
Chapter Four 

Case Study – Sudan 

 
Sudan (see map 4.1), geographically the largest country in Africa, has been 

ravaged by civil war intermittently for four decades, ever since its independence in 
1965. The longstanding war has taken place between the Islamist central government 
and its southern warlord and militia allies, and the rebel Sudan People’s Liberation 
Army/Movement (SPLA/M) in southern Sudan and the central Nuba Mountains. The 
war was extended to eastern Sudan in 1995, and is about many issues, including 
regional independence or autonomy, whether the central government should be a 
secular or Islamic state, control of valuable southern resources including oil and the 
waters of the Nile, political participation in government, and human rights abuses.1 
An estimated 2 million people have died over the past two decades due to war-related 
causes and famine, and millions have been displaced from their homes.2  

There have been many failed attempts to end the civil war in southern Sudan, 
including effort by Nigeria, Kenya, Ethiopia, former US President Jimmy Carter, and 
the United States. Several peace agreements have been signed in order to end the war 
and restore peace between the north and the south, but failed because of the lack of 
implementation.  

In 2003, while the Sudanese government was in peace talks to resolve the civil 
war in the south, it was allowing another conflict to ferment in Darfur, western Sudan, 
and has now spread to eastern Chad, causing thousands of people killed,3 making the 
humanitarian issue in Sudan the world news headlines again. Of the 6.5 million 
people living in Darfur, at least 2.2 million have been directly affected by the violence. 
As the Darfur tragedy enters its fourth year, two million people have been forced from 
their home, and more than 200,000 civilians died in the government-sponsored 
campaign.  

 

 
 

                                                 
1 Human Rights Watch (HRW), Famine in Sudan, 1998: The Human Rights Causes (New York: HRW, 
1999), p. 12.  
2 Ted Dagne, Summary to Sudan: Humanitarian Crisis, Peace Talks, Terrorism, and U.S. Policy, CRS 
Issue Brief for Congress (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, 27 September 2004). 
3 Amnesty International (AI), Chad: Civilians under attack. Darfur conflict spreads to eastern Chad, 
AI Index: AFR 20/005/2007 (1 March 2007).  
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Map 4.1 Sudan 

 
Source: House of Commons, International Development Committee (IDC), Darfur, Sudan: The 

Responsibility to Protect, Fifth Report of Session 2004-5, Volume I (London: The Stationary 

Office, 30 March 2005), p. 8. (Based on an original map by the UN.) 

 
Witnessing the grave humanitarian emergency in Darfur, Sudan, however, the 

international community failed to even seriously contemplate military intervention.4 
This chapter explores the UN response to the conflict in Sudan, though the focus is 
put on Darfur crisis. To address the issue, the chapter proceeds in three parts, as the 
same in the previous case study of Rwanda. It begins with a short background briefing 
of the Sudan conflicts, with more emphasis on the Darfur crisis. Then it provides the 
response of the UN in the crisis, including the peace processes invested altogether by 
regional organizations and/or under UN auspices, the peacekeeping operation 
contributed by the African Union (AU), and the follow-up operation by the UN. It 
should be noted here that there have been many regional or international attempts to 
bring peace back to Sudan, and therefore mentioning this process is necessary in order 

                                                 
4 Paul D. Williams and Alex J. Bellamy, “The Responsibility to Protect and the Crisis in Darfur,” 
Security Dialogue 36 (March 2005): 29. 
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to provide a comprehensive view and a more complete assessment of the case.  

The final section reflects upon the UN contributions in the conflicts with the 
same criteria developed in the previous chapters: the determination of the situation as 
a threat to international peace, the willingness of the Security Council to authorize 
military operations, and the capability of the UN system in mitigating the conflicts. 
This chapter concludes that, although the norm of “the responsibility to protect” has 
been accepted by the international community, it is still weak and little has been put 
into practice. 

 

4.1 Sudan: A Brief Background 

Unlike Rwanda, the ties between the north and the south of Sudan have been 
tenuous at best.5 Populations in each area have different compositions, religions, and 
lifestyles. Yet similar to Rwanda, the forced linkages between the north and the south 
formed in the colonial period, when the north claimed the south as an integral part of 
Sudan. The conflict in Sudan set out at the beginning between the north and the south, 
which led to two civil wars that together lasted for nearly 40 years. The Darfur 
conflict in the west broke out few years ago for that Darfurians accusing the 
government of being indifference to the region. The severe attacks on civilians by 
their own government with its militias constitute the most serious humanitarian 
violations in recent years.  

Although the rivalry and tension between the north and south can be traced back 
to pre-colonial times, when the political economy of what is now northern Sudan has 
been heavily dependent on migrant labor, and southern Sudan was often viewed as a 
source of cheap (slave) labor for the north, the current animosity stems directly from 
the unnatural political union arranged in preparation for Sudan’s independence from 
Britain in 1956.6 North Sudan is comprised primarily of Arab and racially mixed (part 
Arab-part African) populations. Most are Muslim and feel a strong cultural 
association with Arabs of the Middle East. South Sudan is home to a myriad of 
African ethnicities, including the Dinka, Nuer, Azande, Bari, Shilluk, as well as 
racially mixed peoples. Some practice tribal religions while others practice 
Christianity, and most of them want to remain culturally separate from their neighbors. 

                                                 
5 Scott Lewis, Rejuvenating or Restraining Civil War: The Role of External Actors in the War 
Economies of Sudan (Bonn: Bonn International Center for Conversion, 2004), p. 15. 
6 Stephen M. Doane, “Responding to Genocide in Sudan: Barriers to Peace, International Indifference, 
and the Need for Tough Diplomacy,” Stanford Journal of International Relations 3 (April-June 2001), 
at http://www.stanford.edu/group/sjir/3.2.10_doane.html.  
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The south remained separated from the north during the British colonial period until 
1947 been declared as bound for development of the Middle East and Arabs of the 
northern Sudan. The northern government has thus taken this decision as the 
foundation of repressing the south in support of the unity of the country ever since the 
inception of the state of Sudan.  

