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Principal Findings
What’s new? South Sudan’s rulers keep a tight grip on its oil wealth, blocking
outside scrutiny and obstructing reforms urgently needed to ease both popular
hardships and political tensions. Along with International Monetary Fund support, a peace deal has kickstarted new efforts to fix the country’s broken finances.
Why does it matter? South Sudan’s five-year civil war killed up to 400,000
people and brought the young nation close to collapse. If President Salva Kiir’s
government begins to clean up the country’s budget, as it has pledged to do,
opponents will have fewer incentives to take up arms again.
What should be done? Reform-minded South Sudanese and their external
partners should focus on making the oil economy more transparent and accountable by ensuring that revenue deposits go in a single public account and through
other anti-corruption measures. Donors should press commercial lenders to
disclose their payments to Juba and follow South Sudanese law.
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Executive Summary
South Sudan’s rotten state finances are derailing the young country from its already
fraught path to peace and stability after a brutal civil war. Top officials hold the country’s oil riches close, barring scrutiny of spending and allowing rampant misappropriation of funds. This slush-fund governance is at the heart of South Sudan’s system
of winner-take-all politics and helps explain why so much went so wrong so quickly
after independence in 2011. The peace deal signed in 2018 could help, as it includes
reforms designed to combat corruption and build more accountable public finances.
But, for the most part, the new government has slow-rolled or evaded implementation.
Reform-minded South Sudanese and outside partners should narrow their focus to
those measures that begin to pry open the lid on the country’s oil wealth, ensuring, for
starters, that oil revenues are deposited in a single public account. Simultaneously,
donors should consider commercial levers to make South Sudan’s finances more transparent and accountable to its people, a critical step in halting the country’s tailspin.
The South Sudanese people have suffered terribly from the failure of their leaders
to forge a peaceful foundation for the new country. Just two years after independence, the country fell into a civil war that raged for years and left up to 400,000 dead,
a shocking toll in a country of only some 12 million. Peace talks led by neighbouring
leaders resulted in the 2018 agreement and a power-sharing arrangement between
President Salva Kiir and his main rival, Riek Machar, though an insurgency continues
in the south. But the government is riven by internal power struggles and its reluctance to lift the shroud from upon the oil economy is blocking reforms that could sustain a broader political settlement.
Oil has always been central to South Sudan’s political fortunes. The landmark 2005
peace deal that paved the way for its secession from Sudan granted Juba 50 per cent
of the South’s oil revenues, pumping billions into the new semi-autonomous government as it prepared to stand on its own. The easy money quickly built a vast patronage
system that helped unite rival camps but also papered over the country’s deep ethnopolitical divisions. This largesse abruptly ended as President Kiir moved to consolidate
power after independence, sidelining his rivals and firming up his grip on the oil economy. The result was to fracture the country into warring ethno-political camps that continue to be a source of instability despite the formation of a unity government in 2020.
As South Sudan struggles to recover from civil war, its broken state finances are
receiving renewed attention. During the war, Kiir mortgaged future oil exports for
advance loans from a small group of commodity traders and commercial banks, piling
up debt while hiding the country’s finances ever further from sight. Meanwhile, his
loyalists diverted large portions of state revenue from the official budget, which is so
leeched that the government routinely fails to pay salaries. The result is a cash-strapped
state and a deeply aggrieved population with little confidence in its leaders, amplifying
political and ethnic animosities.
Stabilising the country appears impossible without fixing its economy. South
Sudan is a divided and fragile state that requires fairer power sharing in the centre
and a devolution of authority outside Juba, but the parties cannot reach such a political settlement until they are adequately accounting for and sharing the oil funds.
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Frustrations are also boiling over among donors, who increasingly believe that their
huge sums of humanitarian aid are sustaining a kleptocratic elite.
An acute economic crisis triggered by falling oil prices in 2020 opened a window
to press for changes, but an uncoordinated approach could squander the chance. Over
a ten-month period starting November 2020, South Sudan received some $550 million in relief from the International Monetary Fund (IMF), a lump sum equivalent to
past annual budgets. The IMF received promises of some reforms but there were few
strings attached. This support helped Juba stave off further slides in its currency but
left many reform-oriented South Sudanese and donors frustrated that a government
in such disrepute and so resistant to reforms received so much for so little.
A more coordinated strategy is needed. Drawing from the 2018 peace deal’s ambitious reform agenda, and the government’s technical commitments to the IMF, South
Sudanese reformers and outside actors should pursue more select financial reform
priorities that can redirect oil revenues back onto the books of the national budget.
These should include the public disclosure of government revenues and debts, aided
by the designation of a single oil revenue account, as well as efforts to shore up the
weak guardrails that to date have permitted the looting of government deposits. Future IMF disbursements and donor support should require such transparency in total
oil revenues, rather than simply accepting better management of funds that make
their way into the official budget.
One further way for donors to boost their limited influence in Juba is through systematic engagement with the commodity firms, and their bankers and insurers, upon
which South Sudan depends. For instance, donor governments should use the threat
of regulation to encourage companies to disclose their payments to Juba, consistent
with the way these companies increasingly disclose payments in other places. If they
fail to do so, governments can consider demanding special licences that require such
disclosure and certify compliance with South Sudanese law for companies under their
jurisdiction to operate in South Sudan’s oil sector. Banks and insurers should protect
themselves from legal and reputational exposure by requiring the same of their customers who do business in South Sudan.
At the same time, South Sudanese authorities and outside powers must start thinking now about South Sudan’s impending transition from a carbon economy as its oil
production declines, new investment in it looks less attractive and the world sets
bolder decarbonisation targets. In particular, donors should consider how their present and future support might help reconfigure, rather than reinforce, the top-down,
centralised political economy that has led to such bloody destruction. Reform will
not come easy, given the incentives for President Kiir and his allies to cling to South
Sudan’s oil wealth. If the political class and outside powers do not succeed in convincing Kiir to enact these reforms, however, the country could squander an opportunity
to find its footing before its wells run dry.
Juba/Nairobi/Brussels, 6 October 2021
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Oil or Nothing: Dealing with South
Sudan’s Bleeding Finances
I.

Introduction

South Sudan’s slide into civil conflict, barely two years after it achieved independence in 2011, has left the young nation and its outside backers with the herculean
task of halting its tailspin while forging a political path forward. A violent contest for
power, partly driven by the political elites’ desire to control the country’s oil revenues,
has exacerbated its deep ethno-political and regional divisions. The linchpin of South
Sudan’s economy, oil accounts for 85 per cent of government revenue and over 94
per cent of exports.1
Prior to its independence from Sudan, the South’s case that it could build a viable
state was straightforward. Even though the region did not have strong institutions, a
cohesive army or an internal political settlement, the South Sudanese pinned their
hopes on their oil wealth, arguing they could use it to build the state, create jobs and
develop infrastructure. The petrodollars were indeed substantial: despite sky-high
poverty and underdevelopment rates, at its birth South Sudan qualified as a middleincome country based on its per capita GDP.2
Instead of propelling the young country forward, however, oil helped hold it back.
Under President Salva Kiir, oil revenues supplied a slush fund for patronage politics
and personal enrichment that the elite squabbled over. In 2013, a leadership struggle
that included a fight over this giant prize degenerated into civil war. Peace efforts, in
turn, have repeatedly turned into an exercise of squeezing subventions for as many
belligerents as possible into the state budget. Although Kiir (from the Dinka ethnic
group, the nation’s largest) and his main opponent, Riek Machar (an ethnic Nuer, the
nation’s second largest such group), signed a peace deal in 2018 and formed a unity
government in early 2020, their accord could easily crumble as combatants turn
their guns on each other again.
Meanwhile, attempts by some officials to bring transparency to public finances
and curb corruption continue to flounder: the books recording the oil revenues remain
closed. After the global plunge in oil prices pushed the state into fiscal crisis in 2020,
the government is more willing than before to discuss reforms of its murky finances
in hopes of attracting badly needed support and investment. But South Sudanese
activists and external partners will need a concerted strategy to take advantage of
that window, lest South Sudan’s money continue to disappear with scarcely a trace.
1

South Sudan typically estimates total annual oil revenues at between $800 million and $1 billion.
Its 2020-2021 budget, however, prepared by the ministry of finance, estimates net oil revenues at
90.244 billion South Sudanese pounds, at an official exchange rate of 167 pounds to the U.S. dollar,
compared to non-oil revenues of 14.7 billion pounds. Crude oil accounted for 94.6 per cent of official
exports in 2019, according to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
website.
2
At its birth in 2011, South Sudan had a higher GDP per capita (around $1,516) than all its neighbours, according to the World Bank.
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This report examines South Sudan’s oil economy and its role in the country’s
upheaval. It outlines recommendations to the South Sudanese and their external partners to make the country’s finances more transparent and their custodians more
accountable, with an overall objective of reducing incentives for bloody struggles
over power. The report is based on dozens of interviews with South Sudanese officials
and activists, foreign diplomats and private-sector actors conducted in South Sudan,
the U.S., the UK, Belgium, Netherlands, France and Switzerland in 2020 and 2021, as
well as an extensive review of the available documentation of the country’s finances.3

3

These include available oil marketing reports, quarterly financial reports, sporadic production data
and public presentations prepared by the ministry of petroleum, draft and approved budgets prepared
by the ministry of finance, presentations from oil production companies, relevant legal and arbitration
documents, and data gathered by other institutions, including the UN and the International Monetary
Fund, as well as various confidential government documents and contracts seen by Crisis Group.
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Polluted Politics

A.

Oil, Independence and Civil War
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War has beset what is now South Sudan for over half a century. Insurgents took up
arms against Khartoum’s rule on the eve of Sudan’s independence in 1956, ushering
in protracted civil strife that left as many as two million people dead. But while the
dominant narrative had the “African” south pitted against the “Arabised” north,
Southerners were fighting for decades among themselves as well, primarily along ethnic and communal lines.4
The discovery of oil in the late 1970s intensified the conflict with Khartoum. In the
late 1990s, under President Omar al-Bashir, Sudan escalated its counter-insurgency
in the South to clear the way for development of oil fields, most of which are located
just south of today’s Sudan-South Sudan border. It won some battles but drew condemnation for its abuses of civilians, which also broadened Western and especially
U.S. sympathy for the Southern cause. Regional peace talks and strong-arming by
the George W. Bush administration finally helped convince Bashir, who feared U.S.
military intervention, to accept a 2005 peace deal with the Sudan People’s Liberation
Movement (SPLM), the political wing of the insurgent Sudanese People’s Liberation
Army (SPLA), that promised the South a secession vote six years later. Khartoum also
consented to give the newly semi-autonomous South 50 per cent of revenues from
the oil produced there, a bonanza for an area roughly the size of France with only a
smattering of small market towns.
Oil thus laid the groundwork for South Sudan’s secession. Flush with petrodollars,
the SPLM’s rebels-turned-rulers could have not wished for more propitious timing:
international oil prices reached new highs in 2004 and kept climbing, briefly soaring
above $100 a barrel for the first time in 2008, then hovering above that mark from
2011 until 2014.5 Led by Kiir, the SPLM quickly forged Southern consensus behind
independence by handing out plum positions and promising a broad-based government after secession, which was all but a fait accompli by the time the 2011 referendum arrived.
But the sudden wealth gravely compromised the country’s stability. The SPLM had
always been a shoestring operation, with field commanders largely left to finance
their own units through a mix of taxation, aid diversion, cattle rustling, artisanal mining, logging and outright looting. During the war with Khartoum, some top rebels
enriched themselves, buying upscale homes in Nairobi and Kampala. The 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement and the accompanying oil money propelled the elite’s
propensity for illicit self-dealing to new heights. The influx of billions of dollars into

4

Many South Sudanese perceive the communal fighting as pitting the country’s largest ethnic group,
the Dinka, against the Nuer, the second largest. The Dinka dominate the Bahr el Ghazal region,
while the Nuer control the Greater Upper Nile region. Smaller ethnic groups, meanwhile, formed
their own militias, including in Equatoria. See Crisis Group Africa Report N°300, Toward a Viable
Future for South Sudan, 10 February 2021.
5
“Brent Crude Oil”, Trading Economics, September 2021.
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a proto-state without established institutions resembled a free-for-all.6 Some officials,
meanwhile, justified their scramble for oil money as recompense for decades of wartime suffering.
Pervasive corruption quickly helped erode Southern solidarity. Ethnic mistrust
hardened as oil revenues appeared to concentrate in the hands of the SPLM elite,
which many Southerners viewed as dominated by Kiir’s ethnic group, the Dinka. Since
many smaller Southern ethnic groups had spent decades resisting the SPLM’s dominance, they remained on the periphery of the new quasi-official patronage network.
Resentment deepened after a string of corruption scandals, including the 2008 “Dura
saga”, when the government of the then semi-autonomous region awarded some $3
billion of contracts (at the official exchange rate) to a range of companies for the purchase and storage of cereals that mostly never arrived.7 In 2012, Kiir said the government could not account for $4 billion, dispatching dozens of private letters accusing
senior officials of embezzling funds in the lead-up to independence, a move that further ratcheted up internal tensions.8
After independence, oil emerged again as a cause of trouble. Facing deadlocked
negotiations over how much to pay Sudan for the use of a pipeline transporting crude
from Southern oil fields to export via Port Sudan on the Red Sea, Juba shut down its
oil production in 2012 to force Khartoum’s hand. South Sudan’s army then captured
the Heglig oil fields just across the border inside Sudan, triggering a short-lived border
war before pulling back amid global outcry. Having cut off its only source of revenue,
the government secured over $1 billion in oil-backed loans to tide itself over until
exports resumed, a mechanism it would later deploy to fund itself during South Sudan’s
civil war, in effect mortgaging the state’s future.9
Government unity crumbled soon thereafter. Senior party officials began manoeuvring to challenge Kiir’s SPLM leadership and, therefore, his presidency. Kiir meanwhile abandoned his strategy of political inclusion and moved instead to consolidate
power, tightening his own grip on the oil funds in the process. Discontent grew within
the SPLM. The dispute escalated in 2013, when Kiir sacked Machar, who served as his
vice president, along with many other top party officials. In December that year,
gunshots rang out after a party conference as Dinka and Nuer elements of the elite
6

