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Abstract 

The conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) has lasted over 25 years and saw 

140 armed groups at its height. Conversely, other conflicts, such as the one in Nigeria, have never 

seen high levels of proliferation of armed groups. Why do some conflicts see the proliferation of 

armed groups, while others do not? The current literature fails to answer this question, as it 

overlooks the significant role of small-scale fluid armed actors who cause the recurrence of 

violence. I argue that functional ceasefires create favorable conditions for the proliferation of 

armed groups. Both qualitative and quantitative analysis provide strong evidence to support this 

argument. The results crystallize the downside of ceasefires, and suggest that further research 

should be conducted to fill this knowledge gap in the study of group emergence.   
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 1 

Introduction 

 The conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) has lasted over 25 years, 

despite the investment of more than ten billion dollars in peacekeeping operations (Menodji, 2013), 

the effort invested in achieving 31 peace agreements,1 and the tragic deaths of six million people 

(Merchant, 2020). The conflict, which began to overthrow a dictatorship, has burgeoned into a 

situation of complete chaos involving more than 140 armed groups. Most are weak, small-scale, 

village-based actors. However, these countless groups repeatedly destabilize the situation, and the 

numerous attempted interventions have turned into an ineffective cat-and-mouse chase. 

Meanwhile, other conflicts, such as the one in Nigeria, are not trapped in the same situation. There, 

the dominant armed actors remain dominant, without an apparent proliferation of other armed 

actors. Although Nigeria still confronts its ongoing conflict, the situation there is very different 

from that seen today in the DRC. What explains this difference? Why do some conflicts see the 

proliferation of armed groups, while others do not?  

The impetus for this study emerged from the humanitarian crises created by long-lasting 

civil wars. The conflicts in the DRC, Somalia, Sudan, and South Sudan have each lasted over ten 

years, despite countless efforts at resolution. None of these cases have escalated to total war, in 

which the conflict between the incumbent and the rebels escalated to the level of a regime change 

or total defeat. Rather, the violence level has remained relatively low, and regional. These lasting 

wars have, however, regularly outlasted the so-called “termination” of conflict through negotiated 

settlements. We might say that what we see today in these countries is the continuing recurrence 

of violence despite repeated attempts at resolution.  Not only do these wars continue to repeat 

 
1 This number is based on the Peace Agreement Database since 1990. It “includes agreements from a 
wider variety of negotiation practices - including some local agreements that are not associated with 
conflicts in which there have been more than 25 battle-related deaths.” See its website for further 
reference at https://www.peaceagreements.org/search  
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violent conflicts, but they are also fluid in terms of the array of conflicting parties. Although the 

fundamental conflict dynamic may remain the same—such as a conflict built around ethnic lines— 

these wars have often witnessed, over their history, the rise and downfall of numerous armed 

groups. Many groups have had short-lived and limited impacts, which makes it difficult to 

construct scholarly works or intervention strategies regarding them. However, I argue that these 

short-lived, small-scale, fluid groups are critical actors that contribute to a persistent violence that 

lasts even after a settlement. Each actor may have only a small impact upon the conflict dynamics; 

however, what matters is that the multiple small armed actors collectively contribute to the process 

of destabilization that returns a country to a conflict state. Furthermore, they can grow rapidly, 

becoming strong enough to spoil the situation in the future; function as military reserves; and/or 

foster a fragile environment in which violence is socially accepted.  

A review of past studies shows that the dynamics of small-scale actors have traditionally 

been neglected as a cause of recurrence of violence. The literature on persisting violence primarily 

looks at variations on ways to end conflict, or at issues implementation of the post-conflict 

settlement. Despite its other valuable contributions, when it comes to actor analysis, this literature 

tends to only take into account the most dominant or influential actors, such as spoilers and veto 

actors. Furthermore, scholars discuss the emergence of armed groups only in the context of the 

conflict onset or during conflict. What is overlooked in the literature is an analysis of how the 

mechanism of group emergence differs in the specific time period of the post conflict. In other 

words, despite the growing quantity of literature on the recurrence of violence in post-conflict 

periods, we know relatively little about the small-scale actors who emerge after conflicts and who 

have the potential to derail efforts at resolution. This knowledge gap leaves us with a critical 
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question: what factors drive the emergence of small-scale actors, and why do these actors seem to 

emerge just as existing conflicts are winding down? 

In this thesis, I argue that functional ceasefires create favorable conditions for the 

proliferation of armed groups for the following reasons: First, I assume that in the contested areas, 

there are always ongoing conflicts among dominant armed groups. This contestation sends a 

deterrent signal to future competitors that group formation is costly. As a result, for political 

entrepreneurs aiming to organize a new rebel group, information obtained by observing power 

games among existing actors informs their beliefs about the underlying risks associated with 

competition. By defeating a weaker group, a stronger group can demonstrate its capability and 

willingness to fight against competitors, disincentivizing future challenges. Thus, ongoing conflict 

dynamics can create circumstances that deter future group emergence. However, once a ceasefire 

has been agreed among conflicting parties, and has, in fact, become functional, the ceasefire 

prevents agreeing actors from engaging in further violence. This inhibits them from credibly 

committing violence against latent armed groups, resulting in the disruption of the deterrent effect 

that they formerly had. As a result, the risk associated with group formation is reduced, creating 

more favorable conditions for group proliferation.  

 In my argument, I conceptually differentiate between established groups, who constrain 

future group emergence through deterrence, and emerging groups, who are deterred from forming 

by established actors. To borrow the definition of a prior study, non-state armed actors are 

understood as organizations that are “(i) willing and capable of using violence for pursuing their 

objectives and (ii) not integrated into formalized state institutions such as regular armies, 

presidential guards, police, or special forces. They, therefore, (iii) possess a certain degree of 

autonomy with regard to politics, military operations, resources, and infrastructure” (Hofmann & 
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Schneckener, 2011, p. 2). This definition requires groups to be organized in such a way that they 

have a certain degree of autonomy, as opposed to being random groups of people. Following this 

definition, I exclude recorded actors that have been given such vague and generic labels as 

“protests” or “unidentified actors.” Although it is not impossible that these generic names may be 

the result of a reporting bias, given the small scale of their operations, this study excludes them as 

they are likely to be unorganized, and it is not technically possible to identify them as groups from 

the information available.  

To test the argument, I employ mixed methods, accompanying case studies with 

quantitative analysis using large-N datasets. For case studies, I use two cases from conflict in the 

DRC: the 2002 ceasefire in  the Ituri region, and the 2009 ceasefire in the North Kivu region. The 

first case is one in which a ceasefire was successfully implemented, while the latter involves a 

failed ceasefire that did not constrain the agreeing actors from engaging in violence. Because  the 

DRC is a site where a significant number of rebel groups have been active, I assume that 

contestation among dominant groups works as a deterring signal for latent groups. In such an 

environment, this theory predicts the rise of new groups in the case of 2002, while it predicts no 

significant change in the case of 2009.  

Along with qualitative analysis, I test the argument via a quantitative approach. The 

dependent variable here is emerging groups in Africa, while the independent variable is the 

ceasefire. The conceptual definition of an armed group is well operationalized by the Uppsala 

Conflict Data Program (UCDP) Georeferenced Event Dataset, which includes a threshold of 25 

battle-related deaths in a year, or by the Armed Conflict and Event Dataset (ACLED) without the 

threshold. I leverage this measurement difference as a proxy to identify established and emerging 

actors. The groups tracked by the UCDP are likely to be strong or dominant groups in a region, 
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which I call established groups. On the other hand, small-scale, short-lived and fluid actors which 

I assume have been deterred by dominant actors may not meet the UCDP’s threshold, but should 

appear in the ACLED, which has a wider scope of reporting. Although I assume actors recorded 

in the UCDP is generally large-scale, dominant, or strong groups compared to those in the ACLED, 

this is not to state that every actor in the UCDP is dominant or strong, because, technically, only 

one attack could cause more than 25 battle-related deaths and the success of this attack may not 

correlate with how this group is strong. Yet, in this analysis, I treat actors in the UCDP as 

established groups who are likely to deter latent groups to emerge, because this possible 

measurement issue does not alter the results of an analysis. For the quantitative analysis, only 

actors on the ACLED but not on the UCDP will be taken into consideration as a dependent variable. 

Thus, small-scale emerging actors who may be in the UCDP will be eliminated from the analysis. 

If results confirm the argument with this data, it implies that the results are even robust because 

the actual number of emerging actors may be bigger than what I use for analysis due to the 

measurement issues. It is important to note that I assume the theory applies to any armed group, 

regardless of its side during conflict. In contested areas where multiple actors are competing on 

both the incumbent and the rebel sides, the mechanism of deterrence, and the disruption thereof 

caused by a functional ceasefire, will equally impact latent groups on both sides. Thus, any non-

state armed actors on ACLED but not the UCDP are used as the dependent variable regardless of 

their sides. For the independent variable, I use the Peace Agreement Database (PA-X). Given not 

all ceasefires are effective and, in fact, often they are broken by agreeing actors, the research needs 

to incorporate to what extent a ceasefire was effective. Based on the typology of ceasefires which 

differentiates them based on the level of constrains; cessation of hostilities (CoH), preliminary 

ceasefire, and definitive ceasefire,  I use the last two for analysis as means to incorporate effective 
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ceasefires. The PA-X indicates the level of the enforcement mechanism of each ceasefire 

agreement,  which I leverage to judge the functionality of the ceasefire. I control for, first, the 

intensity of a conflict of a country-year, and, second, the number of established groups recorded 

in the UCDP. The intensity of a conflict is likely to affect the decisions made regarding ceasefire, 

as well as the likelihood of political entrepreneurs to try to organize new groups. Likewise, the 

number of established actors who have recorded more than 25 battle deaths in a year could impact 

both variables, because those actors may include main groups who will be targeted by interventions 

as well as those who deter political entrepreneurs from organizing a new group using the deterrence 

signal. With these variables, I expect the model has a positive coefficient on the independent 

variable with statistical significance. 

