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Introduction 

The Sudanese region of Darfur has been gripped by various forms of extreme political violence 

since the outbreak of civil war in 2003. This conflict – or, rather, web of conflicts – has had 

devastating humanitarian effects: killing an estimated 300 000 and forcing more than two 

million people to flee their homes. Although not always classified as such, the violence that has 

engulfed Darfur should be seen as a wider war directly linked to underlying and ongoing ‘Sons 

of the Soil’ (SoS) conflicts: a class of conflict that occurs over land and stands between original 

inhabitants of an area and more recent arrivals (Côté & Mitchell, 2017; Fearon & Laitin, 2011; 

Weiner, 1978).  
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While the civil war in Darfur started only in 2003, violent conflicts between various 

communities, primarily over scarce resources such as land, have been ongoing for decades. In 

fact, a causal chain can be drawn from these early violent communal conflicts – which have 

generally followed SoS dynamics – to the rebellion launched in 2003.1 As we argue in this 

chapter, the Sudanese government’s biased actions against some non-Arab communities in 

these initial conflicts led these communities to perceive the regime – rather than rival 

communities – as their main enemy (Brosché, 2014). In response to the rebels’ initial battlefield 

successes, the Sudanese government began recruiting militias primarily from landless 

pastoralist groups of an Arab identity. These militias became known as the Janjaweed and, 

together with the regular army, committed gross human rights abuses throughout Darfur 

(Prunier, 2007). Thus, the two main belligerents in the SoS conflicts that preceded the 

insurgency – landless Arab pastoralist communities and non-Arab landholding agriculturalists 

– ended up on different sides in the civil war, illustrating the importance of SoS dynamics for 

the outbreak and character of the Darfur war. 

 

Darfur and its civil war have received extensive scholarly attention in recent years (c.f. Burr & 

Collins, 2008; de Waal, 2007; Flint & de Waal, 2008; Mamdani, 2009; Prunier, 2007). Although 

the situation in Darfur has previously been labelled a SoS conflict (Fearon & Laitin, 2011; 

Green, 2012), the application of this perspective to Darfur has rendered a relatively limited 

number of studies. This chapter aims not only to study Darfur from this perspective, but also to 

advance our theoretical and empirical knowledge of SoS conflict through an analysis of some 

prominent features of this case.2 The case itself is of special interest to the SoS literature, as the 

intensity of violence in Darfur sets the case apart from the regular SoS pattern of fairly low-

intensity conflicts (Fearon & Laitin, 2011). Furthermore, the Sudanese government’s biased 

actions in earlier conflicts has a particularly clear role in shaping the dynamics of the 2003 civil 
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war. Studying this case thus presents an opportunity to examine the role of the state in SoS 

conflicts, as well as variations in the magnitude of violence in such conflicts, two issues that 

are currently not well understood (Côté & Mitchell, 2017). We reach our conclusions both 

through applying the SoS perspective to the empirics of Darfur, and through examining 

similarities and differences between Darfur and established SoS dynamics. 

 

In what follows, we first illustrate how and why the violence in Darfur qualifies as a complex 

web of SoS conflicts, as opposed to a ‘typical’ civil war or ethnic conflict. Second, we examine 

the role of the state in Darfur’s conflicts. We demonstrate that the government has exhibited 

biased treatment of Darfur’s various communities over the last three decades, and how this 

partiality has contributed to both violent communal conflicts and the outbreak and dynamics of 

the civil war. Third, we underscore the role of the state by analyzing how the government has 

influenced three factors emphasized by previous research as increasing the likelihood of SoS 

conflicts: increased economic competition, horizontal inequalities, and insecure property rights 

(Côté & Mitchell, 2017). In this analysis we particularly emphasize the importance of unclear 

property rights for Darfur’s conflicts, and show how the Sudanese government has deliberately 

manipulated land boundaries and property rights in Darfur to further its political interests. This 

malign intervention lies at the root of many of the conflicts that have shattered Darfur over the 

last decades. We conclude by discussing how insights from this case study of Darfur advance 

our empirical and theoretical knowledge about SoS conflicts, and suggest avenues for future 

research. 
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Fighting for land – Darfur’s conflicts through the lens of SoS conflict  

The concept of ‘Sons of the Soil’ (SoS) was first pioneered by Weiner (1978), to describe a 

specific class of conflicts that arise between the original inhabitants of an area and more recent 

settlers. The concept was further popularized by Fearon and Laitin’s cross-national study on 

the prevalence of SoS dynamics in civil wars (2011). In this study, the authors identify SoS 

conflicts as conflicts that occur between minority ethnic groups who identify as indigenous to 

a piece of land, and more recent and ethnically distinct migrants to the same area. In a recent 

study, Côté and Mitchell (2017) argue that SoS conflicts have three core components: (1) a 

connection to migration, (2) a combination of ethnic and indigenous aspects, and (3) a link to 

land/territory. Below we examine these factors in Darfur and find that many conflicts in the 

region clearly meet these criteria. 

 

Migration to and within Darfur 

Various forms of migration – both within Sudan and to and from neighbouring countries – have 

played and continue to play an important role in Sudan’s history. Groups of people have 

migrated seasonally to find grazing land, education, and work. Migration has also occurred to 

escape starvation and war (Ryle, 2011). Over the last decades, millions of Sudanese have been 
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forced to move, resulting in an extensive rural to urban movement, primarily to the capital of 

Khartoum. In addition, Sudan’s porous borders with neighbouring countries such as Chad, 

Eritrea, and Ethiopia have resulted in hundreds of thousands of Sudanese fleeing to these 

countries (Willis et al., 2011). Concurrently, Sudan has a tradition of receiving refugees from 

these same countries. In addition, more than two million Sudanese currently live as internally 

displaced people (IDPs) as a consequence of political instability (UNHCR 2015).  

