an idiosyncrasy of African polities” (2009: 1). He importantly highlights 

that whilst instability is not unique to the African continent or any other region of the world, “the 

impression is that African societies are intrinsically unstable” (2009: 1). Kieh Jr upholds the following 

definition of instability: “A situation, activity or pattern of behaviour that threatens to change or 

actually changes the political system in a non-constitutional way” (2009: 2). This indicates that 

although he challenges the predominant view that the instability confronting African countries is due 

to the so-called intrinsic deficiencies of African peoples, he nonetheless upholds Giraudy’s (2012) 

family resemblance concept structure and notion of “diminished subtypes” as relates to African 

countries and seemingly objective assessments of ‘state strength’. As discussed above, one of the 

three core criterion useful in categorising ‘strong states’ and their subtypes, according to Giraudy, is 

the existence of a “professionalised, institutionally capable, and resourceful bureaucracy to carry out 

public policies and enforce the rule of law” (2012: 602). Similarly, Kieh Jr (2009) argues that the 
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peace and security challenges confronting African countries is due to the failure to satisfy Giraudy’s 

stipulated criteria, including the latter. For Kieh Jr, such instability and, therefore, ‘weakness’ can be 

redressed through “democratic consolidation” which: 

 
would entail redesigning the nature, mission, character, values, institutions, rules, 

processes and policies of the new construct so that they promote the cultural, 

ecological and economic, political, religious, security and social rights and freedoms 

of all citizens, regardless of ethnicity, race, region, class, gender, and age. In other 

words, the emphasis [should] be on substantive or deep democracy as the 

overarching architecture with empowerment, social justice and multi-layered 

equality as the foundational pillars (Kieh Jr 2009: 20). 

 

Looking at the issue from another angle, Menkiti’s (1999) contribution engages the normative 

failure–political instability nexus. He argues that a disconnection from indigenous value systems and 

political systems and the acceptance of external ontologies and epistemologies—partly as a result of 

the legacy of colonialism—underlies the instability confronting African countries. The insecurity that 

characterises the African context is, therefore, on his account, fundamentally due to these normative 

failures. Menkiti highlights the importance of moving beyond statism as a logic of social organisation 

given it is a Western onto-epistemological normative ideal, something which SADC recognises, but 

fails to practically call into question (see discussion below). Black (1996) further demonstrates the 

intersections between ideas about ‘state strength’ and processes of ‘democratisation’. He is interested 

in the question of how the latter processes have affected security prospects on the continent. He 

emphasises the importance of moving beyond the “liberal peace” (see Chapter Two) and the 

valorisation of Western institutional realities as well as the tendency to uphold Eurocentric 

teleological thinking that treats African countries as necessarily ‘progressing’ towards a ‘mature’ 

liberal democratic end-state. Black (1996: 3) argues that: 

 
the emphasis on homogenisation of political systems in the liberal peace literature 

has not only misrepresented Kant’s philosophy [of democratic peace], but the 

political agenda that has developed from such an interpretation carries hegemonic 

implications through rationalising and privileging the leadership of that small group 

of powerful and developed states from which the discourse emerged. 

 

Building on this observation, Glenn (2014) argues that the rise of global multilateral governance 

institutions in the form of the UN, for instance, “represents a form of imperial political power over 

internal and external policy—the effective sovereignty—of the other, the subordinate periphery” 

(2014: 1479). Moreover, he argues that the literature on ‘fragile’ and ‘failed’ African countries tends 
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to be ahistorical in character “and forms part of a wider historical narrative presenting them as 

deviating from the Western norm and thus justifying ‘informal’ intervention on the continent” (2014: 

1480). In other words: 

 
This comparison of ‘failed states’ with a Weberian ideal-type based on the highly 

industrialised core is part of a wider tendency in Western discourse, which represents 

Africa in terms of absences, delinquencies or alienness – each of which serves to 

reinforce a sense of Africa’s marginality” (2014: 1480). 

 

The construction of African countries as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ and so as constituting social and 

political ‘problems’ is, therefore, a delegitimization discursive manoeuvre (Wieczorek 2013). 

Western political scientists and international relations scholars (e.g., Jackson 1987, 1990; Reno 1998, 

2011; Rotberg 2003; Williams 2011) helped to pioneer these categories (see Chapter Two) from the 

1980s onwards. The delegitimization of African socio-political orders entails undermining and/or 

negating African peoples, namely leaders’ ability for effective self-government. Legitimisation, on 

the other hand, presents Western actors as commanding sufficient and legitimate authority to provide 

and impose solutions to the constructed African ‘problem’. This is the case for MONUSCO even as 

the Mission’s mandate is determined by a wide range of actors, including non-Western actors (see 

Chapter Two). There are two types of legitimisation:  

 
epistemic and deontic. The former refers to the authoritative character of the 

speaker’s claims, his fuller and better understanding of the world and occurring 

events, as well as his unbiased judgment…The latter on the other hand, is concerned 

with the speaker’s overt and covert claims that [he is ‘right’ in both the cognitive 

and moral sense]. This is to say that the speaker’s claims are considered to be morally 

acceptable on the understanding that they converge with the ideological assumptions 

held by the in-group (Wieczorek 2013: 5).  

 

Rotberg’s (2003) claims that “nation-states fail because they are convulsed by internal violence 

and can no longer deliver positive political goods to their inhabitants”, including the subsequent claim 

that how “best to strengthen weak states and prevent state failure are among the urgent questions of 

the twenty-first century” (2003: 1) are illustrative of these processes of legitimisation and 

delegitimization. Consequently, when ‘diminished subtypes’ are identified, Western institutional 

arrangements are promoted to address the perceived shortcomings. Thus, the concept of ‘state 

strength’ is one side of the same coin as that of ‘state weakness’ or ‘fragility’ because it betrays the 

view that it is possible to enact statism in ideal-typical ways so that ‘strong states’ can exist instead 

of ‘weak states’. Indeed, because of this, there are no real discernible differences between these 
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secondary structuralist concepts and the broader securitising functions that they perform in 

configuring relations between different sets of actors. Thus, when MONUSCO personnel (see next 

section) characterise the Mission’s efforts as those of ‘building’ a ‘strong state’ even as they note 

ambiguities in the organisation’s utilisation of the concept of ‘state weakness’ in characterising the 

DRC, they are ultimately delegitimising the country in ways that preclude the substantive recognition 

of statism as the primary determinant of the challenges confronting the DRC. While SADC does not 

similarly utilise the concept of ‘state weakness’ or ‘fragility’, the organisation’s upholding of the 

primary structuralist concept of ‘the state’ performs the same function by characterising the 

challenges facing the DRC as part of an ongoing struggle to effectively complete the ‘state-building’ 

project. Ultimately, through the deployment of different arguments given their different approaches 

to peacebuilding (MONUSCO) and peacemaking (SADC), both organisations are advocating that 

‘the state’ in the DRC be ‘strengthened’. This translates to the assumption that a continued 

reinforcement of statist norms, albeit in an ‘improved’ fashion will eradicate the peace and security 

challenges confronting the DRC. What, precisely then, can be gathered about ‘state strength’ from 

the above discussion and on the processual-relational account (PRA) developed in this thesis? 

On the PRA, ‘state strength’ is the ability of dominant social actors (e.g., the government)—

defined in class, racial, cultural and/or gendered terms—to survive and remain resilient against 

various external and internal shocks or challenges using a combination of coercive and persuasive 

strategies in the enactment of statist norms. Not only this, but the idea of ‘state strength’ as the 

reinforcement and continued enactment of statist norms can be further understood to mask how, if 

one is to adopt a social contract perspective, a non-fragmented social contract is an impossibility 

within statist social orders. Moreover, the PRA developed in this thesis further reveals how liberalism 

is both normatively and procedurally undesirable due to not only an underlying individualist 

normative ethic that masks the fact of our fundamental interdependency on each other (see thesis 

conclusion), but the ways in which liberal institutions (including the military, police, and navy which 

are supposed to possess a monopoly on the so-called legitimate use of violence) are strategic statist 

mechanisms for the consolidation of dominant social actors’ power bases. Lastly, a preoccupation 

with the quality of liberal proceduralism, including whether a country’s security sector can be 

regarded as ‘professional’, is revealed to be untenable because it fails to critique the normative 

assumptions that underlie statist institutions and procedures for power contestation. Despite this, the 

concept of ‘state strength’ posits that ‘strong’ social orders are more ‘legitimate’ than those that are 

not.  

Englebert (2000) identifies two types of legitimacy: (1) virtual legitimacy, which refers to the 

existence of an agreement on the basis of which the ‘right to rule’ is based; and (2) horizontal 

legitimacy, which refers to the existence of a definitional consensus about the community subject to 
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statist actors’ authority. On the PRA, and as relates to virtual legitimacy, rather than there existing an 

agreement on the basis of which authority is established, there are simply the strategic visions and 

projects, which may or may not be hegemonic, which social actors use to represent themselves (see 

Chapter One). To the extent that these actors are successful in representing their visions in hegemonic 

terms to the relevant populaces, authority over the latter is established, for example, in the form of 

governments and armed groups in control of specific territory. The same applies to horizontal 

legitimacy. Patty and Penn (2011) uphold the definition of legitimacy as the belief that institutions 

and authorities are both appropriate and just for the governed. Moreover, their theory of ‘legitimate 

collective choice’ is grounded in the principle of deliberation. That is, “deliberation (or ‘reason-

giving’) provides a foundation for legitimacy, especially if such reasons accompany the…decision 

itself” (2011: 365-66).  

Effectively, they hold deliberation to be the process through which statist actors justify, secure 

support for and legitimate various decisions. Their theory regards deliberative processes as a means 

through which statist actors legitimate themselves; that is, legitimation is understood to be an ongoing 

process. This is in keeping with the PRA’s emphasis on actors’ strategic representational visions 

which, ultimately, act as the primary means through which actors legitimate themselves in the eyes 

of their target populaces and other statist actors. Thus, while scholars engaged with in this section 

and, indeed both MONUSCO and SADC, would emphasise the importance of a non-fragmented 

social contract, such a contract and recognition are an impossibility in statist social and political 

orders. Nevertheless, statism is ipso facto regarded as a ‘legitimate’ logic of social organisation by 

these organisations and the fact of its intrinsic violence and instability is relegated to ‘weak’ or ‘fragile 

states’. This is the function performed by Giraudy’s necessary and sufficient, and family resemblance 

concept structures about how to determine whether a given statist order can be considered ‘strong’. 

The following section will examine these ideas in relation to primary data collected by engaging with 

the personnel of both MONUSCO and SADC. 

 

What is in a concept: Structuralism versus processualism? 

 

Whereas one might expect MONUSCO to unequivocally uphold both the primary structuralist 

concept of ‘the state’ as well as the secondary concept of ‘weak states’ in terms of how the 

organisation’s personnel understand and characterise the context in which they are operating, the 

reality is much more complex. While MONUSCO upholds the structuralist concept of ‘the state’ and 

understands ‘state-building’ as defining the nature of the Mission’s work in the DRC (see previous 

chapter), not all Mission personnel understand the organisation’s work as being further underpinned 

by an understanding of the DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’. As such, while some personnel uphold such 

a characterisation and understand the Mission’s work as being to address the DRC’s ‘fragility’ or 
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‘weakness’ through ‘state-building’ or the ‘strengthening’ of institutions, others reveal a much more 

ambivalent relationship to this concept. Consequently, the ambiguities surrounding its deployment 

carry significant and potentially positive implications for MONUSCO’s transformationalist approach 

to addressing peace and security challenges in this country.  