The argument is supported by both qualitative and quantitative results. The case study 

clearly presents armed group proliferation in the case of 2002, while in the case of 2009 no such 

proliferation occurs. Detailed process tracing in the former case illustrates how political 

entrepreneurs avoided organizing new armed groups while dominant groups were engaging in 

conflict, and how they decided to emerge once those dominant groups were constrained by a 

ceasefire. On the other hand, the failed ceasefire of 2009 did not present the emergence of armed 

groups, as the nominal ceasefire did not constrain the agreeing parties and they did not stop 

committing violence. This qualitative results were well supported by regression analysis. The 

multivariate regression models supports my argument with statistical significance. The model 

shows a significant coefficient that any type of ceasefire increases emerging groups by 1.3. 

Furthermore, a model using only ceasefires with an enforcement mechanism demonstrates that 

such a ceasefire contributes to an increase of 3 emerging groups, although the statistical 

significance is slightly lower than the conventional level.  
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Given the findings provided by both qualitative and quantitative analysis, this study serves 

to crystallize a downside of ceasefires, which has been less frequently studied or discussed. It 

illustrates that, in fact, we do not know much about what we are doing, despite the fact that 

negotiated settlements have become one of the major instruments of conflict intervention since 

1990 (Howard & Stark, 2018), and that 90% of negotiated settlements involve ceasefires.2 This 

result suggests that further research should be conducted to fill in the gaps in our knowledge 

regarding the study of group emergence in the post-conflict period, and that, in cases where the 

emergence of new groups is highly likely to be triggered by a ceasefire, any intervention should 

be accompanied by resources devoted to analyzing and responding to potential latent groups.  

This paper is divided into eight sections. Following this introductory section, I review the 

current related literature in section two, and provide a detailed theoretical explanation of my 

argument in section three. After describing my research design in section four, I present the case 

studies and quantitative analysis in sections five and six. Discussion in section seven, and the 

broader policy implications in section eight, conclude the paper. 

 

 

Current Understandings of Group Emergence 

 What explains the persistence of violence even after conflict has ceased? One traditional 

approach to addressing the causes of recurring violence is looking at how a civil war ends. This 

includes a finding that rebel victories are more decisive (Cunningham et al., 2009; Quinn et al., 

2007; Toft, 2010), while others argue that outside and foreign intervention cause prolonged wars, 

repeating the violence (Luttwak, 1999). Another perspective attributes the persistence of  violence 

 
2 According to the PA-X dataset, out of 1832 peace agreements, 1649 agreements involved a ceasefire. 
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to failures of implementation in the war-ending process. From this point of view, spoilers (Stedman, 

1997) or veto actors (Cunningham, 2006) are the parties who reignite a conflict. Also, an increasing 

amount of literature examines the weak institutions and lack of economic development after a 

settlement that may allow a war to reignite (Quinn et al., 2007; Brancati & Snyder, 2013; Walter, 

2015; Loyle & Appel, 2017). Finally, ongoing competition among former armed groups over 

interests such as power-sharing and electoral results have also been seen as sparking conflict 

resurgence (Cammett & Malesky, 2012; Brancati & Snyder, 2013). Although each argument and 

finding differs, all are similar to the extent that they focus on the dynamics of existing conflict 

actors. Spoilers and veto actors are already engaging in armed conflict, irrespective of whether 

their existence or activities attract attention. Similarly, inter-rebel competitions that reignite 

violence occur among armed actors who have already established their involvement, and who have 

been active during the course of the conflict. However, when we think through how violence 

reignites, it raises the question: why should we limit our scope only to actors who have previously 

established their engagement in this conflict? What is missing in those arguments is those who 

start engaging in rebellion after the initial violence has already ceased. The current literature 

explains the recurrence of violence perpetrated by existing armed actors, but not that newcomers 

who become armed groups, and start contributing to the ongoing violence, after the initial, primary 

conflict has ended. 

 The conversation around armed-group emergence, on the other hand, has developed in the 

context of specific social circumstances, as well as specific organizational development. In the 

case of the former, scholars have found that armed actors are formed through radicalized social 

movements fueled by policing (Della Porta, 1995), socioeconomic conditions that favor 

insurgency (Fearon & Laitin, 2003; Goldstone et al., 2010), or marginalization and inequality 
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between ethnic groups (Cederman et al., 2011; Wimmer et al., 2009). On the organizational-

development front, a recent study presented the role of parent organizations (Braithwaite & 

Cunningham, 2020). Although these studies have made significant contributions toward 

explaining how rebel groups are activated, they failed to make clear distinctions regarding the 

timing of their emergence. Careful analysis of when, precisely, groups emerge during the conflict 

lifecycle—at the onset of, during or after the conflict—is yet to be conducted. The implication is 

that these analyses’ underlying assumption is that the mechanism of group emergence is the same  

at any given point; the other alternative is that they have paid little attention to the differences 

among mechanisms. This is problematic, in that it leaves us with a situation in which, on the one 

hand, we have ample literature studying the recurrence of violence in one specific period (the post-

conflict period, after the initial violence has ceased), but, on the other hand, we know very little 

about how armed actors emerge in this period in places where violence persists. This knowledge 

gap raises a critical question: What factors drive the emergence of small-scale actors, and why do 

these actors appear to emerge just as existing conflicts are winding down? 

 

 

Argument 

I argue that ceasefires create favorable conditions for new violent organizations to emerge 

in contested areas due to the following mechanism. First, I assume that in contested areas, the 

ongoing contestation among dominant armed groups sends signals to future latent competitors that 

group formation comes with a cost. For political entrepreneurs aiming to organize their own rebel 

groups and start rebellions, the information they learn through observing power games among 

existing actors matters, as it indicates that there are underlying risks associated with entering into 
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competition. By defeating a weaker group in the area, a stronger group can demonstrate its 

capability and willingness to fight against competitors, thus disincentivizing future challenges. 

Thus, ongoing contestations can create circumstances that deter future group emergence. However, 

when a war enters a stalemate phase, and once a functional ceasefire is agreed among conflicting 

parties, this prevents agreeing actors from engaging in further violence. This inhibits them from 

credibly committing violence against latent armed groups, which then results in disrupting the 

deterrent effect they formerly had. As a result, the risk associated with group formation is reduced, 

creating conditions for novel group emergence. In this section, I first underscore some of the 

theoretical conditions of civil war, and then explain how contestation among existing groups deters 

new groups from emerging. Finally, I outline how ceasefires inhibit the deterrent effect and result 

in encouraging the formation of new groups. 

 

3.1 Deterrent Effect 

Conflict environments are typically not dyadic, but are, instead, complex phenomena 

(Kalyvas, 2003). Civil war is rarely a pure dyadic dispute consisting of two parties; rather, it tends 

to be a multi-actor conflict in which a number of armed actors contest, form an alliance, or 

consolidate while involving civilians. In such a situation, I assume that there are always latent 

political entrepreneurs seeking opportunities to organize individuals and resources to pursue their 

interests by forming armed groups. Their motives for doing so may vary, from political demands 

to security concerns, grievances, or opportunism. These political entrepreneurs will form a group 

whenever it becomes possible. Thus, a civil war is not a power game of simple dynamics involving 

already-existing actors, but rather involves unseen future actors who will emerge when conditions 

allow.  
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In a conflict environment where multiple actors are competing, I assume that latent groups 

are inhibited from manifesting due to ongoing conflicts among existing groups in the region. Past 

research on the topic of contestation among groups has revealed that inter-rebel conflict becomes 

more likely when one side is stronger or weaker compared to other groups (Fjelde & Nilsson, 

2012), and the incentive to engage in contestation becomes higher when many groups exist in the 

contested area, due to the need to eliminate competition (Bakke et al., 2012). These findings 

suggest that existing groups are incentivized to engage in conflicts to compete with rivals and 

secure their resources as well as asserting their superiority over other groups. 

However, the current literature overlooks one important function provided by these 

competitions in contested areas: deterring future competitors. Not only do inter-rebel conflicts 

shape the power dynamics of existing armed actors, but they also affect the future emergence of 

competing groups.  For deterrence to work, a potential attacker needs to be convinced that the 

deterrer can and will execute its threats if the attack occurs. Specifically, three elements must be 

at play for deterrence to work: (i) the deterrer must be capable of attack, (ii) the deterrer must be 

willing to attack, and (iii) the potential attacker must believe the deterrer will attack (Danilovic, 

2002).  

In contested areas, I assume that a militarily strong organization exhibits this deterrent 

signal to latent groups by engaging in violence against existing, militarily weaker organizations. I 

assume this because, first, stronger organizations are motivated to engage in violence against 

weaker groups in order to eliminate rivals, secure resources, and ensure their political advantage 

(Fjelde & Nilsson, 2012; Bakke et al., 2012). Second, because stronger groups are able to eliminate 

weaker groups or push them from the region, competition makes it more difficult for weak 
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organizations to survive. Thus, by defeating weaker groups, strong actors demonstrate that they 

have the military capacity and willingness to drive other groups out of the region.  

 I assume that violent conflict with existing actors sends a credible signal that an 

organization will punish future challengers. For political entrepreneurs aiming to organize and 

form new competing organizations, information learned through observing power games among 

existing actors matters, as it informs their beliefs about the underlying risks associated with 

competition. Competition among existing groups increases the risks involved with forming a new 

group, and disincentivizes political entrepreneurs from doing so. Thus, conflict in contested areas 

deters the emergence of new groups. 