The mindset of the northern politicians holding the attitude that “the Sudan is an 
integral part of the Arab Nation,” along with the widespread belief that southerners 
are ignorant, backward, confused, and pagan savages, strengthens the will of many 
northerners to make Sudan an Arab and Islamic nation originates from the belief that 
“Arabism has a superior rank than Africanism, based on the way they view the racial 
hierarchy.”7 The goal of the Sudanese government of subjugating southerners to a 
cultural, ethnic, and religious heritage that is not their own created civil wars that have 
lasted for 39 of the 50 years since Sudan became an independent nation.8  

Since 1983, when the second civil war broke out, over two million South 
Sudanese have been killed due to war-related causes, four to five million more have 
been displaced from their homes in that time, and hundreds of thousands of other 
South Sudanese live in refugee camps dotting the landscape of neighboring countries. 
Many died because of UN acquiescence to Khartoum demands that dictate where to 
allow passage of UN-sponsored flights.9 The conflict between the north and the south 
has been settled in Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), which was signed in 
January 2005 between the Sudanese government and the Sudan People’s Liberation 
Army/Movement (SPLM/A), one of the warring parties. The signing of the CPA made 
the world to pay more attention to the aggravating conflict in Darfur that had been 
fought for two years. 

 

Crisis in Darfur 

Greater Darfur (see Map 4.2), a territory composed of three states (North, South, 
and West Darfur), is located in the northwestern region of Sudan, bordering Chad to 
the west, Libya to the northeast, and Central African Republic to the southwest. 
Darfur is home to an estimated 7 million people and has more than 30 ethnic groups, 
which fall into two major categories: African and Arab. Both groups are Muslim, and 

                                                 
7 Simon E. Kulusika, Southern Sudan: Political and Economic Power Dilemmas and Options (London: 
Minerva Press, 1998); Jok Madut Jok, War and Slavery in Sudan (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2001), 77. Both cited in Doane, “Responding the Genocide in Sudan.” 
8 Doane, “Responding the Genocide in Sudan.” 
9 Doane, “Responding the Genocide in Sudan.” 
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the long-time intermarriages have made racial distinction impossible.  

 

Map 4.2 Darfur, western Sudan (with distribution of ethnic groups) 

 
Source: Human Rights Watch, http://www.hrw.org/campaigns/darfur/map.htm  

 
In 2003, as the world was welcoming the Sudanese government’s engagement 

in a peace process with the SPLA and hoped for a resolution to the longest-lasting 
conflict in Africa, the government embarked on a ruthless “counter-insurgency” 
campaign against the civilian population in Darfur. The crisis in Darfur started when 
two rebel groups emerged to challenge the government, which was perceived as the 
main cause of the problem in Darfur.10 The Sudan Liberation Army/Movement 
(SLA/M) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) claim that the government of 
Sudan discriminates against the Muslim African ethnic groups in Darfur; the 
government of Sudan dismisses the SLA and JEM as terrorists. 11  The conflict 

                                                 
10 Report of the International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur (ICID) to the United Nations 
Secretary-General, Geneva, 25 January 2005, pp. 22-23.  
11 Ted Dagne, Sudan: Humanitarian Crisis, Peace Talks, Terrorism, and U.S. Police, Congress 
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involves three African ethnic groups, the Fur, Zaghawa, and Massleit, against the 
nomadic Arab ethnic groups.12 At the core of the tension is the struggle for control of 
resources.13 The NIF government systematically and deliberately pursued a policy of 
discrimination and marginalization of the African communities in Darfur and gave 
support to the Arab militia to suppress non-Arabs, whom it considered a threat to its 
hold on power.14  

With the government internally in turmoil and mounting international pressure 
to end the North-South conflict, the SLA and JEM were able to gain some leverage in 
the initial phase of the conflict against government forces. The rebels also enjoyed the 
support of the local population, officers and soldiers in the Sudanese army, and 
outside support including from Darfur businessmen in the Persian Gulf. 15  In 
mid-2003, however, the government of Sudan significantly increased its presence in 
Darfur by arming the Arab militia, the janjaweed, and by deploying the Popular 
Defense Force (PDF). Under the direction of the government, the Arab militia 
launched a campaign of terror against civilians and engaged in what UN officials 
described as “ethnic cleansing” of the African ethnic groups of Darfur.16  

Efforts aimed at finding a political solution to the conflict began as early as 
August 2003 when President Deby of Chad convened a meeting between 
representatives of the Sudanese government and rebel groups in Abeche, Chad. The 
talks, which the JEM refused to join because it considered the Chadian mediation to 
be biased, led to the signing on 3 September 2003 of an agreement which envisaged a 
45-day cessation of hostilities. After the international efforts to mediate peace in the 

                                                                                                                                            
Research Service (CRS) Issue Brief for Congress, Washington, DC, 27 September 2004, p. 2. 
12 There are about thirty ethnic groups in the region, all of whom have lived there for centuries, and all 
are Muslims. British scholar Alex de Waal has pointed out that “despite talk of ‘Arabs’ and ‘Africans’, 
it is rarely possible to tell on the basis of skin colour which group an individual Darfurian belongs” 
after “such a long history of internal migration, mixing and intermarriage that ethnic boundaries are 
mostly a matter of convenience.” Due to these observations, it is one reason why there is debate over 
whether what is happening in Darfur can justifiably be called genocide. See Alex de Waal, 
“Counter-Insurgency on the Cheap,” London Review of Books 26 (15), 5 August 2004, at 
http://www.lrb.co.uk/v26/n15/waal01_.html; and also Lansana Gberie, “The Darfur Crisis: A Test Case 
for Humanitarian Intervention,” KAIPTC Paper No. 1, September 2004, pp. 3-4. 
13 The roots of the present conflict in Darfur are complex. The tribal clashes in Darfur before the crisis 
were essentially between sedentary and nomadic tribes, and in particular between the Fur and a number 
of Arab nomadic tribes, over natural resources such as water and fertile land. In addition to the tribal 
feuds resulting from desertification, the present conflict is possible also due to the availability of 
modern weapons, and the other deep layers relating to identity, governance, and the emergence of 
armed rebel movements which enjoy popular support amongst certain tribes. See generally Report of 
the International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur to the United Nations Secretary-General; and 
Human Rights Watch, Darfur in Flames: Atrocities in Western Sudan, Human Rights Watch 15 (5A), 
April 2004.  
14 HRW, Darfur in Flames, pp. 10-12. 
15 Dagne, Sudan, p. 2. 
16 UN News Center, “Sudan: Envoy warns of ethnic cleansing as Security Council calls for ceasefire,” 
2 April 2004, at http://www.un.org/apps/news/storyAr.asp?NewsID=10307&Cr=sudan&Cr1=.   
 72