Informant 1 was adamant that the DRC is a ‘weak state’ given it is far from constituting a safe 

and secure environment for most of its populace. According to the informant, this is because violence 

and wars have characterised the DRC’s history since gaining independence from colonial rule in 

1960. As such, the DRC is far from a ‘strong state’. Informant 1 characterised a ‘strong state’ as one 

that does not rule or govern through tyranny and one where the laws, rules, and security forces are 

republican, with a sound justice system and economy that operate without a parallel economy. The 

official identified four root causes of the DRC’s ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’, while understanding these 

causes as relating to much more than the country’s history of and experience(s) with violence. The 

first of the root causes identified was that of disputes over land about who owns or holds the land, 

how to transfer it from one party to another, and the rules and actors that determine outcomes relating 

to these matters. As such, the official emphasised the importance for the Mission to ask why so many 

disputes relating to land create conflict situations. Other factors relating to this question of land that 

the official spoke of were conflicts arising from determining how to reconcile chieftaincy systems 

with the ‘modern’ management of land. The official noted that the latter tools often do not work as 

intended when it comes to determining both the occupation and ownership of land due to corruption.  

As such, the second root cause the informant identified was that of the historical legacy of 

Belgian colonial rule and the difficulties it wrought in terms of reconciling different governance 

approaches. The informant, therefore, emphasised the need for a new system with clear rules on how 

to address challenges over the settlement, ownership, and occupation of land which continue to give 

rise to conflicts which post-independence leaders cannot manage. Thus, the third root cause of the 

DRC’s ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’ as identified by Informant 1 is that of unequal access to minerals and 

different commodities, often with militias controlling and protecting mines. ‘The state’ (i.e., dominant 

social actors), therefore, lacks the power and capacity to manage the resources in this country. 

Consequently, the fourth and final root cause the informant identified was that of violent or 

‘unprofessional’ security forces that arouse fear in most of the DRC’s population. Given all the above, 

Informant I noted that while MONUSCO upholds the framing of the DRC as ‘fragile’ or ‘weak’, it 

does not ascribe the category of ‘failed state’ to the country due to the existence of some ‘state 

presence’, albeit a predatory one.  

While Informant 1 was confident in characterising the DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’, Informant 2 

was not as confident, stating that while the DRC seems ‘fragile’, the criteria for determining this is 

elusive. By saying that the DRC seems fragile, the informant was not necessarily granting that the 
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DRC is characterised by a ‘strong state’. Informant 2 highlighted the lack of ‘state presence’ in some 

parts of the country (including the Eastern provinces), corruption, the lack of a professional army and 

police, and the lack of access to healthcare and other basic services as characteristic of the DRC’s 

‘weakness’. At the same time, Informant 2 questioned the usefulness of this secondary structuralist 

concept of statism asking: what does one do if the DRC is characterised as ‘weak’? Such a 

characterisation does not guarantee that ‘state presence’ will necessarily be enhanced because of 

basing any peace programming on such a characterisation. Despite this, Informant 2 went on to 

highlight some of the ways in which the DRC appears to be ‘fragile’ or ‘weak’. These include the 

fact that, according to the informant, most of the DRC’s population does not benefit from the 

country’s wealth resulting in Congolese becoming preoccupied with questions of survival due to not 

having adequate means to support themselves. Moreover, outside of the country’s capital, Kinshasa, 

there is no ‘state presence’, with the only presence that is felt by the populace being repressive and 

characterised by a lack of basic services. As such, Congolese rely on communities, informal networks, 

and armed groups for survival given the absence of gainful employment. Consequently, Informant 2 

argued that the answer is both “yes” and “no” as relates to whether MONUSCO characterises the 

DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’. This is partly because the Mission has to “deal” with the Congolese 

authorities (i.e., dominant social actors) and legitimise ‘weak’ institutions in order to carry out its 

mandate. As such, the Mission “looks away” due to having no choice given the difficulties that would 

be posed by a refusal to engage. One can infer that, given the emphasis on these factors providing the 

appearance of weakness, the aim of the Mission is to nonetheless ‘strengthen the state’ so as to do 

away with this appearance.  

Contrary to the ambiguity expressed by the Informant 2; Informant 3 emphasised that yes, the 

DRC is ‘fragile/weak’. The informant noted that everyone working in this country must be aware that 

it is very ‘fragile’ and that MONUSCO is only present in the country due to this ‘fragility’ or 

‘weakness’. The informant went further, stating that a peacebuilding and peacekeeping mission would 

not be somewhere that is not characterised by ‘fragility’. As such, the Mission is engaged in capacity-

building activities, including engaging with Congolese authorities on the protection of civilians given 

the latter cannot do so on their own which, according to Informant 3, is a key indicator of ‘fragility’. 

Subsequently, Informant 4 of the Mission emphasised the ambiguities in the organisation’s 

deployment of this secondary structuralist concept, noting that MONUSCO is of the view that such 

concepts (i.e., ‘state weakness/fragility’) are not useful. This is because when it comes to the DRC, 

there is a ‘state structure’ in place despite appearing chaotic. The only issue is that, according to 

Informant 4, this ‘structure’ is not performing or functioning in the interests of Congolese. The 

informant did, however, note that the concept nevertheless allows for the dissection and identification 

of the drivers of the challenges confronting the country and helps with programming the Mission’s 
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work. While the DRC may be characterised as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ in order to aid programming, it is 

not a ‘failed state’ given the presence of a ‘state structure’. According to Informant 4, while 

MONUSCO does not strictly frame the DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’, such framing must be relied upon 

when seeking funding from sources that respond to a specific language when determining how to 

allocate their funding. Thus, by adjusting to the language, the Mission integrates the concept into its 

understanding of the DRC as evidenced by the ISSSS (see previous chapter). Consequently, it 

characterises the extant statist order in the DRC as requiring ‘strengthening’.  

By adjusting its language to secure funding and support for the Mission’s initiatives and work, 

MONUSCO personnel contribute to the securitisation of the DRC as a means of justifying the work 

of the Mission and its presence in the country. Moreover, they internalise particular ways of 

understanding the nature of the challenges confronting the DRC in ways that fail to implicate statism 

itself but rather, re-enact it as a logic of social organisation that is fundamentally unstable. Moreover, 

the acknowledgment by Informant 4 of the presence of a ‘state structure’, much like the ambiguity 

expressed by Informant 3, begs the question of why the Mission is there in the first instance. Informant 

3’s answer of “yes and no” to the question of whether MONUSCO characterises the DRC as ‘weak’ 

or ‘fragile’ further suggests that the securitisation of the country in order to justify ‘strengthening’ 

initiatives is accompanied by a weak justification for the Mission’s presence given while ‘the state’ 

in question does not function in the interests of most Congolese, it is still recognised to be functional. 

Nevertheless, recognition of the flaws thereof highlights that there exists recognition amongst 

Mission personnel of statism as an unstable logic of social organisation even as a transformationalist 

preoccupation with ‘state-building’ is maintained. This is particularly notable given the response of 

Informant 1 who identified conflicts arising out of land disputes as a primary driver of the peace and 

security challenges confronting the DRC. This identification reveals that the statist norm of exclusive 

territoriality underpins such disputes because it reinforces exclusivity in how individuals and groups 

relate to not only each other, but the places they inhabit and that sustain them (i.e., private property 

regimes). Disputes over access to and the management of resources also reveal this.  

As such, statist norms of exclusive territoriality, oppositionality, hierarchy, coercion, and 

assimilation are revealed to be the principal drivers of conflict and insecurity in the DRC and, 

arguably, elsewhere in the world. Not only this, but Informant 1’s recognition of the role of the 

historical legacy of colonialism as a driver of present-day conflicts and the call for a new system 

capable of addressing these further highlights that statism as a logic of social organisation is not 

working and needs to be superseded by an alternative (to be discussed in the conclusion). This is 

particularly poignant given neither the country’s colonial and post-independence experiences with/of 

statism have yielded positive development and peace and security outcomes (see Chapter Three). 

Moreover, Informant 1’s recognition, echoed by the other respondents, of the DRC’s security forces 
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as another root cause of the country’s ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’ highlights that statist norms not only 

create the conditions of possibility for conflict, but foster it. Thus, in continuing to uphold structuralist 

conceptualisations of statism and the attendant belief that it is possible to engage in ‘state-building’, 

the Mission is reinforcing norms (i.e., statism) that it ultimately recognises to be the drivers of 

conflict(s) and instability in the country. Conversely, when I asked an officer of SADC whether the 

organisation upholds a characterisation of the DRC as a ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ state, the officer responded 

by saying: 

 
Not at all. For SADC, the DRC is still considered as a post-conflict country which 

is trying by all means to develop the country and then we, as SADC, are trying to 

support that process of development and post-conflict reconstruction. 

  

The idea of the DRC as being in a stage of “post-conflict reconstruction” contradicts the 

organisation’s peace support operations and the FIB’s efforts to neutralise armed groups or ‘negative 

forces’ in the country’s Eastern provinces, a contradiction which the officer failed to recognise. 

Nevertheless, when asked if part of the reason why SADC does not uphold a characterisation of the 

DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ is to ensure that the organisation can effectively engage with DRC 

stakeholders, namely the government (dominant social actors), the officer noted that this was a highly 

political matter. Moreover: 

 
They are our clients, and what we do is come up with recommendations and say this 

is what we believe is the best solution. If they decide to implement, then yes, and if 

they do not want to, then there’s nothing we can do…So I would say that SADC 

does not impose its solutions or any characterisation to any member states. So, we 

believe that the problems that are in the region can be resolved when we are united. 

 

The picture that emerges from the officer’s response reveals that SADC’s reluctance or refusal 

to characterise the DRC as ‘weak’ or ‘fragile’ is due to the recognition that such a characterisation 

would undermine the organisation’s ability to maintain its culture of consensus-building (see previous 

chapter), which is central to the organisation’s preventionist approach to peacemaking. As such, this 

refusal is due to the recognition of how these characterisations may undermine engagement with 

Congolese authorities by securitising the country in ways that would justify an interventionist ethos 

that is contrary to the workings of the organisation. Thus, when asked the same question of whether 

SADC characterises the DRC in this manner, another SADC respondent stated that: 

 
I don’t suppose that it’s a useful way of categorising African countries because the 

label tends to bedevil them or it’s a burden on those countries, and it prevents them 
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from perhaps transcending and developing new trajectories where they would either 

overcome whatever challenges they have or set themselves on certain developmental 

paths. I would say that the DRC as a member of SADC, is a member in good standing 

and it continues to engage through the structures of SADC and given the criteria for 

membership of SADC and all of that, SADC doesn’t view it through that framing to 

start with. And also, despite the challenges that the country has, I wouldn’t say it 

qualifies to be given those labels. 

 

As a concept, then, the category of ‘state weakness’ or ‘fragility’ is one that is understood to 

unnecessarily essentialise or naturalise the challenges confronting the DRC such that it is seen as 

incapable of rising above them. For SADC, the concept is not useful and would hinder the 

organisation’s peacemaking initiatives and efforts in the country. As such, when asked if the 

organisation’s refusal to characterise the DRC in these terms is to ensure effective engagement with 

Congolese authorities, this respondent was of the view that: 

 
Yes, it’s true to a large extent. And also when I say SADC doesn’t view the country 

in that way, it’s because SADC puts a lot of premium or weight on the autonomy or 

I should rather say, sovereignty, of its member states to self-determine and chart 

certain paths for themselves as long as they are guided by the regional policy 

frameworks that are in place at any given time…And, in that sense really, I mean 

that gathers the context of my earlier comment that the DRC isn’t a…or cannot be 

justifiably labelled as a fragile or weak state. It’s not even part of the political culture 

of SADC to label member states like that. They’re all member states on equal footing 

as long as they continue to conform and comply to the Treaty and other instruments.  