See, for instance, Greg Larson, Peter Biar Ajak and Lant Pritchett, “South Sudan’s Capability Trap:
Building a State with Disruptive Innovation”, Center for International Development at Harvard
University, October 2013, p. 4.
7
Many contractors were apparently never paid. “The Report of the Auditor General on the Financial
Statements of the Government of Southern Sudan for the Financial Year Ended 31st December
2008”, National Audit Chamber, Republic of South Sudan, 2012. The audit, conducted in 2012,
found roughly $150 million paid under the contracts in 2008 at official exchange rates at the time.
A Reuters investigation cited an insider saying “several hundred million dollars were frittered away”
in the scheme. Hereward Holland and Pascal Fletcher, “Special report: In South Sudan, plunder preserves a fragile peace”, Reuters, 20 November 2012.
8
Letters Kiir sent to dozens of current and former officials demanding return of funds, 12 May 2012.
Signed template on file with Crisis Group. Machar, then Kiir’s vice president, disputed the $4 billion
figure and questioned Kiir’s political motives.
9
South Sudan secured the loans from the country’s main foreign producers, China National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC) and Malaysia’s Petronas. See “Note Verbale Dated 31 October 2019 from
the Permanent Mission of South Sudan Addressed to the UN Security Council”, UNSC S/2019/861,
1 November 2019.
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presidential guard tasked with protecting both Kiir and Machar exchanged fire, plunging the nation into weeks of ethno-political bloodshed that descended into a five-year
civil war. The conflict disrupted oil production, then drained South Sudan’s coffers.
Fighting erupted just as a global commodity boom slowed, sending oil prices below
$80 per barrel. Since South Sudan had based its export fee negotiations with Sudan
on boom-time prices, the oil slump further eroded government income.10
The ruling elite’s predation continues to threaten South Sudan’s stability. Though
the 2018 big-tent peace deal brought the two main belligerents Kiir and Machar somewhat closer, on paper at least, and eventually led to a unity government, the simmering insurgency in Central Equatoria remains unresolved, in part because a rebel leader
refused to sign out of frustration with, among other things, Juba’s monopoly on the
country’s oil wealth.11 More critically, as noted, Kiir has yet to fulfil many of the pledges he made in the peace accord, such as incorporating former rival fighters into the
army, often on the grounds that his government lacks the funds. Opponents view
these claims as spurious and proof that Kiir has no intention of sharing the country’s
wealth with non-loyalists, while Machar also faces accusations that he is hogging the
spoils of peace.12 Widespread discontent with the government’s failure to improve
the South Sudanese people’s dire living conditions is putting the peace deal at further
risk of collapse and feeding perceptions that armed struggle is the only avenue for
effecting political change.

B.

Obstructing a Settlement

As even South Sudan’s leaders acknowledge, the fight for petrodollars underlies much
of its internal political strife, while fanning the flames of its ethnic and regional divisions.13 To be sure, these problems owe much to decades of colonial and Sudanese
neglect that left South Sudan one of the least developed places in the world. Yet oildependent countries often suffer from political pathologies, and South Sudan is no
exception.14 The pot of oil revenues claimed by those atop South Sudan’s system dra-

10

Under the terms of a Transitional Financial Arrangement (TFA), South Sudan agreed to pay Sudan
a one-off sum of $3.028 billion by 31 December 2016, through a fee of $15 per barrel of oil transported through Sudan. In addition, South Sudan agreed to pay Sudan a transport fee of $9.10 per
barrel of oil produced in Upper Nile state and $11 for oil produced in Unity state, in total $24.10
and $26 per barrel respectively, regardless of the oil price. The terms were renegotiated in 2016,
reducing payments toward the Agreement balance when oil prices fell below $50 per barrel, though
keeping the fees the same.
11
Crisis Group Africa Briefing N°169, South Sudan’s Other War: Resolving the Insurgency in
Equatoria, 25 February 2021.
12
Crisis Group interviews, opposition politicians and commanders, 2018-2021.
13
Crisis Group interviews, 2018-2020. In a May 2020 speech, President Kiir said: “All of us would
be ashamed if we met our fallen comrades, because we have not lived up to their expectations. …
The SPLM/SPLA was not formed to fight for the rights of a few to positions of power and wealth”.
Salva Kiir, “2020 SPLA Day Speech”, 16 May 2020.
14
There is a body of research and analysis suggesting that oil-dependent states generally have
poorer governance and are less democratic than non-oil-dependent countries, in part due to the
ease of diverting funds and the volatility of oil prices. See Terry L. Karl, “The Perils of the Petro-State:
Reflections on the Paradox of Plenty”, Journal of International Affairs, vol. 53, no. 1 (1999), p. 31;
Paul Collier and Anthony Venables (eds.), Plundered Nations: Successes and Failures in Natural
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matically raises the stakes of holding power, accentuating the winner-take-all nature
of South Sudanese politics (which as discussed prevails even now, notwithstanding
the power-sharing arrangement between Kiir and Machar). This centralised contest
for oil money thus also obstructs the political reforms South Sudan so desperately needs,
including, as Crisis Group has previously recommended, the adoption of a more consensual form of national governance and a devolution of authority and resources.15
Kiir’s hold on oil revenues clearly works against more equitable power sharing.
His loyalists dominate the finance ministry, the Central Bank and the state-owned Nile
Petroleum Corporation, known as Nilepet. Furthermore, despite the 2018 peace deal’s
power-sharing provisions, Kiir’s confidants, including close kin and loyal lieutenants,
operate as a shadow government, bypassing the institutions the formal administration controls in cooperation with the political opposition, and thus retaining the real
balance of power and fuelling discontent in Machar’s camp.16 The presidency’s centralised control of oil funds – and desire to maintain it – also complicates efforts to meet
widespread demands for greater decentralisation, as the SPLM originally promised,
or even to open up space for dialogue among South Sudanese about what proportion
of national funds should flow to state and local administrations.17 Of the 5 per cent of
oil revenues that the constitution obliges the government to send to oil-producing
states and counties, little appears to reach those destinations.18
Further, South Sudan’s petroleum politics empower the elite most resistant to
change. Kiir’s government has spent the bulk of oil funds that did reach the budget on
the military and the security sector, instead of building basic services that could alleviate the population’s suffering. During the war, his administration predictably bolstered the army and the infamous National Security Services, while also backing government-aligned militias.19 These institutions acquire additional off-budget funds
through Nilepet, and through the operation of private security companies guarding

Resource Extraction (London, 2011); and Alexandra Gillies, Crude Intentions: How Oil Corruption
Contaminates the World (Oxford, 2020).
15
Crisis Group has argued that a sustainable political settlement in South Sudan must have elements of both. Crisis Group Report, Toward a Viable Future for South Sudan, op. cit.
16
For instance, in the absence of a functioning budget, government ministers from both Kiir and
Machar’s camp pay frequent visits to Tut Gatluak, President Kiir’s security adviser and now a major
powerbroker, to seek funds. Crisis Group observations; Crisis Group interviews, senior politicians,
Juba, 2020-2021.
17
Crisis Group Report, Toward a Viable Future for South Sudan, op. cit.
18
A March 2021 government audit found that the state had opened the relevant accounts only in 2014
and that, by 2020, it had given $55.8 million of the $85.6 million transferred to the account for oilproducing areas to ineligible recipients. The same report found numerous illegal transactions from
these accounts, including to the Office of the President, the finance ministry and individual politicians. “Report of the Auditor General on the Accounts of 2 per cent and 3 per cent of Net Oil Revenue
of Oil Producing States and Communities for the Period 2011 to 2020”, March 2021. Copy on file
with Crisis Group. Parliament’s budget committee members also noted they “continue to receive
complaints about the 2 per cent and 3 per cent transfers to oil-producing states and communities”.
19
An official note appended to South Sudan’s 2017/2018 budget lamented that “expenditures are
largely skewed toward defence at the expense of poverty reduction. Security and accountability/public
administration and rule of law spending have accounted for over 70 per cent of the total budget
over the past three fiscal years”.
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the oil fields.20 These additional off-budget revenues not only insulate much of the
officer corps from oversight but also provide them with powerful financial incentives
to protect the status quo. The top brass itself sponsors militias across the country,
undermining efforts to tame violence persisting after the 2018 peace agreement.

C.

A Hazy Future

Given the scale of the problems, it seems entirely possible South Sudan might be better
off without oil – and such a future could be nigh. The country’s production peaked at
over 300,000 barrels per day at independence but has decreased to half that, in part
due to the conflict, and South Sudan’s government projects oil production to continue
to halve roughly every five years.21 Volatile oil prices, instability and the poor quality
of much of South Sudan’s crude, meanwhile, discourage investment needed to repair
damaged wells, extend their lifespan and search for new deposits. The high costs and
fraught politics of exporting South Sudan’s oil through Sudan further deter prospective investors, which already face the prospect of global decarbonisation.
Since oil underwrites the entire South Sudanese state, any move away from production clearly would precipitate a collapse in the government’s income and further
diminish the authorities’ threadbare legitimacy. Yet the transition may also give South
Sudan its best chance at recasting its rentier state. The challenge can hardly be overstated: the government has barely paid attention to the agrarian and pastoral economies, which sustain much of the population. It has also consistently failed to explore
other potential sources of income and has yet to build the roads and infrastructure
that could spur economic growth.22 It is therefore difficult to imagine what a postcarbon future would look like absent significant external support, and South Sudan
thus faces a critically short window to improve its relations with the outside world.
Still, given how much of South Sudan’s politics revolves around this centralised resource, a transition away from oil also presents the clearest opportunity to change
the entrenched power dynamics in South Sudan that have proven so destructive.

20

See, for example, “Final Report of the UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan Submitted in Accordance with Security Council Resolution 2428 (2018)”, UNSC S/2019/301, 9 April 2019; “Final Report
of the UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan Submitted in Accordance with Security Council Resolution 2206 (2015)”, UNSC S/2016/70, 22 January 2016; “Capture on the Nile”, Global Witness, April
2018; and “Fueling Atrocities: Oil and War in South Sudan”, The Sentry, March 2018.
21
“MOP Petroleum Report: June 2018-May 2019”, Ministry of Petroleum, Republic of South Sudan.
The joint venture oil production companies forecast similar rates of decline. “GPOC Resumption and
Growth Journey”, presentation to the 2019 South Sudan Power and Oil Conference, Greater Pioneer
Operating Company, 29 October 2019; “DPOC: A Catalyst for Growth in South Sudan”, presentation to Africa Oil and Power 2018, Dar Petroleum Operation Company, September 2018. Copies on
file with Crisis Group. See also “South Sudan oil output declines as fields reach peak”, Reuters, 2 July
2021. International oil companies have said they will not renew their participation in the dominant
consortium in Upper Nile state when the agreement expires in 2027. “South Sudan to take over oil
fields managed by China’s CNPC”, Bloomberg, 26 August 2020.
22
The government says it is setting aside 10,000 barrels of oil a day to fund roads and infrastructure
projects, but this opaque program has come under intense scrutiny for mismanagement and corruption allegations. See next section below.
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III. Emptied Coffers: Siphoned Off and Pre-sold
A.