http://www.lrb.co.uk/v26/n15/waal01_.html
http://www.un.org/apps/news/storyAr.asp?NewsID=10307&Cr=sudan&Cr1=


region, however, the overall situation in Darfur deteriorated. According to a report to 
the AU Peace and Security Council, following the ceasefire agreement, “fighting 
largely stopped between the Government and the SLA. However violence intensified 
against the civilian population.”17 The Government of the Sudan (GOS) decided to 
deploy a large number of military troops to Darfur signals its apparent determination 
to pursue a military solution to the crisis.18 Besides, the GOS maintains its position of 
accepting only a “hybrid operation” composes with AU and UN forces for Darfur as 
its limit for international intervention.19 In early 2007, Presidential Advisor Natie Ali 
Nafie reiterated Sudan’s refusal to allow an international force.20  It seems that 
Sudanese government is determined to limit international interference into its 
“internal” affairs.  

 

4.2 UN Efforts during the Darfur Crisis 

In this section, UN efforts in ending the conflicts and bringing peace back to 
Darfur are addressed. There are three parts in this section. The first is the genocide 
debate, which took one year to settle and to raise international attention toward the 
Darfur crisis. Then, the second part addresses the deterioration of the situation in 
Darfur after the signing of a peace agreement between the Sudanese government and 
the south, and AU attempts to transfer its mission to UN. The third part is the signing 
of the Darfur Peace Agreement and its collapse. 

 

The genocide debate over Darfur crisis (2004) 

International attention to Darfur had been slow to mobilize, partly due to several 
factors: the remoteness of the region, the lack of access by international humanitarian 
agencies, journalists, and other observers, and the news blackout imposed by 
Khartoum.21 Most critically, Darfur was viewed as a potential threat to the success of 
the peace talks aimed at ending the conflicts between the north and the south.22 Only 
in January 2004 had growing international attention and increasing criticism by UN 

                                                 
17 5th Meeting of the Peace and Security Council, Addis Ababa, 13 April 2004, “Report of the 
Chairperson of the Commission on the Situation in the Sudan (Crisis in Darfur),” PSC/PR/2(V), p. 2. 
18 Monthly report of the Secretary-General on Darfur, UN Doc. S/2006/764 (26 September 2006), para. 
2. 
19 United Nations Sudan Bulletin, 31 January 2007, at 
http://www.unmis.org/english/2007Docs/UMAC-Bulletin-jan31.pdf. 
20 UN Sudan Bulletin, 31 January 2007. 
21 HRW, Darfur in Flames, p. 43. 
22 HRW, Darfur in Flames, p. 43. 
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agencies begun to mobilize Western governments and organizations to become more 
concerned about the humanitarian crisis and intensified war in Darfur.  

The public debate, however, was not focus on how to stop the human suffering 
but on whether or not it should be called a “genocide.” Groups that had called the 
Darfur crisis genocide included Physicians for Human Rights, the UK-based group 
Justice Africa, and the Committee on Conscience of the US Holocaust Memorial 
Museum, along with dozens of editorial writers in major Western newspapers.23 
However, some leading NGOs such as Human Rights Watch (HRW) and Amnesty 
International (AI) had not used the word “genocide” to describe the situation. HRW 
refrained itself by describing the campaigns of a government-backed janjaweed as 
constituting “war crimes, crimes against humanity and acts of ‘ethnic cleansing’.”24 
AI, too, called for an international inquiry into charges of war crimes and “allegations 
of genocide” in Darfur.25  

The US Congress in July 2004 passed a non-binding resolution specifically 
naming what was unfolding in Darfur “genocide.”26 Many prominent political leaders 
also called the crisis genocide.27 The US government, however, eluded the point for 
several months, refusing to use the word “genocide” probably due to the same reason 
in the Rwandan genocide—to avoid the obligation under international law to 
intervene to stop acts of genocide.28 In June 2004, after visiting the region of Darfur, 
UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan and US Secretary of State Colin Powell both 
deliberately refused to use the word “genocide,” but each of them called on Sudan’s 
government to stop the “mass killings” and displacements.29 One month later, Powell 
intensified the rhetoric condemning “violence and atrocities on a wide-scale” in 
Sudan, and calling upon the Sudanese government to “stop the violence…, facilitate 
unrestricted humanitarian access by international relief workers, cooperate with 
African Union monitoring [the cease-fire], and enter into political discussions with the 

                                                 
23 Gberie, “The Darfur Crisis,” p. 1. 
24 Human Rights Watch, Empty Promises?: Continuing Abuses in Darfur, Sudan, HRW Briefing Paper, 
11 August 2004, p. 6 
25 John Ryle, “Disaster in Darfur,” New York Review of Books 51 (13), 12 August 2004, at 
http://www.history.ucsb.edu/faculty/Collinsmaterial/articles/Darfur.pdf.  
26 “Congress declares Sudan atrocities are ‘genocide’,” Associated Press, 23 July 2004. 
27 Among them, for example, the Republican leader of the US Senate Bill Frist, after visiting Sudan, 
submitted an op-ed piece to the Washington Post calling for military intervention to stop the killings if 
Sudan’s government did not act immediately to “disarm (and disband) the militias and bring those 
responsible for their crimes to just.” See Bill Frist, “Steps for saving lives in Sudan,” Washington Post, 
11 August 2004, at A21. 
28 Gberie, “The Darfur Crisis,” p. 2. See also Samantha Power, A Problem from Hell: America in the 
Age of Genocide (New York: Random House, 2003) (describing why and how American make 
indifference a thing in genocide of the past hundred years). 
29 “Powell, in Sudan, Presses for Action,” Washington Post, 1 July 2004, at A1.  
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Darfur rebel groups.”30 One more month later, in September 2004, while testifying 
before the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Powell called the “consistent and 
widespread” killings, displacements, and rapes in Darfur “genocide.” He noted that: 
“The evidence leads us to the conclusion that genocide has occurred and may still be 
occurring in Darfur,” and blamed the situation on the “government of Sudan and the 
Janjaweed.”31