 

SADC, therefore, seeks to dissolve hierarchy in its internal workings and relations between its 

members. This is the case even as the organisation, through its support of dominant social actors (i.e., 

governmental actors) reinforces hierarchy within countries in the region through its acceptance and 

deployment of the primary structuralist concept of ‘the state’. Thus, when asked if the idea of ‘the 

state’ is still useful in understanding African countries and in light of SADC’s refusal to characterise 

its members in terms of ‘weakness’ or ‘fragility’, the respondent noted that: 

 
The DRC represents a typical post-colonial African state which is preoccupied with 

the state-building and nation-building project…The DRC, like most other African 

countries, is still preoccupied with those first-order state-building activities, and the 

elementary issues in state-building, issues of the welfare of the population, is the 

population itself intact, and the issues of development, and the issues of governance 

and the structures of government. Does the government have the full monopoly over 
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the use of force over the entire territory…? And when it’s still preoccupied with 

those challenges in the Western conception of what a state ought to do and ought to 

be, you can say those are some of the challenges holding it back or that would lead 

some to start putting labels on it. 

 

The structuralist concept of ‘the state’ is, therefore, useful insofar as it helps the organisation 

make sense of the kinds of challenges or ‘preoccupations’ confronting the DRC, even as there is 

recognition that ‘the state’ so-called is a Western and non-African idea. This represents not so much 

a commitment to the existence of ‘the state’ as such, but to statist norms (see Chapter One) and the 

challenge of enacting them in seemingly ideal-typical ways. To the extent that SADC accepts such 

‘preoccupations’ on the part of its members, the organisation is unable to recognise that statism as a 

logic of social organisation is the principal driver of the peace and security and development 

challenges in the DRC and, arguably, the world given countries and social forces are situated and 

operate in a transnational global context. In other words, the organisation has not stopped to ask the 

prior question of why it is necessary, given the understanding of statism as a Western logic of social 

organisation, for African actors to continue enacting it as part of efforts to address various ongoing 

challenges. Thus, much like MONUSCO, the organisation similarly reinforces statist norms that it 

(tacitly) recognises as being the drivers of the crises characterising some of its members.  

Insofar as SADC’s preventionist approach to peacemaking means that its efforts are built on 

the foundation of the desecuritisation of its members while securitising external actors’ actual and 

potential interventions in the Southern African region (counter-securitisation), it nevertheless 

inadvertently securitises the DRC as requiring further ‘state-building’, albeit with the latter driven by 

‘local’ actors. Consequently, the above discussion highlights that both MONUSCO and SADC are 

caught between structuralism and a soft place. This means that insofar as both organisations 

unequivocally treat ‘the state’ as real (see Chapter One), they recognise the flaws in relying on 

secondary structuralist conceptualisations of statism (i.e., ‘state weakness/fragility’) in making sense 

of the nature of the challenges confronting the DRC. This is more so the case for SADC than 

MONUSCO. However, to the extent that this recognition exists for these secondary structuralist 

concepts, neither organisation questions the utility of the primary structuralist concept of ‘the state’ 

in similarly understanding those challenges. Consequently, both organisations find themselves 

situated in a ‘soft’ but difficult place, one that presents opportunities for identifying statism itself as 

the principal or fundamental driver of the challenges confronting the DRC and one that undermines 

this possibility.  
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Towards a reappraisal of ‘state weakness’ 

 

Informant 1 from MONUSCO’s call for a new system capable of addressing the historical 

legacy of colonialism and extant peace, security, and governance challenges, compounded with the 

SADC respondent’s recognition that statism is a Western logic of social organisation, highlight the 

need to disavow the latter as a mode of organising societies and as the end of peacebuilding and 

peacemaking efforts alike. Indeed, the SADC respondent’s assertion (see above) that the DRC is in a 

stage of ‘post-conflict’ reconstruction begs the question of how regional and global organisations and 

local actors alike can ‘reconstruct’ the country when each continues to promote and/or enact statist 

norms which are inherently violent and unstable as preceding chapters have demonstrated. The fact 

of both organisations being situated between a soft, but hard place as relates to the deployment of 

both primary and secondary structuralist conceptualisations of statism (MONUSCO) or just primary 

conceptualisations (SADC), highlights that both organisations’ personnel recognise that the 

securitisation of the DRC is not appropriate when seeking appropriate ways to address the peace, 

security, and governance challenges the country confronts. This is despite MONUSCO’s ambivalence 

towards the concept of ‘weak’ or ‘fragile states’, which nevertheless ensures that the organisation 

continues to view its work in terms of the ‘strengthening’ of the DRC as a statist socio-political order. 

It is also so despite SADC’s disavowal of the concept of ‘state weakness’ or ‘fragility’, a disavowal 

that nevertheless results in the organisation maintaining that the DRC is need of ‘strengthening’, if 

only through neutralising those ‘negative forces’ operating in the country’s Eastern provinces. What, 

therefore, do the two organisations’ orientations towards the concept of ‘weak/fragile states’ tell us 

about preventionism and transformationalism? 

Firstly, MONUSCO’s ambivalence towards the concept of ‘state weakness’ tells us that despite 

the organisation’s transformationalist approach to peacebuilding which requires the securitisation of 

the DRC as the basis of the justification of the Mission’s presence in the country, Mission personnel 

also recognise the flaws of such securitisation given it is reliant on a fundamental lack of clarity 

surrounding how best to ‘strengthen’ this statist order given the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding 

the organisation’s defining concept of ‘stabilisation’ (see previous chapter). Secondly, one can infer 

from MONUSCO’s ambivalence towards the concept of ‘state weakness’ that the organisation is 

similarly ambivalent towards the primary concept of ‘the state’ given Informant 1’s call for a ‘new 

system’, a call which, arguably, is reflected by other informants’ recognition that the Mission is in 

the DRC to transform the political order in the country from its current form to another whose form 

is, as yet, undetermined. The Mission’s primary policy framework, the ISSSS (discussed in the 

previous chapter) is indicative of this commitment to the establishment of a ‘new system’ or new 

logic/mode of social organisation; however, at present the organisation remains entrapped in statist 
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modes of thinking, which makes the task of imagining alternatives difficult. This is as much due to 

having to attend to the DRC government’s priorities as it is the Mission’s conceptual problems.  

Nevertheless, the strength of MONUSCO’s transformationalism lies in its ability to call into 

question the extant statist political order in the DRC, even as it is only calling for the enactment of a 

qualitatively different statist political order. Despite this, the organisation’s ambivalence towards the 

concept of ‘state weakness’, combined with calls for a new system, signal the importance of 

understanding the ‘support’ provided to the DRC government (i.e., dominant social actors) in terms 

of ideas, concepts, and beliefs, and examining how post-statist norms may be useful for addressing 

the peace and security challenges confronting this country. Similarly, SADC’s refusal to uphold the 

concept of ‘state weakness’ out of the belief that, in the words of Informant 2, it “bedevils” African 

countries, compounded with the informant’s recognition that statism is a Western logic of social 

organisation, betray a belief that it is necessary to disavow statism if the DRC is to successfully 

resolve the challenges it confronts. Nevertheless, implicit in both MONUSCO’s ambivalence towards 

and SADC’s refusal of the concept of ‘state weakness’ is the belief that the statist political order in 

the DRC requires ‘strengthening’. This is not altogether bad news because at the very least it speaks 

to the aforementioned recognition on the part of both organisations that a ‘new system’ must be 

established in the DRC.  

Not only this, but it reveals that ‘fragility’ or ‘weakness’, understood as something that is 

inherent to all statist social orders given their foundational violence and inherent instability due to 

the destabilising nature of statist norms (see Chapter One), is neither negative nor bad, but a virtue. 

The reason for this being that fragility or weakness, when conceptualised in this way, draws attention 

to the need to disavow statism as a logic of social organisation and to ground peacebuilding and 

peacemaking in a different set of norms so as to achieve the desired peace, security, and governance 

outcomes. As such, the ‘state presence’ (i.e., the extent to which dominant social actors’ authority is 

felt throughout the DRC) whose absence across the entirety of the DRC was lamented by MONUSCO 

personnel, becomes fundamentally undesirable. For much like Césaire (1972) inquired about the 

fundamental nature of colonialism (see Chapter Two), we might also inquire about the fundamental 

nature of violence and answer that it is the assertion of one’s will over another. On the PRA, increased 

‘state presence’ refers to the domination/subjugation of a given set of actors by another set of actors 

which serves to perpetuate the cycle of violence that “bedevils” the DRC. It refers to the ongoing 

enactment of the statist norms of exclusive territoriality, hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, and 

assimilation/integration. It results in the operationalisation of Silva’s (2009) notion of ‘necessitas’, 

whereby the bodies and lands of some become places where (dominant) statist actors deploy force as 

a means of self-preservation as Chapter Three illustrated.  
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If the overall objective of MONUSCO’s attempts to ‘strengthen’ institutions in the DRC is to 

transition from the existing political order to one that neither rules nor governs through tyranny and 

one where the laws are republican, with a sound justice system and fair economy that provides 

opportunities for gainful employment and other personal fulfilment for all, this is unachievable within 

the context of a statist political order. This is because the norms that ground statist political orders 

result in fundamentally unstable, unequal, and inequitable social orders and governing processes and 

arrangements. Moreover, if one of the aims of ‘strengthening’ efforts is to ensure that the government 

(i.e., dominant social actors) can protect civilians, it begs the questions of what fundamentally is 

creating the conditions of possibility for the insecurity that necessitates such protection beyond 

charges that the security forces are repressive and in need of professionalisation? Thus, even as SADC 

fails to explicitly call into question the extant political order in the DRC, it nevertheless implicitly 

does so through its disavowal of the concept of ‘state weakness/fragility’ by explaining the challenges 

confronting the country as being challenges of ‘post-conflict reconstruction’. As such, if SADC is 

right in disavowing the latter concept in characterising the DRC because it is bedevilling, then it is 

the argument of this thesis that the same attitude should be directed towards the parent concept of 

‘the state’. MONUSCO personnel’s own ambivalence towards the former also supports this 

argument. Both organisations’ inability to adopt post-statist approaches to peacebuilding/making are, 

therefore, not due to an acceptance of the secondary structuralist statist concepts of ‘state 

weakness/fragility’, but their inability to extend their respective disavowal and ambivalence towards 

these concepts to that of ‘the state’, in other words, to statism itself. The next chapter builds on this 

by examining how both organisations’ conceptions of ‘sovereignty’ further complicate this task.  
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Chapter 6: Sovereignty and the irrelevance of legitimacy 

 

“We have to work with the de facto authorities” 

 

This chapter examines the ideas about ‘sovereignty’ that animate both MONUSCO and 

SADC’s engagement with and perceptions of the DRC government and other relevant actors on 

matters of peace and security in the country. It looks at how MONUSCO and SADC articulate their 

strategies of engagement with different stakeholders. Chapter Two discussed the question Césaire 

(1972) posed in Discourse on Colonialism: “what, fundamentally, is colonisation” (1972:10)? 

Césaire’s question highlights that colonial interventions, including settlements, were informed both 

by European actors’ desire to develop new markets for their countries of origin and empire as well as 

by perceptions of and the belief that their non-European counterparts required a transition from a 

condition of anarchy to a type of order informed by European norms and sensibilities. Césaire’s 

analysis is echoed by Fanon’s (1963) observation that in embarking on their colonial projects, 

European actors demarcated two zones: the zone of being and the zone of non-being. Europeans 

belonged to the former category while non-Europeans belonged to the latter. It was this demarcation 

that formed the basis for the violent enterprise of colonialism, such that violence against non-

Europeans was deemed acceptable. Mudimbe (1988) further observed that European actors tended to 

“justify the process of inventing and conquering a continent and naming its ‘primitiveness’ or 

‘disorder’ as well as the subsequent means of its exploitation and methods for its ‘regeneration’” 

(1988: 20). The resultant transformative processes gave rise to the notion of an ‘African genesis’ 

which could be achieved thorough colonial encounter (1988: 22) and through post-independence 

humanitarian or peacebuilding interventions. This is why, as shown in Chapter Two, Anghie (2005) 

argues that “colonialism was central to the constitution of international law…including, most 

importantly, sovereignty doctrine... [which was] forged out of the attempt to create a legal system 

that could account for relations between the European and non-European world in the colonial 

confrontation” (2005: 3). 