Previous research has shown that wartime territory can be divided into contested areas, 

which are not firmly under any actor’s control, and controlled areas, where one dominant group 

has total control (Kalyvas, 2006). I assume that the deterrent effect created by ongoing conflicts 

among existing actors is not seen in controlled areas. In controlled areas, dominant groups have 

supremacy in terms of military capability, resources, and/or governance. Thus, there exists no 

contestation among multiple actors of the kind that deters latent groups. Rather, because territorial 

control allows a group to have the information they need to selectively target defectors or betrayers, 

a dominant group can attack and neutralize them before actual defection (Kalyvas, 2006). Thus, in 

contrast to the dynamics in contested areas, I assume that in controlled areas, a dominant group 

deters a novel group from emerging by selective violence, not through competition with other 

groups. Thus, the arguments proposed in this paper do not apply to controlled areas, but only to 

contested areas.  
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3.2 Disruptive Ceasefires  

This deterrence mechanism is, however, weakened once functional ceasefires enter the 

picture. Ceasefires are informal or formal agreements of cessation of violence. Although not all 

ceasefires work to end violence, I argue that functional ceasefires place actors within an agreement 

in a dilemma: they need to decide between engaging in conflict to eliminate weaker groups and 

deter future rivals, or not engaging in violence in order to maintain the ceasefire and reap the 

potential payoffs of a negotiated settlement. Particularly when the likelihood of future payoff is 

high, ceasefires constrain agreeing actors from engaging in competitions with other actors. This 

makes agreeing groups unable to credibly commit to attack new groups, which eventually causes 

the previously-existing deterrent effect to unravel. As a result, the risk of forming a novel group 

becomes low for political entrepreneurs, resulting in the emergence of new organizations. 

Ceasefires are arrangements by or between conflict parties to stop fighting from a specific 

point in time (Govinda et al., 2019). Further categorizing ceasefires based on level of commitment, 

we can identify three types of ceasefires: cessation of hostilities (CoH), preliminary ceasefire, and 

definitive ceasefire (Govinda et al., 2019). A CoH is an informal arrangement to freeze fighting, 

without compliance mechanisms; this type of ceasefire is often agreed prior to the onset of official 

negotiations, to signal intent and build trust. Preliminary ceasefires are formal agreements, which 

include compliance and verifying mechanisms. Last, definitive ceasefires are formal ceasefires, 

which include not only compliance mechanisms but also disarming and demobilizing. Although 

any type of ceasefire could lead to the suspension of violence, I argue that official ceasefires—that 

is, preliminary and definitive ceasefires—are most likely to be functional and to contribute to long-

term cessations. First, unlike CoH, the other two kinds of ceasefire require, at a minimum, official 

agreements between conflicting parties with compliance mechanisms included. Thus, beyond their 
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purely voluntary efforts, each group commits to a ceasefire as a part of a longer-term decision. I 

assume that the fact that conflicting parties manage to agree on a formal ceasefire that will 

constrain their behavior demonstrates their intention to maintain such an agreement as long as 

possible. Second, because these cessations are usually associated with political negotiations, the 

implementation of ceasefires “plays a vital role in building sufficient levels of trust between the 

parties” (Govinda et al., 2019). Thus, not only compliance mechanisms but also ongoing 

negotiations incentivize conflicting parties to respect ceasefires in order to make negotiations 

favorable to them. As a result, I assume that preliminary and definitive ceasefires are likely to be 

kept, although CoHs tend to be broken easily.  

Long-lasting official ceasefires create opportunities for weaker or emerging groups to 

organize resources. Actors engaged in an ongoing ceasefire make a tradeoff between either 

attacking future competitors and disrupting the peace process, or doing nothing and allowing 

competitors to emerge. The agreeing actors are likely to resume fighting when the likelihood of 

reaching a negotiated settlement diminishes, while they are likely to maintain ceasefires at the 

point where a promise of payoff through negotiations seems high. Because, as described, formal 

ceasefires are generally associated with peace negotiations, they incentivize the actors to respect 

them in order to potentially gain benefits from the negotiations. In addition, the groups engaging 

in ceasefires are less likely to engage in armed confrontation, not only with groups within the same 

agreement, but also with other groups. This is because armed confrontation with other groups 

could provoke an unintended confrontation with them. Thus, formal ceasefires significantly 

constrain group military operations among agreeing actors, even though these groups still have the 

capability for such operations. 
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As a result, ceasefires disrupt the credibility of the deterrence signal that the dominant 

group formerly demonstrated. Because agreeing groups are less likely to engage in conflict when 

pinned down by a ceasefire agreement, latent armed groups are tacitly informed that the agreeing 

groups can but will not execute its threats. Thus, the belief that strong groups will attack weak and 

emerging groups loses all its credibility. Taking advantage of the lower risk of being targeted, 

latent groups are now incentivized to form novel groups and start insurgency. As a negotiated 

settlement becomes more likely, this credibility erodes even further, creating opportunities for new 

challengers to organize in the absence of deterrence signals.  

To sum up, the argument can be hypothesized as :  

H1: Once the initial conflict is ended via a ceasefire with an enforcement mechanism, a 

greater proliferation of actors is observed. 

 I assert that ceasefires are a critical factor that impacts new group emergence in the post-

conflict period. However, this is not to say that it is the only variable for new group emergence. 

As past studies show, socioeconomic conditions and conflict narratives also, simultaneously, 

contribute to their emergence. What I wish to highlight in this study is the less thoroughly analyzed 

effects of the ceasefire, rather than exploring all possible explanatory variables of new group 

emergence. This also means that my argument may not apply to conflict environments where the 

bar to forming armed groups is relatively high. To that end, I focus my analysis on countries in 

Africa, which makes it possible to control for many socioeconomic differences across regions. 
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Research Design 

Empirically, this paper employs mixed-methods analysis, combining a micro-level 

qualitative approach and a macro-level quantitative analysis. Qualitatively, I conduct process 

tracing on two specific cases of conflict in the DRC, articulating variations in how new groups 

emerged or did not emerge. This micro-level analysis, using two municipalities, provides details 

about context and mechanisms that help to validate whether the argument is plausible in specific 

circumstances. I use secondary data on the scholarly works, news articles, or policy proposals 

instead of conducting field research or interviews as the two cases occurred many years ago and 

they are both well documented.  Given that the cases were not randomly selected, and that they 

only describe sub-national trends, their generalizability are tested through multivariate regression 

analysis using large-N data in Africa. The concepts of established and emerging actors are 

operationalized by treating the groups in the UCDP dataset as established ones, while treating 

groups in the ACLED but not in the UCDP list as emerging groups. Assuming that the conditions 

for new group emergence has some variations depending on region, and given that 40% of all 

ceasefires since 19973 involve countries in Africa, this study looks at ceasefires and emerging 

groups in the region. This comprehensive approach enables us to observe sub-national level 

mechanisms of group emergence, as well as to quantitatively confirm that this process is a cross-

national phenomenon. 

  

 
3 1997 is the year that ACLED started recording. 
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Case Studies 

In this section, elaborating the rationale of the case selection, I briefly outline the conflict 

in the DRC and provide two cases: the Sun City Agreement in 2002, agreed between the 

Mouvement pour la libération du Congo (MLC) and the Congolese government, and the 2009 

ceasefire between the National Congress for the Defense of the People (CNDP)  and the Congolese 

government. The former was considered a successful ceasefire, because it halted the violence 

between agreeing actors and integrated the MLC into the Congolese military forces. On the other 

hand, the 2009 ceasefire was viewed as unsuccessful, as it proved unable to contain the conflict. 

Although the latter agreement integrated the CNDP into the army, the CNDP behaved like an 

independent division, and continued to carry out violence as it had previously done before its 

integration. In the end, after three years the agreement was broken. With respect to these two 

comparative cases, my theory would expect to see a number of new groups emerging in the post-

Sun City Agreement period, while it would not expect this in the post-2009 ceasefire agreement 

period. This is because the Sun City Agreement constrained the existing actors from eliminating 

new actors, while the 2009 agreement failed to do so because the CNDP was able to continue to 

carry out violence even after the agreement. The empirical findings confirm this assumption: I 

found a proliferation of armed actors in 2002, but not in 2009. Furthermore, detailed context 

analysis details how emerging groups were constrained by the established actors before the 

ceasefire in 2002.  

 

5.1 Case Selection 

There were several criteria for my case selection. First, the cases needed to cover both 

versions of a ceasefire situation—one where a ceasefire was successfully established, and one 



 18 

where it was not—because the independent variable in the argument is whether or not a conflict is 

halted by a ceasefire. However, given that it was, methodologically, not possible to confirm the 

null hypothesis that new groups did not emerge in a case where there was no ceasefire, I instead 

chose a specific case in which a ceasefire was theoretically established but violence continued. 

This case allows us to examine the ways in which the actual constraint effect created by a ceasefire 

functions in the context of new group emergence, and how the theoretically successful but 

ultimately “failed” agreement of 2009 changed the course of new group emergence in its context. 

Second, the cases needed to involve multi-actor conflicts. My argument builds on the assumption 

that organizational competitions among existing groups affect latent groups. Thus, although most 

conflicts do involve multiple actors across their histories, for this study, the most appropriate cases 

would be ones in which organizational contestation was complex rather than simple, and where 

the formation of armed groups was possible. For these reasons, highly dyadic conflicts such as the 

Rwandan civil war or the Angolan civil war, or conflicts where group formation was not easily 

accomplished, would have been less appropriate. Finally, this study needed to select cases that are 

well documented and have been qualitatively researched. Compared to established actors who have 

committed more than a certain number of killings—this threshold is, for instance, 25 in the UCDP 

dataset—the emerging actors studied by this research are fundamentally less well-documented, 

due to survivorship bias. Thus, emerging actors are not necessarily well recorded in quantitative 

datasets. I considered it important to opt for cases that have been thoroughly recorded and 

examined via qualitative sources such as narrative research,  journals, or interview records.  