Despite the rhetorical turn-around, little has changed on the ground in Darfur 
since the statement was made. Following the statement of Powell’s, US President 
George Bush applied the word in a speech to the UN several weeks later.32 A UN 
decision was made to establish an international commission of inquiry to immediately 
“investigate and collect evidence of violations of international humanitarian law and 
human rights law in Darfur and to determine whether acts of genocide have 
occurred.”33 The adoption of the resolution by the Security Council was depicted 
optimistically in the Washington Post that, “along with US pressure and the possibility 
of European Union sanctions,” may drive “Sudan to the point where it may accept the 
presence of foreign troops.”34 Yet the reality was more complicated than it was 
thought to be.  

 

CPA and the deterioration of Darfur situation (2005) 

Before the change of terms to call the situation in Darfur, in July 2004, the 
Security Council passed the first of four resolutions concerning Darfur.35 Resolution 
1556 called for the Sudanese government to “fulfill its commitments to disarm the 
Janjaweed militias and apprehend and bring to justice Janjaweed leaders and their 
associates who have incited and carried out international humanitarian law violations 
and other atrocities.”36 The government did nothing to implement the resolution, and 
the situation worsened.  

Apart from the other two resolutions, including the one that established the 
                                                 
30 Colin L. Powell, “Darfur”, Wall Street Journal, op-ed, 5 August 2004. 
31 “Powell calls Sudan killings genocide,” CNN, 9 September 2004. 
32 “President Speaks to the United Nations General Assembly,” Office of the Press Secretary, White 
House, 21 September 2004, at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/09/20040921-3.html.  
33 UN Doc. S/RES/1564 (18 September 2004). 
34 “Hope in Darfur,” Washington Post, 22 September 2004, at A30. 
35 The UN Security Council authorized six resolutions dealing with Sudan between July 2004 and 
March 2005. Two of the resolutions primarily concerned the north-south peace negotiations and the 
peacekeeping force for that agreement (Resolutions 1574 (November 2004) and 1590 (March 2005)) 
and mentioned Darfur only in passing. The resolutions dealing specifically with Darfur were: 1556 
(July 2004), 1564 (September 2004), 1591 and 1593 (March 2005). 
36 UN Doc. S/RES/1556 (30 July 2004). 
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Commission of Inquiry, it took nine months for the Security Council to act again with 
concrete penalties on the government of Sudan. Resolution 1591 of March 29, 2005 
imposed individual travel sanctions and asset freezes on those identified who “impede 
the peace process, constitute a threat to stability in Darfur and the region, [and] 
commit violations of international humanitarian or human rights law or other 
atrocities.”37 The sanctions were also aimed at individuals who violated the arms 
embargo or who were responsible for “offensive military overflights.”38 However, the 
sanctions did not apply retroactively but only to actions following the passage of the 
resolution, and were therefore imposed as a threat for future misdeeds rather than as a 
penalty for past abuses. Resolution 1593 of March 31, 2005 referred the situation in 
Darfur to the International Criminal Court,39 which, following the report by the 
Commission of Inquiry, was probably the only significant effort by the Security 
Council to signal that the crimes committed in Darfur would not be ignored.40  

Meanwhile, the signing of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 
January 2005 by the government of Sudan and the rebel SPLA ended the 21-year civil 
war that ravaged the country. Negotiated under the Inter-Governmental Authority on 
Development, a seven country regional body for the Horn of Africa, the agreement is 
a step forward for Sudan as a whole and a monumental development for the South in 
particular.41 But the situation in the western region of Darfur continued to deteriorate 
severely, and violence and repression was increasing in the east. After nearly two 
years of fighting, the security situation in Darfur was worsening, despite two 
agreements signed on 9 November 2004 on security and humanitarian issues, in talks 
led by the AU in Abuja, Nigeria.  

The escalation began between the government and the SLA in and around a 
town, followed by a rapid military build-up. Government forces began a large 
offensive included open use of the janjaweed and aerial bombardments.42 There had 
been a series of ceasefire violations by all sides, as well as an increase in intertribal 
fighting and banditry.43 Khartoum sought to dilute the impact of Security Council 
Resolutions 1591 and 1593 by adopting superficial implementation of the CPA. The 
government still supported and protected the janjaweed and, at the same time, refused 

                                                 
37 UN Doc. S/RES/1591 (29 March 2005). 
38 UN Doc. S/RES/1591 (29 March 2005). 
39 UN Doc. S/RES/1593 (31 March 2005). 
40 Human Rights Watch, Entrenching Impunity: Government Responsibility for International Crime in 
Darfur, HRW 17 (17A), December 2005, pp. 72-73. 
41 International Crisis Group (ICG), Darfur: The Failure to Protect, ICG Africa Report No. 89, 8 
March 2005, p. 1. 
42 Report of the Ceasefire Commission on the situation in Darfur at the Joint Committee Emergency 
Meeting in Abuja, Nigeria, African Union, 27 December 2004.  
43 ICG, Darfur: The Failure to Protect, ICG African Report No. 89, 8 March 2005, p. 5. 
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to control the leader of the militia who freely moved around South Darfur. The rebel 
groups, SLA and JEM, continued to splinter internally, making the quest for a political 
solution ever more elusive and contributing to worsening insecurity in Darfur.44  

The AU’s Peace and Security Council (PSC) first discussed Darfur on 27 July 
2004 and emphasized the importance of disarming and neutralizing the janjaweed 
militias, protecting civilians, and facilitating humanitarian assistance, and raised the 
possibility of an AU peacekeeping mission.45 A mission strength of 3,320 was 
authorized. The PSC adjusted later on 20 October 2004 the mandate of AU mission, 
which was strengthened to include monitor compliance the ceasefire agreement and to 
assist confidence-building. 46  In March 2005, an AU Joint Assessment Mission 
(JAM)—carried out with European Union (EU), US, and UN participation—found 
that AU Mission in Sudan (AMIS), the peace mission deployed in Darfur, made a 
significant difference where it was present but large areas were beyond its reach, and 
that AMIS was not fully effective and needed to give greater priority to creating a 
secure environment.47 Subsequently, in April 2005, the PSC approved a second 
expansion of AMIS to 7,731, to be achieved in September 2005. Yet by late October, 
AMIS was still operating below full authorized capacity, and many key tasks remain 
unfulfilled. 