The discussion in the preceding chapters has shown that MONUSCO’s transformationalist 

approach to peacebuilding, tempered though it may be because of efforts to meet the DRC 

government’s stabilisation priorities, is demonstrative of these dynamics. This is because 

MONUSCO ultimately seeks to usher in an ‘African genesis’ from what it regards as a condition of 

permanent insecurity. MONUSCO wants to ensure a non-repressive rules-based order without a 

parallel economy and where authority is solely exercised by dominant social actors in the form of the 

government, including through the neutralisation of all armed groups. This section, therefore, 

examines the extent to which MONUSCO negates African agency while accounting for the 

constraints the DRC government’s priorities place on the organisation’s transformationalist approach. 
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In other words, to what extent is African agency subdued in the context of MONUSCO’s engagement 

with the DRC government and other stakeholders in the country? This section will provide an answer 

to this question through an analysis of data gathered through interviews with personnel of the Mission. 

 Informant 1 observed that MONUSCO’s role is to support its Congolese partners to improve 

their capacity to rule, manage the country, and create long-term stability. The idea of ‘partnership’ 

permeated the informant’s understanding of the organisation’s relationship to Congolese authorities, 

which the informant further emphasised by highlighting that MONUSCO and the DRC government 

share responsibilities with regards to the DDR process, with reintegration the primary responsibility 

of the country’s authorities. As such, Informant 1 understood the Mission’s role as that of bringing 

different stakeholders together to engage in dialogue, for example, through good offices (see Chapter 

Four’s discussion of the Mission’s work). The informant noted that because reintegration is the 

primary responsibility of the government and has been narrowly interpreted to mean the integration 

of former combatants into the country’s security forces, the legitimacy of the country’s institutions 

has been compromised. The reason for this, according to the informant, is that armed groups view 

reintegration as potentially lucrative often resulting in the creation of new militias. The latter is 

because the government lacks a philosophical or nuanced approach to the reintegration process such 

that former combatants view access to a salary and weaponry as bestowing them with power and 

authority.  

Consequently, Informant 1 viewed the DRC government as an ineffective partner with whom 

engagement is necessary for the Mission to carry out its work. Chapter Two’s discussion of 

sovereignty highlighted that in the colonial and post-independence periods, Africans’ capacity to be 

self-determining has consistently been negated by non-African and, in particular, Euro-American 

actors. Thus, while African actors are fundamentally capable of being self-determining, the 

hierarchical nature of the global order, and its particular statist character, consistently undermines 

these efforts as demonstrated by the fact that statism, a Western logic of social organisation, is the 

primary mode through which contemporary African societies are organised and whose maintenance 

is the primary end of peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts alike. Thus, Informant 1’s recognition 

of the DRC government as a ‘partner’ occurs on fundamentally unequal terms despite the fact that 

the term ‘partner’ connotes equality and the affirmation of the self-determination of African actors in 

the DRC. This is due to the coloniality of statism. The informant’s recognition, therefore, begs the 

question of the very existence of a partnership on these terms or, at the very least, the precise nature 

of MONUSCO’s ‘partnership’ with the DRC government.  

Informant 2 built on the first informant’s observations by stating that the Mission has to “deal” 

with Congolese authorities. As such, it has to legitimise what the informant saw as ‘weak institutions’ 

by looking away from the ‘fact’ of institutional ‘weakness’ given it would be difficult to engage 
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otherwise. When asked about the Mission’s orientation towards armed groups and militias, Informant 

2 stated that it was not the task of the Mission to legitimise or eradicate them, but simply to look at 

their human rights impact and to promote Congolese authorities’ efforts to fight impunity, including 

through efforts to make armed group dynamics respectful of international standards and principles of 

warfare. The informant went on to emphasise that the Mission does not recognise armed groups as 

providers of security because it is the responsibility of the government to provide security to the 

population. This once more begs the question presented in Chapter Four of what fundamentally is 

creating the conditions of possibility for the insecurity that necessitates such protection beyond 

charges that the security forces are repressive and in need of professionalisation? 

Nevertheless, because of this, according to Informant 2, one of the Mission’s main roles is to 

support Congolese authorities in initiating investigations into human rights violations. As such, there 

is no effort to legitimise non-governmental or non-dominant actors in the country. Moreover, the 

office for which the informant works within the Mission does not address armed groups or militias 

as targets but recognises their de facto authority in the areas or territories in which they operate. 

Despite this recognition of the de facto authority of armed groups and militias, Informant 2 

emphasised that this recognition does not constitute a form of legitimation. The informant 

nevertheless acknowledged the contradiction inherent to the work of the Mission which sees the 

concurrent legitimisation and delegitimisation of actors and institutions. According to Informant 2, 

the Mission is engaged in a delicate balancing act of advocacy and cooperation with the authorities. 

The provision of training and capacity-building of justice-related institutions is supposed to balance 

aspects of the Mission’s work wherein it is critical of Congolese authorities.  

According to Informant 2, the Mission is supposed to both support and critique, but not see 

Congolese authorities as a ‘partner’. This presents yet another contradiction and is representative of 

the different perspectives of mission personnel. As part of the balancing act inherent to the Mission’s 

work, it simultaneously sees DRC authorities as both a partner and non-partner. This applies to the 

Mission’s orientation towards armed groups and militias as well. This explains Informant 2’s 

comment that “we have to work with de facto authorities”. Moreover, according to the informant, 

“the question of legitimacy is irrelevant” in the context of the Mission’s work. The only relevant 

question is “what authority or structure has power.” Moreover, the “process through which they attain 

that power is an irrelevant factor.” According to Informant 2, the Mission’s mandate does not 

necessitate making value judgments about the legitimacy of institutions. This is notable given 

MONUSCO’s transformationalist approach to peacebuilding but can be explained by the constraints 

Congolese authorities’ priorities place on the Mission’s ability to be wholly transformationalist in 

practice. In this context, the dynamics of the negation of African actors’ agency or sovereignty are 
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not as salient given the interests of ‘local’ actors, including the government, shape the nature of the 

Mission’s work.  

This explains why Informant 3 highlighted that MONUSCO principally works on matters 

relating to military justice to address impunity and gender-based violence. The informant also 

emphasised that Congolese institutions and authorities are both “part of the problem and part of the 

solution.” Informant 3 affirmed other informants’ observation that the Mission has to balance the 

dilemma of having to highlight the DRC government’s shortcomings and the need for cooperation. 

The informant also spoke of the relationship between the Mission and the DRC government as being 

in “critical condition” partly due to the conflicting interests of the UNSC and the government, with 

the latter wanting a diminished role for MONUSCO in the country. These tensions undermine the 

Mission’s ability to carry out its transformationalist mandate. Consequently, according to Informant 

3, perceptions of MONUSCO by civil society actors are negative because the Mission is often seen 

as “a toothless tiger”. This is despite positive acknowledgment of the Mission’s human rights 

advocacy. The specific agency of Congolese authorities, therefore, constrains the Mission’s ability to 

implement its mandate. This was affirmed by Informant 4 who noted that Congolese ‘partners’ rarely 

come and ask the Mission for help, “it is always the other way around” with MONUSCO approaching 

Congolese authorities about the provision of support. According to the informant, this complicates 

the working relationship between the two ‘partners’ and the Mission’s ability and capacity to engage.  

To what extent then, is the agency or sovereignty of African actors negated in the context of 

MONUSCO’s engagement with the DRC government and other stakeholders in the country? Chapter 

Three highlighted how failure on the part of actors to observe different actors’ statist visions and 

projects results in dominant actors using various means to ensure compliance from others. Moreover, 

given statism as a logic of social organisation can be upheld and implemented by a multitude of actors 

simultaneously (i.e., it is polyvalent) as well as contested; competing efforts to enact statist or 

alternative norms in the service of divergent group interests are underpinned by a condition of 

indiscipline whereby statism’s polyvalence undermines each actor’s ability to hegemonise their 

particular statist visions as they face resistance. This helps to understand what is happening with 

regards to MONUSCO’s relationship with Congolese social forces and, in particular, the government. 

In other words, the Mission’s transformationalist approach to ‘state-building’ constitutes an effort to 

implement an alternative statist project to that of the Congolese government vis-à-vis the STAREC 

(see discussion Chapter Four). This creates a condition of indiscipline whereby the fact of statism’s 

polyvalence undermines the potential of the Mission’s own statist project to become hegemonic as 

Congolese authorities prioritise their own statist projects. The inverse is also true. What emerges then, 

is a complex picture of both the negation of African actors’ agency by virtue of the basic hegemony 

of statism as a Western logic of social organisation and the exercise of that very same agency in 
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maintaining this logic in the pursuit of divergent interests. Consequently, MONUSCO is both 

enabling and undermining the agency of African actors in the DRC; the two are not mutually 

exclusive. However, an interesting question remains: what are the implications of African actors 

exercising their agency and self-determination in the service of a Western logic of social organisation? 

The question will be examined later in the chapter.  

 

SADC and the conferral of brotherhood and legitimacy 

 

Compared to MONUSCO, SADC has a relatively straightforward relationship to Congolese 

stakeholders and, in particular, the government with regards to questions about sovereignty. As the 

previous chapters have shown, SADC’s preventionist approach to peacemaking is comprised of four 

pillars: (1) desecuritisation; (2) counter-securitisation; (3) non-interventionism; and (4) non-

prescriptive peacemaking. The first pillar means that, unlike MONUSCO and in order to ensure 

constructive engagement with DRC authorities, the organisation does not perceive the DRC as 

existing in a permanent state of insecurity and as requiring external intervention to transition from 

this state to one of ‘order’. SADC holds that a functional order already exists in the country and like 

Informant 2 said, the country is merely confronted with the challenges of post-independence nation-

building (see discussion in Chapter Four). The second pillar speaks to the organisation’s construction 

of extra-regional actors as potentially posing a threat to the stability and integrity of the Southern 

African region. This pillar performs the strategic function of deterring external interference in the 

region’s affairs by non-SADC actors.  

At the time of writing, this function has been starkly highlighted by the organisation’s 

opposition—supported by the DRC government—to the reconfiguration of the FIB to replace some 

troops with non-SADC members (SADC 2020), a reconfiguration which will likely occur without 

the UN taking into consideration SADC’s common position on the matter. This is despite the fact 

that while the FIB functions under the command and control of MONUSCO, since its inception, it 

has been a SADC force. These are the kinds of developments that preventionism’s pillar of counter-

securitisation seeks to deter and prevent. The third pillar of preventionism is, as highlighted in the 

fourth chapter, a result of the region’s historical experiences with extra-regional actors interfering in 

or negatively participating in the region’s affairs thereby precipitating instability, including in the 

DRC. Therefore, as an organisation, SADC has developed a strong culture of non-interference (i.e., 

exclusive territoriality) that results in the organisation’s aversion towards intervening in its members’ 

affairs. SADC places a high premium on territorial integrity and the right of its members to determine 

how best to govern and organise themselves as long as they do not contravene regional governance 

frameworks. The fourth and final pillar of preventionism is non-prescriptive peacemaking which 
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speaks to the organisation’s aim to consistently enable and respect the agency of its members as part 

of its efforts to address peace and security issues in the region (see discussion in Chapter Four).  

Each of these pillars and all of them combined illustrate the ways in which SADC orientates 

itself to Congolese stakeholders and, in particular, the government who is the organisation’s 

privileged stakeholder. It is the agency of the latter that the organisation principally promotes in the 

realm of peacemaking with armed groups and militias understood strictly as ‘negative forces’ that 

must be neutralised, including through the efforts of the FIB. The question of the implications of 

African actors exercising their agency and self-determination in the service of a Western logic of 

social organisation is, therefore, even more stark when examining SADC’s engagement with 

Congolese actors. However, before examining this question, it is important to further engage with 

SADC personnel’s understandings of the organisation’s position on these issues.  