The Path of a South Sudanese Petrodollar

South Sudan earns income from less than half of the roughly 150,000 to 170,000
barrels a day it produces. The proceeds of around 55 to 60 per cent of total output
goes to the three joint venture oil producers in the country, as profit and to cover their
costs.23 According to the UN Panel of Experts, these costs likely include the producers’ contracts with security and other companies working in the oil fields, which are
largely controlled by South Sudan’s security elite – one way in which they can likely
tap into off-budget funds.24 South Sudan remains entirely dependent on Sudan to
get its oil to international markets, which means that a further 28,000 barrels per
day go toward paying Khartoum for the use of its pipelines and paying off a $3 billion
compensation settlement South Sudan agreed to after independence.25 (The government has said it expects to settle its compensation obligations by the end of 2021,
though transit-related fees to Sudan will remain.)
That leaves South Sudan with the proceeds from up to roughly 35,000 to 45,000
barrels per day at present production levels, according to the best estimates available.
Much of this money is vulnerable to diversion before it reaches the national budget,
however. Nilepet regularly receives tens of millions of dollars in oil revenues from
producing companies and the government, but these allocations are not reliably disclosed and have never been audited.26 Tightly controlled by Kiir loyalists and the security elite, the state-owned company appears to fund parts of South Sudan’s security
services and war machine.27
Other ad hoc forms of budgeting obscure the country’s finances. In 2019, Kiir
announced he was setting aside 30,000 barrels of oil per day for road projects with
Chinese companies, overseen directly by the Office of the President, though the government can now only afford to fund the project with 10,000 barrels per day.28 This
23

See Appendix H. The three joint venture companies are the Dar Petroleum Operating Company,
which is a partnership between Nilepet (8 per cent), China National Petroleum Corporation (41 per
cent), Petronas (Malaysia, 40 per cent), Sinopec (China, 6 per cent) and Tri-Ocean Energy (Egypt, 5 per
cent); the Greater Pioneer Operating Company, which is a partnership between Nilepet (5 per cent),
CNPC (40 per cent), Petronas (30 per cent) and ONGC Videsh (India, 25 per cent); and the Sudd
Operating Company (SPOC), which is a partnership between Nilepet (8 per cent), ONGC Videsh (24.2
per cent) and Petronas (67.8 per cent). The same international companies make up the joint ventures that produce oil in Sudan.
24
See “Final Report of the UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan Submitted in Accordance with
Security Council Resolution 2428 (2018)”, UNSC S/2019/301, 9 April 2019; “Final report of the Panel
of Experts on South Sudan submitted pursuant to resolution 2471 (2019)”, UNSC S/2020/342, 28
April 2020.
25
See Appendix G.
26
“Nilepet defiant to audit requisition, says auditor-general”, Eye Radio, 30 May 2021.
27
The 2019-2020 budget includes an allocation to Nilepet of 24.9 billion pounds ($160 million),
though it is unclear how this amount is calculated and whether it was paid in full. On the role of security actors in Nilepet, see “Capture on the Nile” and “Fueling Atrocities: Oil and War in South Sudan”,
both op. cit.
28
Kiir set up a “China desk” within his office to oversee the project. Kiir speech, 14 May 2019. The
IMF attributed the drop from 30,000 to 10,000 barrels per day to the “cash squeeze” after oil prices
dropped. “Republic of South Sudan: Staff Monitored Program and Request for Disbursement Under
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opaque arrangement shields substantial revenues from oversight and has already led
to scandal, including accusations of mismanagement and corruption.29 Kiir has since
promised to “dedicate” 5,000 barrels per day to pay government salaries, a move that
would make little sense if South Sudan had a functioning budget.30 More oil funds still
are used to repay hefty commercial loans, including from the Qatar National Bank,
the Africa Export Import Bank and the commodity traders, including Sahara Energy.
A 2013 law stipulates that all oil revenue is to be deposited in a single Petroleum
Revenue Account. The government’s failure to do so resulted in a clause in the 2018
peace deal ordering the closure of all other petroleum accounts.31 Three years on, the
authorities have yet to implement that provision. In addition to these ad hoc allocations, both the government and Nilepet receive payments from sales, fees and resourcebacked loans in several international accounts.32 In the past, the government instructed some buyers of its oil to make payments directly to third parties. This fragmented,
ad hoc system creates an ideal climate for large-scale misappropriations of cash.
The management of funds that do reach the budget is equally poor. Weak institutional guardrails and limited oversight facilitate fraud and embezzlement, including
“ghost worker” payrolls and collusive contract schemes, which can alone account for
billions of dollars in missing funds.33 The government did not even publish a budget
for the 2020-2021 financial year, while expenditure reports are typically late and
incomplete. Even a recent government audit of the use of the first batch of Interna-

the Rapid Credit Facility”, IMF, 17 March 2021. The ministry of finance said the outlay of 30,000
barrels per day created “large deficits in the budget and in the balance of payments” that forced the
government to draw down its foreign currency reserves to finance imports and public expenditures.
“FY 2019-2020 Approved Budget Book”, Ministry of Finance, Republic of South Sudan, 19 December
2019.
29
Sam Mednick, “South Sudan struggles to increase oil production after war”, Associated Press, 29
May 2019. Kiir later sacked his minister for presidential affairs, Mayiik Ayii Deng, citing mismanagement of the project amid an uproar over poor road construction. Kiir reappointed Mayiik Ayii as
foreign minister in September 2021.
30
President Salva Kiir address to the nation on occasion of tenth anniversary of South Sudan’s independence, 9 July 2021.
31
South Sudan’s Petroleum Revenue Management Act (2013) states in section II.6 that “any Petroleum Revenue due to the Government shall be paid into the Petroleum Revenue Account for subsequent
transfer in accordance with provisions in this Bill”. Section 4.8.1.2 of the 2018 peace agreement
mandates “the closure of any petroleum revenue accounts other than those approved by law within
three months of the start of the transition”. The peace deal also forbids the “depositing or diverting
any petroleum revenue into any account other than the Petroleum Revenue Account at the [Bank of
South Sudan]”.
32
There is some debate over whether the government could consider this arrangement as one account
spread over multiple banks. Crisis Group telephone interviews, Western officials, Juba, April-May
2021.
33
For major investigations of two distinct billion-dollar corruption scandals, see Foltyn, “How South
Sudan’s elite looted its foreign reserves”, op. cit.; and Mark Anderson and Michael Gibb, “As South
Sudan Seeks Funds for Peace, a Billion-Dollar Spending Spree”, Organized Crime and Corruption
Reporting Project, December 2019. The UN Commission on Human Rights in South Sudan says
“staggering amounts of money and other wealth have been illicitly siphoned from South Sudan’s
public coffers and resources”. “Human rights violations and related economic crimes in the Republic of South Sudan”, Conference room paper of the Commission on Human Rights in South Sudan,
A/HRC/48/CRP.3, 23 September 2021.
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tional Monetary Fund (IMF) funds found that millions could not be accounted for.34
In sum, South Sudan’s official budgeting often has little to do with how the state funds
itself or where the money goes.35

B.

Wartime Lenders of Last Resort

Oil-backed loans further cloud South Sudan’s financial horizons. Racked by civil war
and hamstrung by limited access to international capital markets, South Sudan started
using its future oil shipments as collateral in exchange for quick cash soon after independence. Since 2012, South Sudan appears to have received some $2 billion, at
least, in advanced oil sales.36 While these oil-backed loans brought in new revenue,
the government never disclosed the loans’ contract terms or repayment schedules,
obscuring the long-term implications. Its repayment obligations then deprived the
treasury of revenue and foreign exchange, as lower oil prices meant more oil was
needed to pay off the same amount of debt, pauperising the country’s balance sheets.
According to the ministry of finance, more than 86 per cent of the country’s $1.51
billion in external debt as of 2020 was owed to commercial lenders.37
As mentioned above, the South Sudanese elite’s debt acquisition habits started
developing before the civil war, when Juba borrowed over $1 billion against future oil
production from the China National Petroleum Corporation and Malaysia’s Petronas,
two of the main oil firms operating in the country, during the 2012 oil shutdown. In
2012, the government also started a commercial relationship with the Qatar National
Bank which eventually grew into a $650 million loan that Juba is still servicing with
the delivery of two cargoes of crude oil per year.38
South Sudan then started to turn to less orthodox lenders: commodity traders.39
A handful of trading firms purchased most of South Sudan’s oil from 2013 onward

34

Crisis Group telephone interviews, Western diplomats, August-September 2021.
Former allies of Kiir in the Jieng Council of Elders, a Dinka ethno-nationalist lobby group of influential figures, note: “The public budget, which is presented to the parliament is hardly the basis
of expenditures. In fact, fictitious institutions that do not appear in public budgets get to spend the
money while public institutions are cash-starved”. “Breaking the Silence – The Way Forward”,
Jieng Council of Elders, 19 February 2021.
36
This estimate is based on Crisis Group’s own dataset and calculations. One analysis of trading
data estimated that South Sudan may have received as much as $2 billion in pre-payments between
2013 and 2018. “Juba’s payday loan habit”, Africa Confidential, 30 August 2019.
37
“Final Draft – Quarterly Economic and Budgetary Review, First and Second Quarters 2020/21”,
Ministry of Finance and Planning, June 2021. Private debt is usually costlier and harder for countries
to restructure than bilateral or multilateral debt.
38
“Final Report of the UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan Submitted in Accordance with Security
Council Resolution 2521 (2020)”, UNSC S/2021/365, 15 April 2021.
39
Commodity traders have substantially increased their global lending since around 2007, encouraged by booming commodity prices and regulatory reforms tied to the financial crisis that suppressed commercial banks’ appetite for risk. Crisis Group telephone interviews, traders and bankers
based in Switzerland, the UK, France, Belgium and the Netherlands, January-June 2020. Trafigura,
one of the world’s largest commodity traders, noted that its pre-payments rose from $700 million
in 2013 to over $5 billion in 2019, saying: “International banks have substantially reduced their
exposure to emerging market lending credit. … With public equity and debt markets often also
inaccessible to emerging market resource producers, commodities buyers – the big trading firms –
35
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and then started lending the government money through “pre-payment arrangements”, the sum totals of which neared, if not exceeded, $1 billion.40 These payments
work like the petrostate equivalent of a payday loan scheme: the government gets
cash advances at high interest rates in return for future oil deliveries. As lenders typically pre-pay in dollars but get repaid through crude oil, oil price fluctuations can
require the government to ship far larger quantities than anticipated at the time of
the agreement. Discounts on the value of future oil and fees can make these deals
even more expensive for Juba.41
South Sudan has little to show for these secretive pre-payments.42 Only a handful
of officials know the terms of the pre-sales, and their power to line pockets today with
tomorrow’s riches has mostly served to heighten their political opponents’ fury and
ordinary citizens’ sense of injustice.43 Furthermore, the availability of this financial
lifeline may have emboldened the government to resist enacting reforms that attract
more traditional forms of budget support, while the resulting debt pile shrinks future
leaders’ capacity to arrest South Sudan’s tailspin.
South Sudanese leaders have repeatedly pledged to halt advanced oil sales, including in the peace deal, but found the habit hard to kick. In June 2019, the government
announced it had suspended pre-payment arrangements and set up a committee to
investigate the practice, but the IMF found that such loans had continued until at
least the following May. As of April 2021, South Sudan still owed Sahara Energy $99
million, but had reportedly cancelled its loan facility with the company and said it

have been left as one of the few sources of credit and working capital”. “Prepayments Demystified:
An Addendum to the Commodities Demystified Guide”, Trafigura, January 2020.
40
Crisis Group dataset and calculations. Crisis Group telephone interviews, traders and bankers
based in Switzerland, the UK, France, Belgium and the Netherlands, January-June 2020. UK court
documents confirm that the Swiss-Singaporean trader Trafigura provided around $300 million in
pre-payments between March 2013 and May 2018, when the government stopped repaying Trafigura
while striking new deals with other traders. Judgement, Government of South Sudan v Trafigura
in the UK High Court, 19 June 2020. While Trafigura was the most prominent lender to South Sudan
at first, it later gave way to substantial credit facilities from B.B. Energy and Sahara Energy Resources
DMCC, which forms part of the Sahara Group. See Appendix E. For example, the government received
over $400 million from multiple traders in pre-payments during the 2017/2018 financial year. “Final
Report of the UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan”, UNSC S/2019/301, op. cit. In April 2019, the
IMF reported that at least $328 million in pre-payments were outstanding, with almost $100 million
still unpaid the next year. “2019 Article IV Consultation-Press Release; Staff Report; and Statement
by the Executive Director for the Republic of South Sudan”, IMF, June 2019; Final Report of the
UN Panel of Experts on South Sudan, S/2021/365, 15 April 2021.
41
In his 2019/2020 budget speech, the finance minister acknowledged: “This practice comes with
significant cost to the budget and deprives us the true value of our oil revenue”. See also “African
Economies Haunted by Oil-Backed Loans as Traders Call in Debts”, Organised Crime and Corruption
Reporting Project, November 2020.
42
Such loans can serve a legitimate purpose, particularly where they help states with limited access to
conventional credit unlock revenues tied up in undeveloped natural resources. South Sudan’s oil industry was fully developed upon independence, however, undermining this conventional justification.
43
In 2019, for example, the IMF noted that South Sudanese authorities “were unable to provide a
full list of contracted oil advances and their repayment terms”. “2019 Article IV Consultation-Press
Release; Staff Report; and Statement by the Executive Director for the Republic of South Sudan”,
op. cit. Further, as pre-payments are not tied to the physical delivery or transfer of any product, the
recipient may deposit large amounts of money without much oversight.
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planned to clear the debt by September. In 2019, the Africa Export-Import Bank gave
the government an additional $400 million credit line, to be repaid through the allocation of future oil cargoes.44
Regardless of whether they are still purchasing the oil in advance, commodity traders remain the key buyers of the South Sudan government’s share of oil, according to
the ministry of petroleum, a significant shift from the early days when Chinese firms
purchased the vast bulk of South Sudan’s allotted cargoes.45 In 2020, the petroleum
ministry identified nine companies as having purchased the government’s entire
annual share of oil exports: all were either standalone commodity traders or trading
arms of major oil companies, the majority of which have a strong corporate presence
in Europe.46 As a result, a small circle of traders, plus the banks and insurers that underwrite them, many of which are headquartered in the world’s financial capitals,
have outsized influence upon South Sudan’s finances and politics.47