 

Darfur has experienced the full spectrum of the abovementioned types of migration: extensive 

in-migration from other areas of Sudan; widespread movements within the vast state of Darfur; 

hosting refugees fleeing primarily from Chad; and a large section of the population living as 

IDPs.3  

 

The large-scale in-migration experienced by Darfur after Sudan’s 1956 independence has 

contributed to explosive population growth. At independence Darfur’s population was 

estimated to be 1.1 million; in 1973 estimates were at 1.4 million; and in 2003 at 6.5 million – 

almost a quintupling between 1973 and 2003. In-migration came as a result of two different 

processes (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013; Green, 2012). The first large-scale migration was a 

consequence of Darfur’s severe droughts in the 1970s and 1980s, which – most notably – forced 

Arab pastoralist groups in northern Darfur to migrate southwards. The second extensive 

movement consisted of pastoralists and agro-pastoralists from war-torn Chad, entering Darfur 

in search of permanent settlement and agricultural land. This migration was facilitated by many 

of Darfur’s communities occupying both sides of the Chad-Sudan border. As such, many people 

arriving from Chad were co-ethnics of their hosts. Reality was different for the communities 

moving southwards throughout Darfur, and most of these migrants entered areas controlled by 
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other communities. Both these large waves of in-migration resulted in tensions between 

migrants and natives as they led to constraints on land access (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013; 

Green, 2012; Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014). More specifically, the influx of migrants often led to 

the encroaching of herders on land controlled by farmers (Tubiana, 2007). The migratory 

movements also caused problems for pastoralists in South Darfur. Historically, this region was 

less cultivated since many of its inhabitants were cattle pastoralists, but the extensive movement 

of migrants southwards meant that as more land became cultivated, pastoralist access to pasture 

and water decreased (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013). In-migration has, consequently, had a major 

effect on social and political reality in Darfur. It is important to recognize, however, that this 

effect was not particularly salient during the 1970s, as there was enough free land at that time. 

During the 1980s the scarcity of land increased, however, exacerbating tensions and 

contributing to Darfur’s first major conflict in modern times – the Arab-Fur war of 1987-1989 

(de Waal, 2005). 

 

Ethnicity and indigenousness in Darfur 

The conflict in Darfur also exhibits the intrinsic link between ethnicity and issues of 

indigenousness characteristic of SoS conflicts. A common way of describing the conflicts that 

took place before and during the civil war in Darfur is to label the bulk of the violence as an 

ethnic conflict between two actors: tribes of Arab descent and tribes of African descent. While 

this dichotomy provides some descriptive leverage for certain stages of the dynamics in Darfur, 

it is also a severe simplification that fails to account for much of the violence. 

 

Darfur is home to between 40 and 90 ethnic groups, depending on how ethnic identity is defined 

(Flint & de Waal 2008). These groups are often divided into two large groupings of Arabs and 
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non-Arabs (or Africans). This distinction is, however, much more complicated than often 

assumed. Tubiana (2007) develops this point elegantly: 

 

The divide is not based on skin colour. It is not based on religion … [A]ll Darfur’s ethnic 

groups are Muslim. It’s not based on culture … [I]t’s not based on language … nor does 

the cleavage really represent a difference in way of life …. Rather the basis for the 

cleavage is the claim to an Arab identity that has less to do with the above criteria than 

it does with often-fictional patrilineal lineages that lead back to mythical Arab 

forbearers. There may be little, if any, historical accuracy to these constructs. But to 

those who invoke them, they are fact and truth. (p. 67) 

 

The Arab-African distinction in Darfur is also a fairly new development. Traditionally, 

Darfurians referred to people by using their tribal identity such as Fur or Reizegat. However, in 

the 1970s the Fur increasingly started to refer to themselves as Africans. This contributed to 

what Mamdani (2009) labels a “newly constructed and highly polarizing political dichotomy: 

Arabs versus African” (p. 233). The Arab-African dichotomy cannot, however, account for 

crucial aspects of the Darfurian crisis. For example, serious grievances exist between various 

African tribes, such as the Fur and the Zaghawa. The Zaghawa perception is that their legitimate 

rights to settle on new land has been unfairly denied by the Fur, while the Fur accuse the 

Zaghawa of desiring a ‘Greater Zaghawa’ stretching over vast areas and from which other 

groups should be evicted (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014). Additionally, since the start of the civil 

war, most violent communal conflicts in Darfur have pitted various Arab communities against 

each other (Flint, 2010; UCDP, 2015). 

 



 

8 
 

Nevertheless, this division has been crucial for some grave developments in Darfur. Between 

1987 and 1989 Darfur was shattered by a Fur-Arab war that killed at least 2500 Fur and 500 

Arabs (Harir, 1994). At the end of this conflict the ethnic distinction had become intertwined 

with notions of indigenousness/autochthony.4 In fact, both sides now saw the other “through 

the lens of a settler-native paradigm” (Mamdani, 2009, p. 232). The contrasting narratives of 

the opposing sides of the ‘Arab-African’ divide clearly illustrate this, as the Fur portrayed the 

Arab tribes as “invading [Arab] elements” that were “aiming at driving us out of our ancestral 

land,” and coming from across “regional” and “international” boundaries (Harir, 1994, p. 146-

147). The Arabs, on the other hand, stated that conflict between the tribes was a consequence 

of Fur claims of being indigenous and thus having full rights to Darfur’s land according to their 

slogan of “Dar Fur for the Fur” (Harir, 1994, p. 147; Mamdani, 2009). This overlap of ethnicity 

and indigenous/settler status clearly demonstrates how the Darfur conflict corresponds to this 

second SoS criteria. 

 

Yet, while African and Arab identities became salient in times of external threat, ethnicity 

cannot explain the full extent of Darfur’s violence. Instead, the identities that can be called upon 

for violent mobilization are fluid and flexible. This can be illustrated through studying how 

patterns of communal conflict shifted as the Government of Sudan’s counterinsurgency 

campaign against the ‘African’ tribes began to bear fruit. Table 1 below presents communal 

conflicts in Darfur between 1989 and 2016.5  
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Table 1: Violent Communal Conflicts in Darfur, 1989–2016 (coded by UCDP) 

Communities Ethnicity Main livelihood Active years Estimated deaths 

Salamat/Beni Halba–Fur Arab–African Cattle herders and 

farmers–farmers 

1989 1500 

Baggara Arabs– Fur Arab–African Cattle herders– farmers 1989, 1990 500–900 

Reizegat Abbala– 

Zaghawa 

Arab–African Camel herders–camel 

herders 

1996 160 

Reizegat, Awlad Rashid, 

Beni Halba–Masalit 

Arab–African Camel herders–farmers 1995, 1998, 1999 340 

Awlad Zeid Arabs–

Zaghawa 

Arab –African Camel herders–camel 

herders 

2001 70 

Rizeigat Baggara– 

Maaliya 

Arab–Arab Cattle herders–cattle 

herders 

2002, 2004, 2013, 2014, 

2015, 2016 

1025-1144 

Hotiya Baggara– 

Newiba, Mahariba, and 

Mahamid 

Arab–Arab Cattle herders–camel 

herders 

2005 210-260 

Reizegat Baggara– 

Habbaniya 

Arab–Arab Cattle herders–cattle 

herders 

2006, 2015 348 

Reizegat Abbala– 

Tarjem 

Arab–Arab Camel herders–cattle 

herders 

2007 380 

Misseria–Reizegat 

Abbala 

Arab–Arab Camel herders–cattle 

herders 

2008, 2009, 2010, 2012, 

2015 

760 

Maaliya– Zaghawa Arab–African Cattle herders–camel 

herders 

2008 40–50 

Habbaniya–Falata (and 

Salamat) 