According to Informant 1, “in the case of the DRC…there’s a legitimate government, there are 

legitimate institutions” in the country. Moreover, in terms of SADC’s presence in the country 

through, for example, the FIB and the liaison office, the organisation is “there to engage with the 

government” and “the government will make sure that [it] engage[s] directly with them.” This is also 

due to the fact that, as Informant 2 noted, SADC members are all members “on equal footing as long 

as they conform and comply to the Treaty and other instruments.” Informant 2 further noted “the 

brotherhood and legitimacy that membership to SADC confers on the country.” This emphasis on 

brotherhood speaks to the mutual accountability and consensus-building culture that animates the 

organisation which ensures that members can rest assured that their countries will not be engaged 

with by other members in ways that contravene their interests or sovereignty. Moreover, membership 

in the organisation can potentially shield relevant countries from criticism from non-members as 

member countries reap the rewards of preventionism’s counter-securitisation pillar. Informant 2 also 

highlighted that in addition to observing the organisation’s governance frameworks, members are 

also required to possess certain features that characterise a ‘state’, thereby betraying the 

organisation’s structuralism (see discussion in Chapter One). As Informant 2 put it: 

 
…one of the features of a state is mutual recognition and…sovereignty over and 

above…just independence, but mutual recognition of having similar features. So, if 

you’re not part of that collective and, you know, inasmuch as it’s not an absolute 

thing, those features should all be there, those features of the state. You know; the 

population, the government, monopoly over the use of force, not just government, 

but a functional one, and being a member of an intergovernmental organisation.  

 

The recognition of the ‘legitimacy’ of Congolese governance or organising processes is, as the 

discussion in Chapter Four showed, due to the fact that SADC’s preventionist approach to 
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peacemaking means that it does not call into question the extant political order in the country. As 

such, the legitimacy of the country’s political order is never in question at any point in time. This is 

also due to the fact that the conferral of such legitimacy is not based on the experiences or perceptions 

of the Congolese population but, rather, that of the leaders or dominant social actors of SADC 

countries that constitute the organisation’s membership. As an intergovernmental organisation, 

SADC governments in general, and not just that of the DRC, are the organisation’s primary 

stakeholders. The criteria for the conferral of both brotherhood and legitimacy are, therefore, loose 

given the organisation’s position that most African countries, including the DRC, are still addressing 

the ongoing challenges of post-independence nation-building. This means that even on a structuralist 

account of statism (i.e. one that regards ‘the state’ as an empirical unit of analysis or useful analytical 

concept with a tangible referent object), the organisation is not strict in its requirement that members 

meet the features of a ‘state’ that partly allow for mutual recognition, as Informant 2 noted. In other 

words, it does not subscribe to notions of an ideal-typical statist project. SADC’s principal aim due 

to the region’s historical experiences is, therefore, as stated above, to enable the agency of its 

members and, in particular, dominant social forces. As Informant 2 highlighted: 

 
…the outlook and the desire is to ensure that there are peaceful solutions to all 

differences and to see the welfare of all member states, that may all member states 

enjoy that prosperity and that all of this is realised without infringing on the 

sovereignty of each member state. 

 

This sentiment also makes sense given SADC’s broader efforts to foster regional integration 

across a range of sectors. At the time of the interview, which took place in April 2019, Informant 2 

spoke of a pending SADC mechanism called the SADC Mechanism on the Engagement of Non-State 

Actors which, at the time, existed in draft form. The aim of the mechanism would be to provide 

guidelines for how to engage with non-governmental actors in the region for mutual benefit. Due to 

this, Informant 2 was of the view that definitions of SADC as an organisation needed to be fine-tuned 

to specify which SADC is being referred to any given point in time. This is because: 

 
There’s SADC the Secretariat which is just there to implement the decisions of the 

[Summit of Heads of State and Government], and there’s SADC the member states 

who are there from the mandate that they’re given by their citizens to go and 

represent them at the collective and they make decisions which are often seen as, 

“SADC said this”, and it’s them. Then there’s the citizens on the ground, in each of 

these member states. They are another layer of SADC, so there’s three SADC’s. We 

need to get that very clear: what is this animal called SADC? If that is very clear, 

then we are better placed and again just like the functioning of parliaments, SADC 
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itself as an entity is only as good as the decisions of the Summit of Heads of State 

and Government at any given time. They may decide in their wisdom to choose 

whatever courses of action and that’s what actually become the SADC position. 

That’s what determines its success or its lack thereof. 

 

This was an important point to raise for Informant 2 as an officer of the Secretariat. It is also a 

point that allows us to put into greater perspective the organisation’s preventionist approach to 

peacemaking given it is an approach that was principally determined by the heads of government of 

SADC members. As such, these leaders have an incentive to create regional governance frameworks 

and approaches to engaging on regional peace and security matters that will safeguard their interests 

at any point in time by ensuring non-interference in their internal affairs. Despite this, Informant 1, 

who also works for the SADC Secretariat, was of the view that it is well-empowered, but that “just 

like any other regional economic communities on the continent, we come up with programs, with 

plans which should be implemented, but you know the final say is with the member states.” This 

highlights that insofar as the Secretariat works according to as Informant 1 put it, “a work plan that 

has been drafted and approved by management”, it still has the ability to significantly influence the 

decisions of the heads of government, including to potentially challenge the privileged position of 

governments as stakeholders. The pending SADC Mechanism on the Engagement of Non-State Actors 

supports this claim.  As such, it would not be sufficient to level criticism at the organisation’s highest 

decision-makers alone in terms of the three demarcations of SADC articulated by Informant 2.  

The preceding discussion has, therefore, highlighted that when it comes to SADC, the 

organisation principally seeks to enable the agency or sovereignty of its members and, in particular, 

that of governments. It seeks to curtail any efforts to undermine such agency, which is why the 

proposed mechanism for the engagement of non-governmental actors is particularly notable. If SADC 

is a three-tiered ‘animal’, then to what extent would the interests of the citizens of SADC members 

inform the work of the organisation through the proposed mechanism, including as relates to 

peacemaking? Conflicts can be expected, which leads us to the second question introduced in this 

chapter: what does it mean for African actors to exercise their agency and self-determination in the 

service of statism, a Western logic of social organisation? As shown in chapter two, in the Western 

or Euro-American imaginary, one of the dimensions of ‘sovereignty’ is that of the form that authority 

takes. To frame this as a question, what is the basis on which actors or societies can be considered 

‘sovereign’? From this perspective, actors can only be considered sovereign if they possess particular 

properties. If the basis or grounds on which sovereignty claims can be made is perceived to be lacking, 

then this can be understood to undermine the ‘form’ that sovereignty takes, for example, ‘statehood’. 

As such, SADC’s position on the ‘features’ that result in the organisation conferring both brotherhood 
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and legitimacy on members is demonstrative, much like MONUSCO, of the organisation’s 

entrapment in Western modes of thinking, doing, and knowing. For SADC, Africans’ exercise of 

agency or self-determination is only comprehensible insofar as they are upholding or enacting statist 

norms as part of the maintenance of statist political orders. Therefore, much like with MONUSCO, 

what emerges is a complex picture of both the negation of African actors’ agency by virtue of the 

basic hegemony of statism as a logic of social organisation as well as the affirmation of African 

agency. This reveals that African agency should not be romanticised as an essentially positive force.  

 

The devil is in the details: The case for post-statist legitimation 

 

Chapter Four highlighted the high levels of human rights violations and abuses that continue to 

characterise the DRC in the context of MONUSCO and SADC’s peacebuilding and peacemaking 

efforts. This chapter has further highlighted that MONUSCO’s inability to enact substantive changes 

to this state of affairs can partly be explained by the nature of its relationship and engagement with 

Congolese stakeholders and, in particular, the government. The simultaneous negation and 

affirmation of Congolese actors’ agency on the part of the Mission is, therefore, due to this 

relationship as well as the organisation’s inability to implement a broader transformationalist mandate 

which is also a result of the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the Mission’s concept of 

‘stabilisation’. These challenges compound to reproduce the instability confronting the DRC as the 

Mission and the country’s government conflict in their efforts to implement different statist visions 

or projects with the Congolese government’s agency emerging on top as the earlier discussion in the 

chapter highlighted. Therefore, the transnational negotiation of sovereignty and the coloniality of 

statism result in a complex picture of agency that does not allow the romanticisation of Congolese 

agency in the contemporary global episteme which is characterised by the dominance of a Euro-

American logic of social organisation, internalised though it has been by a multitude of African 

actors. 

As relates to SADC, the organisation’s continued inability to call into question the extant 

political order in the DRC similarly undermines its ability to engage with all Congolese stakeholders 

towards substantive peace, justice, and change. This is despite the fact that, as discussed in Chapter 

Five, Informant 2 acknowledges that statism is a Western logic of social organisation as well as 

MONUSCO personnel’s calls for a new system of governance. Thus, this chapter has further 

illustrated that SADC’s inability to similarly call for a new system is due to the nature of its 

relationship with Congolese authorities and, in particular, the government, which is the organisation’s 

privileged stakeholder. The chapter has further supported the argument presented in Chapter Five that 

both organisations’ inability to adopt post-statist approaches to peacebuilding/making is due to their 

combined inability to disavow the primary structuralist concept of ‘the state’. Moreover, the fact that 



    162 
 

both organisations’ work results in the concurrent negation and affirmation of the agency of African 

actors in the DRC, with that of dominant social forces in the country emerging on top also means that 

African actors are equally the drivers of the instability confronting this country. This is because their 

interests and self-understandings have become intertwined and dependent upon the continued 

enactment of statist norms in the building and maintenance of social order. To that extent, statism is 

no longer strictly and singularly a Western logic of social organisation by virtue of its ongoing and 

active adoption by African actors.  

Indeed, African actors have a stake in maintaining the structuralist idea and illusion that it is 

possible to do ‘state-building’ better instead of problematising statism in and of itself. For African 

actors and, in particular, those exercising authority in some form (e.g., governments, armed groups, 

opposition political parties); the deployment of structuralist conceptualisations of statism performs 

the strategic function of safeguarding their interests and restricting the transformative potential of 

external actors’ peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts. For those African actors who do not exercise 

authority in one form or another, their entrapment in statist societies and the modes of thinking and 

doing thereof constrains their ability to call statism into question and demand the organisation of their 

societies along post-statist pathways—though this is not impossible. This is why, as highlighted in 

the discussion in Chapter One, on the processual-relational account of statism developed in this thesis, 

emphasis is placed on agency alone. This emphasis allows us to highlight the dialectical relation 

between agency and process, with order understood to be epiphenomenal to agency and the enactment 

of statist norms. Thus, African, including Congolese actors’ exercise of agency and the attendant 

enactment of statist norms results in exclusivist, hierarchical, coercive, oppositional, and 

assimilationist organising processes and unstable political orders characterised by high levels of 

human rights violations and abuses. 

This state of affairs, compounded with the activities of external statist peacebuilding and 

peacemaking actors (i.e., MONUSCO and SADC), gives rise to and reinforces the existence of 

different, yet complementary, competing and/or overlapping statist visions and projects. As such, it 

is paradoxical, given their statist character, to call MONUSCO and SADC peace actors because they 

are also contributors to the very instability and violence that characterises the DRC by virtue of their 

acceptance and observance of statism as a logic of social organisation. As discussed in Chapter One, 

this ongoing process of statist hegemonic stabilisation by each of these actors is necessarily 

accompanied by a destabilisation drive. This means that the use of pressure by any actor to ensure 

that other statist actors uphold different statist visions will result in the further diminishment of the 

tenuous legitimacy or authority that such social orders and the various actors thereof enjoyed in the 

first instance. This is why Dr Gladys Mokhawa of the University of Botswana argued (see thesis 

introduction) that it is in: 
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the way in which governments assume that they are protecting individuals that they 

are creating insecurity in the process. Yeah, they are insecuring [sic] them in the 

process of securing them. If we continue to build structures, to build practices and 

processes, you know, geared towards really dealing with some of the problems that 

we see that do not speak to the issues or to people’s demands and concerns, we will 

continue to, I mean in the process we’re creating more insecurity.  