44

“Final report of the Panel of Experts on South Sudan submitted pursuant to resolution 2471
(2019)”, UNSC S/2020/342, 28 April 2020. Previous credit facilities with the Africa Export-Import
Bank saw repayment through oil cargoes lifted by the international commodity firm Glencore,
working with the local company Trinity Energy, according to the UN Panel of Experts. Final report
of the Panel of Experts on South Sudan submitted pursuant to resolution 2428 (2018)”, UNSC
S/2019/301, 9 April 2019. The Africa Export-Import Bank reportedly lent South Sudan $200 million
previously. “South Sudan secures $500 mln financing facility from AfreximBank”, Reuters, 15 April
2019. A June 2021 meeting between President Kiir and the Bank focused on “ways to consistently
deliver crude cargoes designated for loan repayment”. Facebook post, Office of the President, Republic
of South Sudan, 11 June 2021.
45
China still imports much of South Sudan’s oil, primarily through its state-owned China National
Petroleum Corporation, which is the largest shareholder in two of South Sudan’s three main oilproducing joint ventures, and thus a recipient of significant quantities of oil to cover its costs and
profits. See Appendix H. The government’s share of the oil, however, is predominantly sold to international traders, whose payments make up the vast bulk of government revenues. See Appendix E.
46
See Appendix E.
47
Commercial banks provide traders with critical financing, and in some cases the banks wind up
shouldering much of the risk that commodity traders take on. Financing ranges from standing credit
facilities that traders can draw upon as they wish, usually subject only to a set of restrictions on their
use agreed in advance, to highly bespoke loans that finance specific pre-payments, trades or projects. Under these arrangements, commercial banks, or a group of commercial banks, may agree to
assume none, some or all of the risk associated with the deal, such as if the borrowing government
fails to make repayments. In some cases, traders might also syndicate their loans after they have
been made, in effect trading on parts of the loan, and its risks, to banks and other financial institutions. Traders and their banks are also able to pass on much of the risks that lending to a government
like South Sudan entails to insurance markets, most notably Lloyds in London, where they can insure
up to 90 per cent of the value of a contract against a range of risks, including a government default
to broader political risks such as changes in governments and their policies. According to interviews, the most common form of insurance for these kinds of transaction is “contract frustration
indemnity insurance” obtained via the Lloyds Insurance Market in London, though “political risk
insurance” was also cited as relevant in some cases. Crisis Group telephone interviews, traders and
bankers based in Switzerland, the UK, France, Belgium and the Netherlands, January-June 2020.
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IMF Relief

South Sudan plunged into a fiscal crisis in 2020. Floods, locusts and the COVID-19
pandemic had already precipitated an economic downturn when a steep drop in oil
prices halved the government’s revenue while doubling the amount of oil it needed to
repay its creditors.48 In August of that year, the Central Bank announced that it had
run out of foreign reserves and would be unable to stop the South Sudanese pound
from depreciating.49 As national and state authorities laboured to keep down consumer prices on staples like water (which must be purchased because treated water is not
publicly available) and food, the government decided to print money, which in turn
further fuelled inflation.50 Internal documents said government revenue would decline
60 per cent from previous projections. Civil servants and soldiers went without pay
for months.51
The IMF stepped in to provide economic relief, which eventually totalled more
than half a billion dollars. In November 2020, the Fund provided its first-ever budget
support to South Sudan by releasing $52.3 million in emergency assistance, citing
the severe impact of the pandemic and falling oil prices on the country’s public finances.52 It followed up quickly with a much larger disbursement of $174.2 million in March
2021, which came with a program that allows the Fund to monitor the government’s
commitment to carrying out reform.53 The IMF identified eleven key measures it expects
the government to enact, including monetary and exchange rate adjustments, new
anti-corruption provisions, a single treasury account, and improved cash management
and cash forecasting.54 South Sudan then received a further $334 million from the
IMF as part of a $650 billion disbursal, the largest of its kind in the institution’s history, to all 190 members.55

48

The government based its draft budget on projected oil prices of $55 per barrel. South Sudan’s oil
exports are subject to high fixed costs, meaning that even modest price drops can badly hurt government revenues. South Sudan’s Dar Blend is priced using the Dated Brent price and its Nile Blend by
ICP Minas. South Sudan has typically discounted its prices because its oil is poorer in quality than that
produced elsewhere. According to the petroleum ministry, the average discount was around $9 per
barrel for Dar Blend during the 2018-2019 financial year, though these fluctuate considerably, and
interviews suggest that there was little discount when prices were low in 2020. South Sudan also pays
Sudan transit fees of $9.1 per barrel for Dar Blend and $11 per barrel for its Nile Blend, and makes
payments to clear the $3.028 billion debt to Khartoum to which it agreed upon independence. See
Appendix G.
49
“South Sudan central bank says foreign exchange reserves have run out”, Reuters, 19 August 2020.
50
Press statement, Office of the Governor of the Central Bank, 6 November 2020.
51
Even senior officials get only a few hundred dollars per month in wages. “FY 2019-2020 Approved
Budget Book”, op. cit.
52
The government and IMF say about $6 million went to paying arrears to South Sudan’s diplomats
overseas, while the remainder was split into three batches of roughly $14.5 million each to clear
back salaries in the civil service, sub-national institutions and the security sector.
53
“IMF Executive Board Approves US$174.2 Million Emergency Assistance for South Sudan to Address
the COVID-19 Pandemic”, press release, IMF, 30 March 2021.
54
See “Republic of South Sudan: Staff Monitored Program and Request for Disbursement under
the Rapid Credit Facility – Press Release; Staff Report; and Statement by the Executive Director for
the Republic of South Sudan”, IMF, 2 April 2021.
55
“South Sudan Receives USD 334 Million from the IMF”, press release, Bank of South Sudan, 25
August 2021.
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The combination of IMF stopgap relief and rebounding oil prices has thus far given
respite to the government and prevented fiscal collapse, but South Sudan’s economic
woes – declining oil production, meagre to no foreign reserves, high-risk debts – are
hardly solved. Despite its massive dimensions, the bailout has failed to extract major
concessions from the ruling elite, and the program’s critics say future budget support
should be tied more directly to verifiable changes.56 Furthermore, the IMF loan
appears to have aggravated political bickering, despite bringing about few substantive changes other than the rare semblance of transparency in how the funds are
used.57 In particular, the government’s decision to use the money to pay only its own
soldiers, and not former opposition forces loyal to Machar, added to the overwhelming
disillusionment with the peace process in Machar’s camp, which has since split into
two largely as a result of this discontent.58
Yet South Sudan’s economic distress may actually have a silver lining. The government is less likely to launch expensive military operations or flagrantly skirt a UN arms
embargo to buy new weapons. Insurgents may also have fewer incentives to rebel,
since the government has a smaller pot of money with which to purchase peace. More
critically, a protracted fiscal crisis may finally motivate South Sudan’s leaders to mend
their broken relations with donors.

56

Crisis Group interviews, officials in Washington, London, Juba, 2021.
Government accounting shows that most of the first IMF disbursement and half of the second
served to settle salary arrears of public workers, including in the security sector.
58
Crisis Group interviews, opposition members, 2020-2021. This grievance has been cited by
commanders who broke away from Machar’s leadership under the leadership of his former military
Chief of Staff Simon Gatwech in August 2021.
57
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IV. Mounting Frustrations and the Search for a Strategy
A.

Donor Dilemmas

Thus far, donors have struggled to articulate a coordinated strategy pushing for reforms in South Sudan. The government’s failure to provide basic services to its populace is an especially sore spot for major donors, which foot the bills for aid agencies
and organisations to provide education, health care, sanitation and more.59 Worse,
diplomats see few options at their disposal. Donors are understandably reluctant to
use relief to a population suffering chronic food shortages as leverage for political or
economic reform, given what they view as the government’s cruel indifference to its
own people’s hardship.60 They also fear that punitive measures could make the state
even wobblier, in turn worsening the plight of South Sudan’s beleaguered citizens.61
Targeted sanctions, Western powers’ pressure tool of choice in recent years, have
probably yielded some results but failed to generate substantial reforms. During the
Trump administration, the U.S. Treasury Department steadily diverged from the UN
and European Union (EU) by adopting a significant number of additional unilateral
financial sanctions against South Sudanese companies and individuals, though both
the EU and UK have recently added an individual each to their sanctions lists as well.62
Many of these measures cited the misappropriation of public funds.63 Some Western
officials believe that this escalation of targeted sanctions, and the threat of more, affected
the thinking of South Sudanese elites at critical junctures in the peace process.64 In
particular, they believe that threats of more sanctions helped convince Kiir and Machar
to form the unity government in February 2020.65 Government representatives repeatedly mentioned the sanctions in diplomatic meetings and hired at least two firms
to lobby for their removal in the U.S.66

59

The previous head of the UN mission in South Sudan, David Shearer, articulated this dilemma
shortly before leaving his position: “The wealth of the country bypasses its people, siphoned off in
secrecy with no public accountability for how it is spent. South Sudan has also become one of the
most dependent nations in history. Its education and health systems, its roads and infrastructure
are provided by outsiders. As the international community, we have to ask ourselves if we have too
eagerly stepped in and shouldered responsibilities that should be the job of the South Sudanese government, thereby adding to their dependency”. “The Challenges of Confronting COVID-19 amidst
Fragile Peace in South Sudan”, ACCORD, 17 March 2021. The government allocates shockingly little
government revenue to services: South Sudan’s 2019-2020 budget sets aside more money for
health-care allowances for MPs than for the entire health ministry.
60
Crisis Group interviews, U.S., UK and European officials, 2018-2021.
61
Ibid.
62
In April 2021, the UK sanctioned Sudanese businessman Ashraf Seed Ahmed Hussein Ali, known
as “Al Cardinal”, citing misappropriation of South Sudan’s state assets. In March 2021, the European
Union sanctioned former opposition commander Gabriel Moses Lokujo, citing human rights violations.
63
“South Sudan-Related Sanctions”, U.S. Department of the Treasury, last updated 26 February
2020.
64
Crisis Group interviews, officials in Juba, Washington, London, 2020-2021.
65
Ibid.
66
In 2019, the government signed a $4.8 million deal with Gainful Solutions. “Press Release on
Contract with the Government of South Sudan”, press release, Gainful Solutions Inc., 7 May 2019. In
2020, the government also paid AZ Media $280,000 for lobbying services in the U.S., which included
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Donors have also struggled to get regional powers – especially Kenya, Uganda and
Sudan, which mediated in 2018 peace talks – to increase pressure on South Sudan’s
leaders to clean up the government’s finances. Kenya’s business-minded elite rarely
cracks down on illicit money flows from abroad (even if its diplomats are aghast at
the state of South Sudanese politics); nevertheless, Nairobi made news recently by
freezing the account of South Sudan’s cabinet affairs minister and key Kiir ally, Martin
Lomuro Elia, for suspected money laundering, before quietly unfreezing his funds.67
Uganda’s political and military elites, too, share commercial ties with South Sudanese
elites and are happy to welcome their channelling millions of dollars into bank accounts in Uganda with few questions asked.
Sudan, meanwhile, would have the most to gain if South Sudan cleaned up its
image enough to attract investment in its oil industry, yet its relations with Juba are
primarily handled by its military elite, who are unlikely to push for reforms. Khartoum
is also swamped by an array of other pressing negotiations with its southern neighbour, including over border disputes, trade relations and peace talks with Sudanese
rebels in Juba.
Most East African officials say they do not believe additional sanctions would be
helpful. Regional envoys may also have promised Kiir to push for existing economic
sanctions to be lifted if he moved forward with the peace deal. Many analysts believe
the deeper misalignment is that regional elites suffer little from the status quo as donors
pick up the tab.68
Since it is clear that punitive measures alone will not prise South Sudan’s oil riches
out of the ruling elite’s hands, some donor officials are hoping that IMF engagement
could at least create momentum for reforms. At the IMF’s behest, the government
set up an oversight committee tasked with coordinating the rollout of key measures
in various ministries and institutions, while communicating progress to the Fund
and other donors.69 A nine-month Staff Monitored Program, which creates a basis
for the Fund to monitor the reform program, was attached to the second round of
IMF funds and may add impetus to the committee’s work and facilitate greater international oversight. Already as a result of the IMF support, authorities moved the
powerful Technical Loans Committee, which oversees government borrowing, from
the president’s office back to the finance ministry, which Kiir’s party also controls

efforts to remove sanctions. “Agreement between the Government of South Sudan and AZ Media
PR Inc.”, 1 September 2020.
67
“South Sudanese minister’s millions frozen in Kenyan bank”, The Star, 15 June 2021. Kenya later
lifted the freeze on the accounts. Brian Wasuna, “High Court Lifts Freeze on Minister’s Accounts”,
The Nation, 22 September 2021.
68
Some believe that East African elites are happy to profit from South Sudan’s crisis, given the
amount of aid that flows to South Sudanese refugees, particularly in Kenya and Uganda, as well as
the number of East Africans employed in South Sudan’s humanitarian and peacebuilding sectors.
Crisis Group interviews, regional, African and Western analysts and officials, 2018-2021.
69
See “Roadmap: Implementing the Public Financial Management priorities in the Revitalized
Agreement of the Resolution of the Conflict in South Sudan,” PFM Oversight Committee, January
2021, posted on the Ministry of Finance website in August 2021.
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but is subject to greater oversight. Officials say South Sudanese officials seem keenly
aware that current progress could determine the availability of additional IMF funds.70
Yet other donor officials fear that the IMF relief could weaken the pressure for
substantial reforms. Given their chronic search for leverage, the large influx of IMF
money with few major up-front reforms surprised many, even though some of their
own governments sit on the IMF board. This makes clear the IMF engagement was
never integrated into a broader coordinated donor strategy in South Sudan.71 Some
Western capitals may also turn their focus on other priorities, given the IMF lead on
the financial reform agenda, potentially leading to less pressure overall.72 The speed
of the disbursals was also a surprise: the IMF dispensed the second, larger round of
funds before the government’s internal watchdog completed its audit on the first
batch. The audit found millions of dollars could not be accounted for.73

B.