 

Darfur Peace Agreement and its failure (2006-2007) 

By early 2006, the security situation in Darfur continued to deteriorate. The 
Panel of Experts appointed by Secretary-General Kofi Annan wrote in a confidential 
report that identified 17 Sudanese as having committed crimes against humanity in 
Darfur. The report said that all sides in Darfur had violated arms embargo, with the 
government supplying weapons to militias and with rebels escalating the fighting.48 
One of the main obstacles for the UN to successfully impose sanctions and any other 
operations is that Arab countries have been supported the Sudanese government 

                                                 
44 Monthly Report of the Secretary-General on Darfur, UN Doc. S/2005/305 (10 May 2005). 
45 AU PSC Communiqué, PSC/PR/Comm (XIII), 27 July 2004. 
46 The full mandate of the AMIS has three components: (1) To monitor and observe compliance with 
the April 2004 humanitarian cease-fire agreement and all such agreements in the future; (2) To assist in 
the process of confidence building; and (3) To contribute to a secure environment for the delivery of 
humanitarian relief and, beyond that, the return of IDPs and refugees to their homes, in order to assist 
in increasing the level of compliance of all parties with the April 2004 cease-fire agreement and to 
contribute to the improvement of the security situation throughout Darfur.  
47 ICG, The AU’s Mission in Darfur: Bridging the Gaps, ICG African Briefing No. 28, 6 July 2005, pp. 
4-5. 
48 Report of the Panel of Experts established pursuant to paragraph or resolution 1591 (2005) 
concerning the Sudan, UN Doc. S/2006/65 (30 January 2006). 
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throughout the period of the conflict.49

Following the start of the seventh round of peace talks in Abuja on 29 
November 2005, little progress was made and the talks failed to meet the 31 
December 2005 deadline set by the parties themselves. The overall pace of 
negotiations picked up in mid-January 2006 even though the parties had not been able 
to reach agreement on any of the major issues. At the same time, the rebel movements 
remained, instability in neighboring Chad continued to emerge, and the escalation of 
violence in West Darfur had impinged on the peace negotiations and limited the scope 
of UN operations.50  

The Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA), signed on 5 May 2006 by the largest rebel 
group, the SLA, and the Sudanese Government, is an important achievement for 
peace in Darfur. The agreement requires that the Sudanese Government of National 
Unity complete verifiable disarmament and demobilization of janjaweed militia by 
mid-October 2006 and places restrictions on the movements of the Popular Defense 
Forces and requires their downsizing. It is a fair agreement that addresses the 
long-standing marginalization of Darfur, and charts a path for lasting for the innocent 
victims of the crisis.51 But the document has serious flaws,52 and two of the three 
rebel delegations did not accept it. After the signing of the agreement, Darfur was still 
far from being at peace. Fighting between rebel and government forces decreased 
somehow but violence was intensified in some areas due to clashes between SLA 
factions, banditry, and inter-tribal feuds, while the Chad border remains volatile.53 
The government launched new attacks against civilians, and the AMIS was the only 
force on the ground that can even begin to provide protection. 

AMIS, in fact, encountered numerous difficulties in meeting its mandate, 
including inadequacies in management, organization, and capacity; a relatively small 
force; resources that have been constrained or inefficiently allocated; and a lack of 

                                                 
49 Nadim Hasbani, “About The Arab Stance Vis-à-vis Darfur,” Al-Hayat, 21 March 2007.  
50 Report of the Secretary-General on the Sudan, UN Doc. S/2006/160 (14 March 2006), p. 4. 
51 Office of the Spokesman, “Fact Sheet: Darfur Peace Agreement,” the US Department of State, May 
8, 2006, at http://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2006/65972.htm.  
52 The greatest failing of the DPA is its lack of modalities and implementation guarantees for 
disarmament of the Ianjaweed militias and the voluntary and safe return of refugees and internally 
displaced persons (IDPs) to their villages. Secondly, the Sudanese government made few concessions 
to the Darfur movements in both wealth- and power-sharing provisions, which are purported to address 
the political grievances at the origin of the conflict. Consequently, two parties to the negotiations in 
Abuja refused to sign, and thus the DPA has accelerated the break-up of the insurgency into smaller 
blocs along loose ethnic lines. See ICG, Darfur’s Fragile Peace Agreement, ICG African Briefing No. 
39, 20 June 2006; and Suliman Baldo, “Darfur’s Peace Plan: The View from the Ground,” 24 May 
2006, at http://www.opendemocracy.net/democracy-africa_democracy/peace_darfur_3581.jsp.   
53 ICG, Darfur’s Fragile Peace Agreement, p.1. 
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information regarding parties to the conflict and their cooperation.54 Facing the 
challenges, the AU was trying to transit the operations back to a UN operation in 
Darfur. In January 2006, the AU Peace and Security Council expressed its approval in 
principle for the transition of AMIS to a UN operation, and the decision was followed 
by a statement of the President of the Security Council in February.55 In March and 
May, the Peace and Security Council of the AU requested the transition. The UN 
Security Council subsequently endorsed this AU decision in a resolution and 
emphasized that a UN peacekeeping operation in Darfur would have a strong African 
participation and character.56 In August 2006, the Security Council expanded the 
mandate of the UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS) and called for an UNMIS deployment 
to Darfur.57 However, the Sudanese government has rejected the proposal of transition 
to a UN force in Darfur, justifying that a UN force in Darfur represented a threat to 
the Sudanese sovereignty, but has sent mixed signals about a joint UN-AU force.  