 

This is also why post-statist norms and modes of creating peace and organising society are 

necessary. The history of conflict and instability in the DRC discussed in Chapter Three is due to 

various actors, both internal and external alike’s efforts to secure and/or safeguard their interests 

partly through representations of themselves as securing and protecting the larger Congolese 

population. It is in light of this that this chapter has further demonstrated that the structuralist concept 

of ‘the state’ undermines the design and implementation of effective responses to peace and security 

challenges in the DRC. Moreover, it results in the entrenchment of oppositional forms of political 

authority and power contestation which are further reinforced through the peacebuilding and 

peacemaking efforts of organisations such as MONUSCO and SADC in the types of stakeholder(s) 

with whom they prioritise engagement. The following, concluding chapter of this thesis will, 

therefore, discuss the post-statist norms in accordance with which these organisations as well as 

Congolese actors can adopt as part of future peacebuilding/making efforts. 
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CONCLUSION: The articulation of a new mode of social organisation 

 

The case for non-violence 

 

The discussion in the preceding chapters has revealed that both MONUSCO and SADC as well 

as the DRC government (dominant actors), amongst others (militias enacting statist norms through, 

for example, armed violence and territorial claims), are statist actors. That is, while espousing 

different priorities about how best to address the peace and security challenges confronting the 

DRC—most stark in the case of MONUSCO’s ISSSS framework—they each promote the continued 

enactment of the statist norms discussed in Chapter One. As such, given the fundamentally unstable 

character of statism as a logic of social organisation as demonstrated in Chapters One and Three alike, 

statism is also a fundamentally violent logic of social organisation. This begs the question: if we are 

to advocate for the disavowal of this logic as a mode of social organisation, including as part of 

peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts, what precisely is ‘violence’?   

To paraphrase Butler (2020: 7), we must “accept the difficulty of finding and securing the 

definition of violence when it is subject to instrumental definitions that serve political interests and 

sometimes [statist] violence itself”, regardless of whether or not it is dominant or non-dominant social 

actors enacting or upholding it. Nevertheless, to say that statism as a logic of social organisation is 

intrinsically or fundamentally violent and, consequently, unstable, is to acknowledge and recognise 

the need to disavow it in how we organise our societies without committing ourselves to the claim 

that post-statist social orders would necessarily be free of conflict. It is simply to recognise that we 

ought to organise our societies in accordance with an ethic of nonviolence if we are to successfully 

address the peace and security challenges confronting the world and countries such as the DRC. As 

Butler would ask, who or what is the ‘Self’ being defended in the name of self-defence and self-

preservation through the upholding of statist norms such that security institutions like the military, 

police, and navy, for instance, would be required and, consequently, ‘security sector reform’ where 

these are perceived to be underperforming or malfunctioning? Not only this, but how “is that self 

delineated from other selves, from history, land or other defining relations” (2020: 9)? Practically, is 

it possible to imagine societies wherein these institutions would function absent the statist norms of 

coercion and oppositionality? 

Arguing for the disavowal of statism as a logic of social organisation and the adoption of 

nonviolent modes requires recognition that “an ethics of nonviolence cannot be predicated on 

individualism, and it must take the lead in waging a critique of individualism as the basis of ethics 

and politics alike” (2020: 9). As such, nonviolent and post-statist modes or logics of social 

organisation require “a critique of egological ethics as well as the political legacy of individualism in 

order to open up the idea of selfhood as a fraught field of social relationality” (2020: 10). Thus, a 
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general way of understanding the manner in which statism is a violent and unstable logic is to “assert 

in a general way that social dependency characterises life, and then proceed to account for violence 

as an attack on that interdependency” (2020: 16). The statist norms of exclusive territoriality, 

hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, and assimilation/integration are predicated on individualist 

commitments about the nature of the ‘Self’. Moreover, statist notions of community or of ‘the nation’ 

are further predicated on such commitments in ways that undermine our intrinsic interdependency on 

each other and our environment and so our obligations to one another to ensure equality, including in 

terms of the distribution of resources and wealth such that standards of the ‘liveability’ and 

‘grievability’ of lives, as Butler (2020) would say, are not uneven between actors. The processual-

relational account of statism developed in this thesis, therefore, allows us to see and acknowledge the 

ways in which statism is violent and, not only this, but the need for nonviolence as the primary 

organising ethic for our societies and the principal means through which equality and peace and 

security can be achieved. In particular, it allows us to interrogate the nature of the ‘support’ and 

‘dependency’ that is disavowed as part of furthering fantastic notions of ‘self-sufficiency’ as part of 

an ongoing enactment of social and political order in hierarchical ways (Butler 2020).  

In light of the negation of the subjectivities, norms, social orders, and agency of Africans 

through the colonial and post-independence securitising discourses and practices and in light of 

African actors’ own negation of their agency through the internalisation of these, it is even more 

important to ground peacebuilding, peacemaking, and social organisation efforts in African norms, 

values, and philosophies that have the potential to foster nonviolent and peaceful societies and 

relations. Ubuntu is one such African philosophy that is congruous with Butler’s work on 

nonviolence, and is found in most African societies and, in particular, the Bantu language groups of 

East, Central, and Southern Africa. The philosophy captures “the essence of what it means to be 

human” (Murithi 2009: 226). From an ubuntu perspective, human relations are fundamentally 

interdependent with one’s humanity further understood to be inextricably bound in that of others. As 

such, the possibility of an individualist conceptualisation of ‘the Self’ is foreclosed as personhood is 

only ever sensible in the context of one’s embeddedness in social relations, with one being defined 

through their relationships with others. As such, one’s (continued) being is dependent on and shaped 

by that of others. In this sense and in principle, the idea of ‘us’ versus ‘them’ that is characteristic of 

individualist philosophies is dissolved. So too is the singular ‘I’ in terms of ideas about personhood, 

including the constitution and satisfaction of one’s desires. Hence, as much as ubuntu is about identity 

being “defined through interactions with other human beings, it follows that what we do to others 

eventually feeds through the interwoven fabric of social, economic and political relationships to 

impact upon us as well” (2009: 226). 
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On this view, those who cause harm to others e.g., through the upholding and enactment of 

statist norms are entrapped by a distorted conception of the nature of their relationship to/with other 

human beings. As such, the philosophy of ubuntu highlights “the importance of building peace 

through principles of reciprocity, inclusivity, and a sense of shared destiny between different peoples” 

(2009: 227). Communal life is of central importance on an ubuntu framework. Therefore, as relates 

to conflict(s), the maintenance of positive social relations is the task of every member of society since 

all members of the community—both immediate and external—are inextricably linked. The term 

‘ubuntu’ can, therefore, be translated to mean nonviolent human interdependence or humanism. As 

such, what “it means to be a human being is, therefore, not some abstract notion, but actually what 

one has experienced before” (Waghid & Smeyers 2012: 12). Ubuntu “demands in the first place”, as 

relates to conflict(s), “an acknowledgment of human encounter that makes the dominant (violent) one 

answerable to the one against whom violence is perpetrated (2012: 14). In other words, “acting as an 

assemblage or multiplicity of people cannot happen under the name of ubuntu if such actions turn 

violent toward another” (2012: 14). This is due to the fact that “‘[a] person becoming a person in 

relation with other persons’ is in fact a condition of human interdependence that reviles a person 

acting violently against another person” (2012: 14).  

MONUSCO’s transformationalist approach to peacebuilding and the emphasis on ‘consensus’ 

of SADC’s preventionism, as well as efforts to articulate what ‘support’ entails from the purview of 

both organisations would be better served by a recognition that “equality is…a feature of social 

relations that depends for its articulation on an increasingly avowed interdependency” (Butler 2020: 

45, emphasis in original). However, such an avowal has to acknowledge that “the differential 

distribution of grievability has to be addressed if an ethics of nonviolence is to presume and affirm 

the equal value of lives” (2020: 58). This is so even in the case of non-dominant statist actors such as 

the armed groups which MONUSCO, SADC, and DRC authorities are looking to ‘neutralise’, both 

through violent force in order to preserve the latter’s claims to a ‘monopoly’ on the ‘legitimate’ use 

of violence and through DDR programs that see former combatants ‘reintegrated’ into the 

violent/coercive machinery of dominant actors in the country and the statist social fabric. Addressing 

peace and security issues, much like broader issues of governance which MONUSCO, through its 

transformationalist approach seeks to address, therefore, requires what Butler (2020) calls ‘an 

egalitarian approach to the value of life’, something which is central to ubuntu.  

Disavowing a violent and unstable logic of social organisation such as statism, including as part 

of peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts, demands recognition that if “we seek to preserve each 

other’s life…it is because we are already tied together in a social bond that preceded and makes 

possible both our lives” (2020: 93), rather than an attendance to narrow sets of individual or group 

interests. As such, both MONUSCO and SADC may be better served by refining the concepts central 
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to their respective approaches (stabilisation for MONUSCO, and consensus or mutual accountability 

for SADC) by examining the ways in which an ethic of nonviolence might better improve their ability 

to undertake any work that could be reasonably termed peacebuilding or peacemaking. As it stands, 

the use of these terms in relation to both organisations’ approaches is oxymoronic as peace cannot be 

reasonably achieved through the promotion and enactment of fundamentally violent and unstable 

norms. As such, in seeking to ensure greater conceptual clarity, including as a result of determining 

what the organisation’s key priorities in working with DRC social actors to establish peace and 

security are, MONUSCO may need to use nonviolence as a point of departure, including by making 

its new Community Violence Reduction (CVR) approach the bedrock and foundation on which to 

carry out, develop, and refine its renewed mandate (UNSC 2020). A community-based approach to 

“security and stabilisation measures and a flexible disarmament and demobilisation approach” (2020: 

12-13) that embeds the recommendations and nonviolence model developed here, is absolutely 

crucial to the achievement of positive peace and security outcomes in the DRC. The same applies for 

SADC if it is to cease being a statist regional organisation that primarily supports and seeks to 

maintain the power bases of dominant actors in the countries that constitute its membership, including 

the DRC.  

As it stands, without both organisations using nonviolence as their point of departure, whether 

or not they (de)securitise the DRC as part of their peacebuilding or peacemaking efforts becomes 

irrelevant since, ultimately, they both promote and uphold a violent logic of social organisation. As 

such, it becomes imperative to ask a further question of whether we can know violence “outside of 

the justificatory schemes by which it is approached” (Butler 2020: 123), in other words, through the 

ways in which it is justified. Moreover, “if those schemes furnish justifications for the violence of a 

legal system and regime as distinct from any counter-violence (which would be unjustified), then to 

what extent must we set aside those modes of justification in order to grasp the larger picture,” one 

in which statist social actors “and legal powers can justify their own violence as legitimate coercion 

and cast all forms of counter-violence as unacceptable violence” (2020: 123)? This brings us back to 

the question we opened this conclusion with: if we are to advocate for the disavowal of statism as a 

logic of social organisation, including as part of peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts, what 

precisely is ‘violence’?   

Violence, as highlighted in the above discussion, is the inability to accept the reality that one’s 

personhood and wellbeing is inextricably tied with that of other human beings such that one continues 

to uphold and enact the statist norms of exclusive territoriality, hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, 

and assimilation/integration as discussed in the first chapter of this thesis. The peace and security 

challenges confronting the DRC and the combined inability of MONUSCO and SADC to address 

these on their existing transformationalist and preventionist approaches to peacebuilding and 
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peacemaking, respectively, are due to this fact. The violence inherent to these statist approaches 

means that for the time being, neither organisation is a peace actor contrary to what the names 

attached to their efforts in the DRC suggest. Moreover, such violence and its continued embrace by 

both organisations prevents the adoption by each of them of post-statist approaches to peacebuilding 

and peacemaking. The following section, therefore, outlines a model of non-violence that has the 

potential to transform both organisations into post-statist peace actors as well as current approaches 

to social organisation on the African continent more broadly.  