Arab–Arab Cattle herders–cattle 

herders 

2007, 2008, 2009 230 

Beni Halba–Gimir Arab–Arab Cattle herders–cattle 

herders 

2013 164-221 

Beni Hussein–Reizegat 

Abbala 

Arab–Arab Cattle herders–camel 

herders 

2013, 2014 387-915 

Hamar–Ma’aliya Arab–Arab Farmers–cattle herders 2013, 2014 90-94 

Misseria–Salamat 

Baggara   

Arab–Arab Camel herders–cattle 

herders 

2013, 2014 484-779 

Falata-Salamat Baggara   Arab-Arab Cattle herders-cattle 

herders 

2015, 2016 290 

Al-Zayadia-Berti    Arab-African Camel herders-farmers 2015 127 

Masalit-Reizegat 

Baggara 

African-Arab Farmers-cattle herders 2016 39 
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Mahadi-Reizegat Abbala Arab-Arab Farmers-camel herders 2016 26 

 

The data show that, in terms of fighting between communal groups, a clear shift in 

constellations of conflict parties occurs as the civil war is initiated in 2003. Before 2003, 

practically all communal conflicts pitted Arab tribes against African ones. After the start of the 

insurgency a clear majority of the conflicts pit Arabs against Arabs. This shift in dynamics 

coincides with changes in control over land. After the start of the rebellion millions of non-

Arabs were evicted from their land, and when these fertile areas were abandoned various Arab 

communities began to struggle over control of these assets (Brosché & Rothbart, 2013). In 

effect, lines of mobilization shifted as the final prize of land was within reach. 

When studying SoS conflicts in Darfur, the separation between locals and migrants is 

not always as clear as in other contexts. One reason is that a considerable part of the migratory 

dynamics has concerned within-region movements. Thus, a majority of so-called ‘migrants’ are 

Darfurians, albeit from different parts of this vast region (approximately the size of France). 

Further complicating this classification are seasonal migrations: a historic component of the 

livelihood of many Darfur communities. However, in conflicts between Arab and non-Arab 

communities, the Arab groups are more often migrants. In the Arab-Arab conflicts, 

communities from the north may to a larger extent be seen as migrants than groups from the 

southern parts of Darfur as many northern communities have moved southwards. Communities 

in possession of established land rights also perceive communities challenging their authority 

as immigrants, although many groups without established land rights have inhabited Darfur 

lands for long periods of time. Again, the complexity of the conflicts in Darfur is apparent. 

Rather than dichotomously distinguishing groups as either locals or immigrants the reality 

reveals a more complicated web of interactions and competing identities. This section has 

extensively emphasized the divisions between various communities in Darfur. It is important, 
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however, to remember that “what binds Darfurians together is as great as what divides them” 

(de Waal, 2005, p. 182). 

 

Land in Darfur 

Land is very much at the heart of the violence that has plagued Darfur. It is essential not only 

to attain a livelihood, but also for identity and political representation, to the extent that land is 

inseparable from political power (Flint & de Waal, 2008; Tubiana, 2007). As a result, land is 

fundamental for collective action and narrative formation (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014).  

 

The traditional land tenure system in Darfur was developed during the Darfur sultanate, which 

reigned from the seventeenth century until 1916 when it was destroyed by the British (O’Fahey 

and Abu Salim, 1983). This system divided Darfur into different Dars (homelands) that are 

generally associated with a major community, but which include groups from various 

backgrounds and several smaller communities. Each Dar is further divided into various 

Hawakir (Hakura in singular): smaller land grants distributed by the Fur sultans (Unruh, 2012). 

The Sultan held undisputed control over land, and distributed clearly defined hakura to 

prominent Fur leaders, selected leaders from other groups, and Muslim scholars (faqis), as he 

saw fit (O’Fahey, 2008). The land provided to an individual was assumed to be used collectively 

by his group, but this should not prevent other people of making use of the land as guests 

(Tubiana, 2007). Via this system some communities were provided with a Dar and others with 

a Hakura. The system favored larger tribes, which is one reason why cattle-herding Arab groups 

in southern Darfur have their own Dars, whereas the camel pastoralists (primarily from northern 

and western Darfur) lack such land rights (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014).  
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Studying the Hakura system is vital for an understanding of the conflicts in Darfur. Even though 

groups lacking their own Hakura can use land as guests, their lack of ownership heavily restricts 

their political power. For example, the title of Nazir (paramount chief) is restricted to 

communities that possess a Hakura, while the highest possible position for landless 

communities is the mid-level position of Omda.6 Groups excluded by the Hakura system have 

sought alternative ways, such as statuary law, Islamic law, and confrontation, to increase their 

influence (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014). To the communities that have traditionally been in 

possession of a Dar or Hakura their land ownership constitutes a crucial part of communal 

memory and consequently their formation of identity narratives (Tubiana, 2007). This 

importance of land for identity is not restricted to the sedentary groups. Some of the nomads 

also view the ongoing conflict as an identity war, linked to their wish to preserve their nomadic 

culture. Other nomads, however, prefer settlement as they perceive it to be the only possibility 

to give their children access to education. For both positions, land is exceedingly important 

either for access to grazing pastures, or for land to cultivate and live on (Flint, 2010). 