In early 2007, less than a year of the signing of the peace agreement, the DPA 
has encountered serious difficulties of implementation for that too few warring parties 
signed the agreement. The UN and AU envoys to Darfur are still attempting to 
reenergize the Darfur peace process, saying that the only solution to the conflict 
should be a political one.58

Due to the complexity of the Darfur crisis, Table 4.1 below summarizes 
important events regarding it since 2003 when the conflict began. These include 
important breakthroughs of the peace negotiation efforts, major AMIS events, major 
UN actions, and actions taken by individual countries. Some of the events in the table 
were described above of this chapter.  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
54 US Government Accountability Office, Darfur Crisis: Progress in Aid and Peace Monitoring 
Threatened by Ongoing Violence and Operational Challenges, GAO-07-9, 9 November 2006, p. 59. 
55 African Union Peace and Security Council, The PSC Communiqué PSC/PR/Comm.(XLV) of 12 
January 2006 on the situation in Darfur, PSC/MIN/2(XLVI); and UNSC Presidential Statement, 
Report of the Security-General on the Sudan, UN Doc. S/PRST/2006/5 (3 February 2006).  
56 UN Doc. S/RES/1679 (16 May 2006). 
57 UN Doc. S/RES/1706 (31 August 2006). The expanded UNMIS mandate includes, among other 
things, supporting the implementation of the 2006 Darfur Peace Agreement and the 2004 Humanitarian 
Ceasefire Agreement. The resolution, acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, authorized the 
UNMIS to use all necessary means to, for example, protect UN personnel, humanitarian workers, and 
assessment and evaluation commission personnel. 
58 “U.N., AU envoy say Darfur peace agreement can be changed to bring more factions on board,” 
International Herald Tribune, 15 February 2007. 
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Table 4.1 Darfur Timeline 

Period of Time Events 

Jan-Feb 2003 Sudanese Liberation Army (SLA) emerges. 

First early warnings of tensions in Darfur given by NGOs. 

Mar-Apr 2003 SLA attacks on El-Fashir airport and other military installations. 

Government of Sudan (GOS) decides to “unleash” the army to crush the rebellion. 

May-Jun 2003 GOS pursues military response to Darfur insurgency. 

Jul-Aug 2003 Conflict and displacement of civilians grow. 

Sep-Oct 2003 Ceasefire – GOS and SLA; agreement later collapses in December 2003. 

UN Greater Darfur Special Initiative appeals for funds launches. 

Nov-Dec 2003 UN Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs and Emergency Relief 

Coordinator, Jan Egeland, warns of humanitarian situation in Darfur “one of the 

worst” worldwide. 

UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan expresses alarm over human rights violations and 

the lack of humanitarian access. More than a million people estimated to need 

aid, including about 600,000 displaced persons. 

Jan-Feb 2004 Escalation of violence continues (Jan-Apr sees the greatest intensity). 

Extremely restricted humanitarian access (Jan-May). 

Mar-Apr 2004 UN Humanitarian Coordinator for Sudan, Mukesh Kapila, says the situation in 

Darfur is comparable to what happened in the Rwandan genocide of 1994. 

First briefing to UN Security Council, Jan Egeland says a coordinated, 

“scorched-earth” campaign of ethnic cleansing by janjaweed militias against 

Darfur’s black African population is taking place. 

N’djamena ceasefire agreement – three negotiating parties (Apr 8). 

May-Jun 2004 AU Observer Mission to Darfur to support newly-created Ceasefire Commission. 

Easing of bureaucratic obstacles to humanitarian access. 

Media coverage begins to grow. 

Jul-Aug 2004 Joint Communiqué and Plan of Action – UN and GOS (Jul 3): Sudan commits to 

facilitate assistance and disarm Janjaweed. 

AU’s AMIS established with 3,320 personnel.  

UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1556 (Jul 30): includes demand to 

disarm Janjaweed. 

Plan of Action – UN and GOS (Aug 5). 

Kofi Annan and US Secretary of State, Colin Powell, visit Darfur. 

AU-hosted peace talks begin in Abuja, Nigeria. 

Sep-Oct 2004 Annan tells Security Council meeting that the “terrible violence” in Darfur means 

the crisis there is a global issue, and “not simply an African problem.” 

US President, George Bush, and Secretary of State, Colin Powell, describe events in 

 



Darfur as “genocide.” 

UNSCR 1564 (Sep 18): includes consideration of “other measures.” 

AU Mission in Darfur gets revised mandate, with more troops authorized. 

Nov-Dec 2004 Protocols on humanitarian and security situation – three parties (Nov 9). 

UNSCR 1574 (Nov 19): Nairobi meeting – focus on North-South, mention of 

Darfur. 

Build up of rebel troops and GOS “road-clearing” operations; Abuja process stalled. 

Jan-Mar 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) – between GOS and SPLA (Jan 9). 

Report of International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur: crimes “no less serious 

and heinous than genocide” but Sudan has not pursued a policy of genocide. 

UNSCR 1590 (Mar 24): Establishes UN Mission in Sudan (UNMIS). 

UNSCR 1591 (Mar 29): Establishes a sanctions committee and a panel of experts to 

investigate; imposes of arms embargo. 

UNSCR 1593 (Mar 31): Refers the situation in Darfur to the International Criminal 

Court (ICC) in the Hague. 

Apr-Jun 2005 AMIS forces increased to 7,731. 

Jul-Sep 2005 Declaration of Principles – three negotiating parties (Jul 5). 

Violence against AMIS personnel increases, revealing the inadequacy of AMIS. 

Oct-Dec 2005 Over 3 million people affected by the crisis. 

Jan-Apr 2006 Special Representative of SG, Jan Pronk, admits that international strategy in Darfur 

had failed, and requests that a force of 12,000-20,000 is necessary to protect 

civilians and disarm militias. 

AU supports in principle AMIS transition to UN. 

UN requests planning to transition AMIS to UN. 

May-Aug 2006 Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) – GOS and SLA (May 5). 

US Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, reaffirms Darfur violence “genocide.” 

AU Peace and Security Council decids to end AMIS mandate by September 30. 