 

The ripple model of nonviolence 

 

Figure 1 below highlights norms that can be considered the inverse of the statist norms of 

exclusive territoriality, hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, and assimilation as well as their 

relationship to each other. This relationship will be further discussed below; however, suffice it to 

say that these inverse norms highlight the extent to which we must set aside those justificatory 

schemes through which statist actors, dominant or otherwise “can justify their own violence as 

legitimate coercion and cast all forms of counter-violence as unacceptable violence” (Butler 2020: 

123). Not only this, but it highlights the role of an ubuntu ethic of nonviolence in the constitution of 

peaceful social orders, including as part of peacebuilding and peacemaking initiatives.  

The inner most circle in Figure 1 denotes an ethic of nonviolence as the foundational basis of 

any and all peacebuilding and peacemaking efforts. In this sense, nonviolence refers to our intrinsic 

dependency on each other and our environment and so our obligations to one another to ensure 

equality, including in terms of the distribution of resources and wealth such that standards of the 

‘liveability’ and ‘grievability’ of lives, as Butler (2020) would say, are not uneven between actors. 

As such, it also speaks to a commitment not to impose one’s will over others and not to promote the 

imposition of some sets of actors’ wills over other sets of actors. In this way, an ethic of nonviolence 

recognises the interdependency that intrinsically characterises our individuation and social relations 

and the need for and importance of their avowal. 

Nonviolence is a norm and ethic that is comprised of a set of recognitions about the nature of 

individuation that ought to consistently guide thought, actions, and behaviour, including one’s 

orientation towards others, the world, and oneself. In this sense, nonviolence acts as a behaviour-

shaping norm that underpins the five inverse non-statist norms of horizontalism, consensus-building, 

mutual accountability, freedom of expression, and inclusive territoriality. These norms are non-

sequential, but mutually constitutive. Moreover, the foundational ethic and norm of nonviolence is 

not only a value that informs the upholding and enactment of these sets of norms, but it is also a goal 

in and of itself. That is, it is both a desired goal as well as a means for the achievement of this end 

through the upholding and enactment of the aforementioned post-statist norms.  
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Figure 1 - The Ripple Model of Nonviolence 

                      

 

Borrowing from anarchist perspectives, a commitment to horizontalism follows from a 

commitment to nonviolence as a behaviour-shaping ethic, norm, and goal. In this context, a 

commitment to horizontalism is derived from a commitment to nonviolence. Here, horizontalism is 

opposed to hierarchy and is representative of a set of practices that are disconnected from any specific 

political centre and any notion of leadership that would recreate hierarchy (i.e., the concentration of 

power in one or a small number of actors). In this sense, horizontalism speaks to a commitment to 

‘leaderlessness’ as a way of approaching decision-making and how persons orient themselves towards 

each other and their environments (Bray 2018). As such, deliberation is central to horizontalism as a 

behaviour-shaping norm. Given this notion of horizontalism is derived from a prior commitment to 

nonviolence as enunciated above, it is ‘ideological’ in this loose sense; however, nonviolence as a 

‘loose ideology’ does not proscribe persons from a wide range of backgrounds e.g., class, gender, 

religious, racial, ethnic, or political – from upholding such horizontalism and the commitment to 

nonviolence that it reflects. Not only this, but a commitment to horizontalism, on this account, means 

a consistent commitment to the realisation of anti-oppressive outcomes so as to both ensure and 

uphold the equal grievability of lives as well as the interdependency that characterises our relations.  

Horizontalism calls for the normalisation of pluralism and multiplicity in not only the ways in 

which decisions about how best to organise societies are reached, but in the content of those decisions, 

all this to ensure that no single person or limited set of actors’ will is imposed upon another as 

hierarchy is built and/or maintained. The question may be asked of whether such horizontalism could, 

in fact, allow for existing inequities to be remedied. This is in fact, the very aim of horizontalism 
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derived from an ethic of nonviolence. It entails a recognition that equality ought to be treated as a 

goal towards which we must strive, whilst also necessitating upholding this fact given practices of 

horizontalism are equalising practices and given the commitment to non-oppressive outcomes. 

Horizontalism that is derived from an ethic of nonviolence is, therefore, anti-individualist, for at no 

point in time can any actor, including either a minority or majority group of actors, seek to make their 

will the rule of the day or law. Moreover, neither can actors seek to institute or perpetuate oppressive 

outcomes that undermine the equal grievability of lives e.g., no one would be able to persecute or 

deny people legal protections on the basis of their sexual orientation, gender identity, ethnicity, and/or 

religion, amongst other things. 

As such, consensus-building follows from horizontalism as a norm that shapes both behaviour 

and political practice in non-statist orders. It is the inverse of the statist norm of oppositionality and 

has as its principal aim the prevention and management of conflict through a prior commitment to 

the dissolution of hierarchy in decision-making practices and how actors orient themselves towards 

each other in not only their political lives, but their day-to-day lives as well. In this sense, consensus 

means that no decision relating to any matter is reached without the full agreement of all of those 

who would be affected by the decision. Again, consensus-building could not be used to maintain 

uneven and exploitative relations between actors in the global system. Consequently, this leads to 

mutual accountability as the third constitutive norm of post-statist social orders and is the inverse of 

the statist norm of coercion. If mutual accountability is one of the foundations of engagement between 

different sets of actors, rather than the use of coercion or even persuasion aimed at buttressing the 

interests of one set of actors over another, then that creates the conditions of possibility for reciprocal 

action aimed at safeguarding against oppressive outcomes or outcomes that would undermine the 

realisation of the equal grievability of lives in places where some lives do not register as lives, but as 

the subjects of ‘necessitas’ (Silva 2009). Thus, the fourth constitutive norm of the ripple model of 

nonviolence necessarily becomes freedom of expression, for it is not possible to uphold the prior 

constitutive norms as well as the ethic of nonviolence from which they are derived while limiting the 

extent to which persons can express themselves; however, such expressions have to uphold an ethic 

of nonviolence and attendant norms if nonviolence and so, peace, is to be achieved as an end as well. 

Consequently, inclusive territoriality stems from each of the aforementioned post-statist norms 

as a fifth constitutive norm of the ripple model of nonviolence. Given the salience of the norm of 

territoriality, it is highly unlikely that contemporary social orders would do away with this norm 

entirely. However, it is possible to envision scenarios wherein the exclusive territoriality that 

characterises statism is overturned. Inclusive territoriality recognises the strong sense of place that 

persons often develop such that bordered thinking emerges; however, it also regards as invalid any 

and all exclusive claims to territory given the dynamism of persons’ relationship to place as well as 
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the fact of exclusivity reinforcing the statist norms of hierarchy, oppositionality, coercion, and 

assimilation/integration. To the extent that persons can feel secure in both their sense of place and 

ability to inhabit other lands, this is a desirable, equalising outcome which can be secured through 

the dissolution of restrictive citizenship, border management, and private property regimes that place 

limitations on movement and the collective management of land.  

The enactment of each of these norms, grounded as they are in a foundational ethic of 

nonviolence as discussed above, subsequently produces a recurring ripple and circular effect 

whereby nonviolence is achieved as an end, one which is continuously ‘strengthened’ over time 

through the ongoing observance of the foundational ethic of nonviolence and its attendant norms (a 

cycle that is represented in Figure 1 above). How then, can the ripple model of nonviolence aid in 

understanding MONUSCO’s ambivalence towards the concept of ‘state weakness’ and SADC’s 

complete disavowal of this concept? How also can it aid us in thinking about the future of social 

organisation on the African continent? 

 

Applications of the ripple model of nonviolence 

 

Peacebuilding and peacemaking 

 

The ripple model of nonviolence refers to the co-constitutive nature of post-statist norms and 

how their enactment creates the conditions of possibility for nonviolence to emerge with the latter’s 

emergence reinforcing its counterpart norms and, consequently, strengthening the emergent post-

statist politico-economic and social order. On the ripple model of nonviolence, which was yielded 

through a processual-relational analysis of statism, the idea of ‘state presence’ mentioned by 

MONUSCO informants as desirable in Chapter Five becomes undesirable because it translates to the 

continued enactment of statist norms. As such, the ‘strengthening’ of the extant statist political order 

in the DRC through ensuring ‘state presence’ by not only neutralising armed groups, but reforming 

the security, judicial, economic, and political systems of the country become untenable. However, if 

we are to understand ‘strengthening’ from a processual-relational perspective as the ongoing and 

contemporaneous enactment of the ripple model of nonviolence by a multitude of actors—

MONUSCO, SADC, the DRC government, and non-dominant actors in the country, including armed 

groups—then we can begin to rethink the concept of ‘stabilisation’ using the ripple model as a point 

of departure. What, then, can ‘stabilisation’ look like on the ripple model of nonviolence?   

By taking the ripple model as a point of departure, we can understand ‘stabilisation’ as the 

diffusion of the norms of nonviolence as represented in Figure 1, through a Community Violence 

Reduction (CVR) approach, for example, as the Mission’s current mandate requires (UNSC 2020). 

This is because the primary issue MONUSCO is faced with is as Informant 1 (see Chapter Four) 
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observed, one of the ideas, concepts, and beliefs that MONUSCO upholds, promotes, and enacts in 

its work. By underpinning the Mission’s transformationalist approach to peacebuilding with the ripple 

model, the organisation would need to ensure a focus on horizontalism in engaging with both 

dominant and non-dominant actors in the country, with MONUSCO refashioned as an honest and 

trustworthy broker of peace that neither privileges engagement with nor the interests of dominant 

social actors (i.e., the DRC government). Moreover, ‘stabilisation’ would entail a commitment to 

consensus-building with all parties affected by and enacting violence in the country’s Eastern 

provinces in order to reach mutually-agreeable solutions around the habitation and management of 

land in inclusive terms. That is, MONUSCO must ensure that any and all claims to the governance 

and management of land by one set of actors over another, are eschewed so that all parties can 

successfully derive their livelihood from their shared lands. This would include community-centred 

consensus-building between the DRC government (i.e., dominant actor) and armed groups (non-

dominant actors) as well as affected populations, around how best to configure and ensure the 

continuation of this consensus-based approach to the governance of land, an issue which an official 

from MONUSCO highlighted in Chapter Five as being one of the main drivers of conflict in the 

country.  

As such, ‘stabilisation’ would also entail the disavowal of violence in MONUSCO and 

Congolese authorities’ engagement with armed groups. That is to say, MONUSCO would understand 

its role as being to facilitate dialogue between these sets of actors on how to jointly approach the 

management and governance of the land where armed groups are operating, with the concerns of all 

parties addressed. In this sense, armed groups must be engaged with every step of the way in 

determining the outcomes of DDR processes and efforts, with particular emphasis placed on what 

‘reintegration’ can look like outside of the dominant social actors’ (i.e., the government) security 

institutions, including by (former) combatants being given the opportunity to act as ‘peace 

ambassadors’ that actively engage the Congolese population and government on the drivers of armed 

conflict and conflict prevention. Moreover, efforts to ‘professionalise’ the country’s security 

institutions, ‘stabilisation’ in this regard, would entail focusing such efforts on the implementation of 

the norms of the ripple model in terms of both the internal dynamics of these institutions as well as 

their engagement with the broader Congolese populace as part of MONUSCO’s emergent CVR 

approach. 