 

Two primary narratives about land exist in Darfur, both linked to the indigenous versus settler 

division. The Arab/pastoralist narrative emphasizes historical injustices that are perceived as 

ongoing but which date back to the Fur sultans (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014). In this narrative, 

the landless Arab communities are involved in a 250-year quest for land they believe they have 

a right to, but have been denied by the dominant sedentary groups (de Waal & Flint, 2008). An 

additional and important aspect of this narrative is the perception that successive governments 

have, since independence, ignored these grievances (Unruh and Abdul-Jalil, 2014). As will be 

expanded upon, these grievances and aspirations were central reasons for why Khartoum could 

easily recruit individuals into the Janjaweed (Flint, 2009). The rival sedentary narrative, in 

contrast, stresses the importance of the Hakura system as an organizing principle, and holds 
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that Arab pastoralists and the government are unceasing in their efforts to conquer land. Before 

the war – the narrative goes – land was seized using Islamic and statuary law, and during the 

war with violence (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014).  

 

These competing narratives bind together the components of migration, indigenous/settler 

divisions, and land into a volatile whole. Although other studies have emphasized the 

importance of land in Darfur, the SoS perspective yields an enlightening insight into how 

migration, ethnicity, and land interact to create the disastrous situation in Darfur. In particular, 

applying a SoS perspective to Darfur helps explain – to a larger degree than most other 

perspectives – how and why lines of mobilization shift, how land is imbued with more value 

than it objectively holds, and under what conditions patterns of migration can exacerbate 

tensions between groups. Next, we turn to emphasize the key role of the Sudanese government 

in escalating the Darfur crisis to extreme magnitudes.  

 

The role of the state: from communal conflicts to civil war 

The role of the state in preventing or fueling SoS conflicts has been identified as a central 

avenue for future SoS research (Côté & Mitchell, 2017; see also Elfversson, 2015). The 

peculiarities of the case of Darfur provides ample opportunity for an exploratory analysis of 

how and why governments become actively involved in SoS conflicts, and the ways in which 

their manipulation can both spark and intensify conflict. Darfur illustrates a case in which the 

state to a high degree seeks to exacerbate tensions and make instrumental use of underlying 

SoS dynamics to further its own interests. Understanding these dynamics may help further our 

understanding of the different paths that initial SoS disputes can follow. 
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In what follows we first show that the regime in Khartoum has acted biasedly toward Darfur’s 

communities for the last three decades, and that such partiality escalated communal conflict. 

This section also examines the reasons for such bias. Second, we illustrate how the regime’s 

partial interference in these communal conflicts contributed to the outbreak of the civil war. 

Third, we show how the regime has made use of SoS dynamics as part of its counterinsurgency 

strategy.  

 

The governments of Sudan have favored Arab communities over non-Arabs in Darfur since at 

least 1986 (Tubiana, 2007).7 Three non-Arab communities – the Fur, Zaghawa and Masalit – 

have been particularly disfavored. As our analysis will show, this description, however, omits 

some important aspects. One such aspect is that the government has not treated all Arab (or all 

non-Arab) communities equally.8 This bias partly relates to the regime’s promotion of the 

Arabization of Darfur (Burr and Collins, 2008; Lesch Mosely, 1998), but a more prominent 

reason is the government’s attempts to disfavor different communities in order to counter the 

threat they are perceived to constitute (Brosché, 2014). Thus, the government’s partiality 

overlaps with its self-interest, and shifts if priorities change. This strategic maneuvering is 

highly similar to findings in the literature on ethnic and communal conflicts, where it is often 

argued that governments select and maintain ethnic allies to shore up their hold on state power 

(Cederman et al., 2010; Elfversson, 2015; Raleigh, 2010). 

 

When the current regime took power in 1989, the most prominent threat against it was the 

ongoing war with the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) in southern 

Sudan. Not only was this rebellion a severe problem in the south, but the regime also worried 

that it might spread northwards (Tar, 2005). Under the leadership of Fur Islamist Daud Bolad, 

the SPLM/A rebellion spread to Darfur for a short period in 1991 (Haggar, 2007). Since the 
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expansion of the rebellion was led by Bolad, the regime interpreted this as constituting a Fur 

insurgency (ICG, 2004). Khartoum, as a result, came to see this community as their main enemy 

in Darfur, and therefore acted with particular bias against the interests of this community 

(Prunier, 2007). To counter the threat from SPLM/A, the government also sought support from 

Arab communities in Darfur. A prominent aspect of this strategy was to use tribal rhetoric and 

to warn that Darfur would be ruled by a Fur if the insurgency was not overcome.9 The army, 

together with Arab militias, defeated the rebellion and Bolad was captured and killed (Flint, 

2007). This success cemented the alliance between some of the Arab communities and the 

regime in Khartoum against the non-Arab tribes in Darfur (ICG, 2004). The Sudanese regime’s 

fear of challenges against its supremacy has thus been a determining factor in its choice to favor 

certain communities over others. 

 

Government bias has also been a critical factor for the outbreak of numerous violent communal 

conflicts since the mid-1980s in Sudan (Brosché, 2014).10 Since it took power in 1989 the 

Khartoum regime has used a strategy of violating local traditions and preventing access to 

important positions of power for influential local elites; in essence, decreasing chances of 

peaceful cohabitation in Darfur (Abdul-Jalil et al., 2007; Tubiana et al., 2012). One core factor 

has been the premeditated undermining of the native administration, which has traditionally 

been important for solving inter-communal disputes (Mohamed, 2009). One of the primary 

functions of the native administration is traditional justice and reconciliation, in Darfur referred 

to as Judiya. Traditionally, the government plays only the role of facilitator in Judiya. However, 

the current regime has taken a much more active role in this system by, for instance, appointing 

pro-government individuals (who lack traditional authority) to the system to further its own 

interests. This strategy has led to intense competition over positions within the native 

administration (Tubiana et al., 2012). From a wider perspective, this divide-and-rule strategy 
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seeks to keep local communities – and their leaders – engaged in local battles for supremacy, 

rather than challenging the political center (Leonardi & Abdul-Jalil, 2011).  