UNSCR 1706 (Aug 31): Deploys UNMIS to Darfur. 

GOS launches a new offensive against civilians. 

Sep-Dec 2006 AMIS mandate is extended to 31 December 2006. 

Jan-Mar 2007 UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki Moon, proposes peacekeeping force with 11,000 

personnel. 

ICC names first war crimes suspect in Darfur. 

A UN mission of Human Rights Council accuses GOS of atrocities in Darfur, 

targeting at civilians. 

Sources: House of Commons, IDC, Darfur, Sudan: The Responsibility to Protect, p. 12; USGAO, 
Darfur Crisis, Appendix II: Timeline of Darfur Events, pp. 77-82; United Nations, The UN 
Responds to the Crisis in Darfur: A Timeline; UN News Center; and IRIN (Integrated 
Regional Information Networks), UNOCHA. 

 



4.3 Assessment of the Intervention 

In the atmosphere of the “war on terror” and when some western powers are 
preoccupied with the Iraqi war, the crisis in Darfur gained more promise than 
Rwanda did in 1994, at least rhetorically. The international community is more 
actively engaged in bringing peace back to the region by hosting negotiations 
between the warring parties and by urging the Sudanese government to stop violence 
towards civilians. In the legal respect, the UN Security Council adopted 18 
resolutions in the time span of 2004-2006, and most of which determine the situation 
in Sudan (Darfur region) constitutes “a threat to international peace and security” 
and are adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter. This reveals that the UN is 
willing to create the conditions that allow any further enforcement actions to be 
taken in the future regarding Darfur case. Especially the conflict is very likely to 
become a regional unrest as the tension along the Sudan-Chad border remained high, 
the UN has to be more aware to and more prepared for dealing with a more 
complicated situation 

Furthermore, in the political respect, the international community does not 
avoid calling the situation in Darfur “genocide.” However, this does not seem to 
trigger any obligation under the Genocide Convention of 1948 to stop it, and some 
African countries are backing the Sudanese government for accusing the UN of 
interfering with its internal affairs and breaching its state sovereignty while the 
government is refusing UNMIS deployment in the region of Darfur. Finally, in the 
operational respect, member states of the UN are more or less willing to contribute 
resources into the UN operation in Sudan. When encountering AU inadequacy in the 
mission in Darfur, the UN is actively planning the transition from AMIS to UNMIS 
right now. Although outside intervention is not expecting to happen lately, the UN 
seems to be more positive this time than in Rwanda in 1994. 

 

The constantly recognized “threat to the peace”  

In 2001, the report of the International Commission on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty (ICISS) set out guidelines to govern international interventions in 
supreme humanitarian emergencies and recommended that the language of the 
debate should be changed from “the right to intervene” to “the responsibility to 
protect.” Accordingly, “the responsibility to protect” acknowledges that the host 
state has primary responsibility for the welfare of its citizens and that intervention 
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can only be contemplated if the state is either unwilling or unable to fulfill its 
responsibilities to its citizens; it means that intervention (“the responsibility to react”) 
should be situated alongside prevention and post-conflict rebuilding.59 Shortly after 
the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1556 on the crisis in Darfur, 
representatives from the Philippines and the UK echoed this approach.60 After years 
of advocacy, the international community has at least verbally reached the goal and 
has become more willing to consider internal turmoil as international threat. 

 

Table 4.2 Security Council Resolutions Concerning Sudan in 2004-06 

Resolution No. Date Contents   

S/RES/1556 30-Jul-04 Welcome AU engagement in Darfur, reaffirm 

Machakos Agreement, condemn violation of human 

rights (HR) and international humanitarian law (IHL), 

endorse deployment in Darfur, call for cooperation of 

Sudan with High Commissioner of Human Rights 

(HCHR), decide sanctions 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1564 18-Jun-04 Welcome and support African Union (AU) 

engagement, urge negotiation and cooperation, 

demand stop of violence and cooperation, request 

Secretary-General (SG) and Office of HCHR to 

monitor violation of IHL & HR 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1574 19-Nov-04 Support Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), 

welcome Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 

urge aid, extend UN Advance Mission in Sudan 

(UNAMIS), demand stop violence, support AU 

increase Darfur, call for cooperation 

  

S/RES/1585 10-Mar-05 Extend UNAMIS   

S/RES/1588 17-Mar-05 Extend UNAMIS   

S/RES/1590 24-Mar-05 Welcome the CPA, strongly condemn the violations of 

HR and IHL in Darfur, establish UN Mission in Sudan 

(UNMIS), request reports from SG, authorize UNMIS 

to take the necessary action, request consultation of 

SG and Government of Sudan (GOS) 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1591 29-Mar-05 Welcome the signing of the CPA, establish a 

Committee of the Security Council and a Panel of 

Ch7 Thr 

                                                 
59 ICISS, The Responsibility to Protect, p. 17. 
60 UN Doc. S/PV. 5015 (30 July 2004), pp. 5, 10-11. 
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Experts to assist it, demand GOS to stop violence, 

impose individual travel sanctions and asset freezes 

S/RES/1593 31-Mar-05 Refer the situation in Darfur to the Prosecutor of the 

International Criminal Court (ICC) 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1627 23-Sep-05 Welcome the implementation of CPA, extend UNMIS, 

request report from SG 

 Thr 

S/RES/1651 21-Dec-05 Extend the mandate of the Panel of Experts, request 

report and recommendations from the Panel 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1663 24-Mar-06 Welcome implementation of CPA, extend UNMIS, 

request reports from SG, strongly condemn the 

violence against civilians 

 Thr 

S/RES/1665 29-Mar-06 Extend the Panel of Experts, urge cooperation Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1672 25-Apr-06 Decide all states to implement measures in para. 3 of 

Res. 1591 (2005) [travel sanctions and asset freezes] 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1679 16-May-06 Welcome the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA), 

commend the deployment of AU Mission in Sudan 

(AMIS), call for the implementation of DPA, request 

recommendations from SG 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1706 31-Aug-06 Expand the mandate of UNMIS, strengthen UNMIS, 

authorize UNMIS to use all necessary means, call for 

the implementation of DPA 

Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1709 22-Sep-06 Extend the mandate of UNMIS  Thr 

S/RES/1713 29-Sep-06 Extend the Panel of Experts, urge cooperation Ch7 Thr 

S/RES/1714 06-Oct-06 Extend the mandate of UNMIS, request SG to report, 

call upon the parties to several peace agreements to 

implement fully without delay. 