A Laundry List of Reforms

Following the peace deal and new IMF engagement, domestic reformers and international backers still have a window to press for meaningful financial reform. By
agreeing to form a unity government in February 2020, President Kiir hoped in part
to improve his relations with the country’s key Western donors. Today, he faces an
economy that will struggle to stay afloat once the IMF relief runs out.
South Sudanese activists and outside partners lack a clear roadmap to achieving
such reforms, however. The most obvious reference point for South Sudanese and
donors to press for improved state finances has been the detailed pledges all parties in
the unity government made in the 2018 peace deal, which envisages an overhaul of
South Sudan’s oil sector and public finances. Commitments include opening South
Sudan’s books and thus bringing transparency and oversight to government revenues,
debts and expenditures, largely in line with South Sudan’s existing laws. They also
include the reform of major institutions such as the Central Bank; enquiries into key
government bodies involved in the oil economy; the creation of a least six new agencies to strengthen management of public finances and resources; and the review of at
least twelve major pieces of legislation relating to management of the economy. All
in all, the peace deal’s financial reform roadmap binds the government to take at
least 65 distinct steps, few of which it appears to be making much headway in taking.

70

South Sudan could be considered for more IMF funds, including through an Extended Credit Facility, as soon as at the end of the nine-month Staff Monitored Program in December 2021, depending
in part on the Fund’s review of progress to date. Crisis Group interviews, UN and Western officials,
June-September 2021.
71
Diplomats from the major donor countries frequently expressed surprise and at times frustration
at the IMF disbursals, some stating clearly that the actions are not coordinated with a broader donor
reform strategy. Several donor officials also expressed frustration or confusion at the lack of interagency coordination on IMF oversight within their own governments, with one diplomat comparing
it to one hand not knowing what the other was doing. Crisis Group interviews, March-August 2021.
72
One major Western donor in 2021 scrapped considerations for its own push for select financial
reforms from Juba, opting instead to follow the IMF’s lead. Crisis Group interview, senior Western
official, Juba, June 2021.
73
“Statement of the Auditor General on the Audit of the Rapid Credit Facility (RCF) of November
2020 from International Monetary Fund (IMF)”, National Audit Chamber, 9 September 2021.
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Sensible as it may be, the laundry list approach lacks strategic focus and is thus unlikely to lead to more than a few piecemeal changes. More critically, the country’s oil
sector is already governed by strong legislation that needs to be enforced rather than
revisited. Against this backdrop, perhaps the most important step donors could take
would be to identify a handful of key reforms along the lines highlighted in Section V
that would be at the very top of the long list of priorities that activists and diplomats
are already pressing government officials on – a list that currently includes progress
toward elections, reduction of insecurity, constitutional reform and justice for victims
of war crimes, to name a few. Even the shorter list of IMF priorities may still be too
extensive, if the goal is substantive change.74 Still further commitments Juba made
to the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), following South Sudan’s addition to its
“grey list”, adds to the muddled reform agenda.75

74

Officials describe an atmosphere of dialogue with government officials about reform but say progress thus far has been limited to what one called the “low-hanging fruit”. Crisis Group interviews,
Western officials, August-September 2021.
75
The FATF grey list comprises countries working with and monitored by the FATF on commitments
to counter money laundering, terrorist financing and proliferation financing. “Jurisdictions under
Increased Monitoring – June 2021”, FATF, undated.
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Amid the financial wreckage, reform-minded South Sudanese and outside powers
need to figure out where to focus. Ideally, Kiir would enact all the reforms his government has committed to. In practice, though, those seeking reforms will need to
be more strategic, prioritising for the near term the particular steps most likely to
bring change.
South Sudanese and their outside partners should start by coalescing around the
demand for a single, designated, transparent oil revenue account, as required by South
Sudanese law and as the government agreed to create in both the peace deal and with
the IMF. They should also insist that its balance and activity be regularly disclosed
publicly in accordance with South Sudanese law.76 Although no panacea, such a change
is a key first step toward the regular disclosure of South Sudan’s revenues and loans,
without which credible public finances are all but impossible.77
While the designation and exclusive use of a transparent public oil account should
be a precondition for improved ties with donors, other steps will also be necessary.
Most urgent is the immediate disclosure of all government revenues and debts, a prerequisite for almost all other critical reforms as well as for rebuilding trust between
the government, the population and donors. This disclosure should include timely
publication of accurate budget documents, expenditure sheets and oil marketing reports, as well as the allocations of oil to Nilepet and other off-budget projects, a practice which should end.78 Until such transparency exists, donors and international
financial institutions, including the IMF, should decline to provide further budget
support.
But transparency alone will be insufficient. Corruption is endemic, and manifest
in tactics ranging from unbudgeted withdrawals, inflated procurement contracts and
ghost workers to exchange rate manipulation and self-dealing oil-field service contracts.79 The newly established Public Financial Management Oversight Committee
and its subcommittees offer an important focal point for emplacing guardrails against
these practices, but they need to show they can deliver results by limiting the practice
of unbudgeted withdrawals for private use and by ensuring ministries produce regu76

The Petroleum Revenue Management Bill (2012) states: “Any Petroleum Revenue due to the Government shall be paid into the Petroleum Revenue Account”, including “any amount deriving from
the sale of the Government’s oil and gas entitlement”. The act also requires full transparency of oil
revenues, including public quarterly reports of the balance and itemised transactions of the Petroleum
Revenue Account. Articles 4.8.1.2, 4.8.1.10, 4.8.1.14.2 and 4.10.1.2 of the peace agreement also require
the identification of a single designated oil revenue account and the closure of all other oil revenue
accounts.
77
The peace agreement’s Articles 4.8.1.3, 4.12.1.5, 4.14.3, 4.14.4 and 4.14.8 require the government
to publicly identify all debts, including all debts collateralised against oil.
78
Article 4.8.1.14.14 requires the review and transformation of Nilepet, which also remains a prominent example of financial secrecy despite receiving vast oil revenues. Nilepet’s board has been reconstituted, which could be an opportunity to clarify its allocation of oil as a first step toward reform.
79
Article 4.12.1 identifies several measures designed to improve payroll and cash management to
ensure legitimate salaries are regularly paid and that unauthorised and unbudgeted withdrawals of
public funds are stopped.
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lar budget and expenditure reports that reflect actual government spending. Given its
rock-bottom reputation among donors, the government may need to accept external
oversight and auditing.
There could be easy wins, too. Kiir’s entourage may retain the balance of real power, but an array of new officials, including long-time Kiir opponents, hold positions of
authority in the unity government. They have already taken positive steps. In February 2020, for instance, the petroleum ministry, led by a Machar ally, published the
first Oil Marketing Report – a vehicle for sharing information on oil sales with the
public – since June 2015. It has also committed to releasing monthly production
data.80 The government should build on these developments and, in accordance with
its own laws, ensure regular and timely public reporting of oil production and exports.
Donors could support internet portals that regularly update oil production and revenue figures and make key documents, including laws and marketing reports, more
easily available to a wide audience.

B.

Coordinating Pressure

Few expect Kiir to loosen his grip on state finances of his own accord, given that his
mode of politics relies on patronage networks and off-budget financing. To increase
pressure on his administration, reform-minded South Sudanese – particularly civil
society and religious leaders, but also disenchanted politicians – should to the degree
they can do so safely build a coalition with regional allies and (where helpful) donors
to coordinate their messaging, driving home the point that South Sudan cannot fix
its politics without restoring credibility to its public finances, while doing their part
to safeguard the work of civil society and journalists.
South Sudan’s neighbours can be of particular assistance. Sudan, which has pledged
to make its own oil sector more transparent, could eventually help shed light on South
Sudanese oil exports that transit its territory by disclosing more about its own industry. Kenya and Uganda should strengthen and enforce regulations to combat money
laundering, particularly in the commercial banking and real estate sectors, which are
benefiting from the proceeds of South Sudanese corruption. Both countries have
incentives to do so. Uganda has landed on the FATF’s “grey list”, leading the EU to
designate it as a “high-risk third country”.81 Kenya’s next assessment under the FATF
framework is under way, with results expected in 2022.82
Donors, meanwhile, should better articulate both what they expect South Sudan’s
government to do and what it might get in return – and stick to these priorities and
80

In 2019, the petroleum ministry lost some of its clout with the dismissal of powerful head Ezekiel
Lol Gatkuoth and the creation of a “China desk” in the Office of the President to manage up to 30,000
barrels of oil per day for construction of a series of roads in partnership with Chinese companies.
Yet it retains access to significant data and a legal mandate to publish this information. As of August
2020, the petroleum ministry no longer sits on Nilepet’s board. “Ministry of Petroleum releases annual report: Petroleum report provides detailed financial information and statistics from the South
Sudan oil sector”, Electric Energy Online, 21 February 2020.
81
“Jurisdictions under Increased Monitoring – 21 February 2020”, FATF, February 2020. See also
“Delegated Regulation amending Delegated Regulation (EU) 2016/1675 supplementing Directive (EU)
2015/849 of the European Parliament and of the Council”, European Commission, 7 May 2020.
82
“Assessment Calendar”, Financial Action Task Force, undated.
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commitments. In doing so, the IMF and donors must resist the temptation to latch on
to any single reform as proof of South Sudan’s commitment to change. For example,
President Kiir may well offer greater transparency over non-oil revenue streams in
exchange for more budget support; donor institutions should reject this trade-off,
demanding transparency in oil revenues, where the rot in South Sudan’s finances originates. The IMF in particular should not take transparent management of its loans to
South Sudan alone as evidence of meaningful progress and should integrate the findings of South Sudan’s own audits of these funds into its Staff Monitored Program.
Greater coordination among the IMF and donors, and within donor governments,
is also required. Many donor officials expressed frustration or surprise at the sudden
disbursement of IMF support to South Sudan in late 2020 and early 2021, without any
coordination over how this might be leveraged to encourage reform.83 IMF officials,
for their part, maintain that the Fund has a technical mandate and that it relies on
its board to provide political oversight of its activities.84 Donor governments should
accordingly increase their engagement with the IMF at senior levels, including with
board members, to make sure that the Fund’s efforts in South Sudan are not at crosspurposes with attempts to improve governance in Juba. Meanwhile, IMF officials
should also recognise the deeply political nature of any assistance and strive to align
their efforts more closely with other diplomacy.
Lastly, donors should not ignore their most important allies: the South Sudanese
people. Kiir and Machar are deeply unpopular both within their own camps and among
the wider population. Diplomats should make clear to both the political class and the
citizenry the costs and missed opportunities of their leaders’ failures. Donors should
emphasise that they are prepared to reset relations with South Sudan, whether it is
through a pledging conference or additional World Bank support, if and when South
Sudan’s ruling elite embarks on a more credible political transition, which would likely
require both Kiir and Machar to step aside. They should also speak up in defence of
journalists and civil society activists who focus on corruption or financial reforms
and are routinely arrested or harassed because of their work, including by the National
Security Service, which is among the beneficiaries of IMF funds.85

C.