 

The government has also exhibited partiality regarding the regulation of disputes between 

feuding communities, leading to selective impunity and the escalation of conflict. To exemplify, 

the paying of Diya (blood money) has traditionally been a critical aspect of managing conflicts 

in Darfur, but this system has been largely diluted in recent years. In the late 1980s, payable 

amounts of Diya increased as a result of the increased lethality of communal conflicts at the 

time. In response to this, the government promised to pay Diya if communities could not afford 

it. The regime, however, used this policy lopsidedly, paying Diya only to communities 

considered favorable towards its politics. This had severe effects on communal cohabitation, 

since it not only created frustration among disfavored communities, but also fostered a culture 

of impunity among pro-government communities. Examples of these practices include conflicts 

between the Zaghawa and Reizegat Abbala in the 1990s and early 2000s, where the favored 

Reizegat Abbala’s refusal to pay Diya made conflict resolution initiatives futile (Tubiana et al., 

2012). Additionally, in a Masalit-Arab conflict in the mid-1990s, the government’s staunch pro-

Arab stance meant it did nothing to punish Arab atrocities, infuriating the Masalit and escalating 

the conflict (Flint & de Waal, 2008).11  

 

Not only has the government’s bias contributed to the initiation and escalation of communal 

conflicts, but the strategy also influenced the outbreak and form of the 2003 civil war. The three 

major communities within the rebel movement – Fur, Zaghawa and Masalit – have not only 

been involved in conflicts with various Arab communities during the 1990s, but many of the 

SLM/A and JEM recruits were mustered from non-Arab militias created to fend off attacking 

Arab pastoralists. The government’s consistent partiality made these communities perceive the 
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regime as their main adversary, thus shifting the focus away from rivalling communities toward 

the regime (Brosché, 2008; Tubiana, 2007). A conflict between Awlad Zeid Arabs and the 

Zaghawa in 2001 over an important water source illustrates these dynamics. After violent 

clashes had killed at least 70 people, the Zaghawa not only discovered that their rivals had been 

given arms by the government, but also that government troops prevented them from using the 

waterhole. As a consequence, the Zaghawa identified the regime as the prime threat to their 

security (de Waal & Flint, 2008). 

 

The importance of SoS dynamics is also evident in how the civil war unfolded, and in the type 

of counterinsurgency the government conducted. In short, landholding non-Arab communities 

constituted the backbone of the rebellion, Arab communities with established land-rights stayed 

neutral, while pro-government militias such as the Janjaweed consisted to a large extent of 

recruits drawn from landless Arab communities. Nevertheless, it is important to note that some 

non-Arab communities are perceived as pro-government, and that there has been some Arab 

involvement in the anti-government rebellion (de Waal & Flint, 2008; Brosché & Rothbart, 

2013).  

 

The grievance of not being in possession of Dar or Hakura was, however, fundamental for why 

the government could recruit from the landless communities of northern Darfur with ease. In 

fact, in today’s conflict the documents establishing Hakura have become “weapons of war” and 

a “battle-cry of the Janjaweed” (O’Fahey, 2008, p. 136). The desire for land is also essential for 

how the counterinsurgency developed. The figure that most plainly emphasizes this is the two 

million people that have been displaced since the start of the rebellion. This huge displacement 

should not be perceived as just a consequence of the war, but also as a principal objective 

(Tubiana, 2007). For the government, the essential aim is victory, but for the Janjaweed control 
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over land constitutes the fundamental endgame. The government’s promise of land for those 

fighting for its cause was a core reason for joining the counterinsurgency. Additionally, the 

government played on fears and underlying SoS dynamics when they claimed that the rebels – 

the Zaghawa in particular – were enacting a grand plan for cleansing Darfur of Arabs (Flint, 

2009). This clearly illustrates how core SoS dynamics – land in particular – were crucial for the 

civil war. 

 

To sum up, government bias in disputes between Darfur’s communities is a core reason for why 

these clashes become violent, and the government’s partiality in the subsequent conflicts has in 

turn contributed to the eruption of the civil war. During the war, SoS dynamics have been 

crucial in deciding which side Darfur’s communities end up on, with landless communities 

dominating the Janjaweed and landowning agriculturalists being most prominent in the rebel 

movements.  

 

Unpacking the effects of government bias  

The preceding section indicated why the government of Sudan displayed the levels of bias that 

it did, and also demonstrated how the government’s partial interventions both escalated 

communal conflicts and contributed to the form and scale of the 2003 civil war. These empirical 

observations lack, however, clear theoretical links to factors identified by the SoS literature as 

being of importance for the outbreak of SoS conflict. Consequently, we address below if and 

how government bias can be related to three factors identified by Côté and Mitchell (2017) as 

being pronounced in producing SoS conflicts: (1) increased economic competition and decline; 

(2) horizontal inequalities and; (3) insecure and unenforceable property rights regimes.12 We 

both demonstrate how these factors are applicable to the case of Darfur and also illustrate how 

government bias has affected these factors. 
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The first factor, increased economic competition, is a central aspect of the crisis in Darfur. As 

described in the section on migration in Darfur, the region has experienced large-scale in-

migration since independence. Darfur’s population increase, in combination with 

desertification and poor development in manufacturing and capital investment, has meant that 

economic competition has intensified in the past decades (Green, 2012). This difficult situation 

was further aggravated when Darfur experienced a severe famine in 1984-1985, which 

intensified competition between communities (de Waal, 1989; Harir, 1994).  

 

The unfavorable treatment that Darfur has received from the government has meant a severe 

marginalization of the area. A lack of development and investment, in particular the 

government’s failure to provide basic services and facilitating projects important for 

development, has increased economic competition in the region (Brosché & Rothbart, 2013; 

Tubiana, 2007). Extremely harsh conditions and increased economic competition do not, 

however, by necessity lead to violent conflict among communities. This can be exemplified by 

eastern Sudan, which has experienced dynamics similar to Darfur in terms of land degradation, 

lack of economic opportunities, and development. Yet violent communal conflicts in this region 

have been scarce, demonstrating that this factor is far from sufficient in causing violent SoS 

conflict (Brosché, 2014).  

 

Turning to the second factor, horizontal inequalities should be classified as a contributing factor 

to the situation in Darfur.13 Two types of horizontal inequalities are important to consider. The 

first type highlights power discrepancies between the peripheral Darfur region and the powerful 

center, which utterly dominates economic and political life. Since independence, Sudan has at 

times been ruled by military leaders and at others by democratically elected elites. All of these 
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top leaders have, however, come from a small ethnic minority from the Northern Region of 

Sudan that is privileged in comparison to other groups (el-Din, 2007). The severe 

marginalization of Darfur vis-à-vis the center was a core reason for JEM and SLM/A to take up 

arms in 2003 (Flint & de Waal, 2008). Thus, Darfurians as a group suffer from horizontal 

inequalities in relation to the more privileged groups at the center, which has been classified as 

a root cause of the Darfur tragedy (Ateem, 2007). 

 

A second type of horizontal inequalities centers on within-region disparities; some groups in 

Darfur are better off than others. With land being by far the most important asset in Darfur, the 

most critical division stands between groups with established land rights and those without. 