Given these criteria, I selected two cases drawn from the conflict in the DRC: the 2002 

ceasefire in  the Ituri region and the 2009 ceasefire in the North Kivu region. These cases meet my 

three criteria. First, while the former ceasefire was successful to the extent that it reduced the 
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violence conducted by the agreeing actors, the latter was considered to be a failed agreement 

because violence was carried out even after the successful integration of a rebel group into the 

Congolese army. Second, the DRC is a location where a significant number of rebel groups have 

been active. Both the country’s multi-ethnic nature and the involvement of its neighboring 

countries have exacerbated the conflict situation, while impairing the state’s authority and its 

capability of maintaining policing away from the capital city. As a result, the number of armed 

groups reached 140 at its height (Human Rights Watch (HRW), 2019). This is a complex conflict 

environment which allows political entrepreneurs to form groups, and hence is suitable to be 

examined in this study. Third, Ituri and North Kivu are provinces that, over the decades, have 

become battlefields. Because of the humanitarian crisis created by the conflict and its impact upon 

peace and security in central Africa, both cases have not only been well studied by scholars, but 

have also been reported on by journals, human rights advocacy groups and the international 

organizations. This makes it possible to conduct detailed process tracing. Furthermore, in addition 

to the three key features these cases share, it should be highlighted that I chose to use cases from 

the DRC in order to underscore my concern that the international community has failed to manage 

and contain this conflict, which has become the deadliest conflict since World War II (Rosen, 

2013). In spite of the millions of deaths since the First Congolese War, and the deployment of the 

world’s largest peacekeeping operation, the country is still far from reaching peace. Thus, by 

examining cases from the DRC, this study hopes to make an academic contribution toward the 

future stability of the country. 
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5.2 Overview of the Conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

Since it achieved its independence from Belgium in 1960, the DRC has had continuous 

political turmoil and violence which had caused, as of 2019, more than 6,000,000 deaths (Merchant, 

2020) and at least 4,500,000 displacements (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 

(UNHCR), 2019).  Following the First Congo War, which was ended in 1997 by the defeat of 

Mobutu Sese Seko by Laurent-Désiré Kabila, the Second Congo War was initiated in 1998, 

triggered by the change in ethnic dynamics due to the Rwandan genocide in 1994. The war 

officially ended in 2003, with the Pretoria Accord signed between the DRC and Rwanda, which 

promised the withdrawal of Rwandan troops from Congolese territory and the dismantling of the 

ex-Forces Armées Rwandaises (FAR) and Interahamwe militias (United Nations Security Council 

(UNSC), 2002).  The following three years of transitional government secured a firm foothold for 

Joseph Kabila, a son of Laurent-Désiré Kabila—who had been assassinated in 2001—and resulted 

in the twenty years of dictatorship that have followed. Despite the termination of the Second 

Congolese War, the country still experiences recurrent violence, especially in the eastern region 

(HRW, 2019). 

The major driving force of this long-lasting, multi-actor conflict is considered to be the 

abundant natural resources the country possesses. The DRC has over 1,100 listed minerals and 

precious metals in 80 million hectares of arable land, and has the potential to become one of the 

richest economies on the continent (World Bank, 2020). The estimated value of untapped deposits 

of raw minerals is considered to be worth in excess of U.S. $24 trillion (globalEDGE, n.d.). 

Consequently, these abundant natural resources induce international competition over resources 

and prolong conflict due to intervention by foreign powers (Vlassenroot & Huggins, 2005). 
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As a result, although conflict is always a complex phenomenon (Kalyvas, 2003), the 

situation in the DRC is particularly remarkable in terms of the number of actors involved. In 

addition to the incumbent and its military, the conflict involves fragmented armed groups, which 

reached 140 at their highest (HRW, 2019), and almost all the DRC’s neighboring countries, 

including Uganda, Rwanda, Angola, Chad, Zimbabwe and Namibia. In fact, it was Rwanda that 

supported Laurent Kabila and his Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Congo-Zaire 

(AFDL) to overthrow Mobutu Sese Seko (“African Arguments,” 2012). Soon after the alliance 

soured in the late 1990s, Rwanda started backing the Congolese Rally for Democracy (RCD), 

while Uganda occupied some parts of the eastern DRC, accusing Joseph Kabila of supporting the 

Allied Democratic Forces (ADF), who operated in Uganda as a terrorist group (Clark, 2001). The 

involvement of these countries, commonly conducted in the form of provision of arms and 

financial resources to local armed groups or of deployment of its army, have been criticized by the 

international community. A statement from the UN Security Council in 2001, for instance, 

condemned Rwanda, Uganda, and Burundi for illegal exploitation of minerals, coffee, wood and 

livestock resources seized by mass-scale looting by these armies (UNSC, 2001). 

Since 1960, the international community has responded to this multi-actor conflict through 

sanctions and the deployment of peacekeeping operations. In addition, the UN institutionalized its 

sanctions committee, which oversees and monitors sanctions of the DRC such as arms embargoes, 

travel bans, or asset freezing (UNSC, 2004). Besides the UN-led programs, some countries have 

instituted their own economic sanctions. For instance, the United States adapted the Dodd-Frank 

Act, Section 1502, which requires publicly-listed American companies to check their supply 

chains for tin, tungsten, tantalum, and gold, if they might originate in the DRC or its neighbors, 

and to report on their efforts every year to the United States Securities and Exchange Commission 
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(SEC) (Business and Human Rights Resource Center, n.d.). The Lusaka Agreement signed among 

the DRC, Angola, Namibia, Uganda, Rwanda and Zimbabwe in 1999 resulted in the United 

Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 1279 establishing the United Nations Organization 

Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC). MONUC was re-named the United 

Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

(MONUSCO) in 2010 under UN Chapter VII. Regardless of its fame as the largest and most 

expensive mission in the UN history, the mission is considered a failure, given that the violence in 

the DRC has yet to be contained (“Never-Ending Mission,” 2016). 

 

5.3 2002 Sun City Agreement 

Pre-ceasefire Period 

 Prior to the Sun City Agreement, in 1999, the Lusaka agreement was signed among six 

states: the DRC, Angola, Namibia, Uganda, Rwanda, and Zimbabwe. This accord was the first 

comprehensive agreement to emerge from the Second Congolese War, and demanded the 

withdrawal of foreign troops deployed in the country within the next 24 hours. The accord was 

originally designed to involve two key dominant rebel groups, the RCD (Congolese Rally for 

Democracy) and the MLC (Mouvement pour la libération du Congo). Although the MLC signed 

the agreement on the first of August, the accord failed to draw the RCD because of the internal 

conflict in the group over the response to the agreement. By that time, the RCD was split into two 

factions, RCD-Goma (RCD-G), led by Emile Ilunga, and RCD-Kisangani (RCD-K), led by the 

former RCD leader Wamba dia Wamba. RCD-G was backed by Rwanda, while RCD-K received 

support from Uganda. The two RCD factions finally consented to the Lusaka agreement in late 

August, adding two key dynamics to the conflict. First, these two proxy rebels of Rwanda and 
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Uganda accelerated the ethnic confrontation between the Hema and Lendu ethnic groups in Ituri. 

Second, as the Lusaka Agreement only provided for a ceasefire, pending a political settlement 

among the Congolese actors, which included the RCD factions (Malan & Porto, 2004). Thus, it set 

up a new battlefield for actors seeking political power. This was followed by the launch of a series 

of negotiations, called the Inter-Congolese Dialogue (ICD), which later encompassed agreements 

and talks including the Sun City Agreement. 

 

Sun City Agreement 

 The Sun City Agreement in April 2002 addressed the unfinished work of the Lusaka 

Agreement, the issue of power-sharing. Agreed between the Congolese government and the MLC, 

it enabled Kabila to maintain his power as president for the transitional period, while allowing 

Bemba, the leader of the MLC, to become prime minister. It also ensured a territorial advantage 

for the government, as Kabila was able to reunite two-thirds of the territory through this power-

sharing arrangement. Due to this generous treatment over the MLC, there was skepticism regarding 

the effectiveness of the Sun City Agreement (Berg-Schlosser et al., 2020). Despite the criticism, 

fighting did decrease, despite some violations of the agreement (Zapata, 2011; Momodu, 2018). 

This power change left two new narratives. First, the Congolese government succeeded in agreeing 

with Rwanda and Uganda on the withdrawals of their troops. The Pretoria accord signed in June 

ensured that the Rwandan government would withdraw about 20,000 soldiers, while the Luanda 

Agreement with Uganda signed in September resulted in a withdrawal of its troops in Bunia, the 

capital city of Ituri province. Second, in the post-Sun City Agreement period, the Congolese 

government was able to project its power not only to the MLC, but also to the RCD-K. Because 

the tide turned in the government’s favor, the RCD-K demanded that Kabila engage in further 
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negotiations and received military training from the AFDL. Eventually, rebels such as the RCD-

Goma, RCD-K, MLC and other parties signed a Global and Inclusive Agreement in December, 

which determined a ceasefire as well as the transitional procedure (“Global and Inclusive 

Agreement,” 2002). The Sun City Agreement was an effective intervention that constrained armed 

actors in the region. 