Corralling Commercial Actors

The small number of international firms that provide a large percentage of South
Sudan’s revenues require more attention, too. The U.S. currently regulates the export
of certain goods to designated South Sudanese companies through special licenses
(discussed in Section V.D).86 Using these and other mechanisms there is more they
could do.
83

Crisis Group interviews, Western officials in Juba, Washington and London, 2020.
Crisis Group interview, senior IMF official, June 2021.
85
“Preliminary Narrative Report on the Utilization of RCF Funds”, Ministry of Finance, Government
of South Sudan, 15 March 2021; “Preliminary Narrative Report on the Utilization of RCF 2 Funds”,
Ministry of Finance, Government of South Sudan, 15 June 2021.
86
The U.S. Treasury has issued several advisory notices to U.S. companies warning of risks associated
with businesses and transactions linked to South Sudan, while the UK’s National Crime Agency followed suit by issuing an “amber alert” noting illicit financial risks in South Sudan. See “Advisory on
Political Corruption Risks in South Sudan”, Financial Crimes Enforcement Network, 6 September
84
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For starters, donors and external partners should state clearly to commercial actors
under their jurisdiction that they expect them to follow South Sudanese law, including by routing all payments to a single designated oil account and making sure their
contracts expressly require compliance by all parties with the country’s laws.87 South
Sudan has sold a majority of its oil cargoes to companies with an established presence
in Europe since the outbreak of civil war, while the rest went to firms with ties to China,
Russia and the United Arab Emirates. While Western governments may be the most
likely to do so, all of these governments should encourage these companies to disclose
all payments and loans to South Sudan, something that the companies might be willing to do if urged to do it collectively and some already do in other countries where
they operate.88 Banks and insurers, too, should require that all contracts by clients
operating in South Sudan comply with South Sudanese law, which would help protect
their reputation and guard against legal risks. Transparency among foreign commercial partners could also motivate Juba to open its own books, since these disclosures
would mean that South Sudan itself has less to hide.
Objections that such disclosure requirements, if imposed solely or primarily by
Western governments, would only lead Juba to favour non-Western firms or force
Western firms out of the South Sudanese market are misplaced. South Sudan is not
in a position to turn away business, while shrinking profits have nudged most traders
to look for new markets, rather than abandon them. Oil companies, moreover, have
regularly disclosed payments elsewhere when legally required to do so in the U.S. and
EU, while commodity traders have slowly started to report under voluntary standards
established by the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative.89 Further, even if
some Western firms did leave the South Sudanese market, nothing suggests that their
present trading or disclosure behaviour is currently any better for South Sudan than
that of the non-Western firms that could replace them.
Corralling these commercial actors will require governments to open formal or
informal channels with their management. At present, the companies complain that
messages concerning commerce in South Sudan, including industry-wide alerts, are
vague and inconsistent across Western jurisdictions, meaning they invest in little
beyond minimal legal compliance. Donors can provide more regular advice on corruption risks in South Sudan, as the U.S. and UK have begun to do, while taking care
not to discourage responsible investment in South Sudan and acknowledging that
companies are wary of being treated as foreign policy tools.90 Yet companies should

2017; and “Amber ALERT South Sudan: Illicit Finance Risks”, UK’s National Crime Agency, March
2020. The EU does not currently identify South Sudan as a “high-risk third country” under its antimoney-laundering legislation, despite South Sudan’s recent addition to the FATF’s “grey list,” which
often sets a precedent for the EU list.
87
Notably, the Petroleum Act (2012) and the Petroleum Revenue Management Act (2012).
88
Following engagement with the UN Panel of Experts, Glencore disclosed that it paid $425.7 million,
$375.8 million, and $152.7 million in 2018, 2019, and 2020 respectively for crude oil originating in
South Sudan. “Payments to Governments Report 2018”, Glencore; “Payments to Governments Report
2019”, Glencore; "Payments to Governments Report 2020", Glencore.
89
“Commodity Trading Transparency: EITI’s Role in Commodity Trading”, Extractive Industries
Transparency Initiative, undated.
90
Crisis Group telephone interviews, traders and bankers based in Switzerland, the UK, France,
Belgium and the Netherlands, January-June 2020.
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be aware that their involvement in South Sudan has clear reputational and regulatory
risks should they not follow South Sudanese law and engage transparently.91

D.

Carrot-and-Stick Approach

If South Sudan’s leaders fail to take the opportunity to carry out meaningful reforms,
as their track records suggest they will, donors face a range of unappealing options.
As noted above, additional targeted sanctions are an option, though by themselves
they are hardly likely to be transformative. Applying or threatening targeted sanctions can shift individual behaviour at key junctures but is unlikely to bring systemic
change. The costs can also be high and indiscriminate; even targeted sanctions can
throttle legitimate businesses and cut off civilians from banking services in an economy that offers only limited commercial appeal to banks. Still, countries such as Kenya, Uganda, the U.S. and the UK could do more to pressure the ruling elite, notably by
threatening to seize assets or end family education privileges abroad, especially if they
tied the threat or application of these measures to specific demands and commensurate
positive incentives. If countries applied such pressure in conjunction with conditioned
offers of IMF or other donor support tied to requests for reform, then donors could
employ a strategic carrot-and-stick approach that has thus far been lacking.
Furthermore, the U.S., UK, Switzerland and the EU could consider requiring special licenses for people and businesses under their jurisdiction to operate in South
Sudan that are conditional on transparency measures and compliance with South
Sudanese law. Trade with South Sudan’s oil sector would thus require a permit from
relevant government authorities. The EU insists on a similar licence for exports to
Russia and Iran, while the U.S. already requires licencing for the export of certain goods
to fifteen companies in South Sudan.92 A licencing regime could make the purchase
and advance purchase of South Sudanese oil, as well as the financing and insurance of
such transactions, subject to a permit requiring public disclosure of all related payments to the government as well as demonstrable adherence to other South Sudanese
laws. The threat of such regulation could also be used as an incentive for commercial
actors to work with donor governments on voluntary collective disclosure of their
activities in South Sudan.
Some South Sudanese believe that outside assistance is also entrenching a predatory elite.93 Donors’ long-term presence in South Sudan risks becoming a clear moral
hazard, should it allow the government to forever neglect its population.94 But the

91

For instance, Norway’s global pension fund, the world’s largest, recently divested from India’s Oil
and Natural Gas Corporation due to its business in South Sudan. The fund’s watchdog, the Council
on Ethics, explained: “In general, the Council finds it difficult to envisage that a company can engage
in oil production in South Sudan under the prevailing conditions without courting a high risk of
contributing to serious norm violations”. “Recommendation to exclude Oil & Natural Gas Corp Ltd
from investment by the Norwegian Government Pension Fund Global”, Council on Ethics, 8 January
2021.
92
“Supplement No. 4 to part 744 of the EAR”, 83 FR 12475, 22 March 2018.
93
Crisis Group interviews, South Sudanese civil society activists, 2020-2021. Statements by South
Sudanese civil society representatives to donor officials in closed-door discussions, 2021. See also Jok
Madut Jok, “Testimony before the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee”, 20 September 2016.
94
Ibid.
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nuclear option of threatening to limit or cut off aid if South Sudan’s leaders continue
to pilfer oil funds is polarising, and rightly so, given the potential humanitarian fallout.
In any case, few donors are willing to seriously consider any strategy that risks hurting the South Sudanese people in the near term. Rather than speculating about this
possibility, donors should do more due diligence to make sure less assistance falls
into the hands of Juba elite through logistics subcontracting, rent and exchange rate
manipulation, and by expanding their footprint as much as possible outside Juba.
Toward that end, donors could also consider shifting more assistance to direct cash
transfers in rural areas, as is being tried in Somalia and Sudan.95
The only durable route to fixing South Sudan’s finances, and the aid conundrum,
is through its politics. Financial remedies alone will not fundamentally change South
Sudan’s system of predatory winner-take-all politics, which reinforces the widely held
sense that the use of force is the only way to obtain a share of power. As Crisis Group
has previously argued, the South Sudanese should agree to some form of decentralisation to reduce the government’s power, devolving power and resources locally. Donors
who have grown frustrated with the country’s political quagmire should push regional
leaders and the AU harder to convince the ruling elite of the need for a more consensual form of governance. Many South Sudanese, fearing more power struggles, desperately want a political reset: the National Dialogue, which concluded in 2020, called
on both Kiir and Machar to step aside instead of competing in forthcoming elections,
possibly scheduled for 2023.

E.

Beyond the Petrostate

The South Sudanese and their long-term donors also need to start thinking about
South Sudan’s inevitable transition from a carbon economy. When the oil wells dry
up or stop producing, as they eventually will, South Sudan will become much more
reliant on state-level administration and revenue collection, as well as local economic
growth. As mentioned above, the coming end of oil is yet another reason why authorities should speed up the devolution of power, a widespread demand of the South
Sudanese population, which would make local administrations less dependent on a
revenue-starved future central government.
For their part, one fairly novel option that donors could consider would be to offer
conditional budgetary support in exchange for leaving oil in the ground, with an eye
toward piloting a future global initiative to low-income countries that will struggle to
move to a decarbonised economy.96 Some observers are already arguing that oil95

On a larger scale, the World Bank and donors are funding a $820 million cash transfer scheme
that is supposed to reach 80 per cent of Sudanese families. See Nafisa Eltahir, “Sudan’s basic income
scheme aims to ease economic pain”, Reuters, 29 April 2021. For Somalia, see “Launch of €6.5m
mobile money cash transfer programme”, Somalia Cash Consortium, 27 June 2021; and Sara Jerving, “The evolution of cash transfers in Somalia”, Devex, 29 July 2019. See also Susanne Jaspars,
“Going remote: Learning from aid practices in Somalia and Sudan for the COVID-19 crisis”, London
School of Economics blog, 17 April 2020.
96
Similar programs have been tried in Africa to halt deforestation. Norway, for instance, pledged
hundreds of millions of dollars to Liberia and Gabon to keep forests intact. Abdi Latif Dahir, “Gabon
will be paid by Norway to preserve its forests”, Quartz, 23 September 2019. Over a decade ago, Ecuador tried to convince richer countries to pay it to leave untapped oil in the ground but gave up in
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dependent countries, especially those prone to conflict, may need to be coaxed away
from fossil fuels with financial assistance.97 Of course, paying Juba not to produce oil
might be too much for some donors to swallow, particularly given that they could
conceivably renege on their pledge after a year or two and pocket both the assistance
money and the oil revenues (although any such assistance could be turned into hefty
debt obligations if the government reneges on commitments to keep crude reserves
in the ground).
Nevertheless, testing this idea in South Sudan could make sense for several reasons.
South Sudan's oil revenues are small for an oil-dependent economy, and donors are
already deeply invested in the country's welfare. More critically, in few places does
the opacity of oil money’s flow so clearly hinder a move away from conflict. To help
change the country's toxic oil political economy, donors could firmly demand that
the funds be transparently spent and accounted for by the government in line with
the country’s laws and constitution. Further, these conditions can include Juba exploring more non-oil sources of income and growth, such as agriculture or renewable
energy. These assistance funds could also be devolved to state-level governments in
line with South Sudan’s constitution, thus helping counterbalance the winner-take-all
aspect of the country’s politics, which has centralised oil revenue in Juba.

2013. Andres Schipani, “Ecuador admits defeat in plan to keep oil in the ground for a fee”, Financial
Times, 16 August 2013.
97
The World Bank suggests that financial transfers to countries like South Sudan may be necessary
for a low-carbon transition. “Finally, lower-income and conflict-affected countries with large proven,
but not yet extracted fossil fuel reserves – many of them in Africa – pose challenges. … Creating cooperative incentive structures may require additional financial, technology or knowledge transfers
to enable investments in diversification, ease the socioeconomic implications of a transition and encourage domestic low-carbon policy measures”. Further, “simulations suggest that the incentives
needed for the most vulnerable [fossil fuel-dependent countries] to participate in a global [low-carbon
transition] would cost only one eighth of the savings that their participation would generate in other
countries”. “Diversification and Cooperation in a Decarbonizing World: Climate Strategies for Fossil
Fuel-Dependent Countries”, World Bank Group, 2020, pp. 72-73. There are already calls for richer
countries to offer countries debt relief to move away from carbon-based economies. Somini Sengupta,
“How debt and climate change pose ‘systemic risk’ to world economy”, The New York Times, 7 April
2021.
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VI. Conclusion
South Sudan’s finances are in ruins. The oil that the South Sudanese once believed
would fund the development of their new state instead unleashed, then fuelled, a
bloody power struggle. The country’s leaders have emptied the state’s coffers, siphoning
off its oil income and mortgaging its future oil revenue. The capture of state resources
has helped keep President Kiir and his allies in power, but it has come at great cost
to the population and prevents a broader political settlement that could stabilise the
country going forward. The South Sudanese and external partners should focus on
key reforms that will bring transparency and accountability to its mismanaged public
finances. South Sudan’s elite is already staring at the horizon of a post-carbon future,
an existential threat to their rickety state. Delaying reforms any longer will only further
isolate the country as it nears a time when it will need all the help it can get.
Juba/Nairobi/Brussels, 6 October 2021
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Appendix B: Where Does South Sudan’s Oil Money Go?
Note: This flowchart traces the journey of oil revenues in South Sudan from oil production to the national expenditure
budget. Numbers are indicative rather than definitive.