Ironically, the landless camel nomads from northern Darfur (who were at the forefront of the 

government’s counterinsurgency) were more marginalized than the non-Arab communities who 

were most prominent in an insurgency that had decreased marginalization as one of its prime 

objectives (Flint, 2009). The most basic needs had been denied these Arab communities from 

north Darfur, and their traditional rights to pasture and watering had been eroded. The 

government in Khartoum (partly to blame for this state of affairs) has actively made use of these 

group inequalities in pursuit of its own interests, dangling the possibility of gaining land as a 

carrot for the landless communities to participate in counterinsurgency (Flint, 2010).14 

Horizontal inequalities in Darfur are, however, complicated. Although the large non-Arab 

tribes are better off than the majority of smaller Arab tribes since the former have 

established land rights, they have at the same time suffered from government disfavor for 

decades (Brosché, 2014). In conclusion, horizontal inequalities are rife in Darfur, and are 

also ensconced by the government where and when the government sees fit.15 

 

Property rights and land boundaries: ripe for the picking 
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We would argue, however, that the most substantial factor in producing SoS conflicts in Darfur 

is insecure and unenforceable property rights, particularly land boundaries. The importance of 

property rights for the outbreak of conflict is stressed by scholars outside the SoS conflict 

paradigm (Boone, 2013, 2014; Butler & Gates, 2012; Eck, 2014) as well as within (cf. Côté & 

Mitchell, 2017).  

 

This section will describe some of the key developments that have led to the current – chaotic 

– land rights situation in Darfur. First, we will describe how Darfur’s historical land rights 

system has changed in the face of migratory pressures and other factors. Second, we will 

illustrate how the current regime has intentionally manipulated this already fragile system. This 

will demonstrate that Darfur’s insecure property rights and land boundaries are not a product 

of chance or neglect. Instead, the case illustrates how manipulation by the state of this key factor 

can serve to influence the outbreak of highly violent SoS conflicts. Third, we will demonstrate 

how the civil war has further aggravated the confusion about land rights.  

 

Historically, the land rights system of Dar and Hakura, in combination with the native 

administration that was heavily connected to this system, functioned rather efficiently in 

facilitating relative peace and stability between Darfur’s communities (Mohamed, 2009). In the 

decades prior to the civil war, however, several processes contributed to the deterioration of 

this system (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013). Two prominent factors were changes in livelihood 

and the institution of parallel legal systems.  

 

In terms of the first factor, both farming and herding activities were gradually expanded during 

the decades leading up to the civil war, generating conflicts of interests primarily between 

farmers and herders. An increased cultivation of cash crops has, for instance, meant the 
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claiming for farming of areas that were previously vital for pastoralists during dry spells (Unruh 

and Abdul-Jalil, 2014). This expansion of cultivation has led several traditional migratory 

routes for herders to disappear: out of eleven routes in the 1950s only three functioned at the 

start of the civil war. A traditional strength of the customary tenure system was that it was 

flexible and adaptable. However, these changed livelihood patterns (aggravated further by 

large-scale in-migration and population growth) placed significant strain on the system and 

decreased its flexibility. As a consequence, the system’s ability to manage relations between 

agriculturalists and farmers deteriorated (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013). 

 

Second, the land use system has been undermined by the introduction of parallel legal systems. 

In particular, the “increasing intrusion of statuary law unsuited to the tenurial reality in Darfur” 

has aggravated the problem (Abdul-Jalil & Unruh, 2013, p. 157). Traditionally, national laws 

on land use did not hold much sway in Darfur, since the government did not interfere in 

customary law in rural areas. However, as the government began to see it as beneficial to use 

such laws, statuary law was applied also to the rural areas of Darfur (Abdul-Jalil and Unruh, 

2013). One fundamental change was the Unregistered Land Act of 1970, which established that 

all land that was not privately owned and registered belonged to the government. The purpose 

of the law was to provide more land for agriculture, and to weaken the power and influence of 

the native administration. The following year the People’s Local Government Act abolished the 

native administration. Together, these two actions led to further confusion about land ownership 

(Leonardi and Abdul-Jalil, 2011). This confusion can be seen in how constituencies that 

compete over land have made use of this situation of parallel legal frameworks, referring to the 

supremacy of the system they perceived to best represent their interests during disputes. To 

exemplify, landless Arabs communities have quoted the Sudanese constitution to support their 

claim that, as Sudanese citizens, they have the same rights to land as do the communities 



 

23 
 

included in the Hakura system (Harir, 1994).16 Landholding communities, in contrast, refer to 

the intrinsic value of traditional customary law and emphasize the importance of the Hakura 

system when land is disputed (Unruh & Abdul-Jalil, 2014). During the reign of Sudan’s current 

government, the previously fairly clear system of landownership has consequently become 

warped into a system in which anyone with a gun can claim land (Tubiana et al., 2012). 

 

An additional reason for this chaotic situation is the government’s intentional efforts to 

undermine the system and change established land boundaries. In Darfur, administrative 

boundaries are closely related to rights of land ownership. Changes of administrative 

boundaries thus often lead to changes of boundaries of critical importance for livelihoods and 

political influence (Brosché, 2014). One important factor in the deterioration of the clarity of 

property rights in Darfur was the Sudanese government’s decision to split Darfur into three 

states. It has been argued by some that this split was “perhaps the most crucial decision” for the 

devastating path Darfur was to follow (Burr & Collins, 2008, p. 287). The purpose of splitting 

Darfur into three states was the all too familiar goal of weakening the power of communities 

perceived to be anti-government, the Fur in particular. Therefore, the traditional Fur stronghold 

of Jebel Marra was divided between all three new states. As such, the Fur went from being a 

majority group in Darfur to being minorities in all three newly created states (ICG, 2004).17 

This gerrymandering constituted a shock to the traditional administrative system and 

undermined existing mechanisms for dealing with inter-communal disputes. One reason for this 

was that many communities were cut off from their traditional stronghold since they were now 

part of another state (Burr & Collins, 2008; Tubiana et al., 2012). Changes of administrative 

boundaries have also taken place at more local levels, as in 1995 when the traditional homeland 

of the Masalit was divided into thirteen units whereof five were given to Arab groups. This 
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division was a primary trigger of a violent communal conflict between the Masalit and various 

Arab groups (ICG, 2004).  