 Thr 

Source: UN Security Council: Resolutions, http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions.html
Note: 1. “Ch7” means the resolution was adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter; lines in italic 

style are the decisions acting under Chapter VII.  
2. “Thr” means the resolution determines the situation under concern constitutes a threat to 

international peace and security. 
3. The contents are extracted from the resolutions, and thus do not include every item 

mentioned in the respective resolutions.  
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Among the 18 resolutions adopted during the period of 2004-2006, 11 were 
acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, and 15 determined the situation in 
Sudan constituted “a threat to international peace and security” or “a threat to 
international peace and security and to the stability in the region” (see Table 4.2). 
Especially since March 2005, after the signing of the CPA and the report of the 
Commission of Inquiry on Darfur, all the resolutions determined the situation in 
Sudan “continues to constitute a threat to international peace and security.” This is, 
of course, partly due to the somewhat transboundary nature of the conflict in Darfur, 
which has spread beyond Sudanese border into Chad, but the resolutions show that 
the Security Council was intended to facilitate further action to be taken in Sudan.  

 

The lack of political will in the UN 

In the case of Darfur, the international community show more willingness of 
resolving the conflict for two reasons: Darfur reminds many of the consequences of 
ignorance of April 1994, and Sudan is a resource-rich country where many states 
have strategic interests. These considerations lead the international community to 
focus more on bringing peace back to this country, and thus showing more political 
will in resolving the problem. 

First of all, the debate of whether genocide was occurring in Darfur took 
relatively short time to settle. Although the UN and the international community 
spent almost one year to clearly recognize the situation after violence emerged in 
early 2003, when it has evolved to “a crisis,” the recognition of genocide was with 
the hope of wakening the world’s conscience and invoking the obligation 
encompassed in the 1948 Genocide Convention. Despite that the efforts were 
hindered by Sudanese government’s strong opposition of outside interference as well 
as the reluctance of the international community to take military action, calling the 
crisis its right name is a basic sign that the international community is somewhat 
prepared to shoulder the responsibility, at least rhetorically. Secondly, the 
international community is more actively engaged in urging negotiation between the 
conflicting parties. The AU first expressed its engagement in Darfur by sending 
AMIS into the region and hosting negotiations. If violence in Darfur keeps on going 
and worsening, the hardly-earned peace agreement between the north and the south 
may fail due to the continue instability in the country. Therefore, other states are also 
involved in brokering peace with the hope of settling the conflict through diplomatic 
way. 
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However, there are other external factors that prevent further actions. Sudan is 
a country abundant in oil. It started exporting crude oil in 1997. Oil export along 
with sound economic policies betters its economy and attracts foreign investors. 
These external actors complicate the situation. Among the actors with interests in 
Sudan, major European Union countries are topping the list. US, Canada, China, 
India, Malaysia, nearly all of Sudan’s neighboring countries, and many private 
corporations are with direct ties with the Sudanese government.61 For national 
interests or corporate interests, states may refrain themselves from being involved in 
possible intervention in order to hold on tie with the government. Although states 
have to change as the voice pressing for intervention grows, it is not enough for 
immediate relief of the current crisis. 

 

The lack of capability of the UN 

As the situation in Darfur deteriorated even though peace agreement has 
already been signed, the UN should be more prepared for taking more forcible 
actions, including military intervention, to stop the continuing human sufferings. 
The only way of lasting peace in Darfur is that the parties settle their differences 
diplomatically. But there has been no sign of peace been brought back to the region 
due to many critical parties have refused to participate in the agreement. In the 
meantime of adjusting the agreement and persuading non-signatory parties to 
participate, what is urgent is that the government keeps targeting at civilians for its 
“counter-insurgency campaign” and the rebel groups are dividing into small factions, 
making the situation more unstable. The UN so far has only considered taking over 
AU mission in Darfur to mainly monitor the peace agreement, and such transition is 
encountering rigid opposition from the Sudanese government.  

The problem here is that UN peacekeeping operation, in principle, should be 
based on state consent. When state authority refuse to consent, there is hardly way 
for deployment, even the authority is the one who abuses its own people. It seems 
that the UN has not yet possessed enough capability to hold up the “responsibility to 
protect” when states are unwilling or unable to undertake the task. 

 
 
 

                                                 
61 Lewis, Rejuvenating or Restraining Civil War, p. 18.  
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4.4 Summary 

On February 27, 2007, the Prosecutor of the ICC has started proceedings 
against the Sudanese State Minister for Humanitarian Affairs and the janjaweed 
commander for war crimes and crimes against humanity committed in West Darfur 
in 2003-2004. However, the crisis in Darfur is far from ended. President al-Bashir 
has said that Sudan is so opposed the UN peacekeeping in Darfur that he has called 
for “resistance and jihad” if the second UN force (there has been one in the south of 
the country) steps one foot into the country.62 The UN’s action in Sudan shows that 
this organization has made progress in addressing humanitarian issues. The Security 
Council constantly recognized the situation in Sudan as a threat to international 
peace and security and invoked Chapter VII of the UN Charter to address the issue. 
Many used the “responsibility to protect” when discussing the Darfur crisis, 
revealing that this new approach that developed recently is being recognized.  

However, when the UN has become more aware of its responsibility, it has to 
depend on the member states’ will to undertake the task. Even member states show 
more willingness of resolving the conflict due to the shameful experience of Rwanda 
as well as the strategic importance of Sudan, states may refrain themselves for 
national interests. Besides, the UN does not have enough capability to go against the 
Sudanese government’s opposition of UN deployment in Darfur. Therefore, it is still 
a test for the UN of the newly-emerged concept of “the responsibility to protect.” 

 

 

                                                 
62 Hasbani, “About The Arab Stance Vis-à-vis Darfur.” 
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