Source: Crisis Group research.
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Appendix C: Estimated South Sudanese Oil Revenues
(in Billions of Dollars), 2011-2020

The South Sudanese fiscal year runs from June to May. Gross and net revenue data for 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 is
taken from expenditure reports produced by the ministry of finance, as Crisis Group could not obtain Oil Marketing Reports covering these periods. *Jul. 11 to Jan 12 only (7 months) **April 13 to May 14 (14 months).
All data is based on the government of South Sudan’s own reporting, which is not always timely or consistent. It can
therefore not be assumed entirely accurate, and Crisis Group has not been able to independently verify the reported
data. The abandonment of the fixed exchange rate in December 2015 further complicates data for 2015-2016, which
converts South Sudanese pound (SSP) oil revenues to dollars using the quarterly SSP revenues and average exchange
rates reported by the finance ministry. Net revenue is an imprecise category. The government’s methodology for calculating this number does not appear consistent across reporting years, but typically subtracts Nilepet allocations, payments to Sudan and commercial loan repayments from gross revenue. In some years, only actual payments to Sudan
are subtracted. In others, the amount owed to Sudan appears subtracted, whether actual payments were made or not.
Nilepet allocations and commercial loan repayments should be considered government revenue.
Sources: “Cooperation Agreement between Sudan and South Sudan on Oil Related Matters” (2012), Oil Marketing
Reports produced by the Ministry of Petroleum, Expenditure Reports produced by the Ministry of Finance, and reporting by the Central Bank of South Sudan.
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Appendix D: Barrels, Cargoes and Buyers of Oil

All data is based on the government of South Sudan’s own reporting, which is not always timely or consistent. It can
therefore not be assumed entirely accurate, and Crisis Group has not been able to independently verify the reported
data. The majority of the data is based on figures reported by the petroleum ministry in its Oil Marketing Reports.
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Appendix E: Purchasers of Government Cargoes of Oil
Shutdown
2011/12*

2012/13

No data
2013/14**

2014/15

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

China Oil

15

9

3

Unipec

15

19

39

1

Vitol

8

5

3

1

PetroNile

4

Arcadia

1

Tri-Ocean

1

Glencore

3

5

3

Glencore/Trinity***

7

Trinity

8

Trafigura

4

Zhenhua Oil

1

Petrodiamond

5

8

3

1

1

Sahara Energy
BB Energy

3

7

5

2

4

Litasco
Addax

4
4

NASDEC
Source: Oil Marketing Reports, Ministry of Petroleum of South Sudan. *Jul. 11 to Jan 12 only (7 months) **April 13
to May 14 (14 months).
*** Glencore has purchased several cargoes through the South Sudanese company Trinity Energy. Some of those
cargoes are tied to a loan agreement involving the South Sudan government, Trinity Energy, and the African ExportImport Bank, according to the UN Panel of Experts, which reported the loan was secured with crude oil ultimately
purchased by Glencore. Glencore disclosed that it paid $425.7 million for crude oil originating in South Sudan in
2018, $375.8 million in 2019, and $152.7 million in 2020.

1
2
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Appendix F: Outstanding Oil Compensation Debt
to Sudan (in Billions of Dollars), 2012-2019

Note: As part of the 2012 “Agreement on Oil and Related Economic Matters” between South Sudan and Sudan, a debt
of $3,028 billion was agreed, to be paid off by a fixed fee per barrel of oil to transit through Sudan. See Appendix G. The
terms have been renegotiated on several occasions, including in 2016, and the repayment schedule postponed. The
outstanding balance, as reported by the government of South Sudan, is recorded below.
Sources: “Cooperation Agreement”, Ministry of Petroleum, Central Bank of South Sudan, 2012.
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Appendix G: Structure of Oil-related Fees Paid by South Sudan to Sudan
These figures are based on the revised arrangement made in 2016.
South Sudan’s oil-related payments to Sudan ($/bbl)
Fees
Oil pumped from fields in Upper Nile State
Transport Fee

6,5

Processing Fee

1,6

Transit Fee

1,0

Total

9,1

Oil pumped from fields in Unity State
Transport Fee

8,4

Processing Fee

1,6

Transit Fee

1,0

Total

11,0

Payment toward TFA settlement ($/bbl)
Oil price

TFA payment

20-30

6,0

30-40

9,0

40-50

10,5

Above 50

15,0
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Appendix H: Exploration and Production-sharing Agreements for Joint
Venture Companies Producing Oil in South Sudan
Details of these agreements come from the Petroleum Marketing Report produced by
South Sudan’s ministry of petroleum for the financial year 2018-2019, the most recent for
which information is available. The data here does not reflect any renegotiations that have
taken place since that time.
Dar Petroleum Operating Company (DPOC)
Development Block 3D
Operating Expenses

Recovered in year incurred

Exploration Expenditures

25% per financial year

Development Expenditures

25% per financial year

Cost Oil Maximum
Excess Cost Oil

50%
Shared as per Profit Oil

Profit Oil

50%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 10,000 bbls/day

64%

36%

> 10,000 bbls/day; < 15,000 bbls/day

67%

33%

> 15,000 bbls/day; < 20,000 bbls/day

77%

23%

> 20,000 bbls/day

80%

20%

Exploration Blocks 3E
Operating Expenses

Recovered in year incurred

Exploration Expenditures

25% per financial year

Development Expenditures

25% per financial year

Cost Oil Maximum
Excess Cost Oil

45%
Shared as per Profit Oil

Profit Oil

55%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 25,000 bbls/day

70%

30%

> 25,000 bbls/day; < 50,000 bbls/day

72%

28%

> 50,000 bbls/day; < 75,000 bbls/day

74%

26%

> 75,000 bbls/day

80%

20%
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Development Block 7E
Operating Expenses

Recovered in year incurred

Exploration Expenditures

25% per financial year

Development Expenditures

25% per financial year

Cost Oil Maximum
Excess Cost Oil

45%
Shared as per Profit Oil

Profit Oil

55%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 25,000 bbls/day

70%

30%

> 25,000 bbls/day; < 50,000 bbls/day

72%

28%

> 50,000 bbls/day; < 75,000 bbls/day

74%

26%

> 75,000 bbls/day

80%

20%

Greater Pioneer Operating Company (GPOC)
Development Block 1b and 2b
Operating Costs

Recovered in year incurred

Capital Costs

Recovered over four years

Cost Oil Maximum

40%

Excess Cost Oil

RSS 100%

Profit Oil

60%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 25,000 bbls/day

61,5%

38,5%

> 25,000 bbls/day; < 50,000 bbls/day

71,0%

29,0%

> 50,000 bbls/day

80,0%

20,0%

Exploration Blocks 1a, 2a and 4
Operating Costs

Recovered in year incurred

Capital Costs

Recovered over four years

Cost Oil Maximum

45%

Excess Cost Oil

RSS 100%

Profit Oil

55%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 25,000 bbls/day

60%

40%

> 25,000 bbls/day; < 50,000 bbls/day

70%

30%

> 50,000 bbls/day

80%

20%
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SUDD Petroleum Operating Company Limited (SPOC)
Block 5A
Operating Expenses

Recovered in year incurred

Exploration Expenditures

20% per financial year

Development Expenditures

20% per financial year

Cost Oil Maximum
Excess Cost Oil

40%
Shared as per Profit Oil

Profit Oil

60%

Profit Oil Sharing

RSS

Contractor

< 25,000 bbls/day

71,5%

28,5%

> 25,000 bbls/day; < 50,000 bbls/day

72,5%

27,5%

> 50,000 bbls/day; < 100,000 bbls/day

76,25%

23,75%

> 100,000 bbls/day

81,25%

18,75%
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CrisisWatch, a monthly early-warning bulletin, providing a succinct regular update on the state of play in
up to 80 situations of conflict or potential conflict around the world.
Crisis Group’s reports are distributed widely by email and made available simultaneously on its website,
www.crisisgroup.org. Crisis Group works closely with governments and those who influence them, including the media, to highlight its crisis analyses and to generate support for its policy prescriptions.
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Appendix J: Reports and Briefings on Africa since 2018
Special Reports and Briefings
Council of Despair? The Fragmentation of
UN Diplomacy, Special Briefing N°1, 30 April
2019.
Seven Opportunities for the UN in 2019-2020,
Special Briefing N°2, 12 September 2019.
Seven Priorities for the New EU High Representative, Special Briefing N°3, 12 December
2019.
COVID-19 and Conflict: Seven Trends to Watch,
Special Briefing N°4, 24 March 2020 (also
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A Course Correction for the Women, Peace and
Security Agenda, Special Briefing N°5, 9 December 2020.
Nineteen Conflict Prevention Tips for the Biden
Administration, United States Briefing N°2, 28
January 2021.
Ten Challenges for the UN in 2021-2022, Special Briefing N°6, 13 September 2021.

Africa
A Tale of Two Councils: Strengthening AU-UN
Cooperation, Africa Report N°279, 25 June
2019.
The Price of Peace: Securing UN Financing for
AU Peace Operations, Africa Report N°286,

31 January 2020.
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Africa Briefing N°151, 7 February 2020 (also
available in French).

Cameroon’s Far North: A New Chapter in the
Fight Against Boko Haram, Africa Report
N°263, 14 August 2018 (also available in
French).
Helping the Burundian People Cope with the
Economic Crisis, Africa Report N°264, 31 August 2018 (also available in French).
Cameroon: Divisions Widen Ahead of Presidential Vote, Africa Briefing N°142, 3 October
2018 (also available in French).
Chad: Defusing Tensions in the Sahel, Africa
Report N°266, 5 December 2018 (also available in French).
Cameroon’s Anglophone Crisis: How to Get to
Talks?, Africa Report N°272, 2 May 2019 (also
available in French).
Chad: Avoiding Confrontation in Miski, Africa
Report N°274, 17 May 2019 (only available in
French).
Making the Central African Republic’s Latest
Peace Agreement Stick, Africa Report N°277,
18 June 2019 (also available in French).
Running Out of Options in Burundi, Africa Report N°278, 20 June 2019 (also available in
French).
A New Approach for the UN to Stabilise the DR
Congo, Africa Briefing N°148, 4 December
2019.
Avoiding the Resurgence of Inter-communal Violence in Eastern Chad, Africa Report N°284,
30 December 2019 (also available in French).

How to Spend It: New EU Funding for African
Peace and Security, Africa Report N°297, 14
January 2021 (also available in French).

Averting Proxy Wars in the Eastern DR Congo
and Great Lakes, Africa Briefing N°150, 23
January 2020 (also available in French and
Portuguese).

Eight Priorities for the African Union in 2021,
Africa Briefing N°166, 3 February 2021 (also
available in French).

A First Step Toward Reform: Ending Burundi’s
Forced Contribution System, Africa Briefing
N°153, 8 April 2020 (also available in French).

Central Africa

Mineral Concessions: Avoiding Conflict in DR
Congo’s Mining Heartland, Africa Report
N°290, 30 June 2020 (also available in
French).

Seven Priorities for the African Union in 2018,
Africa Briefing N°135, 17 January 2018 (also
available in French).
Electoral Poker in DR Congo, Africa Report
N°259, 4 April 2018 (also available in French).
Cameroon’s Anglophone Crisis: How the Catholic Church Can Promote Dialogue, Africa Briefing N°138, 26 April 2018 (also available in
French).
Increasing the Stakes in DR Congo’s Electoral
Poker, Africa Briefing N°139, 8 June 2018 (also available in French).
DR Congo: The Bemba Earthquake, Africa Briefing N°140, 15 June 2018 (also available in
French).

DR Congo: Ending the Cycle of Violence in Ituri,
Africa Report N°292, 15 July 2020 (also available in French).
Easing Cameroon’s Ethno-political Tensions, On
and Offline, Africa Report N°295, 3 December
2020 (also available in French).
Réduire les tensions électorales en République
centrafricaine, Africa Report N°296, 10

December 2020 (only available in French).
New Challenges for Chad’s Army, Africa Report
N°298, 22 janvier 2021 (only available in
French).

Oil or Nothing: Dealing with South Sudan’s Bleeding Finances
Crisis Group Africa Report N°305, 6 October 2021

Horn of Africa
After Kenya’s Leaders Reconcile, a Tough Path
Ahead, Africa Briefing N°136, 13 March 2018.
Somalia and the Gulf Crisis, Africa Report
N°260, 5 June 2018.

Page 39

Toward a Viable Future for South Sudan, Africa
Report N°300, 5 February 2021.
Finding a Path to Peace in Ethiopia’s Tigray Region, Africa Briefing N°167, 11 February 2021.

Averting War in Northern Somalia, Africa Briefing N°141, 27 June 2018.

The Rebels Come to Khartoum: How to Implement Sudan’s New Peace Agreement, Africa
Briefing N°168, 23 February 2021.

Al-Shabaab Five Years after Westgate: Still a
Menace in East Africa, Africa Report N°265,
21 September 2018.

South Sudan’s Other War: Resolving the Insurgency in Equatoria, Africa Briefing N°169, 25
February 2021.

Improving Prospects for a Peaceful Transition in
Sudan, Africa Briefing N°143, 14 January
2019.

Ethiopia’s Tigray War: A Deadly, Dangerous
Stalemate, Africa Briefing N°171, 2 April 2021.

Managing Ethiopia’s Unsettled Transition, Africa
Report N°269, 21 February 2019.
Salvaging South Sudan’s Fragile Peace Deal,
Africa Report N°270, 13 March 2019.
Bridging the Gap in the Nile Waters Dispute,
Africa Report N°271, 20 March 2019.
Averting Violence in Zanzibar’s Knife-edge Election, Africa Briefing N°144, 11 June 2019.
Women and Al-Shabaab’s Insurgency, Africa
Briefing N°145, 27 June 2019.
Time for Ethiopia to Bargain with Sidama over
Statehood, Africa Briefing N°146, 4 July 2019.
Somalia-Somaliland: The Perils of Delaying New
Talks, Africa Report N°280, 12 July 2019.

Containing the Volatile Sudan-Ethiopia Border
Dispute, Africa Briefing N°173, 24 June 2021.
Building on Somaliland’s Successful Elections,
Africa Briefing N°174, 12 August 2021.

Southern Africa
Four Conflict Prevention Opportunities for South
Africa’s Foreign Policy, Africa Briefing N°152,
27 March 2020.
All That Glitters is Not Gold: Turmoil in Zimbabwe’s Mining Sector, Africa Report N°294, 24
November 2020.
How South Africa Can Nudge Zimbabwe toward
Stability, Africa Briefing N°164, 17 December
2020.