 

New Group Emergence 

As the theory predicts, significant new group emergence was observed in the post-Sun City 

Agreement period. Triggered by the proxy war led by Rwanda and Uganda, the ethnic 

confrontation between the Hema and Lendu escalated, particularly between the Lusaka Agreement 

and the Sun City Agreement. Representing this ethnic antagonism, the clashes between the RCD-

K and the MLC intensified considerably toward the end of 2002. By this time, the RCD-K was a 

“state-like” armed group that provided minimal services, levied taxes and sought to access global 

markets, while still relying on coercion (World Bank, 2017), while the MLC remained a major 

rival group to the RCD-K. In fact, all the recorded attacks made by the MLC during this year were 

against the RCD-K, over territory, airport, or resources.4 This clearly indicates that an inter-rebel 

conflict existed between the two actors. In this situation, the theory expects that two dominant 

actors in a state of confrontation will send a deterrence signal to other emerging groups, inhibiting 

other groups from emerging; however, once a ceasefire is established, new groups will emerge 

because the ceasefire constrains the dominant actors from fighting. The actual narratives lend 

support to my argument. Corresponding to the power change in the region, I found that new groups 

flourished in the post-Sun City Agreement period: the Union of Congolese Patriots (UPC), the 

 
4 ACLED. 
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Front for Integration and Peace in Ituri (FIPI), the Popular Force for Democracy in Congo (FPDC), 

the Front for National Integration (FNI), the Patriotic Force of Resistance in Ituri (FRPI), and the 

People’s Armed Forces of Congo (FAPC) (“Covered in Blood,” 2003). 

As an example, the story of the beginning of the UPC illustrates how the deterrence signal 

worked during the time when the RCD-K was a dominant actor. The UPC was founded in July 

2001 by Thomas Lubanga, who was one of the military commanders in the Ministry of Defense 

of the RCD-K (“Who’s Who in Ituri,” 2005).  His increasing influence in the region can be also 

seen in his position as the deputy National Secretary of youth, sports, and leisure of the Front for 

the Liberation of Congo (FLC), a short-lived coalition of the MLC and RCD-K that emerged 

around 2000. Led by Lubanga, the UPC originally started as a political party rather than a rebel 

group, consisting mainly of Hema tribes supported by Hema politicians and businesspeople 

(Tamm, 2013). However, Lubanga’s increasing influence threatened the MLC and RCD-K, which 

resulted in a situation where “UPC was invited to the signing of the FLC accord but not allowed 

the right to sign, as the MLC and RCD-K/ML wanted to avoid a new competitor” (Tamm, 2013, 

p. 22). Also, later, even though the UPC was not an armed group by then, the UPC’s office in 

Bunia was destroyed, its flag was burned, and its documents were destroyed. Subsequently, the 

UPC as a party stopped having official meetings, and re-started as an underground organization 

due to the thread from dominant actors. Thus, before the ceasefire, two dominant actors in Ituri, 

MLC and RCD-K, not only engaged in conflict with the government as well as with one another, 

but also had clear intentions of eliminating possible competitors, including the UPC. 

In April 2002, the leader of the RCD-K, Mbusa Nyamwisi, fled to South Africa in order to 

negotiate with the government over the Sun City Agreement in the hope of ensuring his political 

power through negotiation. Taking advantage of the absence of the leader, Lubanga, who had been 
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clandestinely organizing the UPC, started taking action. The UPC secretly circulated a document 

in Bunia that criticized Mbusa Nyamwisi and the RCD-K for their “willingness to deal with 

outsiders (non-Iturians)” (Van Woudenberg, 2000, p. 5) and gained new members and support for 

its own groups. This effort proved successful for the UPC, because the RCD-K had lost credibility 

when it engaged in negotiations with the government. To make things worse for the RCD-K, their 

patron, Uganda, no longer provided support to the group, but started backing the UPC due to RCD-

K’s partiality toward the incumbent. While the RCD-K was not able to be part of the agreement in 

April, the MLC ensured its political superiority by agreeing to the Sun City Agreement and 

integrating its forces into the Congolese forces. As a result, the deterrence mechanism which both 

actors had formerly projected toward emerging groups completely collapsed. As described, for 

deterrence to work, three elements must be at play for deterrence to work: (i) the deterrer must be 

capable of attack, (ii) the deterrer must be willing to attack, and (iii) the potential attacker must 

believe the deterrer will attack (Danilovic, 2002). In fact, these groups no longer had the capability 

to attack, because their engagement with the ceasefire constrained the MLC from further pursuit 

of military operations, while the RCD-K had lost significant support from both its patron and its 

supporters. Furthermore, they no longer had a willingness to attack, because the MLC did not want 

to disrupt their power-sharing agreement, while the RCD-K was looking to future negotiation with 

the government and to receiving training from the Congolese forces. Finally, the situation caused 

the UPC to no longer believe that either the MLC or the RCD-K would attack the UPC. In 

consequence, after starting out as a political party, the UPC now began armed operations.  This 

collapse of the deterrence effect applied equally to other political entrepreneurs, causing the 

emergence of new groups as described. In fact, the region was described as “security anarchy” 

(“This Is One Trial,” 2009), a situation that provided significant opportunity for latent groups, 
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including the UPC, to emerge as armed groups. By the time the RCD-K finally agreed to the 

ceasefire in December, many new armed actors had emerged, entrapping millions of people in 

their battlefield. 

 

Summary 

The case of the Sun City Agreement in 2002 in the DRC largely confirms the hypothesis 

and mechanism I proposed. During the pre-ceasefire period, when the RCD-K was a dominant 

group competing with the MLC, a limited number of armed actors was recognized, while the 

narrative context of the UPC, which was a political party before the ceasefire, displays how the 

UPC was conscious of the risk of becoming an armed group when a dominant actor was still active 

and engaged in conflict. This qualitative finding agrees with my argument regarding deterrence 

signals. The case also demonstrates how engaging in the peace agreement affected the credibility 

of dominant rebel groups. Once the RCD-K expressed favorability toward the Sun City Agreement, 

its members, including Thomas Lubanga; its patron, Uganda; and civilians all lost confidence in 

the RCD-K as a rebel group and in its willingness to engage in violence. Indeed, this loss of 

credibility was in turn used by emerging actors to gain support, and triggered the initiation of 

armed operations by emerging groups. In addition, the RCD-K was constrained from engaging in 

further violence in order to maintain the government’s favor. Taken in combination with the 

MLC’s signature and integration, the outcome was that the deterrence signal that these two 

dominant actors had formerly projected was no longer believed in, resulting in the proliferation of 

new armed groups. This confirms the hypothesis that, once the conflict ends via a ceasefire with 

an enforcement mechanism, a greater proliferation of actors is observed. 
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5.4 2009 Ceasefire with National Congress for the Defense of the People  

Pre-ceasefire Period 

From the end of 2006, the CNDP intensified its fighting in pursuit of seizing North Kivu’s 

capital city, Goma. The CNDP had initiated its rebellion earlier in 2006, led by Laurent Nkunda, 

who had formerly been a general of the RCD-Goma in the early 2000s. The Tutsi-led CNDP had 

received support from Rwandan authorities in recruiting soldiers, facilitating the supply of military 

equipment, and receiving Rwandan officers and units (“DR Congo: UN-Mandated Group Finds 

Evidence,” 2008). The CNDP had primarily confronted the Congolese government, as well as the 

Coalition of Congolese Patriotic Resistance (PARECO), which consisted of Mai Mai militias and 

Hutu members. By 2008, combined with atrocities committed by the AFDL (Barth, 2010), fighting 

in the region had resulted in hundreds of civilian deaths, rapes of thousands of women and girls, 

and a further 400,000 displacements (Human Rights Watch, 2011).  

There had been several attempts at peaceful settlement in Goma before the 2009 ceasefire. 

Although none had been successfully implemented, these failed ceasefires illustrate well how the 

CNDP used ceasefires to assert its superiority over the government by breaking agreements. For 

instance, in January 2008, the Congolese government and 22 armed groups, including the CNDP, 

consented to the Amani Peace Talk, which included withdrawal from some of their positions and 

deployment of MONUC to establish a buffer zone (Polgreen, 2008). However, soon after, the 

agreement was broken as more than 200 ceasefire violations were committed—primarily by the 

CNDP, according to UN officials (Human Rights Watch, 2008). On October 26th of that year, the 

CNDP seized a national park and the Rumangabo military camp, one of the most important military 

bases in eastern Congo (Human Rights Watch, 2015). During the following days, the group won 

the battle at Kibumba, 27 kilometers north of Goma. Instead of seizing Goma, Nkunda demanded 
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direct talks, and declared a unilateral ceasefire, announcing, “If there is no ceasefire, [there will 

be] no security and no advance in the peace process” (Boussen, 2008). Again, this ceasefire was 

broken within a week, when the CNDP seized Nyanzale, about 80 kilometers away from Goma, 

accusing the government of breaking the ceasefire.  

By the end of December 2008, Nkunda’s political agenda had shifted from the local fight 

against Hutu rebels to a national agenda. He now aimed for the “total liberation of the DRC,” 

which included the fight against Rwandan authorities. This eventually resulted in shattering his 

relationship with the authorities. In January 2009, Nkunda was arrested by Rwandan authorities at 

the border between the DRC and Rwanda. This marked the first time that Rwandan authorities had 

acted against the CNDP. Behind the scenes of this arrest, the Congolese government and Rwanda 

had  made a deal in December allowing the Rwandan military to pursue, within the DRC, soldiers 

from the Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Rwanda (FDLR)—Hutu rebels who fled from 

Rwanda after the genocide—in exchange for the arrest of Nkunda in Rwanda. 