 

The manipulation of boundaries has also been important for the numerous and intense Arab-

Arab conflicts that have taken place in Darfur. After large areas of Darfur were abandoned as a 

consequence of counterinsurgency and ethnic cleansing, conflicts emerged between the 

conquerors over who should control this land. The government selectively handed out land to 

those communities that had participated in the counterinsurgency to the largest extent, which 

made boundaries even more unclear and increased animosity between various Arab 

communities (ICG, 2007; UCDP, 2015). Such dynamics can be illustrated by the conflict 

between the Maaliya and Reizegat Baggara communities. Whereas the Reizegat Baggara have 

their own Dar, the Maaliya traditionally do not, and the former have challenged Maaliya 

aspirations as such an area would be carved out of Reizegat Baggara land holdings. While the 

Reizegat Baggara stayed neutral during most of the war – and thus drew the ire of the 

government – the Maaliya sided with Khartoum. In 2003, the government simply gave a Dar 

to the Maaliya, sparking violent conflict between the two communities (Mamdani, 2009). Many 

similar events have unfolded during and after the initiation of the counterinsurgency (Brosché, 

2014). 

 

In sum, although horizontal inequalities and increased economic competition are both factors 

of importance for Darfur’s SoS conflicts, insecure property rights deserve special attention. 

Confusion regarding land – to a large extent created by the regime in Khartoum– has strongly 

influenced many aspects of the conflict in Darfur. 

 

Conclusion 
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To conclude this chapter, we summarize our findings from our exploratory application of the 

SoS perspective to Darfur. We situate our findings in relation to the traditional SoS conflict 

framework by emphasizing the important similarities and differences of the Darfur case. 

 

The first conclusion to be drawn from our analysis is that the Darfur case clearly meets the 

criteria for classification as a SoS conflict. Regarding two of these criteria – 

ethnicity/indigenousness and the importance of land – our analysis reveals dynamics that are 

similar to those one would expect from SoS perspectives. In more specific terms, ethnicity and 

levels of indigenousness intermingle to define the conflict parties, and rights of access to land 

are central conflict issues. Regarding the third component – migration – the case generally 

follows the pattern of SoS conflicts described by Fearon and Laitin (2011). As in their 

framework, Darfur’s initial violence stood between recent migrants and indigenous peoples, 

with a government siding mainly with the migrants. The migration dynamic in Darfur differs 

in some respects, however, from the one proposed by Fearon and Laitin. First, Darfur’s migrants 

did not primarily come from the center of the country, but from other areas of the same region 

and from neighbouring countries. Second, the Sudanese migrants were not from the country’s 

dominant group, but instead stemmed from some of the country’s most marginalized groups. 

In fact, the indigenous communities were generally better off than the migrants. In the Darfur 

context, SoS conflicts are consequently not spurred by the more commonplace ‘dominant 

migrant’ factor, where members of a centrally dominant ethnic group migrate to and gain 

disproportionate influence in the periphery (Côté, 2015a, 2015b). Thus, it is necessary to 

acknowledge that patterns of migration may differ from that suggested by the SoS literature, 

but still have similar effects. More closely classifying different types of migration and possible 

differences in effects may be a fruitful avenue for further scholarship.  
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The second contribution of our analysis relates to the role of the state. The role of state 

involvement in the form of a bias toward the groups in conflict is mentioned but not exceedingly 

theoretically developed in prominent writings on SoS conflict (cf. Côté & Mitchell, 2017; 

Fearon & Laitin, 2011). A superficial analysis of the case of Darfur might find that the regular 

patterns of SoS dynamics are at play, since the government sided with the migrant communities. 

The extent and type of support given by the government of Sudan differs, however, from what 

is commonly the case in SoS conflicts. While Fearon and Laitin (2011) emphasize factors such 

as an incompetent police force and lack of state reach to control outbursts of violence, the 

government of Sudan has been directly involved in stoking the fires of SoS conflict. Our 

analysis demonstrated, first, that government bias in the initial communal conflicts was a core 

reason for why these turned so violent even prior to the civil war. Second, we showed how the 

government’s involvement in these conflicts was an important factor for the outbreak of the 

civil war. Third, our analysis revealed that the government has used both manifest and latent 

SoS dynamics as part of its counterinsurgency strategy. We would argue that these factors are 

all crucial for understanding why Darfur’s civil war reached such a staggering intensity.  

 

The third key component of our analysis was to examine the importance in Darfur of three 

factors stressed as crucial for increasing the likelihood of SoS conflict: increased economic 

competition, horizontal inequalities, and insecure property rights (Côté & Mitchell, 2017). This 

part of the analysis contributes to the SoS literature by studying the relative importance of each 

factor, and by – again – identifying the crucial role of state intervention in aggravating the 

volatility of some of these factors. 

 

Two key points were the importance of horizontal inequalities and increased economic 

competition for the outbreak of conflict. It was here shown that horizontal inequalities exist 
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both within Darfur (between the different communities), but also between Darfur as a 

marginalized peripheral area vis-à-vis the powerful political center of Khartoum. This section 

also demonstrated how the government of Sudan made use of group inequalities to pit 

communities against one another. Thus, again, the state plays an important part in deliberately 

fanning SoS conflict. We also demonstrated how economic competition has increased during 

the last decades. More than anything else our analysis stressed, however, the highly prominent 

role of unclear property rights in sparking SoS conflict. An important point to make is that this 

factor is strongly intertwined with economic competition and horizontal inequalities, as 

ownership of land bestows both economic and political power. Insecure property rights – in 

Darfur mainly in the form of unclear land boundaries – consequently exacerbate economic 

competition and group inequality. Emphasizing yet again the role of the state, our analysis of 

unclear land boundaries showed that this factor was largely a result of the government’s 

deliberate interference. Land boundaries are manipulated to weaken political enemies, and the 

prospects of land are dangled as carrots to entice landless groups to do the bidding of the 

government. This level and type of state involvement sets Darfur apart from most other SoS 

conflicts. 

 

Emphasizing the role of the state in fanning SoS conflict brings us to the final point we wish to 

make: the causes of the massive magnitude of violence perpetrated during the conflicts in 

Darfur. As is often stressed in the literature, SoS conflicts are usually fought at a fairly low 

level of intensity (Fearon & Laitin, 2011). This variance in intensity constitutes another 

prominent difference between Darfur and other SoS conflicts. We would argue that the primary 

reason for the extreme levels of violence in Darfur lies in the type and extent of the government 

of Sudan’s bias. The government of Sudan has deliberately created unclear property rights, used 
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land grievances as part of it counterinsurgency strategy, and exacerbated horizontal inequalities: 

all to serve its political agenda of regime survival.  