Safeguarding Sudan’s Revolution, Africa Report
N°281, 21 October 2019.

Stemming the Insurrection in Mozambique’s
Cabo Delgado, Africa Report N°303, 11 June
2021 (also available in Portuguese).

Déjà Vu: Preventing Another Collapse in South
Sudan, Africa Briefing N°147, 4 November
2019.

West Africa

Keeping Ethiopia’s Transition on the Rails, Africa Report N°283, 16 December 2019.
COVID-19 in Somalia: A Public Health Emergency in an Electoral Minefield, Africa Briefing
N°155, 8 May 2020.
Bridging the Divide in Ethiopia’s North, Africa
Briefing N°156, 12 June 2020.

Financing the Revival of Sudan’s Troubled
Transition, Africa Briefing N°157, 23 June
2020.
Ending the Dangerous Standoff in Southern
Somalia, Africa Briefing N°158, 14 July 2020.
How to Shield Education from Al-Shabaab in
Kenya’s North East, Africa Briefing N°159, 22
July 2020.
Toward an End to Ethiopia’s Federal-Tigray
Feud, Africa Briefing N°160, 14 August 2020
(also available in Amharic and Tigrinya).
Steering Ethiopia's Tigray Crisis Away from Conflict, Africa Briefing N°162, 30 October 2020.
Staving off Violence around Somalia’s Elections,
Africa Briefing N°163, 10 November 2020.
Blunting Al-Shabaab’s Impact on Somalia’s
Elections, Africa Briefing N°165, 31 December
2020.

Frontière Niger-Mali : mettre l’outil militaire au
service d’une approche politique, Africa Report N°261, 12 June 2018 (only available in
French).
Stopping Nigeria’s Spiralling Farmer-Herder Violence, Africa Report N°262, 26 July 2018.
Drug Trafficking, Violence and Politics in Northern Mali, Africa Report N°267, 13 December
2018 (also available in French).
Nigeria’s 2019 Elections: Six States to Watch,
Africa Report N°268, 21 December 2018.
Facing the Challenge of the Islamic State
in West Africa Province, Africa Report N°273,
16 May 2019.
Returning from the Land of Jihad: The Fate of
Women Associated with Boko Haram, Africa
Report N°275, 21 May 2019.
Speaking with the “Bad Guys”: Toward Dialogue
with Central Mali’s Jihadists, Africa Report
N°276 (also available in French), 28 May
2019.
Getting a Grip on Central Sahel’s Gold Rush,
Africa Report N°282, 13 November 2019 (also
available in French).
The Risk of Jihadist Contagion in West Africa,
Africa Briefing N°149, 20 December 2019 (also available in French).

Oil or Nothing: Dealing with South Sudan’s Bleeding Finances
Crisis Group Africa Report N°305, 6 October 2021

Managing Trafficking in Northern Niger, Africa
Report N°285, 6 January 2020 (also available
in French).
Burkina Faso: Stopping the Spiral of Violence,
Africa Report N°287, 24 February 2020, (also
available in French).
The Central Sahel: Scene of New Climate
Wars?, Africa Briefing N°154, 24 April 2020
(also available in French).
Violence in Nigeria’s North West: Rolling Back
the Mayhem, Africa Report N°288, 18 May
2020.
Sidelining the Islamic State in Niger’s Tillabery,
Africa Report N°289, 3 June 2020 (also available in French).
What Role for the Multinational Joint Task Force
in Fighting Boko Haram?, Africa Report

N°291, 7 July 2020.
Côte d’Ivoire: An Election Delay for Dialogue,
Africa Briefing N°161, 29 September 2020 (also available in French).

Reversing Central Mali’s Descent into Communal Violence, Africa Report N°293, 9 November 2020 (also available in French).
A Course Correction for the Sahel Stabilisation
Strategy, Africa Report N°299, 1 February
2021 (also available in French).
An Exit from Boko Haram? Assessing Nigeria’s
Operation Safe Corridor, Africa Briefing
N°170, 19 March 2021.
South-western Niger: Preventing a New Insurrection, Africa Report N°301, 29 April 2021
(also available in French).
Ending Nigeria’s Herder-Farmer Crisis: The
Livestock Reform Plan, Africa Report N°302, 4
May 2021.
Murder in Tillabery: Calming Niger’s Emerging
Communal Crisis, Africa Briefing N°172, 28
May 2021 (also available in French).
Saving Momentum for Change in Mali’s Transition, Africa Report N°304, 21 September 2021
(only available in French).

Page 40

Oil or Nothing: Dealing with South Sudan’s Bleeding Finances
Crisis Group Africa Report N°305, 6 October 2021

Page 41

Appendix K: International Crisis Group Board of Trustees
INTERIM PRESIDENT

Mo Ibrahim

Thomas R. Pickering

Richard Atwood

Founder and Chair, Mo Ibrahim
Foundation; Founder, Celtel
International

Former U.S. Under-Secretary of State
and Ambassador to the UN, Russia,
India, Israel, Jordan, El Salvador and
Nigeria

Crisis Group Chief of Policy

INTERIM VICE
PRESIDENT
Comfort Ero
Crisis Group Africa Program Director

CO-CHAIRS
Frank Giustra
President & CEO, Fiore Group;
Founder, Radcliffe Foundation

Susana Malcorra
Former Foreign Minister of Argentina

OTHER TRUSTEES
Fola Adeola
Founder and Chairman, FATE
Foundation

Hushang Ansary
Chairman, Parman Capital Group LLC;
Former Iranian Ambassador to the
U.S. and Minister of Finance and
Economic Affairs

Gérard Araud
Former Ambassador of France
to the U.S.

Carl Bildt
Former Prime Minister and Foreign
Minister of Sweden

Emma Bonino
Former Foreign Minister of Italy and
European Commissioner for
Humanitarian Aid

Cheryl Carolus
Former South African High
Commissioner to the UK and
Secretary General of the African
National Congress (ANC)

Maria Livanos Cattaui
Former Secretary General of the
International Chamber of Commerce

Ahmed Charai
Chairman and CEO of Global Media
Holding and publisher of the Moroccan
weekly L’Observateur

Nathalie Delapalme
Executive Director and Board Member
at the Mo Ibrahim Foundation

Hailemariam Desalegn Boshe
Former Prime Minister of Ethiopia

Alexander Downer
Former Australian Foreign Minister
and High Commissioner to the United
Kingdom

Sigmar Gabriel
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs and
Vice Chancellor of Germany

Hu Shuli
Editor-in-Chief of Caixin Media;
Professor at Sun Yat-sen University

Wadah Khanfar
Co-Founder, Al Sharq Forum; former
Director General, Al Jazeera Network

Nasser al-Kidwa
Chairman of the Yasser Arafat
Foundation; Former UN Deputy
Mediator on Syria

Bert Koenders
Former Dutch Minister of Foreign
Affairs and Under-Secretary-General
of the United Nations

Andrey Kortunov
Director General of the Russian
International Affairs Council

Ivan Krastev

Kerry Propper
Managing Partner of ATW Partners;
Founder and Chairman of Chardan
Capital

Ahmed Rashid
Author and Foreign Policy Journalist,
Pakistan

Ghassan Salamé
Former UN Secretary-General’s
Special Representative and Head of
the UN Support Mission in Libya;
Former Minister of Culture of Lebanon;
Founding Dean of the Paris School of
International Affairs, Sciences Po
University

Chairman of the Centre for Liberal
Strategies (Sofia); Founding Board
Member of European Council on
Foreign Relations

Juan Manuel Santos Calderón

Tzipi Livni

Former President of Liberia

Former Foreign Minister and Vice
Prime Minister of Israel

Alexander Soros

Helge Lund
Former Chief Executive BG Group
(UK) and Statoil (Norway)

Lord (Mark) Malloch-Brown
Former UN Deputy Secretary-General
and Administrator of the United
Nations Development Programme

William H. McRaven
Retired U.S. Navy Admiral who served
as 9th Commander of the U.S. Special
Operations Command

Shivshankar Menon
Former Foreign Secretary of India;
former National Security Adviser

Naz Modirzadeh
Director of the Harvard Law School
Program on International Law and
Armed Conflict

Federica Mogherini
Former High Representative of the
European Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy

Saad Mohseni
Chairman and CEO of MOBY Group

Marty Natalegawa
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs of
Indonesia, Permanent Representative
to the UN, and Ambassador to the UK

Ayo Obe
Chair of the Board of the Gorée
Institute (Senegal); Legal Practitioner
(Nigeria)

Meghan O'Sullivan
Former U.S. Deputy National Security
Adviser on Iraq and Afghanistan

Former President of Colombia; Nobel
Peace Prize Laureate 2016

Ellen Johnson Sirleaf

Deputy Chair of the Global Board,
Open Society Foundations

George Soros
Founder, Open Society Foundations
and Chair, Soros Fund Management

Jonas Gahr Støre
Leader of the Labour Party and Labour
Party Parliamentary Group; former
Foreign Minister of Norway

Lawrence H. Summers
Former Director of the U.S. National
Economic Council and Secretary of
the U.S. Treasury; President Emeritus
of Harvard University

Darian Swig
Founder and President, Article 3
Advisors; Co-Founder and Board
Chair, Article3.org

Helle Thorning-Schmidt
CEO of Save the Children International;
former Prime Minister of Denmark

Wang Jisi
Member, Foreign Policy Advisory
Committee of the Chinese Foreign
Ministry; President, Institute of
International and Strategic Studies,
Peking University

Oil or Nothing: Dealing with South Sudan’s Bleeding Finances
Crisis Group Africa Report N°305, 6 October 2021

Page 42

C OR P ORA T E C OU N CIL S
A distinguished group of companies who share Crisis Group’s vision and values, providing support and sharing
expertise to strengthen our efforts in preventing deadly conflict.

President’s Council
C O R P O R AT E
BP
Shearman & Sterling LLP
White & Case LLP

I N D I V I D U AL
(2) Anonymous
David Brown & Erika Franke
The Edelman Family Foundation

Stephen Robert
Alexander Soros
Ian R. Taylor

International Advisory Council
C O R P O R AT E
(1) Anonymous
APCO Worldwide Inc.
Chevron
Edelman UK & Ireland
Eni
Equinor
Ninety One
Tullow Oil plc
Warburg Pincus

I N D I V I D U AL
(3) Anonymous
Mark Bergman
Stanley Bergman & Edward
Bergman
Peder Bratt
Lara Dauphinee
Herman De Bode
Ryan Dunfield
Tanaz Eshaghian
Seth & Jane Ginns
Ronald Glickman
Geoffrey R. Hoguet &
Ana Luisa Ponti
Geoffrey Hsu

David Jannetti
Faisel Khan
Cleopatra Kitti
Samantha Lasry
Jean Manas & Rebecca Haile
Dror Moreh
Lise Strickler & Mark Gallogly
Charitable Fund
The Nommontu Foundation
Brian Paes-Braga
Kerry Propper
Duco Sickinghe
Nina K. Solarz
Raffi Vartanian

Ambassador Council
Rising leaders from diverse fields who contribute their perspectives and talents to support Crisis Group’s mission.
Christina Bache
Alieu Bah
Amy Benziger
James Blake
Thomas Cunningham
Matthew Devlin
Sabrina Edelman
Sabina Frizell
Sarah Covill
Lynda Hammes
Joe Hill
Lauren Hurst

Reid Jacoby
Tina Kaiser
Jennifer Kanyamibwa
Gillian Lawie
David Litwak
Madison Malloch-Brown
Megan McGill
Hamesh Mehta
Clara Morain Nabity
Gillian Morris
Duncan Pickard
Lorenzo Piras

Betsy (Colleen) Popken
Sofie Roehrig
Perfecto Sanchez
Rahul Sen Sharma
Chloe Squires
Leeanne Su
AJ Twombly
Theodore Waddelow
Zachary Watling
Grant Webster
Sherman Williams
Yasin Yaqubie

SENIOR ADVISERS
Former Board Members who maintain an association with Crisis Group, and whose advice and support are called
on (to the extent consistent with any other office they may be holding at the time).
Martti Ahtisaari
Chairman Emeritus

George Mitchell
Chairman Emeritus

Gareth Evans
President Emeritus

Kenneth Adelman
Adnan Abu-Odeh
HRH Prince Turki al-Faisal
Celso Amorim
Óscar Arias
Richard Armitage
Diego Arria
Zainab Bangura
Nahum Barnea
Kim Beazley
Shlomo Ben-Ami

Christoph Bertram
Lakhdar Brahimi
Kim Campbell
Jorge Castañeda
Joaquim Alberto Chissano
Victor Chu
Mong Joon Chung
Sheila Coronel
Pat Cox
Gianfranco Dell’Alba
Jacques Delors
Alain Destexhe
Mou-Shih Ding
Uffe Ellemann-Jensen
Stanley Fischer
Carla Hills
Swanee Hunt
Wolfgang Ischinger

Aleksander Kwasniewski
Ricardo Lagos
Joanne Leedom-Ackerman
Todung Mulya Lubis
Graça Machel
Jessica T. Mathews
Miklós Németh
Christine Ockrent
Timothy Ong
Roza Otunbayeva
Olara Otunnu
Lord (Christopher) Patten
Surin Pitsuwan
Fidel V. Ramos
Olympia Snowe
Javier Solana
Pär Stenbäck