 

The 2009 Ceasefire 

Given this political dynamic, in March 2009, the Congolese government and the CNDP—

now led by a new leader, Bosco Ntaganda—signed a peace agreement. In the pact, the CNDP 

agreed to end its existence as a politico-military movement, to integrate its military units into the 

Congolese National Police and AFDL, and to transform into a political party. In exchange, the 

government agreed to pass an amnesty law for former members of the group. As a result, the 

CNDP was integrated into the AFDL by the summer of that year, and it remained there until Bosco 

Ntaganda mutinied in 2012. In other words, the 2009 ceasefire was successful in the sense that it 

integrated the CNDP for several years. 
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 However, despite the successful integration of CNDP, the level of violence remained the 

same, or even worse. In fact, the year 2009 became one of the deadliest years North Kivu had ever 

seen. There were two primary reasons for this deterioration. First, along with the integration of the 

CNDP, the Congolese government had allowed Rwandan troops to enter eastern Congo and, 

together with the Congolese Army, to jointly initiate the military operation called Umoja Wetu 

against the FDLR, including the former CNDP and the Rwandan Forces. This offensive produced 

a humanitarian crisis regarding the treatment of civilians, perpetrated by all parties involved, 

including not only the FDLR but also the government forces. In particular, the widespread killing 

was accompanied by gender-based violence, and the incidence of sexual violence in North and 

South Kivu was considered to have doubled or tripled in the first six months of 2009. Secondly, 

the integration of the CNDP did not ensure the unification of command lines and operations. Rather, 

it enabled the CNDP to operate on its own, without the intervention of government forces. This 

nominal integration made it possible for the CNDP to carry out violence as it had formerly done. 

In addition, CNDP maintained its tax barriers in Rutshuru and Masisi territories, which ensured its 

financial stability (UNSC, 2009). Thus, the pre-ceasefire dynamic among major powers was 

extended into the post-ceasefire environment. To sum up, the Umoja Wetu operation allowed the 

CNDP to continue to operate as usual, without disrupting its deterrence signal. This is 

fundamentally different from the situation following the Sun City Agreement, in which deterrence 

signals collapsed due to the constraints placed by the agreement. 

 

New Group Emergence 

 As my theory expects, only a few new actors were seen in the region when no actual 

constraints limited the violence potential of the agreeing actors. Among these few was the Hunde-
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led Alliance of Patriots for a Free and Sovereign Congo (APCLS). It was established in 2008, 

splitting from PARECO, where the Tutsi and Hunde militias collaborated. By 2009, the majority 

Tutsi aggressively pursued a “Rwandophone agenda” in North Kivu, which fostered grievances 

among the Hunde population. Leveraging this antagonism, the APCLS made an alliance with the 

Hutu-led FDLR after the 2009 ceasefire, which made them visible within the war dynamics. 

Unlike the situation in 2002, not only was the number of emerging groups limited, but the 

ceasefire between the CNDP and the government proved a further threat for the APCLS, rather 

than an opportunity to grow. In fact, during the Umoja Wetu in March, the APCLS and FDLR 

often had to flee to the forest rather than engage in the fighting, due to the offensive made by 

former CNDP members and the government forces (Congo Research Group, 2009). Their retreats 

were often cited in news sources and interviews. According to one: “As before, FDLR and APCLS 

combatants retreated or fled in the face of the offensive. When Congolese army soldiers arrived 

into the villages where the combatants had previously been based, they often found only civilians, 

whom they accused of supporting the FDLR and its allies” (Human Rights Watch, 2015). This 

narrative demonstrates how the 2009 ceasefire did not constrain the former CNDP or the 

government from committing violence, and how the APCLS chose to protect itself by fleeing to 

the forest, rather than engaging in the fight.  

Similarly, the story of another small group, Mai-Mai Kifuafua, also demonstrates how the 

2009 ceasefire did not give them an opportunity to emerge as a strong armed group. Mai-Mai 

Kifuafua was originally founded in the 1990s by a group of Tembo people in order to fight against 

the FDLR and support the AFDL. The self-proclaimed general, Delphin Mbaenda, led the group 

primarily in southern Masisi and Waikale town. Initially, in early 2009, the members of Mai-Mai 

Kifuafua were supposed to be integrated into the AFDL, based on a non-signatory agreement. 
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However, due to delays in the integration process, 500 members of the group returned to their 

insurgency by June. It was recorded that on August 11th, 2009, they committed the killing of six 

civilians. Other than this incident, Mai-Mai Kifuafua’s offensive has been very limited, in spite of 

its long history of existence. The reason that this group has been able to survive so long is thought 

to be its well-established taxation system, as well as a reluctance to fight stronger actors (Suluhu, 

n.d.). As this contextualization illustrates, the group, which could have taken advantage of the 

ceasefire to strengthen itself and emerge more prominently, did not do so, as they strategically 

chose not to engage in fighting with stronger actors—the former CNDP and the government—

even though their demand to be integrated had been denied.  

 

Summary 

 In this situation, in which agreeing parties were able to continue to carry out violence with 

no change compared to the pre-ceasefire period, I found that there was no rise of new groups in 

the region. Although the CNDP experienced a leadership change immediately before the ceasefire 

agreement, the ceasefire did not bring about an increase in the number of groups, nor confrontation 

between rival groups. Rather, the CNDP accelerated its military offensive against the FDLR and 

civilians. Unlike the case of 2002, the ceasefire itself did not successfully contain the violence 

committed by agreeing actors, and thus did not ruin the deterrence signal that the groups had 

previously been sending. Even after the ceasefire agreement, the CNDP was able to maintain both 

its military capacity as an independent division of the government’s forces, and its willingness to 

attack, as nothing restrained it from committing violence against the FDLR and civilians. Indeed, 

its military operations were now justified by the government forces. Thus, political entrepreneurs 

as well as latent groups believed that the CNDP would attack them if they organized themselves 
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as new competitors. As a result, the existing deterrence signal was maintained, and there was no 

change in inter-group dynamics despite the ceasefire. This finding confirms the argument. 

  

Quantitative Analysis 

In this section, I employ a multivariate regression analysis using large-N datasets focusing on 

conflicts in Africa. The case studies describe in detail the mechanism of how groups emerge in the 

post-ceasefire period; yet they have limited ability to validate my argument, as the results could 

be specific to these cases. However, this quantitative analysis enables us to empirically test the 

generalizability of my argument across countries and years in Africa, as well as controlling for 

other elements that could impact group emergence. In the argument, I theorize two different types 

of armed groups: established and emerging actors. Taking advantage of the measurement 

differences between the UCDP and the ACLED datasets5,  I operationalize this concept by treating 

the groups listed in the UCDP as established groups, while treating groups in the ACLED but not 

the UCDP as emerging groups. The dependent variable of this analysis is the emerging groups 

identified through the ACLED. It provides event information about political-violence events by 

actors from 1997 onward, which makes it possible to quantitatively understand the numbers of 

active emerging groups during a certain period. For the independent variable, this study relies on 

the Peace Agreement Database (PA-X) to identify ceasefires with an enforcement mechanism. It 

contains 1868 peace agreements made from 1990 onward, and provides information on what level 

of ceasefire was referred to in a given agreement. With the control variables, the number of 

established groups extracted via the UCDP, and the number of fatalities as obtained through the 

ACLED, the regression models present support for the argument with statistical significance.  

 
5 The UCDP records groups that have committed more than 25 battle-related deaths in a year, while the 
ACLED does not adopt this threshold. 
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6.1 Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis for this regression model is a country-year, while case studies are 

regional. This means that the model examines how one or multiple ceasefires in a country in a 

particular year increases the total number of emerging groups in the country in that year. Although 

I acknowledge that some ceasefires are applicable only to a certain region, not to the whole country, 

this analysis adopts this unit of analysis due to the lack of regional-level datasets.  

 

6.2 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this study is the number of emerging groups. I operationalize 

the idea of the emerging group by identifying actors who are in the ACLED, but not the UCDP. 

The UCDP reports incidents where “an organized actor was against another organized actor, or 

against civilians, resulting in at least 1 direct death at a specific location and a specific date” 

(Croicu & Sundberg, 2017, p. 2) in years that crossed the 25-battle-related-deaths threshold. In 

other words, the UCDP includes events that occurred within a predefined dyadic contest. The 

downside of this approach is that “[i]t, by design, captures only the events of larger, organized 

groups who have set similar agendas,” and “whole countries with persistent but low-level conflict 

are missing in certain years of coverage” (Raleigh & Kishi, 2019, p. 6). On the other hand, the 

ACLED has a wider scope and includes all groups who commit political violence, not limited to 

killing, without any threshold. This measurement difference makes it possible to identify emerging 

groups.  

To identify emerging actors, I manually mapped armed actors in the UCDP to those in the 

ACLED. The actors in the UCDP are all summarized in the UCDP Actor List; however, the 

ACLED does not provide such a resource. Thus, I use the ALCED’s downloadable event dataset 
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and extracted actors in Africa whose names were shown in either the column “actor 1” or “actor 

2.” Enumerating this way, the UCDP records 1,687 actors since the 1970s across the globe, while 

the ACLED tracks 5,914 actors since 1997 in Africa alone. As this study looks at organized, non-

state armed actors, I eliminated from both lists those who were state authorities, UN forces, or 

general groups of people such as “protesters.” Finally, the UCDP actor list contained 1,414 non-

state armed actors, while the ACLED list had 4,751 actors. By comparing these two lists, I found 

that 388 actors are listed in both UCDP and ACLED, which means that these are established actors 

who have reached the 25-deaths threshold. Thus, the remaining 4,363 actors in the ACLED are 

those who are considered emerging actors for the purposes of this study. Finally, I limited myself 

to actors who were active in the civil war years defined by the UCDP.  

It is important to note some methodological limitations. First, in general, the ACLED 

covers more variations in a group name. For instance, factions of certain actors can be only seen 

in ACLED, while they are not covered in UCDP. In some cases, two group names exist in the 

ACLED due to regional differences. In cases where I confirmed the existence of two or more 

different factions operating as different groups, only actors in ALCED who were exactly the same 

as a group in UCDP were mapped as the same. However, if two groups in ACLED indicated the 

same actor regardless of the difference in name, I mapped one actor in UCDP to those two groups 

in ACLED. Second, the UCDP records the coalitions of multiple actors than ACLED does. This 

might be due to the fact that ACLED uses the column “associated actor” to present multiple actors, 

instead of listing all of them in the column “actor 1” or “actor 2.” As a result, those actors who are 

only recorded as part of a coalition group in the UCDP tend not to be matched in the ACLED, 

although they may exist independently in the ACLED. However, the number of groups who could 
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have been missed for the above reason is very limited, and would have limited impact on the 

analysis.  