 

To conclude we suggest two promising avenues for research about SoS conflicts. First, we 

believe that it is central that future analyses of SoS conflicts include the role of the state in all 

aspects of the analysis. The Sudanese government has influenced numerous aspects of SoS in 

Darfur, and the role played by central authorities should permeate such analyses. Not only 

should the direct role of the state be examined, but also how it influences aspects crucial for 

SoS conflicts, such as property rights. Second, it is important to further examine the conditions 

that determine the intensity of SoS conflicts. We suggest that the role of the state and insecure 

property rights are fundamental to explain the extreme level of violence in Darfur. Finally, we 

believe it is important to gather cross-case evidence in order to assess the generalizability of the 

arguments drawn from the case of Darfur. 
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1 In this chapter we separate the various forms of conflict that occur in Darfur into two different classes – communal 

conflict and civil war – to allow for a more fine-grained analysis. When speaking of ‘communal conflicts’ we are 

referring to violent conflicts that stand between non-state groups organized along a shared communal identity; such 

as Fur versus Reizegat. When speaking of the ‘civil war’, we refer to the broader dynamics of the violent conflict that 

began in 2003, and pitted rebel groups against the government of Sudan. Both of these classes follow SoS dynamics, 

since most of their root causes can be traced to the defining criteria of SoS conflict. However, this differentiation into 

classes allows us to demonstrate how relatively minor SoS conflicts (such as communal conflicts) are linked to large-

scale SoS conflicts (such as civil wars). 
2 We base our analysis on both secondary sources and interview material. Brosché has gathered data during more 

than five months of field work in Sudan (including Darfur) between 2007 and 2015. People interviewed were 

representatives of pastoralists and agriculturalist organizations, Sudanese academics, and international experts with 

organizations such as the UN. Although these sources are not often cited directly in this chapter, the field work has 

informed our research extensively and is widely used in Brosché (2008; 2014) and Brosché and Rothbart (2013).  
3 As Darfur’s migratory history is exceedingly complex, the discussion in this section deals only with aspects that 

are key for Darfur’s SoS conflicts.  
4 We use the term ‘autochthony’ to signify a particular type of experienced connection to one’s roots: the idea of being 

born from – and thus connected to – a specific piece of land (Geschiere 2009). Autochthony, as opposed to other types 

of localized belonging (such as citizenship), is closely knit to the essence of SoS conflicts, as it emphasizes the 

essentialist (and thus exclusionary) nature of belonging to a piece of territory. 
5 Data from the UCDP Non-State Conflict Dataset (Sundberg et al. 2012), with conflicts generating more than 25 

fatalities in a calendar year. In the table, fatalities, main livelihood, and ethnicity are indicated.  
6 In recent years, the government has created confusion within this system by giving titles, such as Nazir, to 

individuals that traditionally should not be allowed to have such prominent titles (Tubiana et al. 2012).  
7 From 1986 until 1989 Sudan was ruled by the democratically elected Sadiq el-Mahdi. On 30 June 1989, the NIF 

(National Islamic Front) took over power through means of a military coup that elevated Omar el-Bashir to the 

presidency, a position that he still holds today. 
8 In fact, not all non-Arab communities are perceived as anti-government and not all Arabs support the regime (Flint 

and de Waal 2008). 
9 Interview with Adam Azzain Mohamed, Professor at the Institute for the Study of Public Administration and 

Federal Government University of Khartoum, November 25, 2010 Khartoum. 
10 Although communal conflicts also occurred prior to this period, these conflicts were generally of a low intensity, 

having become much fiercer from 1985 and onwards (ICG 2004).  
11 The selective use of amnesties is another aspect of this policy. An example of this strategy relates to the 

imprisonment and subsequent release of infamous Janjaweed leader Musa Hilal. At the start of the 2003 rebellion, 

Hilal was imprisoned due to his instigation of conflict between Darfur’s communities. To empower its 

counterinsurgency the government, however, soon released him so that he could mobilize communities to join pro-

government militias (Sudan Tribune 2008).  
12 Côté and Mitchell (2017) actually identify four prominent factors. The fourth factor – political liberalization and 

competitive elections – cannot, however, play a significant causal role in the case of Darfur. This is simply due to 

competitive elections not being present, and the absence of substantive political liberalization in Sudan. Sudan has 

been ruled by the National Congress Party (NCP) since 1989. Elections were held in 2010 but these were far from 

competitive since the political scene in Sudan is utterly dominated by the NCP. 
13 Horizontal inequalities are, in the words of Stewart (2008:3): “…inequalities in economic, social or political 

dimensions or cultural status between culturally defined groups.” Unlike vertical inequality – which concerns 

inequalities among individuals – horizontal inequalities refer to differences between groups with shared identities. 

See also Côté (2015a; 2015b), for an application to SoS conflicts in China. 
14 In yet another ironic twist, the government’s failure to provide land has sparked anti-government sentiment among 

landless Arab communities. In 2014, Musa Hilal – the most infamous Janjaweed leader – launched a rebellion, as he 

believed that the government had not fulfilled their promises of land, but instead now favors the non -Arab 

groups in Darfur (ICG 2015; UCDP 2015). 
15 Brown (2008) identifies a similar situation of ’dual’ horizontal inequalities in his studies of separatism on ethnic 

grounds in Southeast Asia. He terms inequalities between the center and the periphery “spatial inequalities” (for 

instance, the economic disparities between the Aceh province and Java), and calls inequalities between groups 
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within a region “ethnic horizontal inequalities” (such as the economic advantages held by Javanese immigrants in 

the Aceh province (Brown 2008: 262-276)). 
16 An additional complicating factor is the fusion of Islamic law and customary law. Historical documents granting 

Hakura are rife with references to the Quran and Allah. Communities opposing the Hakura often downgrade the 

‘holiness’ of these documents, and state that as all land belongs to Allah and is thus open to any Muslim (Unruh and 

Abdul-Jalil 2014). 
17 Darfur was split again in 2012 when two new states (Eastern Darfur and Central Darfur) were created. This decision 

was also taken to strengthen the regime’s influence, and led to further confusion over land boundaries. 