Indeed, implicit in MONUSCO’s current efforts to ‘professionalise’ the country’s security 

institutions in order to mitigate human rights violations and corruption, is a tacit observance of the 

norms of nonviolence elucidated in Figure 1 above. A potentially fruitful avenue is examining how 

the policing and disciplinary functions of the country’s security sector can be performed without the 

use of coercion or force, but with restorative and rehabilitative engagement at the core of the sector’s 
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work e.g., training that equips service people with tools for effective dialogue with communities and 

armed combatants about their grievances and to use such dialogue as a means of conflict prevention 

both during and after-the-fact. MONUSCO can use a horizontalist, consensus-building approach to 

work with the FARDC and the broader Congolese security sector, SADC, the AU, and other actors 

working to address peace, security, and governance challenges in the country to determine an 

implementation and monitoring and evaluation plan for the dialogues and training that service people 

would undergo. The FIB could also be tasked with carrying out the same non-coercive functions, 

which may be pertinent given increased tensions in SADC-UN relations in light of efforts to 

reconfigure the FIB without SADC’s approval or consent (SADC 2020). 

As such, a further aspect of ‘stabilisation’ on MONUSCO’s transformationalist approach, 

would be the facilitation of dialogue about the reconstitution of Congolese political, judicial, 

economic, and security institutions to embed ongoing deliberation with Congolese on pertinent issues 

and policy so as to encourage both the diffusion and enactment of the norms of horizontalism, 

consensus-building, and mutual accountability. In this vein, MONUSCO would also facilitate the 

reconfiguration of Congolese political parties to ensure that the norms represented in the ripple model 

are adopted and inform the internal functioning of parties, including their engagement with Congolese 

(i.e., their constituents). Not only this, but MONUSCO can further advocate the amendment of the 

Congolese constitution to reflect an ongoing commitment to these norms so that they become 

inviolable and also serve to enshrine the role of Congolese in substantively determining the policy-

directions of their country beyond periodic elections. In doing so, MONUSCO can work with the 

DRC government, including to ensure that it begins the process of amending the constitution and 

reconfiguring the country’s decision and policy-making processes to ensure decisions are reached 

and made on the basis of nonviolence, horizontalism, consensus-building, mutual accountability, 

inclusive territoriality, and freedom of expression. The combined effect of this reconceptualisation of 

‘stabilisation’ would be the streamlining of MONUSCO’s peacebuilding efforts by providing clarity 

on the content of ‘stabilisation’ and those ideas, beliefs, and concepts that inform it. Moreover, it 

would ensure that MONUSCO is prioritising engagement will all relevant actors affected by the 

peace, security, and governance challenges confronting the DRC while facilitating engagement 

between these actors. As such, MONUSCO’s role would become that of a peace facilitator through 

the promotion of the enactment of the ripple model of nonviolence.  

On the other hand, SADC can build on its mediation, facilitation, conciliation, and consensus-

building culture by incorporating the ripple model into its preventionist approach to peacemaking and 

while coordinating with MONUSCO to achieve the above-stated stabilisation ends without 

compromising its non-interventionist ethos. In doing so, the organisation’s Politics and Diplomacy 

Sector can work with the Defence Affairs Sector to coordinate their efforts to support the redefinition 
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of the FIB’s functions from coercive to non-coercive. This should be an appealing course of action 

given the FIB will no longer be a purely SADC force despite the organisation’s efforts to maintain 

this regional character. Moreover, the organisation can explicitly incorporate the norm of 

horizontalism in how it engages with all Congolese stakeholders in order to ensure that it is not 

prioritising the interests of dominant social actors (i.e., the DRC government) over and above non-

dominant actors, including armed groups, as part of its peacemaking efforts.  Thus, given Informant 

2’s comment in Chapter Five about the DRC being at a stage of post-conflict reconstruction, SADC 

can, much like MONUSCO, understand its peacemaking role as that of facilitating the reconstruction 

of the country on nonviolent terms and in accordance with the ripple model. As such, the 

organisation’s focus would be the facilitation of engagement between the government (i.e., dominant 

actors) and the Congolese populace, opposition political parties, armed groups, and other non-

dominant actors. SADC would also coordinate its efforts with those of MONUSCO, with the AU, 

and other actors addressing peace, security, and governance challenges in the DRC. The combined 

effect of SADC strengthening its mediation, facilitation, and conciliation strengths in this way would 

be that SADC would subsequently be understood by Congolese and other regional observers as an 

honest and trustworthy peace facilitator that is not biased towards dominant sets of actors.  

The overall effect of grounding the work of the two organisations in the ripple model of 

nonviolence would be the development, in the DRC, of virtual legitimacy (Englebert 2000), which is 

the emergence of an understanding between actors inhabiting the DRC about the basis on which 

political authority is established and maintained, with everyone playing a key role in the 

determination of political and policy outcomes relating to a range of matters. Not only this, but it 

would also result in horizontal legitimacy (Englebert 2000), which refers to the emergence of a 

consensus around the community that would be subject to the implementation or enactment of the 

ripple model of nonviolence (i.e., all those inhabiting the DRC at any given point in time).   

This discussion has, therefore, demonstrated the ways in which MONUSCO’s ambivalence 

towards the concept of ‘state weakness’ and SADC’s disavowal of this concept provide fruitful 

avenues for reconceptualising the ways in which these organisations approach their peacebuilding 

and peacemaking efforts, respectively. Not only this, but it has further highlighted how increased 

‘state presence’ or the continued enactment of statist norms is fundamentally undesirable, while 

providing a fruitful avenue, through the ripple model of nonviolence, for the determination of a stable 

political order in the DRC. On the ripple model, Informant 1 (see Chapter Five) from MONUSCO’s 

calls for a ‘new system’ become viable without requiring the securitisation of the DRC that is inherent 

to the organisation’s existing ISSSS framework which also places MONUSCO in conflict with the 

country’s government while providing minimal guidance on how to address the multifaceted 

challenges confronting the country. Not only this, but Informant 2’s recognition (in Chapter Five) 
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that statism is a Western logic of social organisation combined with the ripple model of nonviolence, 

would provide the organisation with the means to engage various actors in the DRC on the 

‘reconstruction’ of the country in ways that do not reinforce Western or Eurocentric modes of social 

organisation. The next section addresses how these efforts can be supported by changes to the 

approach to post-independence nation-building, development, and continental integration that 

underpins the efforts of the African continent’s (sub)regional organisations.  

 

Revisiting the Casablanca bloc 

 

The arbitrary boundaries or borders drawn up by colonial powers (see Chapter Three) are often 

argued to have balkanised Africa (Touval 1967). During the 1950s and 1960s as decolonisation 

processes and movements were taking shape and were underway on the African continent, these 

borders were also regarded as a form of colonial humiliation that had to be abolished. However, the 

rejection of colonial borders eventually gave way to their near unanimous acceptance by the 

governments of newly-independent African countries. The OAU was established in 1963 and in the 

following year it crystalised respect for borders as they existed at the achievement of independence 

through one of its resolutions, partly as a response to emergent post-independence border disputes 

(Touval 1964). Prior to this, there existed two opposing blocs engaged in debates relating to the 

integration and/or unification of the continent in the post-independence period and the approaches 

thereof: the Casablanca bloc (comprised of 6 countries and led by Kwame Nkrumah of Ghana) and 

the Monrovia bloc (comprised of 24 countries and led by Nnamdi Azikiwe of Nigeria). The former 

advocated the immediate political unification of newly-independent African countries into a single 

larger organisational unit which would result in the creation of a federal African government.  

This position was premised on the understanding that the post-independence development of 

the African continent was dependent on complete unity in order to avoid the continued exploitation 

and oppression of the continent and its peoples by former colonial powers and other powerful actors 

in the global system. On the other hand, the Monrovia bloc preferred a conservative, cautious, and 

gradualist approach which emphasised economic integration through the creation of regional 

economic communities which would be strengthened over time, eventually resulting in a common 

African market and, the potential political unification of the continent. The OAU resolution affirming 

colonial boundaries entrenched the Monrovia bloc’s position whose continued influence can be felt 

today in the work of the AU, the OAU’s successor, and the continent’s many regional economic 

communities. However, today, the unification of the African continent envisioned by the Casablanca 

bloc in the form of a union or federal African government with a single army, currency, and people 

remains elusive as the Casablanca bloc’s approach and position is continuously negated and erased 

from the continent’s memory (Leshoele 2020).  
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The bloc’s recommendations for reconstructing and unifying the African continent can, 

however, be revisited and revised in order to formulate a ‘Casablanca Approach’ that is underpinned 

by the ripple model of nonviolence and the disavowal of statist norms. Such an approach could be 

championed by the AU at the continental level, including through amending the organisation and 

continent’s governing frameworks (i.e., the AU Constitutive Act) so that they can ensure the 

longevity and sustainability of the reconstruction efforts discussed in the previous section with 

regards to MONUSCO and SADC’s work as peace facilitators in the DRC.  

The Casablanca bloc effectively advocated for the unity of African ‘states’ rather than that of 

African peoples (Ayittey 2010). While the respective leadership of African ‘states’ would decide 

which aspects of their sovereignty to cede (Nweke 1987), a federation of the sort envisioned by the 

Casablanca bloc would have required them to give up powers relating to the establishment and/or 

maintenance of standalone armies, border management, the establishment and/or maintenance of 

individual currencies, and citizenship regimes. However, there would have been no requirement for 

the harmonisation of political systems, legal frameworks, policy, and decision-making processes. The 

Casablanca bloc also failed to propose the form continental government would take and the type of 

political system the continent could have. Moreover, the norms that would animate and underpin the 

creation of a larger continental organisational unit were not clarified beyond a broad commitment to 

unity, continental Pan-Africanism, anti-colonialism, and cooperation. A Casablanca Approach 

underpinned by the ripple model of nonviolence would emphasise a union of peoples, rather than a 

union of ‘states’ under the leadership of a single president (Wapmuk 2009).  

Given the dysfunction wrought by the current Monrovia Approach, including in the livelihood 

outcomes we see in countries like the DRC, the transformation of the AU into a continental 

government with a single security sector whose military would only exercise coercive force against 

aggression from external, non-African actors due to the inequalities that characterise the global 

system, and one where all African peoples enjoy a single citizenship, cannot happen immediately. 

However, the continent can begin to move in this direction through amending the constitutive legal 

documents of (sub)regional organisations and embedding within them the revised Casablanca 

Approach to continental unification. The continent can also begin to move towards the reconstitution 

of government and governance in African countries in accordance with the post-statist norms of the 

ripple model of nonviolence.  

The AU, therefore, needs to promote nonviolence, horizontalism, consensus-building, mutual 

accountability, inclusive territoriality, and freedom of expression in all of its legal instruments, 

including the Constitutive Act. It also needs to advocate for the reconstitution of African countries’ 

governments and governance, including through the amendment of their constitutions through 

inclusive processes, to reflect these post-statist norms. Regional economic communities will also need 
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to do the same. This is in order to ensure that the norms of the ripple model of nonviolence are upheld 

and enacted across the continent in all spheres of life as the continent transforms into a true African 

Union. Moreover, African peoples at all levels will need to promote, enact, and embody the ripple 

model of nonviolence in their organising and in their day-to-day lives, drawing on it as they put 

pressure on their governments for inclusive governance.  

 

Further recommendations 

 

In the absence of a commitment to the revised Casablanca Approach, MONUSCO and SADC 

can still go ahead with the process of embedding and reconstituting their work in accordance with the 

ripple model of nonviolence. These efforts have the potential to create ripples throughout the 

continent that will move it one step closer to the Casablanca Approach and the growth of the 

contemporaneous enactment of post-statist norms by a multitude of actors across the continent. It will 

be particularly important for both organisations to appreciate the value of the ripple model when it 

comes to engagement with armed groups and diffusing norms of nonviolence among combatants and 

affected communities while avoiding the use of the securitising language of ‘terrorism’ and 

‘insurgency’ that hinders dialogue. After all, the transformation of societies and political order—

much like the study of statism—requires that we understand norms in terms of their processual 

inscription in day-to-day life through actions and practices, reflexive strategic calculations, and the 

social, cultural, economic, and political routines their enactment gives rise to.  
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