 

6.3 Independent Variables 

The dataset used to quantify the independent variable, ceasefire, is the Peace Agreement 

Database (PA-X). It contains 1868 peace agreements made between 1990 and 2020. This study 

employs the PA-X for two reasons. First, unlike other datasets such as the UCDP Peace Agreement 

Dataset, the PA-X includes a wider variety of agreements—“including some local agreements that 

are not associated with conflicts in which there have been more than 25 battle-related deaths” 

(Peace Agreements Database, n.d.) This fits well with the analysis in this study, which looks at 

emerging actors who do not meet the threshold of battle-related deaths. Second, beyond simply 

recording whether a ceasefire was referred to in an agreement, the PA-X provides information 

regarding to what extent a ceasefire included an enforcement mechanism. This definition (as 

follows) helps the model operationalize the differences in the level of enforcement. 

0 : No provision of ceasefire 

1 : General reference to ceasefires, but no mention of a concrete mechanism or process 

2 : Reference to a concrete mechanism or process, but in more general, less enforceable 

terms 

3 : Reference to a concrete ceasefire mechanism or process, detailed and enforceable 

 

As the unit of analysis is a county-year, the model needs to take into account potential 

anachronistic associations. For instance, groups that emerged before a ceasefire and those 

emerging after the ceasefire in a specific year would be treated the same way if a model simply 
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tested the relation between variables. This is not an appropriate representation of the concept, as 

the underlying assumption of this argument is that chronological sequence exists between ceasefire 

implementation and group emergence. Thus, to avoid this measurement error, I lag ceasefire by 

one year, which ensures the sequence. 

 

6.4 Control Variables 

 In the model, I include several control variables that are likely to influence both 

independent and dependent variables. Recent research shows that the role of control variables in 

regression analysis is to block backdoor paths which affect both variables, and underscores the 

effectiveness of including only confounding variables (Hünermund and Louw, 2020). This finding 

eliminates some of the commonly-used control variables in civil war studies, such as GDP, 

population, or polarization of the target region, as those variables are likely to be exogenous to the 

intervention decision for ceasefire, while they may affect new group emergence. Thus, I controlled 

for, first, the intensity of a conflict of a country-year, and, second, the number of established groups 

recorded in the UCDP. The intensity of a conflict is likely to affect the decision for ceasefire, as 

well as how likely political entrepreneurs are to organize new groups. Likewise, the number of 

established actors who have committed more than 25 battle deaths in a year is likely to impact both 

variables, because those actors are likely to be main groups who will be targeted by interventions, 

as well as the ones who deter political entrepreneurs from organizing new groups via their 

deterrence signals. I use the ACLED’s number of fatalities as a proxy for intensity, while using 

the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset for the number of established armed actors. 

 Table 1 describes a summary of the variables used in the regression analysis. In the analysis, 

I use ceasefires in 29 countries in Africa agreed between 1996 and 2019l which resulted in 252 
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observations in total. The standard deviation of the number of emerging groups for all country-

years is approximately ten, yet there are significant variations as a maximum number is 87.  The 

variable titled “Ceasefire_lagged” is an ordinal variable that indicates the level of ceasefire 

enforcement from zero to three, while “Ceasefire with Enforcement Mechanism_lagged” is a 

binary variable representing only ceasefires whose enforcement level is more than two. Using 

these two different independent variables, I run two multivariate regression models. The fatality 

here is an actual number of casualties recorded in the ACLED although I take the logarithm of 

fatalities in the regression models. Finally, the number of established groups shows how the 

number of established groups who appear in the UCDP is very limited compared to the emerging 

actors. 

        Table 2, on the other hand, shows the number of observations by country. The total sum of 

variables per country indicates the level of proliferation of emerging groups although, the total 

number of units varies depending on countries. 

 

Table 1 Summary of the Variables 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
VARIABLES N mean sd min max 
      
# of Year 252 2,009 6.738 1,998 2,019 
# of Emerging group 252 7.226 10.17 0 87 
Ceasefire_lagged 252 0.460 0.987 0 3 
Ceasefire with 
Enforcement 
Mechanism_lagged 

252 0.171 0.377 0 1 

Fatalities 252 2,308 6,740 1 73,811 
# of Established Group 252 1.198 0.409 1 3 
      
Number of Country 29 29 29 29 29 
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Table 2 Number of Observations by Country 

Country # of 
Year 

# of 
Emerging 

Group 

Ceasefire_la
gged 

Ceasefire 
with 

Enforcement 
Mechanism_ 

lagged 

Fatalities 
# of 

Established 
Group 

Algeria 21 72 0 0 10,046 22 
Angola 12 11 3 1 138,361 14 
Burkina 
Faso 1 12 0 0 2,219 2 

Burundi 13 25 18 6 17,509 13 
Cameroon 4 22 0 0 4,155 7 
Central 
African 
Republic 

9 49 9 4 6,271 9 

Chad 16 54 8 4 7,067 17 
Congo 4 3 2 1 229 4 
DR Congo 
(Zaire) 16 351 7 2 35,681 21 

Eritrea 2 0 0 0 52,081 2 
Ethiopia 19 42 0 0 40,746 36 
Guinea 1 1 0 0 701 1 
Guinea-
Bissau 1 0 3 1 229 1 

Ivory 
Coast 3 14 0 0 2,520 3 

Kenya 4 13 3 1 1,647 4 
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Table 3 Number of Observations by Country (Count.) 

Country # of 
Year 

# of 
Emerging 

Group 

Ceasefire_la
gged 

Ceasefire 
with 

Enforcement 
Mechanism_ 

lagged 

Fatalities 
# of 

Established 
Group 

Liberia 3 1 0 0 415 3 
Libya 7 213 9 3 14,966 10 
Mali 10 90 3 1 7,364 18 
Mauritania 1 1 0 0 19 1 
Mozambiq
ue 4 8 2 1 1,048 5 

Niger 7 32 0 0 3,004 7 
Nigeria 10 155 1 0 56,193 15 
Rwanda 12 9 0 0 4,319 12 
Senegal 5 6 0 0 473 5 
Sierra 
Leone 2 10 6 2 118 2 

Somalia 15 237 8 3 47,905 17 
South 
Sudan 8 117 20 7 30,475 8 

Sudan 21 216 4 2 82,302 22 
Uganda 21 57 10 4 13,618 21 
Total 252 1821 116 43 581,681 302 
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6.5 Regression Results 

The first model in table 3 reports the result of the multivariate regression analysis on the 

emergence of groups. The significance of the coefficient for the ordinal variable, 

“Ceasefire_lagged” which represents the level of ceasefire from 0 to 3 for each country-year, 

suggests that the ceasefire explains new group emergence of one year after the ceasefire is 

implemented. The result shows that one ceasefire in a country-year contributes to an increase of 

1.3 new groups. This result clearly confirms my argument, as well as the hypothesis that, once the 

conflict ends through a ceasefire with an enforcement mechanism, a larger proliferation of actors 

is observed. It also indicates that an increasing number of fatalities also has an impact in increasing 

group emergence. Although it is not the topic of this study, this result is quite intuitive, as fatalities 

implies the instability of the area, where instability it what makes it even possible for latent groups 

to emerge and operate by taking advantage of an anarchic situation. On the other hand, the variable 

of the established group does not present any statistical importance. It suggests that the existence 

of established groups does not explain the increase of emerging groups.  

I also ran another regression analysis as the second model, which incorporated the concept 

of an enforcement mechanism of ceasefire as a binary variable. As explained, the independent 

variable has variation regarding level of enforcement: to what extent a ceasefire actually possesses 

the means to constrain agreeing actors. Using only ceasefires where concrete mechanism or 

processes are referred to in an agreement, whose levels of enforcement are more than two in the 

PA-X, I found the significance of the coefficient is even larger in explaining new group emergence. 

Although the result is not statistically significant at the conventional level, it still indicates that an 

effective ceasefire contributes to an increase of approximately three emerging groups. This result  
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supports my argument, especially the point I clearly made that functional ceasefires contributes to 

the proliferation of emerging groups.  

 

 

Table 4 Regression Results 
 (1) (2) 
VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 
   
Ceasefire_lagged 1.356**  
 (0.605)  
Ceasefire with Enforcement 
Mechanism_lagged 

 3.020* 

  (1.592) 
Fatalities(log) 2.062*** 2.080*** 
 (0.336) (0.336) 
# of Established Actors 1.799 1.766 
 (1.495) (1.503) 
Constant -8.777*** -8.748*** 
 (2.567) (2.585) 
   
Observations 252 252 
R-squared 0.167 0.163 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Discussion 

 Certain aspects of my theoretical framework, and the results of the empirical studies, 

require further discussion. In this section, I outline some limitations this study faces and discussion 

topics for further research.  

First, as noted, the aim of this study is not to test all alternative variables that could explain 

post-ceasefire group emergence and to argue that the functional ceasefire is the only determinant 

for the emergence. Rather, my purpose resides in articulating the downside of ceasefires and 

drawing attention to their unexpected side effects in certain circumstances. While the findings 

serve this purpose, it is important to note that further examination is needed to articulate under 

what circumstances this theory is manifested. In this study, the case studies employ non-random 

selection, and the regression analysis does not test by country-year. This could cause a 

measurement problem, as it treats all countries equally and does not take socioeconomic variations 

into account.  

 Secondly, future research should come with a better unit of analysis for quantitative 

analysis. In this study, the unit of analysis is a country-year. A downside of this approach is that it 

eliminates conflict variations occurring within a country. For instance, in the DRC, a ceasefire in 

Ituri might not have any impact on group emergence in the capital city Kinshasa, given the 

different conflict contexts as well as the physical distance between two cities. The conflict in Ituri 

is primarily linked to a long-lasting contestation over natural resources and among ethnicities, 

while that of Kinshasa is more likely to be associated with political confrontation around the 

presidential campaign. Likewise, there is often a case where a ceasefire only constrains actors in 

certain areas of a country and does not impact actors in different regions. Because the current 

models do not take these regional differences inside a country into account, they are incapable of 
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incorporating this context. Future research should be able to analyze data with fine graduality on 

geolocations.  

 Third, it is important to study how this mechanism of group emergence could be applied 

to other scenarios of conflict termination. The deterrence signals sent by dominant groups can be 

disrupted not only by a ceasefire, but also by other methods over the course of conflict, such as the 

moment of retreat, or when financial or material support to dominant groups are suspended in 

contested areas. In this study, the results underscore the significant impact of functional ceasefires 

on the group emergence, yet the side effect of ceasefires could be one of the implications, and the 

results do not answer how this mechanism works in different circumstances. The theory of 

detterent effect and how it resulted in proliferation of armed coups once the effect is disrupted can 

be a larger theme rather than a topic regarding ceasefires. Thus, further academic development 

should be made to test the generalizability of the theory taking other possible variables into 

consideration. 

 Finally, future research may need to provide a theoretical framework taking the topic of 

group fragmentation into account. This study does not fully unwind the relationship between the 

mechanism of group fragmentation and group emergence in the post-conflict period. Although the 

detterent signal may work the same to latent splinters who seek an opportunity to split from a 

parent group, the topic of fragmentation generally incorporates various viewpoints which is quite 

different from new group formation such as internal competitions, the level of discipline, the 

impact of foreign power, or organizational culture. Although it was not the scope of this study to 

theoretically address these aspects, successful future research should unwind the topic of group 

fragmentation in relation to the group proliferation in the post-ceasefire. 
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Conclusion 

 In this study, I articulated the need to study the dynamics of the post-ceasefire period and 

argued that functional ceasefires create an environment that favors political entrepreneurs 

organizing new armed groups. This is because the ongoing conflict between dominant armed 

groups sends deterrence signals to future groups that organizing an armed group is a costly choice. 

This power game informs latent groups about the underlying risks associated with competition, 

and disincentivizes future challengers. However, once a ceasefire is agreed among conflicting 

parties, and it works effectively to the extent that it prevents agreeing actors from engaging in 

further violence, the detterent signals are disrupted. As a result, political entrepreneurs form new 

armed groups taking advantage of the absence of dominant groups. 

I employ a mixed-method to test the argument with both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches. The qualitative analysis using two cases in the DRC supports the argument. The Sun 

City Agreement in 2002 disrupted the contestation between two dominant armed actors, and 

resulted in seeing a number of new armed actors in the region. The narrative behind the formation 

of the UPC clearly shows how political entrepreneurs were aware of the risk associated with 

forming a new group when dominant groups were active, and how they carefully chose the timing 

for their emergence. In fact, when two dominant groups were constrained from contestations, there 

was spike in the number of new groups. On the other hand, the 2009 ceasefire between the CNDP 

and the government of the DRC was a nominal agreement which did not constrain the violence 

between the agreeing parties. In this situation, as the theory expects, new group emergence was 

very limited.  

Not only those two case studies confirm the argument, quantitative analysis using the large-

N dataset also provides substantial support for my argument. The results of two regression models 
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using the ordinal and binary variables demonstrated that ceasefires have a positive coefficient on 

group emergence with statistical significance. In particular, the second model where I use the 

binary variable which only includes ceasefires with  high-level of enforcement mechanism 

indicated that a functional ceasefire contributes to the increase of three new groups.  This 

quantitative result confirms the generalizability of my argument beyond specific cases.  Although 

certain aspects of this study faces methodological limitations, the findings offers a strong evidence 

for the argument. 

Given those findings, this study provides several lessons for the field of civil war studies 

as well as the policy sphere working on the settlement of conflicts. First, it underscores the 

knowledge gaps in the study of post-ceasefire inter-rebel dynamics. As argued, historically, 

scholars have focused on the inter-rebel dynamics and new group emergence either at the onset of 

or during a civil war. This approach fundamentally overlooks the residual impact of a ceasefire 

upon inter-rebel dynamics in the post-ceasefire period. In addition, I highlight that this lack of 

academic development is partly due to survivorship bias, which makes scholars study only the 

established groups. This bias makes sense to a certain degree, because the established actors are 

likely to require an immediate policy implementation to contain them. However, in this study, both 

qualitative and quantitative analysis clearly show that ceasefires foster an environment in which 

small-scale emerging actors are formed and then destabilize the situation. What this indicates is 

that not only managing key stakeholders, but also understanding the impact of intervention with 

latent groups, is important in preventing the resurgence of violence.  Given the prevalence of 

negotiated settlements as well as the implementation of ceasefires, I argue that the academic 

insights on this topic need to be developed so that they may better serve for building and 

implementing the intervention strategy.  
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 Second, it is worth noting that this argument leaves ample room for potential discussions 

on how ceasefire strategy and interventions should vary depending on the conflict circumstances 

with regard to the post ceasefire environment. As the section above presents, although this study 

does not consider the differences within a country, I highlighted the importance of incorporating 

contextual differences, as group emergence cannot be fully explained only by  the presence or 

absence of a ceasefire. In other words, ceasefire strategies should also take into account to what 

extent a conflict circumstance is likely to allow the new group emergence once the ceasefire is 

implemented. Needless to say, strategies made for places where the likelihood of group emergence 

is limited are not applicable to places like the DRC. However, intervention strategies and 

frameworks often pay little attention to this point. For instance, the Stabilization Analysis 

Framework issued by the Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operation of the United States 

Department of State defines six steps for the operation where “to identify key actors who can 

manage conflict” places as step three. It defines key actors as influential individuals, organizations, 

or groups with the means and motivations to mobilize people and resources. Although the 

importance of the actor analysis is not deniable, the results of this study suggest that the meaning 

of “key actors” may vary depending on each conflict. In places like the DRC as described, key 

actors can be political entrepreneurs who may emerge during the time of the ceasefire, rather than 

ones who currently have the capability of managing conflict. Furthermore, this traditional 

approach of looking at individual influential actors overlooks the collective impact of small-scale 

actors who may flourish in the midst of the stabilization process. Not taking this point into account, 

thus, I argue that the existing pre-defined framework may be efficient to immediately respond to 

a situation, but may not be effective in all cases. Thus, policymakers need to address each case 
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with a deep understanding of its environment, particularly regarding how the situations in the post-

ceasefire period could evolve. 

 Third, I raise some possible policy implications based on the findings. As noted, the current 

intervention strategy often distributes the resources to key stakeholders during and after a conflict. 

This includes stakeholder analysis, negotiation, power-sharing and DDR (disarmament, 

demobilization and reintegration). However, my findings suggest that in a case where new group 

emergence is highly likely to be triggered by a ceasefire, the process of settlement should distribute 

some resources to analyze and respond to latent groups. One possible implication for better 

response to this topic is to conduct predictive analysis in the post-ceasefire period regarding where 

and what kind of group is likely to be activated. In addition to contextual research, the studies of 

group formation, network analysis, or inter-rebel dynamics can help better understand and predict 

group emergence. Although this study itself is descriptive, rather than prescriptive, if future 

research can incorporate geolocation data of both ceasefires and emerging groups with fine 

granularity, it can built predictive models of groups emergence, which help decision makers in 

settlement process. The predictive knowledge may help prevent their emergence and minimize the 

impact of unpredicted violence.  

Another possible implication for better strategy is to strengthen the policing activity or 

deployment of armed forces, which can reproduce the deterrence signals formerly aired by armed 

groups, who are now constrained by ceasefire, without leaving any power vacuum in the target 

region. The deployment of traditional peacekeeping operations has played a similar role in 

monitoring the implementation of ceasefires or peace agreements, although there was significant 

time lag between agreement and deployment as well as limitations on the mandates. In fact, many 

past cases show that peacekeepers deployed to in the post ceasefire have often faced the difficult 
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situation where they were no longer perceived as credible actors who could present deterrent 

signals because their mandates did not allow them to engage in contestation with local actors.  

Thus, the past deployments were not meant to and did not function fully to prevent new group 

proliferation. For these armed forces to work as a deterrent, the study implies that they need to be 

deployed immediately, and it is very important to make the latent groups believe that they are 

willing to exercise power even after the agreement is made. Although this paper did not include 

the discussion of peacekeepers from the viewpoint of detterent signals, future research should be 

conducted  to argue the possible implications of this theory for peace keeping operations. 

Throughout this study, I have argued how functional ceasefires have unexpected side 

effects that could deteriorate all the efforts for a peaceful settlement. Given the fact that the topic 

of group proliferation in the post ceasefire has been less argued, I believe the study contributed to 

the development of the study shedding the light on a new aspect. At the same time, it is important 

to underscore here that the research is not designed to address whether the negotiated settlement 

itself is a good option for conflict termination. What it has been arguing is a side effect which 

needs to be well considered during the intervention, rather than calling for other types of settlement 

such as a military defeat. Thus, this study does not criticize ceasefires as a way of conflict 

termination but does outline the current issues of implementation of ceasefires, aiming for better 

intervention strategies. Acknowledging all the past efforts for ceasefires and negotiated settlements,  

I believe the findings successfully suggest that it is imperative that we further develop our 

knowledge in order to fill in the gaps surrounding this topic so that we collectively enhance the 

academic insights. To sum, this study serves to draw attention to the downside of ceasefires in 

terms of group emergence, which has been infrequently examined or discussed, and to contribute 
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to theoretical development in both the academic and policy spheres. It provides a critical beginning 

for further discussion, development, and examination of its central argument. 
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